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Disclaimer
Other than by the addressee, copying or distribution of this document, in whole or in part, is
not permitted without the express written consent of R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited.
In the preparation of the various instruments of service contained herein, R.J. Burnside &
Associates Limited was required to use and rely upon various sources of information
(including but not limited to: reports, data, drawings, observations) produced by parties other
than R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited. For its part R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited has
proceeded based on the belief that the third party/parties in question produced this
documentation using accepted industry standards and best practices and that all information
was therefore accurate, correct and free of errors at the time of consultation. As such, the
comments, recommendations and materials presented in this instrument of service reflect our
best judgment in light of the information available at the time of preparation. R.J. Burnside &
Associates Limited, its employees, affiliates and subcontractors accept no liability for
inaccuracies or errors in the instruments of service provided to the client, arising from
deficiencies in the aforementioned third party materials and documents.
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited makes no warranties, either express or implied, of
merchantability and fitness of the documents and other instruments of service for any purpose
other than that specified by the contract.
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1.0

Introduction

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited (Burnside) has been retained by Kiah Group (Butternut
Grove Ltd. Partnership) to complete a scoped Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
lands located at 442 and 448 River Road. The proposed development plan will create a
compact residential configuration with the creation of 18 condominium units configured on an
extension of Olivewood Way.
An EIS is required by the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) and the City of
Cambridge to accompany the development application. The property is regulated by GRCA
due to the wetland located on the north portion of the site. The City identifies a portion of the
property as Locally Significant Natural Area. The purpose of this investigation is to delineate
and assess these features, as well as determine preservation, impacts and mitigation as
needed within the context of the proposed development.
The Terms of Reference (TOR) for this EIS were provided to the GRCA and City of
Cambridge for their review and comment. The TORs are provided in Appendix A and
responses to the TORs by GRCA and the City of Cambridge are provided in Appendices B
and C, respectively. It is acknowledged that the numbering and order of sections within the
reporting has been adjusted from the TOR to accommodate the agency comments as well as
move the policy and legislative framework to the beginning of this report, while maintaining
the discussion on policy conformity following the description of the proposed development.

2.0

Policy and Legislative Framework

The following sections identify the federal, provincial, Conservation Authority and municipal
policies and legislation that apply to the development.
The Region of Waterloo confirmed that Regional policy does not apply as there are no
Regional Core Environmental Features found within / contiguous to the lands, as per email
communication from Tim Van Hinte, Principal Environmental Planner (Region of Waterloo)
dated August 13, 2018.

2.1

Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994

The Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 (MBCA) and the Migratory Bird Regulations (MBR)
are federal legislative requirements that are binding on members of the public and all levels
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of government, including federal and provincial governments. The legislation protects certain
species 1, controls the harvest of others, and prohibits commercial sale of all species.
One key responsibility under the MBCA is described in Section 6 of the associated MBR:
Subject to subsection 5(9), no person shall
•

Disturb, destroy or take a nest, egg, nest shelter, eider duck shelter or
duck box of a migratory bird, or

•

Have in his possession a live migratory bird, or a carcass, skin, nest or
egg of a migratory bird except under authority of a permit therefore.

The “incidental take” of migratory birds and the disturbance, destruction or taking of the nest
of a migratory bird is prohibited. “Incidental take” is the killing or harming of migratory birds
due to actions, such as economic development, which are not primarily focused on taking
migratory birds. No permit can be issued for the incidental take of migratory birds or their
nest or eggs as a result of economic activities. These prohibitions apply throughout the year.
Environment Canada and the Canadian Wildlife Service have compiled nesting calendars
that show the variation in nesting intensity, by habitat type and nesting zone, within broad
geographical areas distributed across Canada. While this does not mean nesting birds will
not nest outside of these periods, the calendars can be used to greatly reduce the risk of
encountering a nest. Environment Canada advises avoidance as the best approach.

2.2

Provincial Policy Statement (2014)

The PPS (MMAH, 2014) provides general policies on land use patterns, resources, and
public health and safety that guide development across Ontario. As stated in Section 2.1.1 of
the PPS, “Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term”. This statement is
interpreted as the main goal of development should be to prevent additional degradation,
reduction or removal of onsite and adjacent natural heritage features and functions.
Additionally, Section 2.1.2 states that “The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an
area, and the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems,
should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between
and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and ground water
features”. This statement supports the previous section where natural feature preservation
should be partnered with management, restoration and enhancement of the feature(s) and
the connections of the feature(s) within a greater natural heritage system.
1 Bird species not regulated under the Act include: Rock Dove, American Crow, Brown-headed Cowbird, Common
Grackle, House Sparrow, Red-winged Blackbird, and European Starling. In addition, raptors are not regulated under
the MBCA. However, they are protected under provincial legislation which restricts and regulates the taking or
possession of eggs and nests. Furthermore, if the species identified is protected under Ontario’s Endangered
Species Act, 2007 or the federal Species at Risk Act, additional restrictions may apply.
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Specifically related to this location is the requirement to identify natural heritage systems
(NHS) in southern Ontario (Ecoregions 6E and 7E), Policy 2.1.3. This report will address
Section 2.1 (Natural Heritage).
Specifically, Section 2.1.4 identifies that development and site alteration shall not be
permitted within:
a) Significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E; and
b) Significant coastal wetlands;
Also, Section 2.1.5 identifies that development and site alteration shall not be permitted
within:
a) Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E;
b) Significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron
and the St. Mary’s River);
c) Significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron
and St. Mary’s River);
d) Significant wildlife habitat;
e) Significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and
f)

Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E that are not subject to
policy 2.1.4(b) unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative
impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.

Sections 2.1.6 and 2.1.7 identify two additional natural features where development and site
alteration are not permitted except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.:
a) Fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements; and
b) Habitat of endangered species and threatened species, except in accordance with
provincial and federal requirements.
According to Section 2.1.8, development and site alteration are not 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 their ecological
functions.
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2.3

Endangered Species Act, 2007

The Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA), provides protection for species at risk (SAR) and
their habitat. The ESA was administered by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
(MNRF), but is now the jurisdiction of Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP). The Act presents policies for the protection of extirpated, endangered and
threatened species, as well as species of special concern. These four categories of species
form the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List, which are classified by the Committee on
the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). COSSARO is also responsible for
maintaining criteria for assessing and classifying SAR.
The ESA helps protect species (Section 9) and their habitat (Section 10). Section 9(1)(a) of
the ESA states,
No person shall kill, harm, harass, capture or take a living member of a
species that is listed on the SARO list as Extirpated, Endangered and
Threatened.
Section 10(1)(a) of the ESA states,
No person shall damage or destroy the habitat of a species that is listed on the
Species at Risk in Ontario list as an endangered or threated species.
Correspondence with MNRF who was responsible for the ESA at the initiation of this
investigation is provided in Appendix D.

2.4

Grand River Conservation Authority

The GRCA administers Ontario Regulation 150/06: Development, Interference with Wetlands
and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses. Through this regulation, GRCA has the
ability to:
•

•

Prohibit, regulate or require the permission of the authority for straightening, changing,
diverting or interfering in any way with the existing channel of a river, creek, stream or
watercourse, or for changing or interfering in any way with a wetland.
Prohibit, regulate or require the permission of the authority for development, if in the
opinion of the authority, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches or pollution or
the conservation of land may be affected by the development.

Based on online GRCA Regulation mapping, a portion of 448 River Road is located within
GRCA’s Regulation limits and will therefore require a permit under Ontario Regulation . The
EIS provides recommendations to ensure that natural heritage features and functions are not
negatively impacted and, where applicable, recommends restoration measures.
The onsite limit of the wetland that occurs on the subject lands was flagged with a GRCA
wetland ecologist on September 27, 2017. Burnside collected the flagged points using a
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GPS and they were later collected by the project surveyor for inclusion in the planning of the
development. Justification of an appropriate size of a wetland buffer is a component of the
EIS to ensure conformity with policy and protection of the wetland features and functions
from the proposed adjacent land use.
The GRCA’s response on the Terms of Reference is summarized as:
•

•

2.5

Section 4.1.2 Surface Water Features and Wetlands, the study will need to look at
wetland hydrology, water table elevations across the site, and presence of springs. The
use of road salt and impacts to the surrounding area will need to be identified and
interpreted.
Section 4.1.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat, the presence and habitat for species at risk and
significant wildlife habitat will need to be reviewed and screened for. The site has the
potential to provide bat roosting and maternity habitat.

City of Cambridge Official Plan (2018)

The City of Cambridge Official Plan (OP) delineates a Natural Heritage System that
compliments and expands upon the Region of Waterloo’s Greenlands Network. Landscape
Level Systems, Core Environmental Features, Locally Significant Natural Areas and Linkage
and Restoration Areas are the components that comprise this Natural Heritage System
identified in Chapter 3.
Neither Landscape Level Systems or Core Environmental Features are found on the site.
•

Locally Significant Natural Areas (LSNAs) are natural features not meeting the criteria
for recognition as being provincially or regionally significant. LSNAs are:
a) A wetland which is regulated by the GRCA, but which does not qualify as a Core
Environmental Feature;
b) A wooded area identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources, but which does not
qualify as a Core Environmental Feature;
c) Significant wildlife habitat generally consisting of one or more of the following:
i)

Seasonal concentration areas;

ii) Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife;
iii) Habitats of species of conservation concern; or
iv) Wildlife movement corridors;
d) Perennial or intermittent watercourse(s);
e) Environmentally Significant Groundwater Discharge and Recharge Areas.
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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Policies clarifying protection of LSNAs within Section 3.A.4 are:
1. 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.
2. On lands where LSNAs have not been adequately identified and evaluated through a
subwatershed study, master environmental servicing plan or any other appropriate
natural heritage review, development or site alteration will be prohibited until such time as
an Environmental Impact Statement has been prepared for an owner/applicant in
accordance with the policies in Section 3.A.8 to identify and evaluate any such elements
located on the subject lands.
3. The form of LSNAs may be modified through development or site alteration provided it is
demonstrated through an Environmental Impact Statement that ecological function of the
natural feature is maintained, enhanced or where feasible, restored.
4. Further to Policy 3.A.4.5, development or site alteration may only be permitted within
LSNAs that are wetlands where it is demonstrated through an Environmental Impact
Statement that the wetland is not:
a) Located within a riparian community;
b) Hazardous land or a hazardous site;
c) A bog or fen;
d) Fish habitat;
e) Part of a functional linkage between larger wetlands or natural features;
f)

Significant wildlife habitat;

g) Confirmed habitat for a provincially or regionally significant species as determined
by the Province or the Region;
h) Part of a groundwater recharge area; or
i)

A groundwater discharge area associated with any of the above.

Also, subsections 9 and 10 within the 3.A.4 apply:
9. Where an Environmental Impact Statement has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
City that a development or site alteration application would have no adverse
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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environmental impact upon the natural features and ecological functions of a LSNA, the
City may, subject to appropriate conditions, approve, or recommend approval of the
application.
10. Where an Environmental Impact Statement has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
City that a development or site alteration application may have an adverse environmental
impact upon the natural features and ecological functions of a LSNA, the City will
undertake at least one of the following:
a) Require conditions of approval, or require dedication(s) of land to protect lands
supporting the natural features and ecological functions of the LSNA;
b) Request the Province, the Region, or the GRCA to invoke any applicable statutory
authority to enable acquisition for the protection of the LSNA;
c) Consult with the Region, the GRCA and/or other agencies to acquire the lands;
d) Consider the acquisition of all or the affected portion of the LSNA; or
e) Refuse all or part of the application.
The portions of this site that have been designated as an LSNA is due the presence of:
•
•
•

Wetland which is regulated by the GRCA but which does not qualify as a Core
Environmental Feature;
A wooded area identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources but which does not qualify
as a Core Environmental Feature; and
Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern

The limit of the LSNA was mapped for inclusion into the natural heritage mapping on May 8,
2019 with City of Cambridge staff. This limit updates the Wooded Area boundary found in
Land Information Ontario (LIO) mapping.

3.0

Existing Conditions

3.1

Site Description

The lot at 442 River Road is rectangular and approximately 0.47 ha. It is predominantly
manicured turf with the residence and garage near the front (west) portion of the property.
Sparse and scattered landscape trees and shrubs are found throughout the former yards.
The house had been demolished prior to the May 2019 site visit.
The lot at 448 River Road is asymmetrical and approximately 1.27 ha. The formerly
occupied portion of the property at the west limit contains a house and garage, with turf and
annual gardens. A treed area that contains the wetland extends along the north, east and
south property limits. It has been subject to a number of impacts including mowed trails,
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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outbuildings, and farm and household waste dumping. This treed area is highly variable in
species composition and age, ranging from immature regeneration thickets to treed
hedgerows with sparse mature trees. A stone hut is located within the treed area north of the
existing house with a swale / artificially created drain that runs under the hut.
Laneway 211 is a gravel municipal road connected to River Road at the north limit of
442 River Road that is used as the access to 448 River Road.
Lands adjacent to the subject site are varied in their composition. Lands immediately east of
the site have been developed into a residential subdivision within the last 20 years. The
subject site is separated from the terminus of Olivewood Way and the subdivision to the east
by a retaining wall that varies in height (the wall is steepest at the south limit of the site).
Properties immediately north and south of the site, as well as on the west side of River Road
are similar to the subject site with older homes on larger and asymmetrical lots with varying
amounts of tree cover (sparse to dense). Additional residential subdivisions have been
developed in the area to the south and east of the site.

3.2

Soils and Topography

The Ontario Soils digital resource mapping identifies the site having predominantly Gravelly
Loam soil, with a small portion of the northeast corner of the site identified as Fine Sandy
Loam. Soils mapping for the former Waterloo County indicates that soils in the subject lands
consist of the Grand – Kirkland soil association, which consist of coarse and medium textured
soils are formed on recent alluvial deposits and vary in drainage from Good to Poor (Ontario
Soil Survey). The soil survey completed by C.M.T Engineering Inc. identifies that the native
soils range from sand to silty sand to sandy silt to silt and sand.
The site has generally flat topography except on the south limit where the grade slopes
steeply to meet the adjacent property. The majority of the site drains from south to north,
with the lot associated with 442 River Road draining westward toward the Speed River. The
topography throughout the wetland portion of the site is hummocky, particularly at the west
limit where there has been informal trail creation and installation of outbuildings.

3.3

Surface Water Features

A wetland is found at the north limit of the site and extends northward offsite. The limits were
flagged with a GRCA ecologist on September 27, 2017. Burnside collected the flagged
points using a GPS and they were later collected by the project surveyor for inclusion in the
planning of the development. Additional characterization of the wetland is provided in
Section 3.4.
There is an artificially created drain that directs surface water flow through the stone hut.
Flow was seen in spring 2019, the day following a rainfall event but has been dry during all
other site visits. A small dug pond is also found outside of the wetland. This pond contained
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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standing water during the spring 2019 site visit but was dried down during the summer 2018
visit.
Water table elevations were measures by CMT Engineering Inc. and are included in the
Functional Servicing and Stormwater Report (FSSR) prepared by GM Blueplan Engineering.
The FSSR also identifies the 2 catchment areas on the Existing Conditions Drainage Area,
Figure No.1. The majority of the site identified as Catchment 20 (1.263 hectares) drains
northward toward the wetland.
No springs were identified during the site investigations completed by ecologists.

3.4

Natural Heritage Features

3.4.1

Vegetation Communities

3.4.1.1

Field Methodology

Burnside ecology staff conducted site investigations to identify and map vegetation
communities on August 8, 2018 and May 8, 2019. All portions of the communities were
reviewed to review the existing attributes.
There are five vegetation community types identified on the site and characterization is based
on Lee et. al, 1998 and the Vegetation Type List of the Southern Ontario Ecological Land
Classification (Lee, May 2008). All of the communities identified are considered to be
relatively common in Ontario. The locations of these community are shown on Figure 2.
3.4.1.2

Results

Assignment of ELC codes on vegetation communities that are heavily influenced by
disturbance and management can be difficult and may result in subjectivity associated with
the classification. A description of each community is provided below.
Low Density Residential (CVR_1)
The west portion of the lands include a variety of human influenced or cultural land uses
(manicured open space, vegetable gardens). A house and detached garage, as well as a
number of sheds and debris piles of farm and household waste are found on the 448 River
Road lands. The lands at the 442 parcel are predominantly manicured turf and a gravel
parking pad.
Trees are found in groupings, individuals and hedgerows within this community and are a mix
of species including Common Lilac (Syringa vulgaris), Basswood (Tilia americana), Black
Walnut and Colorado Blue Spruce (Picea pungens 'Glauca'). An offsite hedgerow of mature
Black Walnut is found along the south property limit of 442. Additional detail of these trees is
provided in the General Vegetation Inventory & Assessment prepared by MacKinnon &
Associates.
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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Dry-Fresh Deciduous Hedgerow Thicket (THDM3)
These two linear features are found along the south and east limits of the property:
The hedgerow at the south limit is characterized as a mix of species including Scots Pine
(Pinus sylvestris) in poor condition (5 to 20% live crown), White Mulberry (Morus alba),
immature Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and Black Walnut, and regenerating
Basswood. There are sparse mature individuals of Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa),
Basswood and Black Walnut at the property boundary.
The hedgerow at the east limit is characterized as containing three mature Bur Oak that are
41, 62, and 65 cm DBH adjacent to the terminus of Olivewood Way. Mid-aged Manitoba
Maple with a dense Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) understory comprise the
remainder of the hedgerow extending northward along the property limit.
Dry-Fresh Deciduous Regeneration Thicket (THDM4)
Two of the onsite communities have been assigned this classification:
A regenerating area that connects the two hedgerow thickets is comprised of dense
immature (less than 10 cm DBH) Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides), Basswood and
Manitoba Maple, with sparse mature Trembling Aspen individuals. Mature Buckthorn shrubs
and regeneration are also found throughout. Groundlayer species found within this
community are associated with meadow environments (e.g., goldenrod sp., cool season
grasses).
The other community, located at the north limit of the site, has resulted from the natural
regeneration on disturbed lands. It is dominated by mid-aged Manitoba Maples with sparse
individuals of mid-aged White Willow and Trembling Aspen.
Tree Group (TG)
This community could not be assigned an ELC characterization due to the significant
disturbance throughout its extents. It is dominated by mid-aged Manitoba Maple and Black
Walnut with sparse mature individuals. The community has been subject to dumping and
has been invaded by Goldencreeper (Thladiantha dubia) resulting in a smothering of
groundlayer and understory vegetation. Thicket creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia)
dominates that groundlayer throughout other parts of the community.
Mixed Swamp (SWM)
This feature is found at the north limit of the property and extends northward onto the
adjacent lands. The onsite portion has been significantly disturbed by past management and
use by the previous landowners. There are informal trails, dumping of farm and residential
waste, installation of sheds and structures and minor grading. The west portion contains a
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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sparse canopy of mature White Willow (Salix alba) with dense Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia)
that is dominating the understory. The central portion is a mature stand of White Cedar
(Thuja occidentalis) growing in a dense cluster with no groundlayer or understorey
vegetation. The east portion of the wetland is sparsely treed with individuals of Manitoba
Maple, Basswood, and Trembling Aspen.
3.4.2

Breeding Bird Surveys

3.4.2.1

Field Methodology

Burnside conducted two breeding bird surveys on the site. Surveys were completed on
June 14 and June 28, 2018 per Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas guidelines and methods for time
of day and weather (Cadman et al. 2007): early mornings with low winds, temperatures within
5 degrees of normal, and no precipitation. All portions of the site were included in the
breeding bird surveys.
3.4.2.2

Results

A total of 17 bird species were identified during the breeding bird surveys. All of the species
are common and found within urban and disturbed environments with the exception of the
Eastern Wood-Peewee (Contpus virens). This species, recorded at the north limit of the site,
is identified as Special Concern under the ESA and Federal Species at Risk Act (SARA),.
The species’ habitat is described as follows: The Eastern Wood-Peewee lives in the midcanopy layer of forest clearings and edges of deciduous and mixed forests. It is most
abundant in intermediate-age mature forest stands with little understory vegetation
(Government of Ontario, 2019).
The full listing of species recorded during the breeding bird surveys is found in Appendix E.
3.4.3

Amphibian Breeding Call Surveys

3.4.3.1

Field Methodology

Amphibian monitoring surveys were conducted from the northwest corner of the property on
April 27, May 16, and June 19, 2018 respectively, to determine the presence of breeding
amphibians within 120 m of the existing low-land areas. Survey protocols were based on the
Marsh Monitoring Program Participant’s Handbook for Surveying Amphibians (Bird Studies
Canada (BSC), 2009).
For the April survey, night temperatures are required to be above 5°C, above 10°C for the
May survey, and above 17°C for the June survey.
3.4.3.2

Results

No calls were recorded on the subject site due to absence of suitable habitat. Spring
Peepers (Pseudacris crucifer) were identified greater than 100 m west of the subject site
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during the April site visit. It is expected that these individuals are utilizing habitat associated
with the Speed River. No data sheets are provided due to no recorded calls.
3.4.4

Incidental wildlife

No targeted surveys for reptiles (i.e., snakes, turtles) were conducted as part of this study.
However, a background review of agency records and the NHIC database, a desktop review
of aerial photography, and confirmation of ELC communities within the study area during site
investigations assisted in screening for the potential habitat of these species.
Incidental wildlife seen on the subject lands during the site investigations is limited to Eastern
Cottontail (Sylvilagus floranus) and Grey Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis) but it is anticipated
that urban tolerant mammals such as Raccoon (Procyon lotor) and Virginia Opossum
(Didelphis virginiana) use the site for foraging and habitat.
3.4.5

Species at Risk

The properties are located in 1 km2 by 1 km2 NHIC squares 17NJ5610 and 17NJ5710
reviewed on February 13, 2018. These squares encompass the Speed River and significant
wooded natural features (the Puslinch Lake Irish Creek Wetland Complex and the Speed
River Wetland Complex). None of these features is found on the site.
There was a single fauna element occurrence within these squares: Eastern Wood-peewee
(no date). The species is identified as ‘Special Concern’ which presence was recorded
during 2018 breeding bird surveys.
3.4.5.1

Bats

The MNRF has indicated in an email dated September 21, 2018 from Graham Buck
(Management Biologist) that MNRF has records of Little Brown Myotis from the area and
MNRF considers the habitat suitable and likely occupied (email provided in Appendix D).
Guidance on the protection of onsite bats and their habitat was also provided:
“Retention of the wetland and a buffer, as authorized by GRCA would likely be
suitable to not impact the habitat of SAR bats. Cavity tree assessment is not
required, but the landowner should time tree removal for after September 30th
to ensure the bats have left the area for their hibernation sites.”
According to the MNRF Guelph District protocol (April 2017), Little Brown Myotis and
Northern Myotis often form maternity roosting colonies in tree snags in mature treed ecosites
such as deciduous forests (FOD), mixedwood forests (FOM), coniferous forests (FOC),
deciduous swamp (SWD), mixedwood swamps (SWM) and coniferous swamps (SWC).
Snags are defined as standing live or dead trees ≥ 10 cm DBH with cracks, crevices, hollows,
cavities, and/or loose or naturally exfoliating bark (Guelph District MNRF, April 2017). This
information would suggest that habitat is supported onsite within the wetland.
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A leaf-off bat maternity colony survey was completed on December 6, 2018 by a Burnside
ecologist to identify and map trees of at least 10cm diameter at breast height (DBH), both live
and dead, with loose or naturally exfoliating bark, cavities, hollows or cracks. A total of seven
potential trees were identified within the site: four mature White Willows within the wetland
and three trees located along the south property limit (two Manitoba Maples, one Bur Oak).
Their locations are illustrated on Figure 2.
3.4.5.2

Butternut

Butternut (Juglans cinerea), another SAR species, was identified onsite and on immediately
adjacent lands during the fall 2017 wetland staking and reviewed during the summer 2018
site investigation. Genetic testing was completed for the three trees found and one was
determined to be a genetic hybrid. The two genetically confirmed Butternuts are
approximately 1 and 2 cm DBH (i.e., immature). The Butternut Health Assessment will be
submitted as part of the documentation provided to the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP) who has taken over SAR matters from the MNRF.
Direction regarding the Butternuts was also provided in the response from Graham Buck in
September 21 email.
“With respect to the 3 Butternut, once their status has been determined the
EIS should consider the potential for habitat within 50 meters of the trees.”
The Butternuts are growing in land identified as the wetland. The remainder of the wetland is
not believed to be potential habitat and it is anticipated that these individuals have found
isolated drier soils with a relatively open canopy of surrounding trees to become established.
The likelihood that habitat is available elsewhere onsite is anticipated to be low due to dense
canopy or understory cover (depending on the community) and weed or successional
vegetation competition.
3.4.6

Linkages

No ecological linkages are identified on the subject site within the Region or City Official Plan.
It is anticipated that linkage functions on the site are constrained by the adjacent residential
subdivisions, road network and isolated nature of the treed features on the subject lands and
on lands immediately adjacent. Wildlife tolerant of urban or semi-rural conditions such as
Red Fox, Eastern Cottontail and Raccoon are anticipated to find forage and refuge on the
site but no significant value to wildlife is anticipated to be provided. The Speed River valley
west of River Road provides a more contiguous and protected area for linkage for safe
passage for sensitive wildlife and wildlife would have more constraints (e.g., interaction with
people and pets, noise and light trespass, crossing roads) to entering the subject site.
Onsite connection between LSNA portions located on adjacent lands north and south of the
site is not anticipated. The natural feature to the south is predominantly mature mixed
swamp and lowland deciduous forest, and lands to the north are characterized as rolling
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upland deciduous forest. A meaningful ecological linkage should connect at least 2 similar
communities which does not occur through the subject site.

4.0

Proposed Development

The proposed development plan will replace the single existing residential building, garage
and yards with the following:
•
•
•

18 single detached lots;
A private road extension of Olivewood Way; and
Common element areas that consist of the retained wetland and buffers.

The proposed development is illustrated on Figure 3 with the environmental constraints which
are:
•
•
•
•
•

Original LSNA limit (MNRF wooded area).
LSNA limit staked May 8, 2019.
Wetland GRCA staked limit and proposed buffer.
Locations of 2 Butternut trees and the Butternut hybrid (genetic testing confirmed by
MNRF).
Locations of potential bat maternity habitat locations.

The front portions of 442 River Road will be developed separately of the proposed
development as two lots fronting River Road.
Stormwater management is summarized as follows (as per Functional Servicing and
Stormwater Management Report):
•

•
•
•
•

Storm service for individual lots will be provided via the installation of storm sewers on the
condominium road. The onsite storm sewers will convey flows to the on-site stormwater
management facility.
Major storm runoff generated from the site will sheetflow overland to the existing wetland
and to River Road, matching existing conditions.
Post-development flows will be attenuated to pre-development levels via the on-site
stormwater management facility.
Quality control will be provided via oil / grit separators.
The stormwater management facility will act as an infiltration basin to assist in meeting
the recharge requirement for the post-development water balance.

5.0

Ecological Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The proposed development has the potential to impact the natural heritage features
summarized in Section 3.0 of this report. Potential impacts, proposed mitigation and
monitoring activities are presented and summarized in Table 5.1.
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Potential impacts to these features can be categorized as:
•
•

Direct (within the footprint of the development); or
Indirect (adjacent to the development but affected by spin-off effects).

The most significant direct impact may be interpreted as the removal of vegetation
associated with a portion of the LSNA. Removal of the hedgerows at the east and south
limits is not anticipated to significantly impact the less disturbed portions of the LSNA located
offsite on adjacent properties. Ecological function and linkage of the LSNA portions
proposed for removal are anticipated to be limited due to the adjacent existing residential
developments, past disturbances and onsite land use (presence of people on the subject site
for many years).
The shape of these features is also a significant consideration in their ecological function.
Long and narrow features are subject to the same pressures as natural feature edges: light,
noise, sun exposure, nesting predation, limited refuge and habitat for sensitive species, and
weed colonization.
Re-creation of the hedgerows has been proposed through the implementation of a restoration
area protected within the common amenity on the east limit of the site. Also, rear yard
enhancement plantings comprised of native species of trees and shrubs protected by a
restrictive covenant will be installed along the south limit to recreate the removed hedgerow.
It is understood that the new hedgerows created will not be the same in the short-term as the
current composition with mature trees; however, creation of hedgerows with exclusively
native species may offer higher-quality habitat and forage for the urban tolerant wildlife using
these components of the site including pollinators and common bird species.
The development was configured to maintain and enhance the onsite wetland with the
provision of a buffer, mitigation of existing impacts (i.e., access through trails and removal of
debris) and enhancement of function through installation of new plantings of native species of
trees and shrubs. These measures will also enhance the high-quality wetland on the
property north of the site.
The wetland has been provided with a 5 m buffer. It is understood that this size of buffer is
less than is typically applied to wetlands adjacent to developments but the reduction is
reasonable based on the following rationale:
1. The wetland is significantly disturbed by past management by the previous landowners.
The area has been subject to dumping of farm and household waste, creation of trails
and installation of sheds and outbuildings. The adjacent residential land use that means
human presence (noise, light trespass) has been present for decades.
2. The width of the buffer will provide adequate setback from trees at the edge of the
development and significant impacts to roots are not anticipated. Minimum tree
protection zones will be applied that are used in most municipal tree by-laws for
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determining setbacks to critical rootzones. These critical root zones can be protected
with minor encroachment (i.e., the mature willow trees at the west limit of the wetland).
3. The buffer will be further enhanced by the creation of the infiltration pond, immediately
adjacent to the buffer.
4. There is no surface water present for the entire year, except for the isolated artificial pond
that had standing water only during the spring field investigation.
5. Fencing will be installed where lots back on to the wetland and no gates will be allowed to
prevent access and dumping into the protected feature.
6. Planting is recommended to occur in conjunction with other wetland improvements
(further details on the mitigation treatments are provided below).
A 25 m setback from the Butternuts also has been applied where no lotting will occur. The
creation of the infiltration pond and wetland buffers that are found within the setbacks may
enhance potential habitat through the creation native species dominated edge communities.
Four kinds of mitigation and tree canopy replacement treatments are recommended to offset
the loss of vegetation and their locations and extents are illustrated on Figure 3. These
treatments are:
1. Natural Feature Enhancement Areas
These areas are characterized as retained natural features and buffers that will not be
subject to any development disturbance (e.g., grading). Installation of new trees and
shrubs is recommended within these areas to enhance the existing limited representation
of diverse and high-quality native plant species and mitigate informal trails. Select felling
and pruning of poorly structured trees, particularly Manitoba Maples is recommended to
reduce competition to assist with establishment of new plantings. Felling will occur under
the direction of an ecologist.
Plantings and canopy management will remain outside of the Butternut setbacks to
prevent disturbance or alter growing conditions. Removal of structures, garbage
(household and farm) and fencing will occur throughout all parts of mitigation treatment
areas. This removal will be carried out using low impact methods, specifically hand tools,
with no access by machinery into the area.
No additional plantings or management are recommended for the dense White Cedar
cluster north of lot 4.
2. Restoration Areas
These areas require clearing to accommodate grade changes. On the east limit of the
site, a line of large conifers (balled and burlap stock) will be installed to create a
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hedgerow and provide privacy between the existing and proposed subdivisions. This
planting will extend across the road extension include naturalization plantings outside of
the right-of-way to buffer the LSNA to the south.
The proposed infiltration pond at the edge of the wetland buffer is recommended for
planting with shrubs that can tolerate seasonally saturated soil conditions such as willows
and dogwoods. This treatment will also provide additional buffering to the wetland.
3. Rear Yard Enhancement
Planting of trees and shrubs along the rear portions of the property on both the north and
south sides of the development where the development interfaces with the retained
natural feature and adjacent property. These enhancement areas are recommended to
be comprised of native species to provide a buffer between the onsite and offsite land
uses and provide aesthetic enhancement for occupants.
4. Street and Yard Limit Trees
It is understood that street trees are required for installation in front of each residence,
where space and utilities permit. An additional streetscaping opportunity is
recommended around the Olivewood Way extension of planting trees that match or
compliment the trees being planted in front of the lots. Additional trees of these sizes
may be planted on property limits between lots 7 and 8 and on the east limit of lot 4.
Other measures recommended for implementation to prevent and / or reduce impacts to the
retained features are:
•
•
•
•

Chainlink fencing with no gates on the property limit between the retained natural
features and rear lot lines;
‘No Dumping or Access’ signage posted on the fencing or wetland stewardship brochure;
Seasonal inspection and removal of dumped or windblown garbage from the natural
feature by the landscape maintenance contactors; and
Restrictive covenants on rear yard trees and shrubs to prevent their removal.

Effects on natural features that may occur that are further discussed:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Loss or disturbance to migratory birds or their nests, LSNA, wildlife habitat, Butternut, and
wetland as a result of land clearing.
Disturbance as a result of demolition of the existing buildings and structures.
Construction impacts, including erosion/sedimentation and unintentional encroachment
into the retained natural features.
Disruption of flow contributions and quality to wetland.
Effects on wildlife as a result of residential lighting.
Encroachment of residential activities including yard waste etc. into natural areas.
Effects on wildlife from noise.
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Table 5.1: Summary of Potential Negative Impacts and Recommended Mitigation
Activity
Land Clearing within
the Development
Envelope

Potential Impact
Loss of or disturbance
to migratory birds or
their nests.

Loss of portions of the
Locally Significant
Natural Area

Loss of wildlife habitat

Duration (D), Geographic Extent (GE) and Magnitude (M) of the
Impact
D: Short-term, occurring only once.
GE: Limited to the development envelope.

Land clearing should be completed outside of the breeding bird season (Nesting Zone C2
core breeding window, or when 41-100% are predicted to be nesting for all habitat types, is
approximately March 31 to August 31).

M: Low, bird habitat in the development envelope is minimal; disturbance
would not affect birds at the population level; however, disturbance of bird
nests is in contravention of the MBCA.

If this is not possible, a bird specialist should survey the site prior to clearing to confirm that
no active nests of migratory birds are present. Any active nests should be fenced and left
undisturbed until young have fledged, as determined by a qualified biologist.

D: Short-term, occurring only once.
GE: Limited to the development envelope.
M: Medium, overall reduction in size
D: Short-term, occurring only once.
GE: Limited to the development envelope.

Loss of potential
Butternut habitat

Impacts to wetland

Demolition Activities

Collateral impacts to
retained vegetation.

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
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Proposed Mitigation

M: Low for urban tolerant wildlife.
D: Short-term, occurring only once.
GE: Limited to the development envelope.

All tree pruning and removals should be carried out by a qualified tree service under the
direction of a certified arborist.
Installation of new plantings of native species of trees and shrubs as Natural Feature
Enhancement, Restoration Areas, Rear Yard Enhancement, and Street and Yard Limit
Trees will be implemented to offset the vegetation loss and improve the condition of the
retained natural features.
Urban tolerant species, if present on the site, will find other similar adjacent properties.
All tree removal to occur between April 30 and September 30.

MECP to be consulted regarding if the proposed development is considered loss of
potential Butternut habitat.

M: To be determined
D: Short-term, occurring during land clearing and long-term, due to
adjacent residential occupancy.

Implementation of a 5 m buffer on a property and wetland already subject to many
disturbances.

GE: Impacts could extend beyond the development envelope.

A chainlink fence with no gates will be installed along the limit of the natural feature.

M: Moderate to low depending on impact

Installation of new plantings of native species of trees and shrubs as Natural Feature
Enhancement, Restoration Areas, Rear Yard Enhancement, and Street and Yard Limit
Trees will be implemented to offset the vegetation loss and improve the condition of the
retained natural features.
All demolition and removal of structures within the retained natural features to be done
using hand tools with no access by machinery.

D: Short-term during demolition phase only.
GE: Limited to the development envelope.
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Activity

Construction
Activities (including
Earth Works /
Grading)

Alterations to
Hydrological
Regimes through
Creation of
Impervious Surfaces
and Water Quality
from Urban
Stormwater
Lighting

Potential Impact
Potential erosion /
sedimentation and
encroachment beyond
the development
envelope due to
demolition activities.
Potential erosion/
sedimentation and
encroachment beyond
the development
envelope due to
grading and works
within areas of
exposed soil.
The wetland may be
impacted by altered
recharge or lower
quality stormwater
inputs

Lighting on residences
may cause potential
disruption wildlife.

Encroachment of
Residential
Activities, yard
waste etc. into
Natural Areas

Disturbance to wetland
habitats.

Noise

Potential noise impacts
during construction.

Duration (D), Geographic Extent (GE) and Magnitude (M) of the
Impact
M: Low as the land is relatively flat and sediment is not expected to travel
beyond the construction area. No hazardous materials are expected to be
encountered.

D: Short-term during construction phase only.
GE: Impacts could extend beyond the development envelope.
M: Low as the land is relatively flat and sediment is not expected to travel
beyond the construction area.

Proposed Mitigation
All materials from the demolished structures will be disposed of in accordance with
provincial and municipal regulations.

Erosion and sediment control fencing should be placed along the buffer limits to prevent
siltation. The fencing will act to determine the construction exclusion zone within the buffer
area. Fencing should be continuous across the entire length of the natural feature to avoid
gaps where sediment could escape. Fencing should be maintained and regularly
monitored for the duration of construction and until such time as lands are re-vegetated and
stabilized and then it should be removed.

GE: Impacts could extend beyond the development envelope.

All stockpiles, equipment and work areas should be maintained outside of the fenced area.
Stormwater will be managed through the infiltration pond that will supplement the adjacent
wetland. Major storm run-off will be directed toward the wetland and River Road matching
the existing conditions.

M: High if wetland function is disrupted.

Stormwater quality will be improved through the installation of oil / grit separators.

D: On-going in evening.

A salt management plan is recommended to reduce potential contamination of stormwater
runoff to the wetland from winter maintenance.
Lighting on new residences should be directed downward and away from the wetland area.

D: Long-term.

GE: Could potentially extend into natural areas.
M: Low/little change from existing conditions. There is existing lighting
from neighbouring residences.
D: Long-term throughout the life of the development.
GE: Typically affects edge areas in close proximity to development.
M: Low as there is only a small increase in the number of residences
present directly adjacent to the wetland, therefore new contributions of
yard waste and encroachment are minimal.
D: Short term, during construction phase only.

A chainlink fence will also be installed at the buffer limit / development interface and no
gates will be allowed. This will prevent access into the retained natural feature and buffer.

Construction will adhere to all municipal noise by-laws and time of day restrictions.

GE: Impacts confined to areas within direct vicinity of site.
M: Low to medium during construction phase.
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6.0

Proposed Monitoring Plan

Monitoring is required to be carried out by various personnel throughout the development
period prior to resident occupancy. Table 6.1 outlines the required monitoring to occur at
stages of the development.
The ESC plan, prepared by others, will identify that ESC measures must be checked and
maintained on a regular basis and inspected after each rainfall. The site supervisor who will
be responsible for this monitoring must be informed that the fencing is also intended to
protect the natural features.
Monitoring, maintenance and contractor’s responsibility to implement the mitigation
treatments will be provided in the Landscape Plan.
Table 6.1: Summary of Monitoring & Maintenance Requirements
Monitoring Type
Prior to Construction
Erosion control
measures and natural
feature protection
fence
During Construction
Plantings (damage)
Erosion control
measures and natural
feature protection
fence
Post Construction
Hazard tree inspection
Plantings
(workmanship and
establishment)

7.0

Personnel
Responsible

Frequency

Maintenance

Environmental
monitor

Following installation

Fix deficiencies

Environmental
monitor
Environmental
monitor

As needed, when
adjacent construction
Weekly or after
significant weather
events, as specified by
the ESC plan

Replace plantings
following damage
Fix measures
immediately

Project arborist

Once prior to resident
Remove high risk
occupancy
limbs and trees
Once, following
Replace plantings
substantial completion
Additional visits based on
warranty requirements

Project landscape
architect

Compliance with Applicable Policies

Table 7.1 demonstrates how the proposed development predominantly complies with
applicable federal, provincial, municipal and GRCA policies respecting natural heritage and
natural hazard features. In cases where compliance is not feasible based on the
interpretation of the policies, discussion on how concessions may be applied are provided to
accommodate the proposed development.
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Table 7.1: Compliance of Proposed Development with Policies

Migratory
Birds

Applicable
Policies
Migratory
Birds
Convention
Act, 1994

Protection of
Habitat of
Endangered
Species and
Threatened
Species

Section
2.1.8 of the
Provincial
Policy
Statement
(2014)

Feature

Species at
Risk

Policy Intent
Migratory birds
and their nests
should not be
killed or
disturbed.

Development
and site
alteration not be
permitted in
habitat of
endangered
species and
threatened
species, except
in accordance
with provincial
and federal
requirements.
Endangered No impacts to
Species Act, SAR or their
2007
habitat

How Addressed
Land will be cleared outside of the breeding
season, which generally occurs early April
to the end of August, in order to avoid
disturbance to nests. If this is not possible,
a pre-construction nest survey will be
completed no greater than two days prior to
the proposed site preparation and clearing
activities by a qualified biologist. If nesting
species are identified, an appropriate
species-specific buffer will be applied until
the nest is no longer active.
No impacts to provincially designated
features are proposed.
Habitat of Butternut not anticipated within
the development area.
No removal of trees between April 30 and
September 30.

Protection of and buffers applied to natural
feature will result in no removal or impacts
to Butternuts and their habitat.
Presence of Little Brown Myotis (LBM) may
be supported in the four trees identified
within the wetland which will be protected
with a buffer. The three potential bat
maternity trees within the area to be clear
at the south limit of the site are not
anticipated to support LBM be within area
proposed for clearing. Clearing of
vegetation including tree felling to occur
between November 1 and March 31.
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Feature
Conservation
Authority
Regulated
Lands

Locally
Significant
Natural Area

Applicable
Policies
GRCA
Ontario
Regulation
150/06

Cambridge
Official Plan

Policy Intent

How Addressed

GRCA regulates
a portion of the
subject lands

A permit will be acquired by the proponent
to carry out work within the regulated lands.

Development
should avoid
LSNAs wherever
feasible.
LSNAs to be
identified and
delineated
The form of the
LSNA may be
modified if
ecological
function is
maintained,
enhanced or
where possible,
restored.

8.0

The wetland has been delineated and
protected from the proposed development.
A buffer has been applied and dense
planting of trees and shrubs within the
buffer, as well as enhancement measures
for the wetland itself are proposed.
Minor encroachment into the north portion
of the LSNA and removal of the east and
south potions of the LSNA are proposed.
Both the original and May 8, 2019 staked
LSNA limits are illustrated on the figures
The highest quality portion of the LSNA
(wetland) and adjacent lands have been
retained with a buffer applied and
mitigation / enhancement measures
provided. The hedgerows and thickets are
anticipated to have limited to no function
and will be replaced by new hedgerows
and plantings.

Conclusions

It is understood that proposed removal of a portion of the LSNA is generally not supported
under the Cambridge OP. We have attempted to convey in this EIS that the portion required
for removal to accommodate the development provides limited value to wildlife (including
SAR) as habitat or linkage and offers limited contribution to the adjacent LSNA components
due to its existing composition resulting from disturbance, past management and urban
setting. The implementation of buffers and intensive planting within and adjacent to the
retained natural features and protection of retained features as a common element is
designed to offset the proposed vegetation loss.
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Appendix A

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 292 Speedvale Avenue West Unit 20 Guelph ON N1H 1C4 CANADA
telephone (519) 823-4995 fax (519) 836-5477 web www.rjburnside.com

July 30, 2018
Via: Email (PadgettK@cambridge.ca)
Kathy Padgett
Senior Planner - Environmental
City of Cambridge
Development and Infrastructure Department
50 Dickson St, 3rd Floor
PO Box 669
Cambridge, ON N1R 5W8
Dear Ms. Padgett:
Re:

1.0

EIS Terms of Reference – Scoped Environmental Impact Statement
442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge
Project No.: 300041494.0000

Introduction

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited (Burnside) has been retained as part of a team by the
landowners to complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the subject lands.
An EIS is required by the GRCA, Region of Waterloo and the City of Cambridge to accompany
the development application. The following Terms of Reference have been prepared in
accordance with the GRCA’s Environmental Impact Study Guidelines and Submission
Standards for Wetlands (August 26, 2005) and the Region of Waterloo’s Greenland Network
Implementation Guideline (Version May 18, 2016).
Comments provided by Matthew Blevins (GRCA) dated June 21, 2018 and Kathy Padgett (City
of Cambridge) were also used in the preparation of these Terms of Reference.

2.0

Understanding of the Project

The proponents are proposing to develop the two listed properties that each contain a singlefamily dwelling, areas of manicured turf and gardens, open-grown trees and tree groups. There
are also natural heritage lands consisting of wetland (swamp) with associated woodland at the
north limit and woodland at the south and east limit of #448. The development will create a
denser residential configuration with a combination of 18-unit residential condominiums at #448
and two additional units at #442.

Kathy Padgett, City of Cambridge
July 30, 2018
Project No.: 300041494.0000
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The property is regulated by GRCA under Ontario Regulation 150/06 due to the wetland that
extends onto the site from the north. The limit of the wetland that occurs on the subject lands
was flagged with a GRCA ecologist on September 27, 2017 and the flagged locations picked up
by Burnside staff with a GPS. Justification of an appropriate size of a wetland buffer will be a
significant component of the EIS to ensure conformity with policy and protection of the wetland
features and functions from the proposed adjacent land use.
A portion of the site is designated by the City as a Locally Significant Natural Area (LSNA). The
City’s Official Plan requires, that the LSNA boundaries and buffers are determined through an
EIS when a development is proposed within or contiguous to an LSNA. The policy states that
the EIS “must show to the satisfaction of the City that the ecological function of the LSNA will be
maintained, enhanced or, where feasible, restored”.
Breeding birds and marsh monitoring surveys were completed according to protocol in the
spring and early summer of 2018 and an ELC and botanical investigation will be completed
during in early August 2018. Incidental wildlife observations recorded during all ecologist site
investigations will be provided.

3.0

EIS Framework

The EIS will be comprised of the following sections, with additional details as per the GRCA’s
EIS Guidelines.

4.0

Existing Conditions

A description of the site and the onsite wetland will be provided based on the background
desktop review and the site investigation.

4.1

Site Description

This section will provide further details of the site including:
4.1.1

Soils, Topography

A description of the onsite soils will be completed based on historical mapping and data
provided by other members of the development team. A general description of the topography
will be given based on the site visit, legal survey and data by others.
4.1.2

Surface Water Features and Wetlands

A description of the onsite wetland will be provided as well as the subject lands contribution to
the function of the wetland.
4.1.3

Natural Heritage Features

A description of the site’s characteristics including plant species, ecological features (as per
Ecological Land Classification) and potential wildlife habitat will be provided. Details about the

Kathy Padgett, City of Cambridge
July 30, 2018
Project No.: 300041494.0000
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area designated as LSNA will be provided and review of the characteristics that contribute to
this designation will be discussed.
Records of incidental wildlife observations will also be documented in this section. Results from
breeding bird surveys and marsh monitoring will be provided and discussed.
4.1.4

Species at Risk and their Habitat

Butternuts have been recorded on the site and a summary of the information provided to the
MNRF and required setbacks (if required) will be documented.
Findings of the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) investigation will also be provided.
Potential for supporting habitat of the NHIC recorded species on the site will be discussed.
4.1.5

Linkages

Connections within the onsite lands to natural heritage features identified during field
reconnaissance or documented in mapping by review agencies (e.g., City of Cambridge Official
Plan) will be discussed.

4.2

Assessment of Function

A description of the anticipated functions of natural heritage features will be provided, in context
with ecological, wetland, natural heritage features and landscapes, benefits to residents and
linkages.

5.0

Description of Development

The proposed development plan will be described within this section, including but not limited to:
•
•
•
•

Draft Plan of Subdivision
Stormwater Management Report
Servicing Plan
Grading Plan

The description will be supported by a figure that illustrates the plan (see Section 10.0, below).

6.0

Description of Ecological Impacts

All anticipated impacts to natural heritage features and functions on the site, and on adjacent
lands. Impacts will be qualified as short or long-term, and direct or indirect. A table
summarizing these impacts will be provided at the end of this section.

6.1

Description of Mitigation Measures

Potential impacts identified in the Impact Assessment will be analyzed for the appropriateness
of Best Practice mitigation strategies and technologies that may minimize, eliminate, or offset
direct impacts or other detrimental effects to the site and surrounding lands. Some measures

Kathy Padgett, City of Cambridge
July 30, 2018
Project No.: 300041494.0000
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may be illustrated in detail within the document and on supporting drawings; however, other
measures such as mitigation plantings will be provided as guidelines to be detailed within
landscape plans. The effectiveness of mitigation tactics in reducing environmental impacts to
the site and the surrounding landscape will be discussed, and recommended strategies (timing
windows, development setbacks, etc.) will be justified.

6.2

Proposed Monitoring

A table of the proposed monitoring tasks will be provided with personnel responsible, frequency
and maintenance requirements associated with each of the tasks.

7.0

Policy and Legislative Framework

Conformity of the development within policies of the City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo,
GRCA and Province of Ontario will be discussed within this section and will be summarized
within a table. It is understood that the following designations apply to portions of or the entire
site:
•
•
•
•

Locally Significant Natural Area (City of Cambridge)
Regulated Lands under Ontario Regulation 150/06 (GRCA)
Planning Act (Province of Ontario)
Migratory Birds Convention Act (Environment Canada)

There are no City of Cambridge Natural Open Space System designations or Waterloo Region
designated natural features (e.g., Core Natural Features) located on the site (as per City of
Cambridge Official Plan Maps 2 and 9).

8.0

Recommendations

A professional opinion of the development based on the EIS analysis that indicates that the
application is maintaining or enhancing the natural heritage features and functions described in
the document.

9.0

Appendices

The Terms of Reference of the EIS and agency comments will be provided within this section.

10.0

Figures

A number of figures will be prepared that include:
1.

A context plan that illustrates the property location and limits within the context of the
adjacent natural heritage communities and properties.

2.

An existing conditions plan that contains an aerial photo with the ecological communities
onsite and on adjacent lands, as well as agency designations.

3.

The proposed development in context with the ecological communities and designations
with conceptual mitigation to offset the impacts of the development.

Kathy Padgett, City of Cambridge
July 30, 2018
Project No.: 300041494.0000

Page 5 of 5

Please advise that these Terms of Reference are acceptable to initiate our reporting on the site.
Yours truly,
R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited

Kevin Butt, B.Sc. (Env). Eco. Rest. Cert.
Certified Arborist & Terrestrial Ecologist
KB:sgd
Other than by the addressee, copying or distribution of this document, in whole or in part, is not permitted without the express
written consent of R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited.
041494 EIS TOR 2018-07-30 City of Cambridge (002)
30/07/2018 4:21 PM
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Kevin Butt
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Butt
Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:28 AM
Kevin Butt
FW: EIS TOR: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge-GRCA Comments

From: John Brum <jbrum@grandriver.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 4:38 PM
To: Kevin Butt <Kevin.Butt@rjburnside.com>
Cc: Kathy Padgett (PadgettK@cambridge.ca) <PadgettK@cambridge.ca>; Robert Messier <RMessier@grandriver.ca>
Subject: RE: EIS TOR: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge-GRCA Comments
Hi Kevin:
GRCA Natural Heritage staff have reviewed the ToR and offers the following comments:
COMMENTS:
- Section 4.1.2 Surface Water Features and Wetlands, the study will need to look at wetland hydrology,
water table elevations across the site, and presence of springs. The use of road salt and impacts to the
surrounding area will need to be identified and interpreted.
- Section 4.1.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat, the presence and habitat for species at risk and significant wildlife
habitat will need to be reviewed and screened for. The site has the potential to provide bat roosting and
maternity habitat.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
- The Region of Waterloo and the City of Cambridge will likely require a Tree Inventory and Protection Plan
to address the loss of tree cover.
It is our understanding that the wetland limits were flagged and confirmed by GRCA staff on September 27, 2017. Please
confirm that these flagged limits were picked up via a survey and will be shown on any future site plan/development
application submission.
I trust this helps. If you have any further questions, please let me know.
Thanks,
John Brum | Resource Planner
Grand River Conservation Authority
400 Clyde Road, PO Box 729, Cambridge, Ontario N1R 5W6
Tel: 519-621-2763 x2233 | Fax: 519-621-4945 | Toll free: 1-866-900-4722
jbrum@grandriver.ca
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Kevin Butt
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kathy Padgett <PadgettK@cambridge.ca>
Thursday, August 09, 2018 3:36 PM
Kevin Butt
Tim Van Hinte; John Brum (jbrum@grandriver.ca)
RE: EIS TOR: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge

Hi Kevin,
Thank you for circulating the Terms of Reference.
As per the Greenlands Network Implementation Guideline, please also determine if the subject lands
are Significant Wildlife Habitat for bat maternity colonies by conducting a tree cavity investigation, and
if warranted through this investigation, bat surveys.
Also, just a minor note, the first page references “Matthew Blevins (GRCA)”, when Matthew is City of
Cambridge staff.
Regards,
Kathy
From: Kevin Butt [mailto:Kevin.Butt@rjburnside.com]
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:56 PM
To: Kathy Padgett
Subject: EIS TOR: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge

Kathy,
Attached are the Terms of Reference for the EIS for the proposed development at 442 and 448 River Road in
Cambridge. Please advise if there are any additions or clarifications required.
I have also attached a map that illustrates the subject lands, using GRCA mapping as a base.
I am also circulating these TORs to the Region and GRCA.
Kevin

**** CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ****
This electronic transmission and any accompanying attachments may contain privileged or confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or organization named above.
Any distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on the contents of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.
If you have received this communication in error please notify the sender at the above email address and delete this email immediately.
Thank you.
****************************************
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Kevin Butt
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Buck, Graham (MNRF) <Graham.Buck@ontario.ca>
Friday, September 21, 2018 9:39 AM
Kevin Butt
RE: Proposed Development: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge

Hi Kevin,
You have identified 3 Butternut and the potential for endangered bats. MNRF has records of
Little Brown Myotis from the area and we consider the habitat suitable and likely occupied.
Retention of the wetland and a buffer, as authorized by GRCA would likely be suitable to not
impact the habitat of SAR bats. Cavity tree assessment is not required, but the landowner
should time tree removal for after September 30th to ensure the bats have left the area for
their hibernation sites. With respect to the 3 Butternut, once their status has been determined
the EIS should consider the potential for habitat within 50 meters of the trees. When the
wetland boundaries have been updated please send the polygon to MNRF.
Thank you for circulating this proposal for comment
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
From: Kevin Butt [mailto:Kevin.Butt@rjburnside.com]
Sent: September-12-18 10:40 PM
To: ESA Guelph (MNRF)
Cc: Buck, Graham (MNRF)
Subject: Proposed Development: 442 and 448 River Road, Cambridge

Burnside is completing an EIS for a proposed development at 442 and 448 River Road in Cambridge. We are waiting on
approval of the EIS Terms of Reference from the GRCA and City. I have attached a map with the location of the
properties.
The wetland boundary has been flagged with the GRCA and will be retained with a buffer. The remaining lands including
the portions with the houses to be demolished and the wooded area on the south portion of 448 are proposed to be
removed to accommodate the new development.
The information for the Butternuts (BHA) will be submitted shortly since genetic testing has been completed. A leaf off
survey can be completed to review trees for cavities to compensate through the installation of bat boxes if any are
found. Please advise if any additional species should be investigated at the site.
1

Thanks in advance for your assistance.
Kevin
**** CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ****
This electronic transmission and any accompanying attachments may contain privileged or confidential information intended only for the use of the individual or organization named above.
Any distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on the contents of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.
If you have received this communication in error please notify the sender at the above email address and delete this email immediately.
Thank you.
****************************************

2

Appendix E

Appendix E
Breeding Bird Survey Summary

Breeding Bird Survey Summary Table
Surveys Conducted by: Scott Beemer (June 14 & June 28, 2018)

Corvus brachyrhynchos

American Goldfinch

Spinus tristis

American Robin

Turdus migratorius

Black-capped
Chickadee

Poecile atricapillus

Common Grackle

Quiscalus quiscula

Great Blue Heron

Ardea herodias

Brown-headed Cowbird

Molothrus ater

Red Eyed Vireo

Vireo olivaceus

European Starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Gray Catbird

Dumetella carolinensis

House Wren

Troglodytes aedon

Cedar Waxwing

Bombycilla cedorum

House Sparrow

Passer domesticus

Northern Cardinal

Cardinalis cardinalis

Indigo Bunting

Passerina cyanea

Eastern Wood Pee-wee

Contopus virens

Song Sparrow

Melospiza melodia

TOTAL SPECIES

17
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SARO (Endangered
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S
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S
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S
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1S-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 (Please refer to: http://explorer.natureserve.org/nsranks.htm)

SX — Presumed Extirpated - Species or community is believed to be extirpated from the province. Not located despite intensive searches of historical sites and other appropriate habitat, and virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered.
SH — Possibly Extirpated (Historical) - Species or community occurred historically in the province, and there is some possibility that it may be rediscovered. Its presence may not have been verified in the past 20–40 years. A species or community could become SH
without such a 20-40 year delay if the only known occurrences in a province were destroyed or if it had been extensively and unsuccessfully looked for. The SH rank is reserved for species or communities for which some effort has been made to relocate occurrences,
rather than simply using this status for all elements not known from verified extant occurrences.
S1 — Critically Imperiled - Critically imperiled in the province or state 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 province.
S2 — Imperiled - Imperiled in the 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 province.
S3 — Vulnerable - Vulnerable in the 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 province.
SNR — Unranked - 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.
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).
S#? – Inexact or Uncertain - Denotes inexact or uncertain numeric rank.
Breeding Status Qualifiers
B – Breeding Conservation status refers to the breeding population of the species in the nation or state/province.
N – Nonbreeding Conservation status refers to the non-breeding population of the species in the province.
M – Migrant species occurring regularly on migration at particular staging areas or concentration spots where the species might warrant conservation attention. Conservation status refers to the aggregating transient population of the species in the province.
2SARO

Endangered Species Act, 2007
(provincial status from http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/how-species-risk-are-listed#section-3)
The provincial review process is implemented by the MNRF's Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO).
Extinct - A species that no longer exists anywhere.
Extirpated (EXT) - Lives somewhere in the world, and at one time lived in the wild in Ontario, but no longer lives in the wild in Ontario.
Endangered (END) - Lives in the wild in Ontario but is facing imminent extinction or extirpation.
Threatened (THR) - 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.
Special concern (SC) - 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.
Not at Risk (NAR) - A species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk.
Data Deficient (DD) - A species for which there is insufficient information for a provincial status recommendation.
3SARA (Federal Species at Risk Act) Status and Schedule (includes COSEWIC Status)
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 Special Concern. Once listed, the measures to protect and recover a listed wildlife species are implemented.

Extinct - A wildlife species that no longer exists.
Extirpated (EXT) - A wildlife species that no longer exists in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere.
Endangered (END) - A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction.
Threatened (THR) - A wildlife species that is likely to become an endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to its extirpation or extinction.
Special Concern (SC) - A wildlife species that may become threatened or endangered because of a combination of biological characteristics and identified threats.
Data Deficient (DD) - A category that applies when the available information is insufficient (a) to resolve a wildlife species' eligibility for assessment or (b) to permit an assessment of the wildlife species' risk of extinction.
Not At Risk (NAR) - A wildlife species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the current circumstances.
4SARA Schedule
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.
5Source:

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide & Appendices.
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6Habitat

Units
Ag1: Agricultural field, corn
Ag2: Agricultural field, soy
H1: Hedgerow
H2: Hedgerow
H4: Hedgerow
RH3: Riparian habitat
7Ontario

X

Breeding Bird Atlas - Breeding Evidence Codes

Observed
Species observed in its breeding season (no
breeding evidence).

H
S

Possible
Species observed in its breeding season in
suitable nesting habitat.
Singing male(s) present, or breeding calls heard,
in suitable nesting habitat in breeding season.

P
T
D
V
A
B
N
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Probable
Pair observed in suitable nesting habitat in nesting
season.
Permanent territory presumed through registration
of territorial behaviour (song, etc.) on at least two
days, a week or more apart, at the same place.
Courtship or display, including interaction between
a male and a female or two males, including
courtship feeding or copulation.
Visiting probable nest site
Agitated behaviour or anxiety calls of an adult.
Brood Patch on adult female or cloacal
protuberance on adult male.
Nest-building or excavation of nest hole.

DD
NU
FY
AE
FS
CF
NE
NY

Confirmed
Distraction display or injury feigning.
Used nest or egg shells found (occupied or laid
within the period of the survey).
Recently fledged young (nidicolous species) or
downy young (nidifugous species), including
incapable of sustained flight.
Adult leaving or entering nest sites in
circumstances indicating occupied nest.
Adult carrying fecal sac.
Adult carrying food for young.
Nest containing eggs.
Nest with young seen or heard.
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