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Project Overview

GeoProcess Research Associates Inc. was retained I@ntari Holdings Ltd. to complete an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed commercial warehouse development at 140 Garner Road East,
Hamilton, Ontario. The approximately 35-hectare Subject Property currently consists primarily of
agricultural croplands but contains natural features, including a mature deciduous forest, a linear
wetland, and a headwater tributary of Ancaster Creek.

Existing Conditions and Natural Heritage Features

Detailed field investigations conducted between 2015 and 2025 identified the following key natural
heritage components:

x Significant Woodland: A mature Red Maple-Oak forest (FODM21) in the southwest corner is
designated as a Significant Woodland and confirmed habitat for the Eastern Wood-Pewee, a
species of Special Concern.

x Wetlands: An unevaluated 1.8 -hectare wetland complex exists on the eastern portion of the site.
Recent assessments show it is increasingly dominated by invasive Common ReedPhragmites
australis), which now covers approximately 60% of the area.

x Species at Risk (SAR): Confirmed sightings include Monarch butterflies and Eastern Wood-
Pewee. A single Butternut tree on site was determined to be a hybrid, and an American Chestnut
previously identified has since died.

x Hydrology and Hydrogeology : A first-order headwater channel of Ancaster Creek flows
through the wetland. The site is characterized by shallow groundwater within surficial sand
deposits.

Proposed Development and Ecological Mitigation

The site plan proposes up to five commercial buildings, surface parking, and a Stormwater Management
(SWM) facility. To accommodate development while meeting "no net loss" policy requirements, the
project includes:

x Wetland Relocation and Enhancement: The existing 1.8ha wetland will be relocated and
enlarged to 2.8 hectares, achieving a 1.61 replacement ratio. The new design increases habitat
complexity through deep pools, pit -and-mound microtopography, and diverse native plantings,
nearly doubling the site's functional capacity.

x Woodland Expansion: The Significant Woodland will be preserved and buffered with a 15 m
Vegetation Protection Zone (VPZ) and new open space blocks, increasing its total area onsite by
approximately 63%.

x Low Impact Development (LID): Rooftop water harvesting, bioswales, and soakaway pits will
maintain the hydrologic balance for the new wetland and enhance shallow groundwater
recharge.
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Impact Assessment and Conclusion

The EIS concludes that while the project involves the removal of a fragmented 0.8ha northern woodland
(WODM4-4) and the reconfiguration of the central wetland, these impacts are more than offset by the
proposed restoration measures.

x Residual Impacts: With the implementation of seasonal timing windows for tree clearing, robust
erosion controls, and wildlife exclusion fencing, residual negative impacts are expected to be
minor and short-term.

x Final Determination: The proposed development will have no negative impact on the retained
natural heritage features and is anticipated to result in a net ecological gain by improving
biodiversity, controlling invasive species, and strengthening landscape connectivity for the
wetland and FODM2-1 communities.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management

A comprehensive sevenyear monitoring program will ensure the long -term success of the relocated
wetland. This iterative approach enables management adjustments, such as invasive species removal or
supplemental planting, based on annual effectiveness results.

»
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1. Introduction

GeoProcess Research Associates Inc. (GeoProces9 was retained by Beedie to complete an
" Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)for a proposed commercial development at 140 Garner
‘e Road Eastin the City of Hamilton, Ontario. Thisis herein referred to asthe "6 X E MH-URMFB HU W\

The proposed commercial development includes multiple commercial buildings, surface

parking lots, a Stormwater Management (SWM) facility, open space blocks, and a proposed wetland

reconfiguration and enhancement. Work completed to date includes ecological data collected by Stantec

Inc. (Stantec)and GeoProcessbetween 2015 and 2025. Both data sets and compiled information have been

incorporated into this report.

GeoProcesspreviously prepared and submitted a consolidated EISdated December 20, 2021. This EIShas
been updated to include all recent data collected, review up-to-date legislation, and reflect the current site
plan and permit application. It also intends to address comments set forth by the City of Hamilton and
Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA)on the December 20, 2021, report. A number of changes have been
made to the site plan, including:

x Thewetland block has been increasedin size by almost 50%
X The stormwater pond hasbeen moved closer to Garner Road
X Thetreed swamp community of the wetland has been retained

x Thewetland outlet channel is retained, including its riparian habitat

x Two additional open space blocks have been added to the plan that equate to approximately 0.9 ha
in additional area

X A landscape strip is provided along the southern property limit, which helps to strengthen the
east/west linkage connection between the southwest and southeast woodlands

Additional studies that have been completed include:

x A hydrogeological investigation of the site, updating the original Stantec work, with a focus on the
wetland and its surrounding area

X A hydrologic model of the existing and proposed wetland to assesspre- and post-development
water balance conditions within the wetland

This EISintends to define the natural heritage functions of the Subject Property, determine the applicability

of the proposed wetland reconfiguration, the extent and treatment of the required setbacks, provide an
appropriate development limit, and recommend mitigation measuresto reduce or eliminate any predicted

impacts to the natural heritage system. As mentioned, this EISbuilds on a body of work completed by

Stantec. All materials presented in grey highlight s have been pulled directly and verbatim from 6 WD QWHF -V
(2018) EISfor the Subject Property.

1.1. Study Area

The Subject Property is approximately 35 ha in size, it fronts onto Garner Road to the north, is bound by
Highway 6 to the east,a hydro corridor to the south and a woodland/wetland complex to the west (Map 1).
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The property is comprised primarily of agricultural croplands, with a number of natural heritage features
including a wetland community in the northeast portion of the property, a cultural woodland in the northern
portion of the property, a Significant Woodland extending into the southwest corner of the property and a
woodland in the southeast corner of the property. The Study Area for this EISincludes the Subject Property
plus all accessiblelands within 120 meters of the Property.

An unevaluated wetland community and intermittent watercourse originate on the eastand central portions
of the Subject Property. The wetland feature is approximately 1.8 hectares (ha) in size and encompasses
marsh and swamp communities that discharge into the headwater tributary of Ancaster Creek. Feature
boundaries were previously delineated by Stantec and HCA on September 21, 2016. The Subject Lands are
characterized by gently rolling topography that slopes towards the north and east, directing surface water
towards the wetland and tributary of Ancaster Creek(R.JBurnside and Associates,2024).

1.2. Regulatory and Advisory Agency Consultation

A pre-consultation site visit was undertaken with Stantec, the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation
Authority (HCA)staff on September 10", 2015, to review and discussthe natural heritage features identified
within the Study Area and future submission requirements, including the Terms of Reference(ToR)for this
EIS.

GeoProcess'scontact with the City of Hamilton and HCAfor the proposed development began in the spring
of 2020. A presentation outlining the development proposal was prepared by Urban Solutions Planning and
Land Development Consultants Inc., Whitehouse Design Group, and GeoProcessfor the HCA board of
directors on June 3, 2021, to review the details of the proposed wetland. Further correspondence has
occurred with the City and HCA,including the submission of the Terms of Reference(ToR)dated December
7™, 2020, for completion of the initial consolidated EIS.Comments were provided by the City and HCA
following the review of the ToR,which was subsequently revised and resubmitted in January2021. A second
HCAboard meeting was held on June 3, 2021.

As HCA ultimately did not grant permission for the proposed development, specifically regarding relocation
and realignment of the wetland and tributary of Ancaster Creek,an appeal was made by ONE Properties
Limited Partnership to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) under subsection 28(15) of the Conservation
Authorities Act (OLT-21-001567). A proceeding was also initiated under subsection 51(34) of the Planning
Act (OLT-21-001788) for the failure of the City of Hamilton to decide the outcome of the proposed
development. The OLTwas deferred and did not occur. Subsequently to the OLT deferral, the HCA permit
waswithdrawn by Beedie,the new property manager.

For this second submission additional an updated EISToR was submitted to the City on August 20", 2025.
This ToRis included in Appendix G. Formal acceptance of the updated ToR has not been provided by the
City at the time of writing this EIS A Settlement meeting was held between the City and the application team
on October 15, 2025, to find a Site Plan acceptable to both parties.

2. Policy Context

Landuseis regulated by various agenciesgiven authority through legislation, including acts,regulations, and
by-laws. These intergovernmental agencies establish and implement policy frameworks to govern their
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respective jurisdictions asthey relate to natural heritage, water, fisheries,urban/rural development, municipal
infrastructure, and other environmental features. The policies in this section will cover the relevant statutes,
regulations, policies, and plans governing development within the Study Areato provide an understanding
of regulated features, prohibited activities, and development opportunities . Referto Map 2 for the locations
of different land use policy designations and regulated areaswithin the Study Area.

Land use policies, plans, and regulations that govern development and related activities aim to guide the
orderly disposition of land, prioritize public health and safety, support economic prosperity, and protect the
quality of the natural and built environment. The following sections detail the land use policies and
regulations applicable to the Study Area.

2.1.1

The Provincial Planning Statement (PPS)2024, is administered under Section 3 of the Planning Act. It became
effective October 20, 2024, and replacesthe Provincial Policy Statement that came into effect May 1, 2020.
The PPSapplies to planning decisions made on or after that date. It provides policy direction for land use
and development within the Province of Ontario and provides for appropriate development while protecting
resourcesof provincial interest, public health and safety,and the quality of the natural and built environment.
The policies of the PPSmay be complemented by provincial and municipal plans and policies.

The PPSdefines eight natural heritage features and provides planning policies for each, listed below. The
function of Natural Heritage Featuresand Areasis further clarified by the definition of a Natural Heritage
System,which is ~ Bystemmade up of natural heritage featuresand areas,and linkages intended to provide
connectivity (at the regional or site level) and support natural processeswhich are necessaryto maintain
biological and geological diversity, natural functions, viable populations of indigenous species, and
HFRV\VWHPV u

Significant wetlands

Coastalwetlands

Fishhabitat

Significant woodlands

Significant valleylands

Habitat of endangered speciesand threatened species
Significant Wildlife Habitat

Significant Areasof Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs)

X X X X X X X X

Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of the PPSdeal with development and site alteration, and where these activities shall
not be permitted. Section 4.0 policies surround the conservation of biodiversity, and protection of the health
of the Great Lakes,natural heritage, water, agricultural, mineral and cultural heritage and archaeological
resourcesfor their economic, environmental, and social benefits. Section 5.0 directs development away from
areasof natural or human-made hazardsto mitigate risksto public health or safety, and property damage
from natural hazards,including the risks that may be associatedwith the impacts of a changing climate.

Policies in Section 4.1 are particularly relevant as they surround development and site alteration in and
adjacent to natural heritage features. Thesepolicies and select others are outlined below, in Table 1.
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Table 1: Applicable Policiesof the Provincial Planning Statement

Policy Number Policy

2.9.1d)

(4.1 - Natural
Heritage)

41.1

41.2

4.1.3

414

4.1.5

4.1.6

4.1.7

4.1.8

(4.2 - Water)
4.2.2

(5.2- Natural
Hazards)

521

5.2.2

Planning authorities shall plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for the
impacts of a changing climate through approachesthat promote green infrastructure, low
impact development, and active transportation, protect the environment and improve air

quality.

Natural features and areasshall be protected for the long term.

The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area and the long-term ecological
function and biodiversity of natural heritage systemsshould be maintained, restored or where
possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage featuresand
areas surfacewater featuresand groundwater features

Natural heritage systemsshall be identified in Ecoregions6E& 7E,recognizing that natural
heritage systemswill vary in sizeand form in settlement areas,rural areas and prime
agricultural areas

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted in: a) significant wetlandsin Ecoregions
5E,6Eand 7E;and, b) significant coastal wetlands.

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: a) significant wetlands in the
Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions5E,6E and 7E;b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E
and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and St. Marys River);c) significant valleylandsin
Ecoregions6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and St. Marys River);d) significant
wildlife habitat; e) significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and f) coastal wetlands in
Ecoregions5E,6Eand 7Ethat are not subject to policy 4.1.4(b)unlessit has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their
ecological functions.

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

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangeredspeciesand
threatened speciesexcept in accordance with provincial and federal requirements

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacentlands to the natural
heritage featuresand areasidentified in policies 4.1.4,4.1.5and 4.1.6 unlessthe ecological
function of the adjacentlands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there

will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecologicalfunctions.

Developmentand site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitivesurfacewater features
and sensitiveground water featuressuch that these features and their related hydrologic
functions will be protected, improved or restored, which may require mitigative measures
and/or alternative development approaches.

Planning authorities shall,in collaboration with conservation authorities where they exist,
identify hazardouslands and hazardoussitesand manage development in these areas,in
accordance with provincial guidance.

Development shall generally be directed to areasoutside of: a) hazardouslands adjacent to
the shorelines of the Great Lakes- St.LawrenceRiver Systemand large inland lakeswhich are
impacted by flooding hazards,erosionhazardsand/or dynamic beachhazards b) hazardous
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Policy Number

lands adjacent to river, stream and small inland lake systemswhich are impacted by flooding
hazardsand/or erosionhazards and c) hazardoussites.

Planning authorities shall prepare for the impacts of a changing climate that may increasethe

2.4 . . .
5 risk associated with natural hazards.

Policy conformity as it relates to the Study Area and proposed development is demonstrated throughout
this EISand assessedin Section 12 of this report.

B Urban Hamilton Official Plan (2013)

The Urban Hamilton Official Plan (OP) came into effect on August 16, 2013, with the exception of select
policies, schedules,maps, and appendices that remain under appeal. The Study Areais not included in these
exceptions; therefore, the Natural Heritage policies of the 2013 OP apply to the Subject Property.

As per Schedules B, B-1 to B-8 of Volume 1 of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan (UHOP), the Natural Heritage
System (NHS)within the Subject Property is comprised of Core Areasand Linkagesthat are associatedwith
the tributary of Ancaster Creekand surrounding wooded areas.

Section C.2.5.20f the OP states that new development and site alteration shall not be permitted within
significant habitat of threatened and endangered species. According to Section C.2.5.3,new development
and site alteration shall not be permitted within fish habitat, except in accordancewith provincial and federal
requirements.

Section C.2.5.40utlines that new developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted within Significant
Woodlands and significant wildlife habitat unlessit has been demonstrated that there shall be no negative
impacts on the natural features or on their ecologicalfunctions. In Chapter G of the OP, significant woodland
designations are based on size, presence of interior forest, proximity to water or other significant natural
areas, age and the presence of rare species including species at risk. For the purposes of this report,
significant wildlife habitat is based on the SWH Criteria Schedulesfor EcoRegion7E (MNRF,2015).

Section C.2.5.7states that Streamsare mapped in Schedule B- Natural Heritage System.Streamshave been
separatedinto two classesColdwater Watercourse/Critical Habitat and Warmwater Watercourse/Important/
Marginal Habitat. If the stream has not been classified as part of an EIS,subwatershed study, or other study,
a scoped ElSis required to determine the classification.

Vegetation protection zone widths greater or lessthan those specified in Section C.2.5.10(summarized in
Table 2 below) may be required if ecological features and functions warrant it, as determined through an
approved Environmental Impact Statement. Widths shall be determined on a site-specific basis, by
considering factors such asthe sensitivity of the habitat, the potential impacts of the proposed land use,the
intended function of the vegetation protection zone, and the physiography of the site. (Section C.2.5.11)
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Table 2: RelevantMinimum Vegetation Protection Zones,adapted from SectionC.2.5.100f the UHOP

Natural Heritage Feature Minimum Vegetation Protection Zone (VPZ)

15 metres on each side of the water course, measured

Warmwater Watercourses
from bankfull channel

Unevaluated wetlands and locally significant wetlands 15 metres, measured from wetland boundary

Woodlands 10 metres, measured from the woodland dripline

Significant Woodlands 15 metres, measured from the woodland dripline

Significant Habitat of Threatened or Endangered To be determined through Environmental Impact
Speciesand Significant Wildlife Habitat Statements, dependent on the sensitivity of the feature.

Linkagesare defined in the UHOPasnatural areaswithin the landscapethat ecologically connect Core Areas.
Section C2.7.1encouragesthe connection of Core Areaswithin the municipality and adjacent to its municipal
boundaries through the identification of Linkages in EISs.A Linkage Assessmentfollowing the City of
Hamilton Linkage Assessment (LA) Guidelines (March 2015) is required for new development or site
alteration proposed within a Linkage. According to section C.2.7.6,Linkage Assessmentsshall include the
following:

a) identify and assesghe Linkageincluding its vegetative,wildlife, and/or landscapefeaturesor functions.

b) assesghe potential impacts on the viability and integrity of the Linkage as a result of the development
proposal.

c) make recommendations on how to protect, enhance or mitigate impacts on the Linkage(s)and its
functions through planning, designand construction practices.

The following policies apply to the proposed development within the Study Area and are assessed
throughout this EIS.

Table 3: Applicable Policiesof the UHOP Volume 1

Policy Number Policy

(C.2.02Natural The boundaries of Core Areasand Linkages,shown on Schedule B - Natural Heritage System,are
Heritage System) general in nature. Minor refinements to such boundaries may occur through Environmental Impact
C.2.2.2 Statements, watershed studies or other appropriate studies accepted by the City without an

amendment to this Plan.Major changesto boundaries, the removal or addition of Core Areasand
Linkagesidentified on Schedule B - Natural Heritage Systemand SchedulesB-1-8 2 Detailed
Natural Heritage Featuresrequire an amendment to this Plan.

c.23 It is the intent of this policy to preserve and enhance Core Areasand to ensure that any
development or site alteration within or adjacent to them shall not negatively impact their natural
features or their ecological functions.

C.2.33 The natural features and ecological functions of Core Areasshall be protected and where possible
and deemed feasible to the satisfaction of the City enhanced. To accomplish this protection and
enhancement, vegetation removal and encroachment into Core Areasshall generally not be
permitted, and appropriate vegetation protection zones shall be applied to all Core Areas.
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Policy Number Policy

C254

C.255

C.2.5.8

C.2.5.9

C.25.10

New development and site alteration shall not be permitted within significant woodlands,
significant valleylands, significant wildlife habitat and significant areasof natural and scientific
interest unlessit has been demonstrated that there shall be no negative impacts on the natural

features or on their ecological functions.

New development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areasidentified in Section C.2.5.2to C.2.5.4unlessthe ecological function of
the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there shall be no
negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.

New development or site alteration subject to PoliciesC.2.5.3to C.2.5.7requires, prior to approval,
the submission and approval of an Environmental Impact Statement which demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the City and the relevant Conservation Authority that: a) There shall be no negative
impacts on the Core $ U H Batifal features or their ecological functions. b) Connectivity between
Core Areasshall be maintained, or where possible, enhanced for the movement of surface and
ground water, plants and wildlife acrossthe landscape.c) The removal of other natural features
shall be avoided or minimized by the planning and design of the proposed use or site alteration
wherever possible.

An Environmental Impact Statement shall propose a vegetation protection zone which: a) has
sufficient width to protect the Core Area and its ecological functions from impacts of the proposed
land use or site alteration occurring during and after construction, and where possible and deemed

feasible to the satisfaction of the City, restores or enhancesthe Core Area and/or its ecological
functions; and b) is established to achieve,and be maintained as natural self-sustaining vegetation.

Where vegetation protection zone widths have not been specified by watershed and sub-
watershed plans, secondary plans, Environmental assessmentsand other studies, the following
vegetation protection zone widths shall be evaluated and addressed by Environmental Impact
Statements. Other agencies,such as Conservation Authorities, may have different vegetation
protection zone requirements. (OPA218)

a) Coldwater Watercourse and Critical Habitat 230-metre vegetation protection zone on
each side of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel.

b) Warmwater Watercourse and Important and Marginal Habitat 215 metre vegetation
protection zone on each side of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel.

c) Provincially Significant Wetlands 2 30-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from
the boundary of the wetland, as approved by the Conservation Authority or Ministry of
Natural Resources.

d) Unevaluated wetlands 2 Unevaluated wetlands and locally significant wetlands require a
15 metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the boundary of the wetland, as
approved by the Conservation Authority or Ministry of Natural Resources,unlessan
Environmental Impact Statement recommends a more appropriate vegetation protection
zone.

e) Woodlands 210-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge (drip line) of
the woodland.

f)  Significant woodlands 215-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge
(drip line) of the significant woodland.

g) Areasof Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) 2 Life and Earth Science ANSIsrequire a
15-metre vegetation protection zone.

h) Significant Valleylands 2 As required by the relevant Conservation Authority.

i)  Significant Habitat of Threatened or Endangered Speciesand Significant Wildlife Habitat:
the minimum vegetation protection zone shall be determined through Environmental
Impact Statements, dependent on the sensitivity of the feature.

EENOENE— ¢




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.

140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT FEBRUARY2026

Policy Number Policy

C.25.12

C.2.5.13

c2111

(C.4.8 2 Airport)
C.4.8.4

C.4.85

C.4.8.7

(F.3.2.12
Environmental
Impact
Statements(EIS))

F.3.2.1.1
F.3.2.1.2

Permitted useswithin a vegetation protection zone shall be dependent on the sensitivity of the
feature, and determined through approved studies. Generally,permitted useswithin a vegetation
protection zone shall be limited to low impact uses,such as vegetation restoration, resource
management, and open space.Permitted useswithin the vegetation protection zone shall be the
same usesas those within the Core Areain Policy C.2.5.1 and the vegetation protection zone
should remain in or be returned to a natural state.

All plantings within vegetation protection zones shall use only non-invasive plant speciesnative to
Hamilton. The City may require that applicants for development or site alteration develop a
restoration or management plan for the vegetation protection zone as a condition of approval.

The City recognizes the importance of trees and woodlands to the health and quality of life in our
community. The City shall encourage sustainable forestry practices and the protection and
restoration of trees and forests.

The City shall maintain Noise ExposureForecast(NEF)contours and the Primary Airport Zoning
Regulation, as amended from time to time, and formulate guidelines for development in the
vicinity of John C.Munro International Airport.

The City shall minimize future conflicts between operation of the Airport and surrounding land uses
to ensure: a) there shall be no negative impact on the long-term operations of the Airport; b) the
opportunities for expansion of airport operations shall not be limited; and, c) there are no land uses
in the vicinity which may causea potential aviation hazard. d) development that is noise or land use
sensitive to airport operations or will limit the opportunities for expansion of airport operations
shall be restricted.

All development and redevelopment shall comply with all provincial and municipal standards,
criteria and guidelines regarding noise and vibration from air traffic sources,including Section
B.3.6.32Noise, Vibration and Other Emissions.

Council has adopted Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines, which shall be used by
proponents and professionals when preparing an EIS.The City shall revise the Environmental
Impact Statement Guidelines from time to time.

When a development proposal has the potential to negatively impact a Core $ U H Batifal features
or their ecological functions, the proponent shall be required to prepare an EISto the satisfaction
of the City in consultation with the relevant Conservation Authority. An ElSinventories and
describesthe existing Core Areasand ecological functions of the site in the context of the
surrounding landscape.An ElSalso assesseshe potential negative impacts that proposed
development may have on Core Areasand Linkagesand provides recommendations on natural
area boundaries, mitigation measures,and design measuresto accommodate or enhance existing
natural features and functions.

EEE Airport Employment Growth District SecondaryPlan

The Airport Employment Growth District (AEGD)is comprised of a planned development area of 551 net
developable hectares of employment land. The Secondary Plan area extends from Garner Road Eastand
Twenty Road West to the north, Upper JamesStreet to the east, Whitechurch Road West to the south, and
) L G G @Gkeeh-Rbad to the west. Thisareais meant to provide for a major businesspark development that
will integrate with and complement the John C.Munro International Airport.
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The AEGDSecondary Plan was approved by the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) on February 17, 2015. The
AEGDSecondaryPlanis included within Volume 2 of the UHOP.PerMap B.8-2: Natural Heritage System,an
unclassified stream has been identified for the Subject Property. Linkages identified on Schedule B of the
UHOP are not listed on Map B.82 of the secondary plan. The AEGDmapping does not identify any Core
Areafeatures on the Subject Property and does not map the wetland or woodlands asfeaturesto be retained.

The Natural Heritage principles of the Plan (Section 8.2.11)are as follows:

8.2.11 Through sustainable design and appropriate developmentthe employment district protects
and enhancesthe natural environment. Theintent is to:

a) Developin a manner that is sensitiveto the natural environment;

b) Use innovative, sustainable storm and wastewater infrastructure to protect water
quality and sourcewater;

c) Protectand integrate provincially and municipally significant natural features,suchas
streams,valley lands, wetlands, mature treesand forestsinto the employment GLVWULFW -V
development,implement provincial policy and meet municipal policy;

d) Use sustainable design to limit the emissions, water and energy consumption of
buildings within the employment district; and,

e) Connectthe employment G L V WogdnBpscasystemto surrounding natural areasto
allow employeesto enjoy and explorethe U H J L fa@raV/ heritage.

The SecondaryPlanis accompanied by Eco-Industrial Guidelines by Dillon Consulting (May 2010), which are
aimed to improve individual and social well-being, enhance and protect the environment, reduce
G HY H O R Sdamtap \Wotgrint, and improve economic vitality. These guidelines surround designing with
nature. As part of these guidelines, and due to the proximity to the John C.Munro Airport, dry stormwater
management ponds are required.

The AEGDSubwatershed Study & Stormwater Master Plan (SWMP) Implementation Document by Aquafor
Beech Ltd (2017) further discussesair travel safety in relation to stormwater management. This document
referencescompliance with the Transport Canadadocument TP1247 2Land Usein the Vicinity of Aerodomes
when discouraging the use of wet stormwater ponds. Given that wetland relocation is proposed, it is
important to note that this Transport Canadadocument defines 1 D W XHDIEQ V\aPbaingia "SRWHQWLDOO
O L P LANSK-a@having land use acceptability within all aerodome zones.Marshes,swamps & mudflats have
a ~ S RWH QMR AW\ have land use acceptability in all but primary hazard zones, which are the areas
where aircraft are at or below altitudes of 1500 feet above ground level. Thesefeatures do have land use
acceptability in secondary hazard zones, which are 4 km beyond the primary hazard zone. It is important to
note that according to Transport Canada,land-use acceptability is site sensitive and can only be determined
through detailed assessmentsof each aerodome and its surroundings.

In addition, waterfowl feeding stations havea ~ S R W H QUL IIBM®I 6f risk, G R @aw¥land-use acceptability
in any aerodome zones, and should not be included in the proposed wetland design. Aside from excluding
these structures, mitigation measures can prevent waterfowl proliferation in the proposed wetland. This
includes adding dense plantings of trees and shrubs on the periphery that will provide a visual screenand
limit the availability of suitable forage vegetation. Mitigation measuresto prevent attracting waterfowl to the
proposed wetland are further outlined in Section 10.1.4.
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Table 4: Applicable Policiesof the UHOP Chapter B 2 AEGDSecondaryPlan (OPA35)

Policy Number Policy

B.8.2.2

B.8.3.2

B.8.2.11

(Natural Heritage
Principles)

B.8.9

B.8.9.3

B.8.12.1

B.8.12.2

The employment district is vibrant and visually appealing. It is a working community with a unique senseof place
derived from a strong connection to its natural setting and the existing airport. The intent is to:

a) Balancea high intensity of use with large conserved natural areas;

b) Designwith nature by protecting streams, mature trees, wetlands, significant habitat and integrating
topography into developments;

c) Integrate the open spacesystemwith the Greenbelt and other natural areas;

d) Support mixed employment use and ancillary convenience amenities supporting employment, such as
convenience stores, medical offices, fithess centres, personal services,restaurants and hotels; and

e) Encouragea distinct character for the district (e.g.airport or natural heritage theme).
a) All development shall conform to the airport policies of Section C.4.80f Volume 1.

Through sustainable design and appropriate development the employment district protects and enhances the
natural environment. The intent is to:

a) Develop in a manner that is sensitiveto the natural environment;

b) Useinnovative, sustainable storm and wastewater infrastructure to protect water quality and source
water;

c) Protect and integrate provincially and municipally significant natural features, such as streams, valley
lands, wetlands, mature trees and forests into the employment G L V Wdéldfopmant, implement
provincial policy and meet municipal policy;

d) Usesustainable design to limit the emissions,water and energy consumption of buildings within the
employment district; and,

e) Connect the employment G LV W bpefr 8pade system to surrounding natural areas to allow
employees to enjoy and explore the U H J L Rafural heritage.

An integral component during the creation of this SecondaryPlanwas the preparation of the Subwatershed Plan
for the watersheds within the SecondaryPlan Area. Landswithin the Airport Employment Growth District are
uniquely situated within the headwaters of four watersheds, Sulphur Creek (Cootes Paradise),Twenty Mile Creek
(Lake Ontario), Welland River (Niagara River)and Big Creek (Grand River). The myriad of small headwater
features, combined with restrictions on open water/wetland features imposed by the airport, present a unique
challenge in terms of protection of stream corridors and natural heritage features, and stormwater management
design that require state of art technologies consistent with Low Impact Development design.

The stream corridors in the Subwatershed Planfor the SecondaryPlan Area shall be protected in accordance
with Section B.8.120f this SecondaryPlanto addressflood/erosion control and fish habitat requirements, aswell
as storm water management to prevent increasesin flooding and erosion, enhance water quality and maintain
the existing conditions of water balance.

Within the Airport Employment Growth District, there are wetlands, streams, woodlands, meadows, successional
areas and hedgerows which are identified as Core Areas, Linkages, and Hedgerows in Map B.82 2 Airport
Employment Growth District Natural Heritage System. The policies of Volume 1 Section C.2.0 2 Natural Heritage
Systemapply, with the exception of Section C.2.4.

Streamsare identified in Map B.8 2 2 Airport Employment Growth District Natural Heritage System.If the stream
has not been classifiedas part of an Environmental Impact Study, subwatershedstudy, or other study, a scoped
Environmental Impact Studyis required to determine the classification.
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ScheduleB of the 2012 RuralHamilton Official Plan (OP)identifies significant natural heritage features across
the rural Hamilton area including Detailed Natural Heritage Features,Key Natural Heritage Featuresand
Significant Woodlands.

Although the Subject Property is outside of the Rural Hamilton OP boundary, lands directly west and south
of the Subject Property are included in the RuralHamilton OP.According to ScheduleB of the RuralHamilton
OP,the adjacent lands to the south of the Subject Property include linkages.

Woodland Conservation By-law 14-212

Theintent of the Woodland Conservation By-law (By-Law#14-212 approved August 15, 2014) is to promote
the conservation of woodlands that occur on private property within Urban Hamilton. Thisby-law applies to
woodlands greater than or equal to 0.2 ha in size. Woodlands are classified using the definition from the
Forestry Act R.S.0. 1990, Chapter F.26,asfollows: “Z R R G O mérnGsVand with at least,

a) 1,000trees, of any size,per hectare,

b) 750 trees, measuring over five centimetres in diameter, per hectare,
c) 500 trees, measuring over 12 centimetres in diameter, per hectare, or
d) 250 trees, measuring over 20 centimetres in diameter, per hectare,

but does not include a cultivated fruit or nut orchard or a plantation establishedfor the purpose of producing
Christmastrees.

Thedraft by-law does not include a narrow linear strip of treesthat defines alaneway or a boundary between
fields, or a plantation established or continuously managed for the sole purpose of complete removal at
rotation in accordancewith a Forest Management Prescription.

Within this draft by-law, an owner may injure or destroy a tree in their woodland, or permit the injury or
destruction of their tree in a woodland, provided that they comply with a permit obtained from the Director
of By-law and Parking Services.A permit application form will be required to be submitted to the Director,
and the Director may require a Forest Management Prescription to be prepared prior to approving the
permit. Where a permit is issued, the Director may impose conditions, including the requirement of
replacement trees to be planted.

Woodland Conservation By-law 23-088

TheWoodland Conservation By-law 23-088 amends By-Law 14-212 and intends to promote the conservation
and sustainable use of woodlands on private property within the urban boundary of the City of Hamilton.
The pertinent provisions of this By-law are considered as a part of this EIS.

11
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Ontario Regulation 41/24 (effective April 1, 2024), issued under the Conservation Authorities Act (CA Act),
replaced all 36 individual Conservation Authority regulations with a single, province-wide regulation. This
regulation emphasizes public safety and removes the "pollution” and "conservation of land" tests for
permitting. Conservation Authorities may grant permission for development if, in their opinion, the proposal
will not affect flood control, erosion, dynamic beaches, or unstable soil/bedrock, and will not create
conditions that could jeopardize health, safety, or property in the event of a natural hazard.

Section 28(1) of the CA Act prohibits the following activities within a Conservation Authority's jurisdiction:
(1) the alteration of watercoursesor wetlands, and

(2) development within hazardous lands, wetlands, river/stream valleys, Great Lakes/inland lake
shorelines subject to flooding/erosion/dynamic beach hazards, and other areas designated by
regulation.

The Subject Property is within Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA)jurisdiction. The eastern portion of the
Subject Property contains HCA regulated areas, and development activities are subject to regulatory
approval.

2151

The Hamilton Conservation Authority Planning and Regulation Policies and Guidelines 2011, supported by
the Interim Policy Guidelines for Ontario Regulation 41/24 2024, outlines specific HCA policies applicable to
the regulated area within the Subject Property and is in effect pending amendments based on the new
regulatory framework passedthrough O.reg. 41/24. Where discrepanciesexist between the new regulation
0. Reg. 41/24, the HCA Planning and Regulation Policies and Guidelines 2011, and the Interim Policy
Guidelines 2024 (IPG),0. Reg.41/24 prevails.

Thetwo HCA-regulated features within the Subject Property are the non-provincially significant wetland and
the Ancaster Creek headwater tributary coursing through the wetland. This section will outline the HCA
policies applicable to the property, including those regarding river systemsand wetlands.

Wetlands

It is the +& $ policy that development activity within wetlands and within 30 m of wetlands, as well as
interference within wetlands is prohibited (IPG5.6.2.1a).The boundary of a wetland must be established in
consultation with the HCA(IPG5.6.2.1H.

The Interim Policy Guidelines for Ontario Regulation (IPG)policy 5.6.2.2a states that development activity
and interference within wetlands may be permitted if demonstrated that:

1. The wetland is not located within the Greenbelt Plan.

2. Itisnot located within a floodplain.

_ 12
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3. Development/interference outside the wetland has been examined and no reasonable alternative
exists

4. The hydrologic functions and features of the wetland have been assessedand there would be no
adverseimpacts on functions or featuresthat support the control or mitigation of flooding or erosion
hazards

5. Hazardsrelated to unstable soils (organic soils) or bedrock are addressed.
6. Therewould be no increasein hazard related risksto public health and safety or property.

7. Mitigation measureswill be implemented to minimize impacts on the Z HW O By@r@ogic functions,
and to restoreor replace hydrologic functions to the greatestextent possible

8. Thegeneral policies of Section 5.2 are addressed.
HCA may require a Hydrological Study or Water Balance Assessmentto evaluate the potential impacts of

any proposed development activity or interference within a wetland or development activity within 30 m of
a wetland (IPG5.6.2.1c)

Watercourses

Interference with a river, creek, stream or watercourse is prohibited, except in accordance with the policies
of Section5.52 2Policiesfor Interference with Watercourses and Section 5.2 2General Policies (IPG5.5.2a).
According to the current HCA 2011 guideline, for all warmwater watercourses the CA requires a minimum

VPZof 15 m on each side of the channel (2.1.3h(i)).

It isthe policy of the CAthat the quality and quantity of water within watercoursesshall be protected,improved
or restored by minimizing potential negative impacts (2.1.3f). The CArequires that alterations to watercourse
have consideration for the following (2.1.3c):

X Maintenance of the watercourse system topography, flood conveyanceand flood storage.

X No adverse impacts upstream and/or downstream of the proposed works in respect to fluvial
geomorphological processesstorage capacity of the flood plain, flood plain elevations,flood frequency,
erosionrates or erosionfrequencyalong either side of the watercourse.

x No adverseimpacts on ground water featuresand recharge/discharge
X Adequateerosionand sedimentcontrol measuresare incorporated and utilized during the construction

phase.

It isthe +& $ pdlicy that the following are demonstrated where development is considered in hazardous
lands (IPGPolicy 4.3.10):

X Risks to public health and safety are minor and can be mitigated in accordance with provincial
standards, including protection works standards and accessstandards.
x Safe accessfor people and vehicleswould be available.

X New hazardsare not created, and existing hazards are not aggravated.

13
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It is the policy of HCAthat the completion of technical studies and plans, including an erosion and sediment
control plan may be required to support the development (IPG5.2h).

Stormwater Management

+ & $ pylicies for stormwater management are detailed in section 4.5.10f the Interim Policy Guidelines (IPG)
and include the following:

x HCA comments on development proposals will seekto prevent increasesin flooding and erosion
resulting from stormwater (IPG4.5.19).

x HCArecommendsthe useof low impact development(LID)measuresgreeninfrastructure, conveyance
controls, and other sustainabletechnologiesin a treatment train approach (IPG4.5.1j).

x HCAwill generally not support SWM ponds in hazardous lands, on-line with a watercourse,or in or
near sensitivesurfacewater featuresor sensitivegroundwater features (IPG4.5.1k).

X When reviewing SWM plans, HCA will generally recommendto maintain pre-developmentconditions
as part of site development (i.e. pre- to post-), including flows from the 2-year storm event up to the
100-year storm event (IPG4.5.1m).

The statutes and regulations in this section generally aim to protect wildlife and aquatic speciesthat are
sensitive or susceptible to land use and development activities, which may cause detriment to the natural
environment, its systems,and functions.

2.2.1

The FisheriesAct is a federal legislation which aims to manage and protect & D Q D @dnatic ecosystem,
including fish and fish habitat. Thefederal Department of Fisheriesand OceansCanada(DFO)is the enforcing
agency regulating land use and related activities under the FisheriesAct (1985). Where aquatic speciesmay
be present, especially speciesof special concern, activities near or in water must be permitted by the DFO.
The Act protects fish and fish habitat such that:

"No person shall carry on any work, undertaking or activity that results in the harmful alteration,
disruption or destruction of fish habitat" (Section35 (1)).

Fishhabitat is defined by the Act as"water frequented by fish and any other areason which fish depend
directly or indirectly to carry out their life processesincluding spawning grounds and nursery, rearing,
food supply and migration areas".

The FisheriesAct requires that any development project avoid Harmful Alteration, Disruption, or Destruction
(HADD) of fish habitat unless authorized by Fisheriesand Oceans Canada (DFO).If mitigation measures
cannot be applied, and residual effects will cause HADD, then provisions under the Act may apply (i.e.,
approval(s) may need to be securedthrough DFO)to any waterbody or watercourse that contains fish or any
other area on which fish depend directly or indirectly to carry out their life processes,as described in the
FisheriesAct, is provided protection under the Act.

14
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The act also provides tools to addresshabitat restoration and sustainable fisheries decision making, helping
to repair past harm to habitat and help fish populations recover from factors like climate change, economic
pressures,environmental conditions, and damage and loss of habitat.

In addition, the DFO Standard and Codesof Practiceare guidance documents that outline the best practices
for avoiding harmful impacts on fish and their habitat. If the project is taking place in or near water, the
proponent is responsible for:

x Understanding the impacts the project will likely have on fish and fish habitats.
x Taking measuresto avoid and mitigate impacts on fish and fish habitats.

X Requesting authorization from the Minister and abiding by the conditions of the authorization when
it is not possible to avoid and mitigate project impacts on fish and fish habitat.

x Ensuring compliance with all statutory instruments, including federal and provincial legislation.

The Endangered SpeciesAct (ESA)2007) was amended on June5, 2025, through the passing of Bill 5 and is
to be replaced with the SpeciesConservation Act, 2025, at a later date. The purpose of the ESA(2007)is to
provide protection and conservation to species at risk while considering social and economic factors for
sustainable economic growth in Ontario. The protected species and their habitat are designated by the
Committee on the Status of Speciesat Riskin Ontario (COSSAROas endangered, threatened, extirpated, or
of special concern, and the Government of Ontario adds speciesto the protection list based on COSSARO
recommendations. Thesedesignations are defined as:

Endangered : A speciesshall be classified as an endangered speciesif it lives in the wild in Ontario
but is facing imminent extinction or extirpation.

Threatened : A speciesshall be classified as a threatened speciesif it lives in the wild in Ontario, is
not endangered, but is likely to become endangered if steps are not taken to address factors
threatening to lead to its extinction or extirpation.

Extirpated : A speciesshall be classified as an extirpated speciesif it lives somewhere in the world,
lived at one time in the wild in Ontario, but no longer livesin the wild in Ontario.

Under the amended ESAfor the purposes of protection under the Act, habitat does not include placeswhere
the speciesformerly occurred or hasthe potential to be reintroduced unlessexisting members of the species
depend on that area. The ESAdefines habitat asthe following:

For animal species: habitat is a dwelling place that is occupied or habitually occupied for breeding,
rearing, staging, wintering or hibernating, and the areaimmediately around a dwelling place.

For vascular plant species: habitat is the surrounding critical root zone.

For all other species: habitat is an area on which any member of a speciesdirectly depends in order
to carry on its life processes

15
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The ESA(Subsection9(1)) outlines the prohibitions regarding harm to speciesand states that:

"1 Rersonshall,
(a) kill, harm, capture or take a living member of a specieghat is listed on the Speciesat Riskin Ontario
Listas an extirpated, endangeredor threatened species;
(b) possesstransport, collect, buy, sell, lease,trade or offer to buy, sell,leaseor trade,
(i) a living or dead member of a speciesthat is listed on the Speciesat Riskin Ontario Listas
an extirpated, endangeredor threatened species,
(ii) any part of a living or dead member of a speciesreferredto in subclause(i),
(i) anything derived from a living or dead member of a speciesreferredto in subclause(i); or
(c) sell, lease,trade or offer to sell, lease or trade anything that the personrepresentsto be a thing
describedin subclause(b) (i), (ii) or (iii). 1

Clause10 (1)(a) of the ESAalso states that:
" 1 Personshall damage or destroy the habitat of

X aspeciesthat is listed on the Speciesat Riskin Ontario list asan endangered or threatened species.

X aspeciesthat is listed on the Speciesat Riskin Ontario List asan extirpated species,if the speciesis
prescribed by the regulations for the purpose of this clause.2007,¢.6,s.10 (1)

Prior authorization or issuanceof permit from the MECPand/or the Ministry of Natural Resources(MNR) is
required to carry out activities that would otherwise be prohibited or regulated under the ESAunlessexempt
under Ontario Regulation 242/08.

The Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994) servesto protect and conserve migratory birds, their nests and
eggs in Canada It is prohibited under the MBCA to damage, destroy, disturb or remove the nest of a
migratory bird that contains a live bird or viable egg. However, a permit may be issued under the MBCA for
various activities with conditions for the husbandry, release,scaring, capture, killing or disposal of migratory

birds. The removal of existing trees on the Property will be subject to regulations under the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (MBCA).

The Migratory Birds Regulations (2022) protects migratory birds, their eggs, and nests by prohibiting
activities that cause them harm. Migratory birds, their nests or eggs can be harmed as a result of many
activities including those that do not primarily target a bird but may cause harm, such as:

x Clearing trees or other vegetation
x Draining or flooding land

x Using fish gear

Unlessauthorized under the regulation (MBR 2022),the following activities are prohibited:

_ 16
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x Capture,Kill, take, injure, or harassa migratory bird or attempt to do so
x Destroy, take or disturb an egg

x Damage, destroy, remove or disturb a nest shelter, eider duck shelter or duck box unless the
following exceptions apply:

1. Nest does not contain a live migratory bird or viable egg

2. Nest was not built by a speciesthat is listed under Schedule 1 of the regulation
The following measurescan be undertaken to prevent harming migratory birds, nests,and eggs:

X Understand how migratory birds and their nests are legally protected

x Consult the nesting calendar to plan potentially harmful activities outside of breeding seasonand
migration periods

x Planactivities and determine what measurescan be taken to avoid causing harm

x Develop and implement preventative and mitigation measures

The following sections outline the methods followed to collect information and data for the completion of
this EIS.

In addition to reviewing the natural heritage policies and mapping in the natural heritage and hazard policy
documents, the following background documents and sources of information were consulted to collect
information on significant natural heritage features and species:

Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) Element Occurrence Data (NHIC,2015)
Land Information Ontario Natural Heritage Mapping (LIO,2015)

Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadmanet al. 2007)

Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994)

Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2015)

Nature Counts (2014)

H H+ H+ H+ H +H

The Ministry of Natural Resourcesand Forestry (MNRF)Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)database
on the LandsInformation Ontario (LIO)website (LIO,2015) wasreviewed to document the presence/absence
of known occurrences of rare floral or faunal species (i.e., nationally and/or provincially endangered,
threatened or special concern species) within the vicinity of the Study Area. The LIO database was also
reviewed to document the presenceor absenceof known sensitive natural heritage features, including areas
of natural and scientific interest (ANSIs),provincially significant wetlands (PSWs)gnvironmentally significant
areas (ESAs)provincial or national parks, or conservation areas. Additionally, the MNRF was contacted to
request additional details on potential speciesat risk and natural heritage featuresin the Study Area (MNRF
correspondence is included in Appendix B).
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The Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2016), Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Cadmanet al,
2007) and the Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994) were accessedto identify specieswith known
ranges that overlap with the Study Area, including speciesat risk and provincially rare species.

A habitat assessmentfor all terrestrial speciesat risk and provincially rare speciesidentified through the atlas
searchesand NHIC background review is included in Appendix C.

3.2. Field Investigations

The field investigations were conducted according to the approved ToR (Appendix B). Field studies and
natural heritage inventories were completed in the Study Area, where property accesswas available, to
confirm and refine the boundaries, characteristics and significance of the natural features that may be
affected by the proposed development.

A summary of the field investigations undertaken for the Subject Property by both GeoProcessand Stantec
is provided in Table 5 below.

Table 5: EcologicalField Work. Aswith the body text, items in grey were performed by Stantec

Purpose of Field Work ‘ Date(s) of Field Work Personnel

Vegetation Surveys

Stantec:J.Ball

Ecological Land Classificationand
Fall Botanical

October 15, 2015

October 21,2021

GeoProcess:.Jenn Reader

Spring Botanical

May 18, 2016

Stantec:J.Ball

May 13, 2022

GeoProcessM. Douglas

Summer Botanical

August 15,2016

Stantec:J.Ball

August 22,2025, August 26, 2025

GeoProcessE.Veres& T.Synard

Butternut Tree Tally May 13, 2020 GeoProcess.J.Reader,W. Birch
Snag Survey May 1, 2020 GeoProcess\W. Birch & B. Angel
Tree Inventory July 2020 W. Birch

Wetland Pre-Staking

October 18,2024

GeoProcessC. Zoladeski & E.
Veres

Wildlife Surveys

April 20,2016 Stantec:J.Ball, B. Holden
May 12,2016 Stantec:J.Ball, A. Corrigan
Amphibian Call Count Surveys April 30,2020 GeoProcessKE.;i(rB(lﬁsbergen& W
May 23, 2020 GeoProcessW. Birch
June9, 2020 GeoProcessW. Birch
Breeding Bird Surveys June6, 2017 Stantec: B. Holden
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Purpose of Field Work Date(s) of Field Work Personnel
June 20, 2017 Stantec: B. Holden
Junel, 2022 GeoProcessM. Douglas
June 16, 2022 GeoProcessM. Douglas
March 10, 2016 Stantec:J.Ball
Bat Maternity Roost Surveys May 1, 2020 GeoProcessB. Angel, W. Birch
Junel, 2022 GeoProcessM. Douglas
Incidental Wildlife Observations Completed During All Surveys Al Surveygzr(](?ee;Process&
Aquatic Surveys
March 10, 2016 Stantec: M. Faiella
Headwater Drainage Feature April 9, 2021 GeoProcess;(c;S;I;ssbergen& M
Assessment
May 11,2021 GeoProcessK. Glasbergen
July 28, 2021 GeoProcessK. Glasbergen

Drone Surveys

May 10, 2023
May 14,2023

Aerial Assessment GeoProcessB. Quesnel

B \egetation Communities

Vegetation communities were identified using the Ecological Land Classification (ELC)field guide for
Southern Ontario (Leeet al., 1998), with the corresponding 2008 updates. All vegetation communities in the
Study Area were first identified on aerial imagery and then checked in the field. ELCwas completed to the
finest level of resolution (vegetation type) where feasible. Provincial significance of vegetation communities
was based on the rankings assigned by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC,2014). The results of
these surveysare summarized in Section 4.5.2.

Vascular Plant Species

Spring, summer and fall botanical surveyswere completed in all vegetation communities in the Study Area
where accessallowed. Floranomenclature was based primarily on the Databaseof VascularPlantsof Canada
(VASCAN)(Brouillet et al. 2010+) with updates to genera, specific epithets and family names as necessaryto

reflect recent taxonomic revisions. The primary source of revised nomenclature was VASCAN(2016).

Specific attention was paid during the surveysfor potential provincially rare speciesor speciesat risk known
to occur in the vicinity of the Study Area, such as Butternut and American Chestnut, aswell asrare vegetation
community types (e.g.,prairie, savannahand oak woodlands).

The provincial status of all plant specieswas based on Natural Heritage Information Centre (MNRF,2015a).
Identification of potentially sensitive native plant species is based on their assigned coefficient of
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conservatism (CC)value, as determined by Oldham et al. (1995). This CCvalue, ranging from 0 (low) to 10
(high), is based on a V S H Ftblerghce of disturbance and fidelity to a specific natural habitat. Specieswith
a CCvalue of 9 or 10 generally exhibit a high degree of fidelity to a narrow range of habitat parameters.

The results of these surveys are summarized in Section 4.5.2 and a complete list of vegetation species
identified during the various surveysis provided in Appendix D.

Upon reviewing 6 W D Q (@& EVSfor the Subject Property, GeoProcessdetermined the need for further
surveysto determine the actual number of butternut trees present. This occurred through a tally of trees,
which included measuring their diameter at breast height (DBH),whether butternut cankerwas present, and
the W U Hpproaximate location.

A fall floristic survey and ELCconfirmation was conducted on October 21, 2021, for the Subject Property
based on the previously conducted ELCsurveys.An additional confirmation surveywasconducted on August
22 and August 26, 2025. ELCconfirmation included verification of ELCcommunity type and delineation of
community limits.

Surveydetails are provided below in Table 6.

Table 6: VascularPlant SurveyDates, Times,and Water Conditions

Weather
Date/Time Temp Wind Cloud T Surveyors
(°C) (Beaufort Scale) (%)
Stantec: 1 October 15, 2015 12 2 0 None Stantec:J.Ball
Stantec: 2 May 18,2016 14 1 0 None Stantec:J.Ball
Stantec: 3 August 15,2016 24 1 50 None Stantec: J.Ball
GeoProcessi1 May 13,2020 Not recorded None R(ZZZZ,?:/.eSB?r;(]:.h
GeoProcess?2  October 21,2021 14 2 100 Drizzle GeoProcess:].Reader
August 22, 2025 22 1 10 None GeozroTc_eSi/sni'r\éeres
GeoProcess3
August 26, 2025 20 3 90 Rain GeoProcessE. Veres

& T.Synard

ERE] Trce Inventory

An inventory and assessmentof all trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of 10 cm or greater was
completed on December 23, 2020, and January 6™, 8" and 12", 2021 in accordance with the City of
Hamilton Tree Protection Guidelines (revised October 2010). All trees on and within 6 metres of the Subject
Property relative to the proposed development envelope were assessed for condition utilizing the
parameters listed below:
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X Tree # - tree numbers correspond to figures in Appendix H.

X Species - common and botanical names provided in the inventory table.

x DBH - diameter (centimeters) at breast height, measured at 1.4 m above the ground.
x Condition - condition of trees were assessedbased on the following:

- Good - dead branches lessthan 10%; signs of good compartmentalization on any wounds,
no structural defects.

- Fair- 10-30% dead branches, size or occurrence of wounds present some concerns, minor
structural defects.

- Poor - more than 30% dead branches,weak compartmentalization, early leaf drop, presence
of insects or disease,major structural defects. o DEAD- tree shows no signs of life; and

- Dead 2tree shows no sign of life.

x Comments - additional relevant detail.

Heritage trees with a DBH of 45 cm or greater were identified based on the Town of Ancaster Tree By-law
(2000-118). A heritage tree is defined as ‘as any tree with a DBH of no lessthat 45 cm with the exception of
() all Willow species(Salix sp.), (i) all Poplar species(Populus sp.) (iii) Siberian EIms (Uimus pumila) (iv)
Manitoba Maples (Acernegundo),and (v) Norway Maples (Acerplatanoides p

Areasidentified as hedgerows and polygons in Maps 1 to 1j in Appendix H included a 100% tally of trees
over 10 cm DBH based on species,size and condition. Thesefeatures were not mapped individually due to
impacts from canopy cover and/or stem density on GPSlocation accuracy.

Species nomenclature and ranking is based on the Ministry of Natural Resourcesand Forestry Natural
Heritage Information Centre specieslist.

The wetland in the eastern section of the Subject Property was delineated during a field visit with the HCA
and Stantec staff on September 21, 2016. The wetland delineation was based on the protocols outlined in
the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES)YMNRF2014).In general, where greater than 50% of the tree
canopy consists of species known to commonly inhabit wet areas,the community is considered wetland.
Where a tree canopy does not exist, or is inconclusive, the shrub or herbaceous layer is then assessedusing
the same principle. Where plant speciesdo not indicate a clear boundary, additional evidence, such asthe
nature of the underlying substrate, may also be considered (MNRF,2014).

Upon confirmation of the wetland boundary by the HCA, the boundary was surveyed by a professional
surveyor.

The location of the confirmed wetland boundary is shown on Map 3.
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3.2."

The dripline of the woodland in the southwest corner of the Study Area was delineated during a field visit
with the City of Hamilton and Stantec Staff on September 21, 2016. Upon confirmation of the woodland
boundary by the City of Hamilton, the boundary was surveyed by a professional surveyor.

The location of the confirmed woodland boundary is shown on Map 3

3.2,

Amphibian call count surveyswere conducted at 5 stations within the Study Area. Call count point locations
are shown on Figure 3, Appendix A. Survey methods were based on the Marsh Monitoring Program manual
(Environment Canada,2008). The survey station area was a 100 m radius semicircle. The surveyor stood at
the edge of the station and listened from left to right (see field sheets for a diagram). At each call count
survey and station, all calling toads and frogs were identified and recorded over a three-minute time-period.
Calllevels were described using valuesof 1, 2, or 3. Level 1 indicated that individuals could be counted and
callswere not simultaneous. Level?2 indicated that callswere distinguishable with some simultaneous calling.
Level 3 indicated a full chorus where calls were continuous and overlapping (Environment Canada, 2008).
Calling toad or frog species from outside of the survey station, or those heard off property, were also
recorded.

Resultsof the survey are included in Section 4.56.

GeoProcessperformed amphibian call count surveys in 2020, following the Marsh Monitoring Program
protocol (Bird Studies Canada,2009). Surveylocations were chosen such that they were as close as possible
to those used by Stantecin 2016. Three surveyswere performed, at the appropriate air temperature triggers
(5°C,10°Cand 17°C)under the correct weather conditions (light winds).

Surveydetails for both Stantecand * H R 3 U R Fsdrveysare provided below in Table 7.
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Table 7: Amphibian surveydates,times, and weather conditions

Weather
Wind

Date/Time Cloud Surveyors

Temp (°C) (Beaufort Precipitation

(%)

Scale)

Stantec: 1 A2p (;"22_021201%6 6 2 40 None Stantﬁgl:;é:all, B.
Stantec: 2 '\223:’5%}25?3116 14 1 100 None Stanéi?rfé:?"'A'
GeoProcessi A2plri:IOC;OZ, 12%0 10-11 0-3 100  Drizzle-Damp Glacs;lfz;r::,(\e/?l.sgi.rch
GeoProcess2 l\giy4§2§o5200 17-18 0-1 0-60 Damp GeoProcessW. Birch
GeoProcess3 ‘]Zulnzgzzzosg 23-24 1-2 0-10 Damp GeoProcess\W. Birch

EWNA Breeding Bird Surveys

Breeding bird surveyswere conducted in all natural vegetation communities in the Study Areaon June6 and
June 20, 2017. Surveysconsisted of recording all speciesof birds that were seenor heard within each habitat
in the Study Area. A conservative approach to determining breeding status was taken; i.e.,all birds seen or
heard in appropriate habitat during the breeding seasonwere assumedto be breeding.

Surveysbegan at, or within, half an hour of sunrise,and were completed by 10:00 a.m. Weather conditions
(i.e., precipitation and visibility) were within the parameters required by monitoring programs such as
Environment & D Q D 8rBedihg Bird Surveyor the Ontario ForestBird Monitoring Program.

GeoProcesscompleted a second round of breeding bird surveyson June 1, 2022, and June 16, 2022. The
results of both surveysare summarized in Section 4.57.

Surveydetails are provided below in Table 8.

Table 8: SurveyDates, Times,and Weather 2BreedingBirds

Weather
Surve Date/Time . Surveyors
ey ! T(imp Wind (Beaufort Scale) | Cloud (%) PPT/ PPTlast 24 Hvey
(°C) hours
June6, 2017 . Stantec:B.
1 06:00-08:00 14 1-2 95-100 None/Rain Holden
June 20, .
2 2017 17-20 1-2 100 None/Rain St:gltde;B'
07:00-09:00
Junel, 2022 Meghan
3 07:00-08:23 25 2 S0 None/None Douglas
June 16, Meahan
4 | 202207:06 20 1 50-80 None/None 9
08-00 Douglas
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A bat maternity roost survey was conducted within the WODM4-4 community to confirm and assessthe
potential presenceof bat maternity colonies (BMC).Thissurveyfollowed guidelines provided by the Ministry
of Natural Resources(MNR) through the use of Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects
(July2011).The Guidelinesidentify deciduous and mixed forest communities >1 ha as candidates for the bat
maternity roost survey.Forestcommunity delineation of the Study Areawasdetermined using the Ecological
Land Classification(ELC)rotocol (Leeet al, 1998),asper the Guidelines.Although the WODM4-4 community
is not classified as a forest, a bat maternity roost assessmentwas conducted since the community is within
the proposed development area. Other forest communities within the Study Area, including the FODM2-1
and FODM1-1 communities, are outside of the proposed development footprint, and were therefore not
assessedas part of the field investigation and assumed to provide significant habitat for bat maternity
colonies.

In order to assessthe WODM4-4 community for Bat Maternity Roosts, all trees with suitable cavities to
support BMC (small, narrow openings) were recorded. This generally included but was not limited to trees
with a decay classof 1-3, trees that were — cm in diameter at breast height (dbh) and cavities 10 m or
higher from the ground. Surveyswere conducted during leaf-off so cavitiescould be observed clearly. Results
of the bat maternity roost surveysare summarized in Section 4.58.

GeoProcessperformed a bat maternity roost survey within the WODM4-4 community in 2020, following the
updated MNRF (2017) protocol for Survey Protocol for Speciesat Risk Bats within Treed Habitats. This
occurred on Friday,May 1, 2020. Perthe MNRF (2017) protocol, this surveywassuitable to identify maternity
roost trees for Myotis bats since it occurred during leaf-off conditions.

A candidate significant wildlife habitat assessmentof the Study Area was undertaken during the ELCand
botanical surveys. Criteria used to identify candidate significant wildlife habitat in the Study Area were
derived from the Significant Wildlife Habitat TechnicalGuide (MNR,2000) and the Significant Wildlife Habitat
Criteria Schedulesfor Ecoregion 7E(MNRF2015b).

Incidental wildlife observations were recorded during all field investigations. All wildlife speciesidentified by
sight, sound or distinctive signs during all surveyswere recorded.

GeoProcessrecorded any incidental wildlife observations that occurred via sight, sound, or distinctive signs
during surveys.

Aerial photographs of the Study Area were reviewed to identify potential locations of headwater drainage
features prior to conducting fieldwork. Fieldwork for the headwaters assessmentconsisted of an early spring
field visit to verify the presence/absenceof flowing headwater drainage features.
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Headwater drainage features on any given site are assessedusing the document entitled Evaluation,
Classificationand Management of Headwater Drainage FeaturesGuidelines (CVCand TRCA TRCAApproval
July 2013;finalized January2014), hereafter referred to asthe guidelines. Theseguidelines, asoutlined in the
document, can generally be applied to any drainage feature that is:

T part of the drainage network (i.e. drainage channels that are identified from aerial photography,
and/or drainage lines resulting from ArcHydro analysis),or

T agroundwater seepageareaor spring, or

¥ aconnected headwater wetland (a surface outlet connects to downstream), and

¥ not amapped or known perennially flowing stream.

Theguidelines employ a multiple surveyapproach to headwater drainage feature assessmentg§HDFA) where
warranted, in order to capture seasonal variability in hydroperiod, as well as to identify other potential
ecological functions of these features on the landscape.In general, the need for additional surveysand the
timing of each visit is dictated by the results of the previous survey, as follows:

Site Visit 1 is conducted during a window of approximately 2 weeks,immediately after the snow pack has
dissipated and the frost is out of the ground. The surveywindow is typically during late March or early April,
but is subject to variation depending on the weather in any given year. During the first site visit, all drainage
lines generated using ArcHydro, aerial photography interpretation or contour interpretation must be
examined. Both the flow condition and feature type during this site visit determine if the HDFrequires further
investigation or, if it is a feature exhibiting limited functions. If the feature is dry or standing water, or if there

is no defined feature present, it is likely that the feature would be considered as “ O L P U W® BW arie Qov
additional data are required; therefore no further field visits are required. If the feature exhibits functions
beyond the “ O L P U W®IBW trire@aysuch as a defined flow path and active flow, further data collection is
then required to define those functions more fully.

Site Visit 2 is conducted for features that are determined to possessfunctions beyond “~ O L P Ldiidd=Site
Visit 1. The second visit is conducted after the freshet has ended when the melt/thaw related interflow has
ceasedand, preferably, after a few days with no precipitation. Timing of this visit should occur before spring
plant growth is very far advanced to permit unobstructed examination of features, and is typically from late
April through mid-May. During this site visit, flow condition and fish presence are assessed.

If the feature is dry during Site Visit 2, or, asis often the case,it has been removed by cultivation, athird site
visit is not required. If water is present, Site Visit 3 can be scheduled to obtain further data.

Site Visit 3 is conducted if water was present in the feature during Site Visit 2. The timing of the third visit is
from Julyto mid-September, preferably after severaldays without a significant (i.e.flow generating) amount
of rain. During this site visit flow condition and fish presence are assessed.The presence of flow during this
visit automatically results in classification as an "L P S R U Wéd&du@eWsp fish presence has no effect on
management recommendations. Where isolated standing pools exist, sampling should be conducted, as
described for site visit 2 (above),to determine the upstream limit of year-round fish utilization.

The data and observations collected from site visits are usedto inform a seriesof classificationsof the feature
in relation to its function with respectto hydrology, riparian character, fish and fish habitat, and terrestrial
habitat. These classifications are then used to navigate a flow chart that determines the most appropriate
management approach for the feature. Management approaches can range from protection in situto “"QR

R
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P D Q D J H Piddpiv¥ments (i.e. removal is possible), with interim management approaches that include
replication of form and function or replication of function alone.

.2.12

An assessmentand screening of potential Speciesat Risk (SAR)was conducted for the Subject Property
based on Federal and Provincial status. Following the MECP & O L HGiME-td Preliminary SAR Screening
(2019), this screening was based on a review of the Natural Heritage Information Centre, regional species
list, atlases (i.e. OBBA, butterfly, moth, and reptile and amphibian), and citizen science databases (i.e.
iNaturalist, eBird). Data sources utilized for the screening are described in Appendix I. The SARassessment
results are further discussedin Section 5.

A screening for Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)following the Ministry of Natural Resourcesand Forestry
Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000) and Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedule for
Ecoregion 7E (2015) was conducted for the Subject Property. Potential SWH identified was assessedduring
the complementary field studies. The results of this assessmentare found in Section 6.6 and Appendix J.

Biological field data were evaluated to determine the significance of natural heritage features. Statusrankings
(SRANKSfor plants, vegetation communities and wildlife are based on the number of occurrencesin Ontario
and have the following meanings:

S1. critically imperiled; often fewer than 5 occurrences

S2: imperiled; often fewer than 20 occurrences

S3: vulnerable; often fewer than 80 occurrences

S4: apparently secure

S5: secure

S? unranked, or, if following a ranking, rank uncertain (e.g. S3?).

The global, federal and provincial status of wildlife was determined by reviewing speciesaccounts published
by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC,2013). Provincial significance of vegetation communities
is based on the rankings assigned by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC,2013). The provincial
status of all plant speciesis based on Newmaster et al. (1998),with updates from the database of the Natural
Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 2013). Species at risk protected under the Endangered Species Act
include those listed on the current Speciesat Riskin Ontario (SARO)List. Locally rare specieswill be identified
using the HCA Nature Counts 2 SpeciesChecklists (HCA, 2013). Identification of potentially sensitive plant
specieswas based on the coefficient of conservatism value (CC)assignedto each native speciesin southern
Ontario (Oldham et al. 1995). The value of CC,ranging from O (low) to 10 (high), is basedona VSHFLHYV -
tolerance of disturbance and fidelity to natural habitats. Specieswith a CCvalue of 9 or 10 generally exhibit
a high degree of fidelity to a narrow range of habitat parameters and undisturbed environments.

The potential significance of the natural heritage features and associated ecological functions was evaluated
in accordancewith the following provincial and municipal guideline documents:
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¥ Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policiesof the Provincial Policy Statement,
2005 (MNR, 2010) to determine Provincially Significant natural heritage features and associated
ecological functions

¥ SWH Criteria Schedulesfor EcoRegion 7E (MNRF,2015) to determine the significance of identified
wildlife habitat features and functions

The potential sensitivity of natural heritage features and functions, such as existing wetlands and drainage
functions, was also assessedin consideration of:

¥ surfacewater and groundwater patterns
T habitat quality, floral quality index, degree of disturbance
¥ potential linkage and corridor functions

The information contained in this section describes the existing natural heritage features and functions
identified for the Study Area, including information identified during the background review and updated
using field investigations.

The Study Areais comprised mainly of agricultural lands, with alinear wetland feature on the eastern section
of the property and a mature deciduous forest in the southwest corner. Cultural woodlands occur adjacent
to the off-site residential properties at the north end of the Subject Property.

According to Schedule B of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan, the Study Area contains three woodlands
identified asLinkages,and one drainage feature.

Thedrainage feature is a headwater (HDF)tributary of Ancaster Creekand is designated asa KeyHydrological
Feature (streams) on Schedule B-8. A locally significant wetland associated with the stream feature was
identified within the Subject Property. The stream, its associated wetland, and buffers are regulated by
Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA)under Regulation 41/24.

The Study Area is located within the northern belt of the physiographic region classified by Chapman and
Putnam (1984) as the Haldimand Clay Plain (Chapman and Putnam, 1984). The area is characterized by a
series of eastto west trending recessionaltill moraines with subdued relief and intervening troughs filled
with glaciolacustrine silt or clay.
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Available data from the Hydrogeology Report (Stantec 2017) indicate the depth to groundwater acrossthe
Site ranges from approximately 2.3 m BGSto 5.5 m BGSunder high water table conditions (e.g.,April 2016),
with about 1 m of seasonalfluctuation basedon the data collected to late July2016. Theinterpreted direction
of groundwater flow is to the northeast. The velocity of horizontal groundwater flow through the shallow
overburden is calculated to range from lessthan 0.1 m per year to 3.4 m per year. Overall, the recharge
function of the Site is expected to be minimal, given that infiltration will be limited by the low permeability
surficial silty clay deposits that cover the Site.

The potential for groundwater discharge at the Site is negligible. A review of fish habitat mapping presented
in Dillon and Aquafor Beech (2011) indicates that the intermittent drainage draw in the eastern portion of
the Site is a seasonalwarmwater drainage, suggesting that it is likely not sustained by groundwater inputs.

RJBurnside completed an updated hydrogeological assessmentof the site in 2024 and 2025. The goal of the
Burnside hydrogeology assessmentwasto determine how groundwater on the site may be interacting with
the wetland community. The Burnside assessmentincluded installing new monitoring wells and piezometers,
aswell asplacing loggers back into monitoring wells established by Stantec.The monitoring period included
in the most recent report falls between September 2024 and September 2025.

RJBurnside provided an update to the Hydrogeology Report (Stantec2017)with a focus on the wetland. The
results of their analysiswere presented in the Feature-BasedWater Balance Report dated September 2024.
The report states that surficial sand is found across the southern portion of the Subject Property and is
deposited on low-permeability glaciolacustrine clay and silt. The glaciolacustrine clay and silt act as an
aquitard, limiting deeper recharge to the underlying soils and subsequently creating a perched water table
within the surficial sands. The surficial sands ultimately provide a means for water infiltrating directly on the
southern portion of the subject property to move laterally through the shallow soils toward the low-lying
areawhere the wetland is situated.

The discharge conditions reflect the convergence of interflow from the sand to the wetland feature as
opposed to an upward pressure from the underlying soils. The wetland is observed to be dry during the
summer through to late fall, which indicates that when the surficial sands dry through a period of low
precipitation, the wetland will also directly respond to these precipitation patterns. This indicates that the
wetland is primarily supported by the shallow interflow system and direct precipitation/runoff.

The results of the ground and surface water monitoring within the wetland area show that groundwater
levelsrise above the ground surface,and above the surfacewater levelin the wetland, in the southern portion
of the feature during the spring (wet) season.The groundwater levels fall below the ground surface in late
June/early July during dry conditions.

At the north end of the wetland, groundwater levels remain at or below the ground surface through the
spring and below the surfacewater levelsin the feature. The groundwater levelsdeclined rapidly in mid-June
when the staff gauge at this location was also dry. Both the ground and surface water levels rose quickly
following large rainfall events, with a slight lag in the deeper piezometer, indicating a direct connection
between the surface water level and shallow groundwater through infiltration.
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Surface water features within the Study Area include a first order headwater channel of Ancaster Creek,
identified asa key hydrological feature by the Urban Hamilton OP (Map 5). Assessmentof the feature found
that it is poorly defined, flowing through a wetland community before flowing north off the site. Thereis no
defined low flow channel present within the emergent marsh community. The channel becomes better
defined north of the emergent marsh and asit runs along the western side of a number of willows and then
follows an ATV trail, with the tire tracks providing some channel definition, and finally cuts through a small
coniferous community before exiting in the northeast corner of the site. Flow was present in the channel
during the spring (April to May) but not during the summer months for multiple years(2021to 2025). Flow
in the channelis entirely dependant on flow being releasedfrom the wetland.

Three small, very poorly defined Headwater Drainage Features (HDF)draining into the wetland community
were identified. Thesefeatures are best described as shallow depressionstraversing through cropped fields.
All three features were dry during all site visits, including early April, indicating that they only convey water
during the spring freshet and likely only during very large rain events. In general, the HDFsdid not exhibit
any low flow channel features or any evidence of sediment sorting, erosion or the movement of sediment in
general, with the only exception being HDF1 as it neared the wetland community. This indicates that the
features convey very minor overland flow.

Small, shallow vernal pools were observed in the woodlot at the southeast corner of the Study Area, directly
adjacent to Highway 6, during the March 10, 2016, aquatic assessment.

The wetland catchment area was delineated using both a physical topographic survey completed by A.T.
McLaren Limited (November 8, 2021) and LiDARtopographic data. Currently, the total drainage areato the
wetland is 31.46 ha, with 24.18 ha within the Subject Property and 7.28 ha of external lands. RJBurnside
created a surface water model to understand the hydrologic function of the wetland under current and
proposed conditions. The model results are available in the Feature-Based Water Balance Report (October
2025).

An unevaluated wetland approximately 1.8 ha in size was identified in the Study Area during ELCsurveys.
The wetland was comprised of a cattail meadow marsh (MAMM1-2) at the south end, a common reed
meadow marsh (MAMM1-12) in the center, and a willow swamp thicket (SWTM38) at the north end. The
wetland was surrounded by active agriculture, and the headwater tributary of Ancaster Creekoriginated from
the center of the wetland.

The wetland communities that make up the unevaluated wetland are described below in Table 9 and shown
on Map 4.
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4 5. Terrestrial Resources
El | andscape Ecology

The Study Area is located in the Niagara section of the Deciduous Forest Region (Rowe,1972). This areais
also known as the Carolinian Forest. The extreme southern tip of Ontario represents the northern limit of
Carolinian Forest.Forestsin this region are dominated by broadleaved trees including sugar maple, American
beech, basswood, red maple, red oak, white oak, and bur oak, butternut, bitternut hickory, rock elm, silver
maple and blue beech. Speciessuch asblack cherry, black walnut, sycamore,swamp white oak, and shagbark
hickory are also occasionally present. Speciesconsidered rare to the province, such as pignut hickory, tulip -
tree, chinquapin oak, pin oak, black oak, black gum, blue ash, cucumber-tree, paw paw, Kentucky coffee-
tree, red mulberry and sassafrasare sporadically present in this forest region. Needle-leaved trees such as
hemlock, white pine, tamarack, eastern white cedar, eastern red cedar and black spruce may be found in
isolated patches where soil conditions are favorable.

B Vegetation Communities

The Study Areawas dominated by active agricultural lands. A linear wetland consisting of marsh and swamp
communities and an intermittent drainage draw, extended along the eastern section of the Subject Property.
Cultural woodlands occurred at the northern border of the Subject Property, adjacent to residential
properties situated along Garner Road. Mature deciduous forest patches occurred at the southwest and
southeast corners of the Subject Property. Theforest at the southwest corner is contiguous with an extensive
tract of deciduous forest and wetland located immediately west of the Subject Property.

The vegetation communities recorded during field investigations, based on the ELCsystem for Southern
Ontario, are shown on Map 4 and described in Table 9. GeoProcessconducted a fall ELCsurveyin 2021 and
a summer survey in 2025, which confirmed and refined 6 W D Q BLBdorWnunity codes, descriptions, and
locations. Additional information wasadded to the community descriptions where applicable.

Table 9: EcologicalLand Classification (ELC)Vegetation Types

ELCCode and

o Characteristic Vegetation Comments
Classification
Canopy BlackWalnut (Juglansnigra) Mid-aged BlackWalnut deciduous
-4 . Sub-cano Black Walnut (Juglansnigra woodland with an abundance of
WODM4 -4 Dry by (Jug gra) woody vining plants in the ground
FreshBlack Walnut Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Thicket Creeper layer.
Deciduous Understory (Parthenocissusvitacea) . - -
Woodland Soilswith an effective texture of silty
Ground Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Thicket Creeper sand, and an absenceof mottles or
(Parthenocissusvitacea) gley. Indicating fresh soils.
Cano Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum), Black Walnut (Juglans
Py nigra) Young cultural woodland with
WODa: Deciduous Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum), Black Walnut (Juglans h.o rt|culturgl speciesand .Eafster.n
Woodland Sub-canopy nigra), EasternWhite Cedar (Thuja occidentalis) White Cedarin short rows, indicating
gra), I this might have been the location of
Understor Red Osier Dogwood (Cornussericeg, Cottony Willow an old homestead.
y (Salix eriocephala), Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo)
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EL . .
CC_o.de gnd Characteristic Vegetation Comments
Classification
Rough Avens (Geum laciniatum), Panicled Aster Soilswith an effective texture of silty
Ground (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum), Yellow Archangel (Lamium ~ Sand and an absenceof mottles or
galeobdolon) gley. indicating fresh soils.
Sub-canopy Black Locust (Robinia pseudoacacig Young cultural meadow community
Black Locust (Robinia pseudoacacig, Trembling Aspen with a variety of tree speciessparsely
CUM1-1: Dry- Understory . .
scattered throughout.
Moist Old Field (Populustremuloides), Staghorn Sumac (Rhustyphina) o . g .
Meadow Type CanadaGoldenrod (Solidagocanadensig, Asters Soilswith an effective tegture of silty
Ground (Symphyotrichum spp), Grassleaved Goldenrod (Euthamia clay a”‘?' m_ottlfes app‘?a””g at 40cm,
graminifolia), Orchard Grass(Dactylis glomerata) indicating moist soils.
Canopy Black Walnut (Juglansnigra) Residential area with a mowed lawn
. on the west edge and unmaintained
Sub-canopy Black Walnut (Juglansnigra) turfgrass persisting throughout.
R BlackRaspberry(RubusocciQentaliQ, Multiflora Rose(Rosa Awooded areais present in the
multiflora)) southwest corner of the community,
CVR: Cultural- containing mature Blue Spruce (Picea
Residential pungens and White Spruce (Picea
glauca) that is nowhere elsein the
Ground Kentucky Bluegrass(Poa pratensis) polygon.
Soilswith an effective texture of silty
sand, with an absenceof mottles or
gley, indicating fresh soils.
Cano Black Locust (Robinia pseudoacacig, Black Walnut (Juglans
Py nigra), Trembling Aspen (Populustremuloides) Mid-aged cultural woodland
] ) ) ) community with a variety of tree
Sub-canopy EasternWhite Cedar (Thuja occidentalis) species, Black Locust and Black
Understor Multiflora Rose (Rosamultiflora ), Common Buckthorn Walnut being the most abundant.
y (Rhamnuscathartica), Red Raspberry (Rubusidaeus) The remnants of an old laneway are
present in this polygon, creating a
small open section containing plants
observed nowhere elsein this
WODb Deciduous polygor?, mc]udmg locally rare species
Virginia FalseDragonhead
Woodland L
(Physostegiavirginiana) and
o provincially rare speciesCup Plant
Ground Rough Avens (Geum Iacmlat.um), Broad—lea\{ed (Physostegiavirginiana).
(QFKD QMghtshade (Circacacanadensiy Soilswith an effective of silty sand,
with an absenceof mottles or gley.
Indicating fresh soils. Rocky material
appearing at 50cm, impeding the soil
core. Chert with mineral impurities
found within the soil core.
SWDM4-1a: Ganopy White Willow (Salixalba), CrackWiII(?w (Salixeuxina), Mid-aged deciduous swamp
Willow Mineral BlackWalnut (Juglansnigra) community.
Deciduous Swamp Sub- : ' . . . Effective soil texture of clay loam
Type e White Willow (Salixalba), Silver Maple (Acersaccharinum) A T EE RS Gl e
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ELCCode and
Classification

Characteristic Vegetation

Comments

WODM4 -4b: Dry-
FreshBlack Walnut
Deciduous
Woodland

THDM2 -4: Gray
Dogwood
Deciduous Shrub
Thicket Type

WODc: Deciduous
Woodland

THDM2: Dry -
FreshDeciduous
Shrub Thicket
Ecosite

FODM2-1: Red
Maple Deciduous
Forest Type

Understory

Ground

Canopy

Sub-canopy

Understory

Ground

Sub-canopy

Understory

Ground

Canopy

Sub-canopy

Understory

Ground
Canopy

Sub-canopy

Understory

Ground

Canopy

Sub-canopy

Understory

Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Red Osier Dogwood
(Cornussericeg

Asters (Symphyotrichum spp.), Spotted Jewelweed
(Impatiens capensi9, Reed Canarygrass(Phalaris
arundinacea)

Black Walnut (Juglansnigra)

Black Walnut (Juglansnigra), Black Cherry (Prunus
serotina), Norway Maple (Acer platanoides)

Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Virginia Creeper
(Parthenocissugjuinquefolia)

Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Black Raspberry (Rubus
occidentalis), Virginia Creeper (Parthenocissus
quinquefolia)

CrackWillow (Salix euxina)

Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosd, Red Osier Dogwood
(Cornussericed, Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia)

Rough Avens (Geum laciniatum), Panicled Aster
(Symphyotrichum lanceolatum), Riverbank Grape (Vitis
riparia)

Black Walnut (Juglansnigra), Black Locust (Robinia
pseudoacacig

Black Walnut (Juglansnigra), Black Locust (Robinia
pseudoacacig, Sweet Cherry (Prunusavium)

Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Multifiora Rose(Rosa
multiflora)

Tall Goldenrod (Solidagoaltissima), Great Ragweed
(Ambrosia trifida)

Black Walnut (Juglansnigra)

Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), Black Walnut (Juglans
nigra)

Red Osier Dogwood (Cornussericeg, Black Walnut
(Juglansnigra), Staghorn Sumac (Rhustyphina)

Tall Goldenrod (Solidagoaltissima), Common Milkweed
(Asclepiassyriaca)

Red Maple (Acerrubrum), Red Oak (Quercusrubra), Black
Cherry (Prunusserotina)
Red Maple (Acerrubrum), White Ash (Fraxinusamericana)

Alleghany Blackberry (Rubusalleghaniensig

appeared at 55cm, indicating
moderately moist soils.

Locally rare species Ontario Aster
(Symphyotrichum ontarionis), present
occasionallyin the ground layer of
this community.

Mid-aged Black Walnut deciduous
woodland with an abundance of
woody vining speciesin the
understory and ground layer.
Effective soil texture of silty sand with
an absence of mottles or gley. Rocky
material and coarse fragments
appearing at 55cm, impeding the soil
core.

Young cultural thicket community
with an abundance of Gray Dogwood
throughout the understory. Crack
Willow rare in the sub-canopy.

Effective soil texture of silty sand, with

mottles appearing at 35cm, indicating

moist soils. Rocky material appeared
at 60cm, impeding the soil core.

Mid -aged Black Walnut cultural
woodland. Visual accessonly; no soll
core taken and plant list obtained
from the edge of the community.

Mid -aged cultural thicket community
with Black Walnut sparselyin the
canopy and sub-canopy.

Visual accessonly; no soil core taken
and plant list obtained from the edge
of the community.

Mature deciduous forest community
with a mix of Red Maple, Red Oak,
and Black Cherry defining the canopy.
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ELCCode and
Classification

Characteristic Vegetation

Comments

Ground
Canopy
FODM1-1: Dry 2 Sub-canopy
FreshRed Oak
Deciduous Forest  ynderstory
Type
Ground
MAMML1 -12: Understory
Common Reed
Mineral Meadow
Marsh Ground
Canopy
SWDM4-1b: Sub-canopy
Willow Mineral
Deciduous Swamp  ynderstory
Type
Ground
Understory
MAMM2 -4: Mixed
Forb Mineral
Meadow Marsh Ground
Type
MAMM1 -2: Cattail
Graminoid Mineral Ground

Meadow Marsh

Alleghany Blackberry (Rubusalleghaniensig), Garlic
Mustard (Alliaria petiolata), Jackin-the-pulpit (Arisaema
triphyllum)

Red Oak (Quercusrubra)

Trembling Aspen (Populustremuloides), Shagbark Hickory
(Caryaovata), Bitternut Hickory (Carya cordiformis)

Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosg, Red Osier Dogwood
(Cornussericed

Red Raspberry(Rubusidaeus), Broad-leaved (Q FKD QW

Nightshade (Circaeacanadensig

Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosg, Red Osier Dogwood
(Cornussericeg, Cottony Willow (Salix eriocephala),
Common Buckthorn (Rhamnuscathartica)

Common Reed (Phragmitesaustralis), Spotted Jewelweed
(Impatiens capensig

Hybrid CrackWillow (Salixx fragilis), EasternCottonwood
(Populusdeltoides)

Hybrid CrackWillow (Salixx fragilis)

Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosd), Black Walnut (Juglans
nigra)

Reed Canarygrass(Phalaris arundinacea), Panicled Aster
(Symphyotrichum lanceolatum)

Red Osier Dogwood (Cornussericed

Panicled Aster (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum), Purple
Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), Grassleaved Goldenrod
(Euthamia graminifolia), Shining Aster (Symphyotrichum

firmum)

Broad-leaved Cattail (Typha latifolia ), Reed Canarygrass
(Phalaris arundinacea), Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum
salicaria), Spotted Jewelweed(Impatiens capensiy,

Panicled Aster (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum)

Effective soil texture of silty clay loam
with an absenceof gley or mottles,
indicating fresh soil moisture.

Mid -aged deciduous forest
community with variable density in
the canopy layer.

Visual accessonly; no soil core taken
and plant list obtained from the edge
of the community.

Mature meadow marsh community

with Common Reed dominant in the

ground layer and shrubs occasional
throughout.

Soil core attempts impeded by dense
Common Reed growth.

A small, mid-aged deciduous swamp
community.

Effective soil texture of silty clay loam
with mottles appearing at 15cm,
indicating very moist soils. Rocky

material appeared at around 70cm in

the soil core.

Young meadow marsh community
with a diversity of forb speciesin the
ground layer.

Soil core attempts impeded by rocky
material appearing around 60cm.
Soilsabove 60cm with an effective

texture of silty clay loam with mottles
appearing at 15cm, indicating very

moist soils.

Mature meadow marsh community
with low speciesdiversity, dominated
by Broad-leaved Cattail and Reed

Canarygrass.

Soil core attempts impeded by rocky
material appearing around 60cm.
Soils above 60cm with an effective

texture of silty clay loam, with mottles
appearing at 20cm, indicating very

moist soils.
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EL . .
CC_o.de gnd Characteristic Vegetation Comments
Classification
Canopy EasternCottonwood (Populusdeltoides) Mature deciduous swamp community
. with very dense shrub growth,
SWDM4: Understory Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemo§a), Red Osier Dogwood leading to an absence of a sub-
Cottonwood - (Cornussericed

i ; canopy layer and few herbaceous
Willow Mineral

Deciduous Swam Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosg, Red Osier Dogwood species.
P Ground (Cornussericed, Panicled Aster (Symphyotrichum Soil core attempts impeded by dense
lanceolatum) shrub growth.
Canopy Hybrid CrackWillow (Salixx fragilis)

Mid-aged thicket swamp community
Cottony Willow (Salix eriocephald), Gray Dogwood (Cornus ~ With a dense shrub layer and sparse

racemosg amount of Hybrid CrackWillow in the
canopy layer.

SWT2-2a: Willow Understory
Mineral Thicket
Swamp Panicled Aster (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum), Purple
Ground Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), Reed Canarygrass(Phalaris
arundinacea)

Soil core attempts impeded by dense
shrub growth.

Hybrid CrackWillow (Salixx fragilis), Weeping Willow

) ’ Mature deciduous swamp community
(Salix babylonica)

with non-native willow speciesin the

Canopy
SWDM4-1c: Willow

. . Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosg, Common Buckthorn canopy layer.
Mineral Deciduous  Understory ) ) oo
Swamp Type (Rhamnuscathartica) Silty loam soils with mottles
Ground Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosa), Red Osier Dogwood appearing at 40cm, indicating moist
(Cornussericeg, Common Buckthorn (Rhamnuscathartica) soils.
Interior Sandbar Willow (Salixinterior), Cottony Willow . . .
Understory  (Salixeriocephalad) Gray Dogwood (Cornusracemosd, Red MatL_Jre, dense willow th'CI_(et _W'th
SWT2-2b: Willow Osier Dogwood (Cormussericed very little herbaceous speciesin the
Mineral Thicket . o _ . ground layer.
Swamp Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), Horsetail species Soil core attempts impeded by dense

Ground (Equisetumsp.), Panicled Aster (Symphyotrichum

shrub growth.
lanceolatum)

B Hedgerow Assessment

HedgerowOne

Hedgerow One is located towards the southwest of the Property, between two farm fields and connected to
the Dry 2FreshOak 2Red Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM2-1) community to the south. It is approximately
200 meters long and 10 to 15 meters wide. The defining canopy specieswere black cherry (Prunusserotina)
and black walnut (Juglansnigra), while the sub-canopy wasdefined by black walnut and Europeanbuckthorn
(Rhamnuscathartica). Characteristicunderstory speciesincluded multiflora rose (Rosamultiflora) and black
raspberry (Rubusoccidentalis). Speciesin the ground layer included riverbank grape (Vitis riparia), Virginia
creeper (Parthenocissugquinquefolia), and garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata).

Hedgerow Two

Hedgerow Two is located towards the center-north of the Property. It is bounded by agricultural lands to the
east, south, and west, and meets a cultural meadow and a woodland community to the north. It is
approximately 150 meters long and 10 to 15 meters wide, although it extends in width approximately 40

R
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meters east in two sections. The defining canopy tree specieswas black walnut, and the sub-canopy was
defined by black walnut and Easternwhite cedar (Thuja occidentalis). Understory and ground layer vegetation
was defined by black raspberry and riverbank grape. Additional ground layer vegetation included tall
goldenrod (Solidagoaltissima) and orchard grass (Dactylis glomerata).

HedgerowThree

Hedgerow Three is located along the eastern Property boundary. It is approximately 290 meters long and
approximately 15 meters wide. It is bordered by agricultural lands to the west, meadow and Highway 6 to
the east, the Dry 2 FreshRed Oak Deciduous Forest (FODM1-1) community to the south and meets with a
GrayDogwood Deciduous Shrub Thicket to the north. The defining canopy and sub-canopy tree specieswas
black walnut, while the understory contained additional BlackWalnut aswell asriverbank grape. The ground
layer was defined by additional riverbank grape, as well as tall goldenrod, orchard grass, and jumpseed
(Persicariavirginiana).

A total of 240 vascular plants were recorded during botanical inventory and vegetation community
classifications, as well as during hedgerow surveys.A complete list of vascular plants recorded during the
2018 vegetation surveysconducted by Stanteccan be found in Appendix D. A complete list of vascularplants
recorded during the 2025 vegetation surveysconducted by GeoProcesscan be found in Appendix K. Of the
240 vascularplants recorded, 205 plants were identified to the specieslevel. Of those 205 plants, 130 species
are native to Southern Ontario, and 74 species are introduced to the region. One species, Thyme-leaved
Speedwell (Veronicaserpyllifolia), is of unclear origins.

The high proportion of non-native speciesis reflective of the history of human activity within the Study Area,
which is predominantly agricultural lands, and the subsequent fragmentation of many of the plant
communities observed onsite. In the wetland communities within the Study Area, invasive species such as
European Common Reed (Phragmites australis ssp.australis) and Reed Canarygrass(Phalaris arundinacea)
make up a significant bulk of the vegetation cover. In many of the terrestrial plant communities, invasive
species such as Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and Multiflora Rose (Rosa multiflora) are a
common occurrence.

Four provincially rare species(rank of S1- S2)were observed in the Study Area: Butternut (Juglanscinerea),
American Chestnut (Castanea dentata), Honey Locust (Gledistia triacanthos), and Cup Plant (Silphium
perfoliatum) were observed within the Study Area. Two of these species,Butternut and American Chestnut,
are designated as both provincially and federally endangered speciesand are discussedin further detail in
Section 5.2.2 No other nationally or provincially endangered, threatened, or special concern specieswere
found. It should be noted that Honey Locust, though provincially rare, is an introduced speciesin the
Hamilton region, and its presencein the Study Area s as a horticultural escapee(Oldham, 2017).

Sixof the plant speciesobserved are listed asrare in the Hamilton region; these speciesare:Northern Catalpa
(Catalpa speciosg, Norway Spruce (Piceaabies), Blue Spruce (Picea pungens, Hawkweed Oxtongue (Picris
hieracioideg, Ontario Aster (Symphyotrichum ontarionis) and Virginia False Dragonhead (Physostegia
virginiana). Of these six species,only Ontario Aster and Virginia FalseDragonhead are native to the Hamilton

region. Additionally, three plant specieslisted as uncommon to the Hamilton region were observed. These
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regionally uncommon speciesare Great Ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), American Chestnut (Castaneadentata),
and Common Pokeweed (Phytolaccaamericana).

B Tree Inventory

A tree inventory was prepared in general accordance with the requirements of the City of Hamilton Tree
Protection Guidelines (2010). An inventory and assessmentof trees located on and within 6 metres outside
of defined woodland systems was conducted for the property. Treesidentified within the inventory were
predominantly located within the northern half of the property associated with existing hedgerows,
landscape trees and fragmented cultural woodlands.

Thetree inventory documented approximately 1342 trees within the surveyed areas.For the purposes of this
report, survey areaswere divided into areasA through | and are detailed below.

Area A

Located in the northwest corner of the Subject Property, this area includes trees fronting onto Garner Road
and off-property trees associated with the neighbouring property. A summary of the tree information
identified for Area A is as follows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

# of Individuals

Relative Average %

Robinia pseudoacacia Black Locust 10 40
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 7 28
Acernegundo Manitoba Maple 2 8
Quercusrubra Red Oak 1 4

Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 2 8
Piceaglauca White Spruce 3 12
Total 25
Area B

Area B is associated with the WODM4-4 community located in the northern portion of the property. A
summary of the tree information identified for Area B is as follows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

‘ Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 1 <1
Juglanscinerea Butternut 1 <1
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 294 97
Populustremuloides Trembling Aspen 1 <1
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 3 1
Dead 2 1

Total 302
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Area C

Located in the northeast portion of the property, Area C predominantly includes planted landscapetreesand
trees contained within hedgerows. A summary of the tree information identified for Area Cis asfollows:

Scientific Name

Common Name ‘ Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Acerplatanoides Norway Maple 17 15
Acer saccharinum Silver Maple 4 4
Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 5 4
Acersp. Maple 1 1
Betula papyrifera White birch 4 4
Caryaovata Shagbark Hickory 1 1
Fagusgrandifolia American Beech 1 1
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 33 29
Malus sp. Apple 1 1
Piceaabies Norway Spruce 1 1
Piceaglauca White Spruce 5 4
Piceapungens Colorado Spruce 7 6
Piceasp. Spruce 1 1
Pinusnigra Austrian Pine 1 1
Pinus sylverstris ScotsPine 1 1
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 3 3
Quercusrubra Red Oak 3 3
Robinia psuedoacacia Black Locust 6 5
Salixsp. Willow 5 4
Thuja occidentalis White Cedar 1 1
Ulmus pumila Siberian EIm 3 3
Dead 8 7
Total 112

Area D

Area D includes a small area in the northeast corner adjacent existing development. A summary of the tree
information identified for AreaD is asfollows:

Scientific Name

Common Name Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Acer platanoides Norway Maple 1 3
Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 4 12
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 5 18
Prunusavium Sweet Cherry 5 15
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 1 3
Robinia psuedoacacia Black Locust 9 30
Salix sp. Willow 7 24
Dead 1 3
Total 33
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Area E

Area Eis located on the east side of the property and includes on-site trees and trees located in the MTO
setback. A summary of the tree information identified for Area Eis asfollows:

Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Scientific Name Common Name

Acerplatanoides Norway Maple 1 1
Acerrubrum Red Maple 1 1
Acersaccharinum Silver Maple 2 2
Caryaovata Shagbark Hickory 2 2
Fraxinusamericana White Ash 1 1
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 34 34
Piceaglauca White Spruce 2 2
Pinusnigra Austrian Pine 1 1
Pinussp. Pine 1 1
Pinus sylvestris ScotsPine 5 5
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 9 9
Quercusrubra Red Oak 1 1
Salixsp. Willow 37 37
Dead 3 3

Total 100

Area F

Area Fis located on the property along the eastern limit. A summary of the tree information identified for

Area Fis asfollows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Juglansnigra Black Walnut 5 12

Malus sp. Apple 1 2

Piceaglauca White Spruce 1 2
Pinus nigra Austrian Pine 1
Quercusrubra Red Oak 1

Salixsp. Willow 28 68
Taxussp. Yew 2
Dead 2
Total 41
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Area G

Area Gincludes portions of a central hedgerow and trees located within the wetland. A summary of the tree
information identified for Area G is asfollows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

‘ Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Acernegundo Manitoba Maple 3 3
Acerplatanoides Norway Maple 1 1
Acerrubrum Red Maple 1 1
Acersaccharinum Silver Maple 1 1
Betula papyrifera White birch 4 5
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 24 28
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 1 1
Quercusrubra Red Oak 1 1
Salixsp. Willow 45 52
Dead 5 6

Total 86

Area H

Located immediately south of Area G, this areaincludes a few small tree clusters located in the agricultural
field and in the wetland. A summary of the tree information identified for AreaH is asfollows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Populusdeltoides Cottonwood 14 33
Salix sp. Willow 28 67
Total 42

Area |

Areal is located along the southwestern property limit. A summary of the tree information identified for Area

| is asfollows:

Scientific Name
Acernegundo
Betula alleghaniensis
Crataegussp.
Fraxinusamericana
Juglansnigra
Malus sp.
Prunsavium
Prunusserotina
Quercusrubra
Sorbussp.
Ulmus americana
Dead

Common Name
Manitoba Maple
Yellow Birch
Hawthorn
White Ash
Black Walnut
Apple
Sweet Cherry
Black Cherry
Red Oak
Mountain Ash
White Elm

Total

Number of Individuals

B R 0O © R AN

©

59

Relative Average %
7
2
15
8
8
2
2
34
15




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.

140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT

FEBRUARY2026

Area J

Area Jis located to the east of Area B and included individual trees and three tree polygons labelled P1to
P3.A summary of the tree information identified for Area Jis as follows:

Scientific Name

Common Name

Number of Individuals

Relative Average %

Acer platanoides Norway Maple 4 8
Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 1 2
Caryaovata Shagbark Hickory 1 2
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 31 60
Juniperusvirginiana Red Cedar variety 1 2
Larix laricina Tamarack 1 2
Piceaglauca White Spruce 1 2
Pinusnigra Austrian Pine 4 8
Pinusresinosa Red Pine 1 2
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 2 4
Thuja occidentalis White Cedar 2 4
Dead 3 6

Total 52

Due to GPSerror as a result of dense canopy and shrub cover, trees located within P1, P2 and P3 were
surveyed for size and species,including a 100% tally of trees 10 cm DBH and greater and not by location.
The results of the tallies are described below.

P1

X X X X X

P2

X X X X X X

P3

Approximately 0.19 ha in size
Approximately 65 trees at 10 cm DBH or greater

Area of Silver Maple (Acersaccharinum) regeneration
EasternWhite Cedarhedgerow at the south edge

Blue Spruce (Piceapungens) hedgerow along the north edge

Approximately 0.27 ha in size
Approximately 200 trees at 10 cm DBH or greater

ScotsPine (Pinus sylvestrig hedgerow at the north end

Blue Spruce and EasternWhite Cedar hedgerows at the south edge
Regeneration: White Birch, Trembling Aspen, Black Walnut

Other tree species:Manitoba maple (Acernegundo) and Willows

Approximately 0.47 ha in size
Approximately 225 trees at 10 cm DBH or greater
ScotsPine (Pinus sylvestri§ hedgerow at the north end

X X X X X

Blue Spruce and EasternWhite Cedar hedgerows along south northeastern edges
Regeneration: White Birch, Black Locust, Trembling Aspen, Black Walnut

EEmOEEE— ¢
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Of the speciessurveyed for the property outside of P1to P3,76% are native, and 24% are non-native. The
dominant speciesis the Willow species,and associate species are Black Walnut, Black Cherry, Black Locust
and Norway Maple. A summary of speciessurveyed for AreasA to Jis provided below:

Scientific Name Common Name Number of Individuals Relative Average %

Acernegundo Manitoba Maple 8 0.9
Acer plantanoides Norway Maple 25 2.9
Acerrubrum Red Maple 2 0.2
Acer saccharinum Silver Maple 7 0.8
Acersaccharum Sugar Maple 13 15
Acersp. Maple 1 0.1
Betula alleghaniensis Yellow Birch 1 0.1
Betula papyrifera White Birch 8 0.9
Caryaovata Shagbark Hickory 3 0.4
Crataegussp. Hawthorn 9 1.1
Fagusgrandifolia American Beech 1 0.1
Fraxinusamericana White Ash 6 0.7
Juglanscinerea Butternut 1 0.1
Juglansnigra Black Walnut 436 51.2
Juniperusvirginiana Red Cedar 1 0.1
Larix laricina Tamarack 1 0.1
Malus sp. Apple 3 0.4
Piceaabies Norway Spruce 1 0.1
Piceaglauca White Spruce 14 1.6
Piceapungens Colorado Spruce 7 0.8
Piceasp. Spruce 1 0.1
Pinusnigra Austrian Pine 7 0.8
Pinusresinosa Red Pine 1 0.1
Pinussp. Pine 2 0.2
Pinus sylverstris ScotsPine 6 0.7
Populusdelotoides Cottonwood 14 1.6
Populustremuloides Trembling Aspen 1 0.1
Prunusavium Sweet Cherry 6 0.7
Prunusserotina Black Cherry 39 4.6
Quercusrubra Red Oak 16 1.9
Robinia psuedoacacia Black Locust 25 2.9
Salix sp. Willow 150 17.6
Sorbussp. Mountain Ash 1 0.1
Taxussp. Yew 2 0.2
Thuja occidentalis Easternwhite cedar 3 0.4
Ulmus americana White Ash 2 0.2
Ulmus pumila Siberian EIm 3 0.4
Dead 25 2.9

Total 852 100
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Hedgerows consist primarily of EasternWhite Cedar (Thuja occidentalig) in addition to Spruce (Piceasp.)and
Pinetrees (Pinussp). Landscapetrees include mature, planted individuals of various speciescontained within
front and rear yards and along associated property limits.

A fragmented woodland was identified along the northern portion of the property and is traversed by
informal agriculture accesspaths. The woodland has been impacted by existing and historical land use,
resulting in negative changesto the vegetation composition and structure, including a number of non-native,
invasive species.Thewoodland is characterizedasa Dry-FreshBlackWalnut Deciduous Woodland (WODM4-
4, see section 4.5.2and Map 4) and is nearly a monoculture of mid-aged and mature Black Walnuts. Areas
of natural regeneration consist mainly of young, pioneer species,including White Birch (Betula papyrifera),
Poplar species(Populussp), Black Locust (Robinia pseudoacacig and Black Walnut (Juglansnigra). Basedon
speciescomposition and structure, the woodland was inventoried in three polygons and is described below.

Tree resourcesassociated with the remainder of the Subject Property are contained within two woodlands,
in the southwest (FODMZ2-1) and southeast (FODM1-1) of the property (refer to section 4.5.2and Map 5),
naturalizing hedgerows and trees within the existing wetland. Treeslocated within the southwest Significant
Woodland and the southeast woodland were not surveyed as part of the tree inventory but are described
within the ELCsection. Referto Appendix H for the full tree inventory details.

Two rounds of surveyswere conducted at five stations throughout the Study Area. Amphibian call count
stations are located on Appendix A, Figure 3.

Details from each amphibian call count survey are provided below in Table 10 and Table 11. Written
summaries and additional details of each call count station and survey are included below the tables.

Table 10: 6 W D Q20186 Rmyhibian SurveyResults.

Station ID | Round Date Surveyed Species Present (Highest Call Code)
1 April 20,2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot on east side of Hwy 6 outside
A of Study Area
5 May 12, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot on east side of Hwy 6 outside
of Study Area
1 April 20, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the wzcr):;ot immediately west of the Study
B , — - -
5 May 12, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot immediately west of the Study
Area
= 1 April 20,2016 No amphibians
2 May 12,2016 No amphibians
5 1 April 20,2016 American Toad (1-3)
2 May 12,2016 American Toad (1-3); Green Frog visual observation at Station D
E 1 April 20,2016 No amphibians
2 May 12,2016 No amphibians

42
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Table 11: Resultsof * HR 3 U R RGRY Amphibian surveys.
Surveylocations usethe sameasfor 6 W D Q2016 Burveys.

Round

1 April 30,2020

2 May 23,2020

3 June9, 2020

1 April 30, 2020

2 May 23, 2020

3 June9, 2020

1 April 30,2020

2 May 23,2020

3 June9, 2020

1 April 30,2020

2 May 23, 2020

3 June9, 2020

1 April 30,2020
2 May 23, 2020

3 June9, 2020

Species Present In

Station

Spring peeper,
potential for gray
treefrog, but at edge
of station (code 3)
Northern leopard frog
visual observation

Spring peeper
(code 3)

Graytreefrog
(code 2, likely 1
individual, but difficult
to hear with noise)

Greenfrog (code 1,
only one call)

Graytreefrog
(code 2-3)

Species Present
Out of Station
Spring peeper,
American toad

(code 3)

Graytreefrog,
spring peeper
(code 3)

Graytreefrog
(distant, code 2-3)

Spring peeper
(code 3)

Gray treefrog,
spring peeper
(code 3)

Observed American
toad on field, gray
treefrog calling
(code 2-3, 3-5
individuals)
Spring peeper,
American toad
(code 3)
Spring peeper
(code 3)

Graytreefrog
(code 2)

American toads (2
individuals) visually
observed on way to
station, Spring
peeper (code 3)
Spring peeper
(code 3)

Graytreefrog
(code 3, faint)

Distant spring
peeper (code 3)
Spring peeper,

green frog (code 3)

Noise Code

2
(highway)

3
(highway)

3-4
(planes,road)

2
(airplane, highway)

3
(highway)

3-4
(highway, loud
killdeer, planes)

2
(highway)

3
(highway, fireworks)

4
(highway, planes,
dog barking)

2
(highway)

3
(highway)

3-4
(highway)

2
(highway)
3-4 (highway,
plane, fireworks)
3-4
(highway)

Incidental Wildlife

Woodcock calling

Fireflies

Batsflying off
WODM4-4 when
walking to station,
killdeer in field,
woodcock at
northwest.
Woodcock in
northwest, bats (2)
flying by WODM4-4,
bat calls

Killdeer
(3-4 individuals,
quite loud)

Woodcock calling in
station

Redwinged
blackbird calling

Red winged
blackbird (2
individuals) calling

Killdeer in field

Lots of movement in
wetland 2ducks, red
winged blackbird.
Woodcock calling to
south of station.
Redwinged
blackbird calling
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Station A targeted small, shallow vernal pools located within a mature deciduous forest on the southeast
edge of the Study Area. Water was observed in the pools in March during the headwaters assessment;
however, it was likely too shallow to support breeding amphibians.

Station B targeted potential vernal pooling located in the deciduous forest at the west edge of the Study
Area. There was no accessto the feature to determine whether vernal pools occurred in the woodlot;
however, it was assumedthat spring peeper, which was heard calling in a full chorus during both surveys,
was breeding in a pond on the adjacent property, outside of the Study Area boundary.

Station Ctargeted the center of the southern part of the wetland on the Subject Property that consisted of
cattail and common reed meadow marsh. There was only shallow pooling observed in this feature in the
spring. No callswere heard at Station C during the surveys.

Station D targeted the north end of the wetland on the Subject Property. There was an area approximately
3 m x 10 m in size and approximately 30 cm deep along the intermittent drainage draw. American Toad was
observed calling in this feature during both surveys.

Station Etargeted the intermittent drainage draw north of the wetland on the Subject Property. Water was
observed in the channel during both surveys.Water wasflowing during the April survey,and standing during
the May survey.

A complete list of birds observed during the breeding bird surveyis located in Appendix E.In total, 47 species
of birds were observed during the breeding bird survey; 44 of which are likely to be breeding in the Study
Area. Observed speciesnot expected to be breeding within the Study Area due to the absence of suitable
habitat include great-blue heron, ring-billed gull and cliff swallow. All speciesobserved are ranked S5(Secure;
common and widespread), or S4 (Apparently secure;uncommon but not rare).

In addition to species recorded during breeding bird surveys, great-crested flycatcher and redbellied
woodpecker were observed during the summer botanical inventory asincidental observations and are likely
breeding in the Study Area. American woodcock wasobserved conducting its mating display during the April
amphibian survey and it is also considered to be breeding in the Study Area. Thesespeciesare also ranked
as S4.

EasternWood-Pewee,a provincially and federally designated special concern species,was observed singing
in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at the southwest corner of the Study Area during both (2017)
breeding bird surveys.Habitat requirements and an assessmentof the habitat suitability for eastern wood-
pewee is outlined in Section 4.5.10.

Six breeding bird plots were established within the Subject Property. The surveys were conducted under
suitable conditions between 05:00-10:00 during the month of June(Table 12).
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Table 12: Breedingbird surveyconditions

. e Wind Speed
) [0)
Visit Date Visit Time Temp. Range [°C] Cloud Cover [%)] Eesuien sel]
June01, 2022 07:00-08:23 22-25 50-80 1-2
June 16, 2022 07:06-08:00 22-25 50-80 1-2

The habitat of each plot is as follows:

435-1: WODM4-4

435-2: WOM/WOD

435-3: MAMM1-12

435-4: OAGM1 (south of MAMM1-12)
435-5: FODM2-1

435-6: OAGML1 (north of FODM2-1)

Speciesheard and/or observed within the 100 m plots were recorded, and the level of breeding evidence
(using OBBAprotocols) was determined after completion of both surveysTable 13).

OBBA Breeding Evidence Codes

POSSIBLE

H- speciesobserved in breeding seasonin suitable nesting habitat

S- singing male present or breeding calls heard in breeding seasonin suitable habitat
PROBABLE

P- pair observed in their breeding seasonin suitable habitat

T- permanent territory presumed through registration of territorial song or presenceof adult bird in breeding
habitat on at least 2 days, one week or more apart at the same place.

A-agitated behaviour or anxiety calls of adults

CONFIRMED

FY-recently fledged young or downy young.

CFRadult carrying food for young

Table 13: 2022 breeding bird surveyresults summary

Species 435-1 435-2 435-3 435-4 435-5 435-6 BE
Brown-headed Cowbird - - - - - 1 S S5
American Crow - - - 2 3 1 S S5
Field Sparrow 2 1 2 - - 3 S S4B,S3N
American Robin 4 5 - 3 2 1 S S5
Great Crested Flycatcher - - - 1 - 1 S S5B
Willow Flycatcher - - 1 1 - - S S4B
European Starling - 50 - - - - S SNA
EasternBluebird 2 - - - - - S S5B,S4N
Red-winged Blackbird 4 4 21 5 - 6 S/AH S5
Northern Cardinal 2 1 - 1 3 2 S S5
Baltimore Oriole - 1 - - - - S S4B
Blue Jay 4 - - 2 1 - SIT S5
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Species 435-1 435-2 435-3 435-4 435-5 435-6
Common Yellowthroat 2 1 2 1 - - H/SIT S5B,S3N
Swamp Sparrow - - 3 1 - - S S5B,S4N
SavannahSparrow - 1 - 3 - 2 S S5B,S3N
Song Sparrow 7 8 8 7 4 7 S S5
Black-capped Chickadee 1 - 1 - 1 1 S S5
Chipping Sparrow 1 - - - - - S S5B,S3N
Yellow Warbler 2 3 4 3 1 1 S S5B
Killdeer - - - 1 1 1 S S4B
Mourning Dove - - 1 - - 49 S S5
American Goldfinch - 2 1 2 1 2 S S5
Gray Catbird 2 2 - - - - S S5B,S3N
Northern Flicker - - - - - 1 S S5
Red-bellied Woodpecker - - - - 1 - S S5
Common Grackle 1 - - - - - S S5
EasternTowhee 2 - - - - - S S4B,S3N
CarolinaWren 2 - - - - - S S4
Indigo Bunting - 1 - - 1 1 S S5B
Red-tailed Hawk - - - 1 1 - S S5
Rose breasted Grosbeak - - - - 2 - S S5B
Herring Gull - - - - - 1 S S4B,S5N
Horned Lark - - - - - 1 H S4

EEWE] Brceding Bird SurveyAssessment

In total, 33 specieswere recorded during the 2022 breeding bird survey. Three specieswere identified as
having Probable breeding evidence, with the remaining thirty showing some Possible level of breeding
evidence. Locally uncommon speciesin the Hamilton area identified during breeding bird surveysincluded
the great blue heron, red-bellied woodpecker, eastern phoebe, cliff swallow, brown thrasher, vesper sparrow,
and chestnut-sided warbler. The Blackburnian warbler was also detected, which is considered rare in
Hamilton. Table 14 assessedhe suitability of the Study Areafor these breeding migrants.

Table 14: Habitat Suitability

Common Name Preferred Habitat Habitat in Study Area

Wetland habitat adjacent/near rivers, lake edges,

marshes,and swamps. ) ;
. likely a flyover migrant. The Study
Greatblue heron Breed April-May. Great blue K H U R€sVin groups Areadoes not provide breeding

and create large stick nestsin tall dead standing habitat
trees. '

Detected outside of breeding range,

Forestsand woodlands, including oak-hickory
forest, pine-hardwood forest, maple and tulip -
poplar stands, and pine flatwoods.

Red-bellied
woodpecker

The Study Area provides habitat in
the FODM2-1.
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Common Name Preferred Habitat Habitat in Study Area
The breeding habitat of the EasternPhoebe is The Subject Property does not
open woodland, farmland and suburbs, often near contain any man-made structures
Easternphoebe water. which would provide nesting
They can build nestsin overhanging decks,eaves  habitat. Likely used the Study Area
of buildings and bridges. for foraging.
Cliff Swallowsgather mud pellets to build their
nests, adhering pellets to a cliff or other vertical The Study Area likely provides
Cliff swallow surface. foraging habitat and an areato
Commonly used structures include houses, barns, collect mud for nesting.

rectangular culverts, and trusses beneath bridges.

Brown Thrashersnest in thickets, hedgerows, and The Study Area provides breeding

Brown thrasher L
W forest edges. habitat in all three preferred forms.

Vesper Sparrows breed in open areaswith short,

T sparsegrass and scattered shrubs, including old The Study Area has the potential to
fields, pastures, weedy fence lines and roadsides, provide breeding habitat.
hayfields, and native grasslands.
Breedsin second-growth deciduous woods, The Study Area could provide
overgrown fields, and edge habitat. Prefersbrushy breeding habitat.
Chestnut-sided thickets, briers, and brambles. Gypsymoth caterpillars were
Warbler They feed mostly in deciduous habitats, where present in the FODM2-1, which
these warblers pick or glean caterpillars and other would provide Chestnut warblers
prey from the undersides of leaves. with an abundance of food.

Study Area does not present
suitable breeding habitat. Thereis
Breed in mature coniferous and mixed coniferous-  only a small mixed wooded area that
deciduous forests. does not contain mature trees. The
detection was potentially a late
migrant or breeding off-site.

Blackburnian warbler

Impacts

The Study Area provides habitat to breeding birds in the form of hedgerows, shrub thickets, woodland edges,
mature forests, and open fields. The main habitat feature that will be impacted by the proposed development
is the conversion of farmland into commercial development. Of the 8 locally uncommon and rare species,
the development hasthe greatest potential to impact Vesper Sparrow habitat, although its preferred habitat
is fairly limited within the Subject Property. Higher quality habitat is found within the local area surrounding
the Study Area, so its habitat is not being lost from the local area due to this development.
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ERENR Bat Maternity Colonies

The majority of the trees observed in the WODM4-4 community during the bat maternity colony assessment
were black walnuts approximately 25-50 cm in diameter at breast height (dbh); however, none of these trees
provided suitable bat maternity colony habitat. One tree cavity was observed in a black cherry identified at
the northern edge of the community, asoutlined below in Table 15.

Following the MNRF(2017) protocol, which includes trees 10 cm dbh and larger, * H R 3 U R Foldt\idtevhity
colony survey found twenty (20) candidate bat maternity colony trees. Thesetrees ranged in dbh from 11.1
275.4 cm. Details of this survey can be found below, in Table 16. Pleasenote that a butternut (DBH41.4cm)
was found in the WODM4-4 community during this survey, its location can be seen on Map 5. Additional
shags were noted east of the WODM4-4 community and in the northwest corner of the Subject Property,
but have not been surveyed asthey are not anticipated for removal.

In addition, it should be noted that bats were observed flying over the WODM4-4 community during
*H R 3 U R Brip¥ibian surveys.

Table 15: 6 W D QB¥tHilatevhity Colony AssessmenSummary

Tree . Diameter at Breast Estimated Tree Estimated Cavity
# Species Height (cm) Height (m) Height (m) UTM (Zone 17T)
1 black cherry 72 20 10 0583586/4783801

Table 16: Resultsof * HR 3 U R Ib&t MateMity roost surveys

Snag Attributes
Species et L Knot Other S
. oose no er Snag
Class
Cavity Bark S Hole within 10 m
Black
! cherry 54 2 yes e yes yes yes 2 Knot hole 2 m up
Cavity from ground
Black .
2 56.5 2 yes yes yes yes yes 2 to 4 m up tree, vine
walnut .
competition
Black Vine competition,
& walnut 50.9 2 yes yes yes yes yes 2 cavitiesat3m & 1
m
CD:
4 V\/Ball?ncl:(t 148, 23 - yes - - yes 3
12.7
Black Potential cavity
5 walnut 29.8 2 i yes i i i 1-2 under loose bark
Black CD:
6 12.2, 4 yes yes yes - yes 2 Cavity 2-3 m up
walnut
12.4
Black Cavityat2m & 4-5
! walnut gl 2 e yes yes yes yes 2 m
Black Some branch loss,
8 walnut 41.7 2 - yes yes - - 1 crack at broken
branch @ 3 m
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Snag Attributes
Tree Species D Height g e Sl &
. oose no er Snag
# Class
Cavity Bark crack Hole within 10 m
9 Unknown 54.9 4 yes yes yes yes = =
19 Bk oeg 2 - yes - - - 1
walnut
Black .
11 walnut 11.1 3 yes yes yes - - - Cavityat 2 m
12 Black 13.2 3 es es - es es es Cavityat2 m
walnut ’ y y y y y
Black Cavity at ground (30
13 48.4 2 yes yes - yes - 1 cm up), natural bark
cherry .
exfoliation
14 Black 342 5 i ves i i i 1 Loose bgrk forms a
walnut chimney
15 Black 40.8 1.2 ) yes ) yes i 1 Loose bark on dead
walnut branch
16 Black MS:7, 1-2 - es - - - - Ogilflien:t:fr:ﬁad,
cherry 20-40 y i y
exfoliating
Black
17 walnut 38.8 1-2 - yes - - yes yes
Black
18 walnut 17.4 3-4 - yes - - yes yes
Black .
19 walnut 43.5 4 yes - - - yes - Cavityat 5 m
Black Cavity at Gmt
20 41.5 1-2 yes - - Yes - yes another potential
walnut
knot hole further up
Height class1 = above canopy, 2 = canopy height, 3 = just below canopy, and 4 = well below canopy.
Decayclass1 = healthy, live tree, 2 = declining live tree, part of canopy lost, and 3 = very recently dead, bark intact, branches
intact.
Note that all locations were recorded by GPSand can be found on the maps provided in Appendix H.
CDrefers to a co-dominant tree
MS refers to a multi-stem tree.

Although the tree identified in Table 15 and Table 16 above exhibited potential habitat for bat maternity
colonies, it is not located within a concentration of suitable cavity trees that would attract an abundance of
maternal bats.

The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities both contain an abundance of large diameter trees that likely
provide suitable habitat for bat maternity colonies. Development is not proposed within these communities,
and surveyswere therefore not conducted to determine suitability of these communities for bat maternity
colonies. The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities have been assumedto provide significant habitat for
breeding bats.
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BNl - R 3URRAtdusUcMonitoring Methods

GeoProcessdeployed two Song Meter Mini Bat Ultrasonic recorders in strategic habitat locations in the
WODM4-4 community, located on the northwestern portion of the Subject Property. The recorders were set
to record and collect full-spectrum data from sunsetto sunrise for a minimum of 10 nights. The locations
were chosen based on the habitat screening outlined in Section 4.5.8,above.

The collected data were analyzed using SonoBat4.4.5North America classifier. This software usessound files
from the acoustic data collector to extract and analyze the full spectrum data, rendering high-resolution
sonograms for each call pulse and automated speciesclassification. The automated speciesclassification is
furth er assessedio determine the presence of speciesat risk bats or significant wildlife habitat.

BN -~ HR 3UR Atoistic Monitoring Results

Acoustic monitoring analysisresulted in the identification of five bat species

Table 17: Speciemnames and associatedcodesfor the five bat speciesidentified during acousticanalysis

4-letter Code Scientific Name Common Name STSIEUIN
Epfu Eptesicuduscus Big Brown Bat Not at risk
Laci Lasiuruscinereus Hoary Bat Not at risk
Lano Lasionycterisnoctivagans Silver Haired Bat Not at risk
Labo Lasiurusborealis EasternRed Bat Not at risk
Myso Myotis sodalist Indiana Bat Not at risk

Monitor 1: A total of 11,162 audio files were recorded by Monitor 1, with 1,406 files accurately detecting
bat activity, of which 1,313 audio files were LoFcalls and 93 audio files were HiF calls. SonoBataccepted 339
passesas the Big Brown Bat, 273 passesas the Hoary Bat, and 69 passesas the Silver Haired Bat; species
presencewas confirmed by an MLE value of 100%.

Monitor 2: A total of 11,505 audio files were recorded by Monitor 2, with 805 files accurately detecting bat
activity, of which 675 audio files were LoFcallsand 130 audio files were HiF calls. SonoBataccepted 83 passes
as the Big Brown Bat and 163 passesas the Hoary Bat; species presence was confirmed by a MLE value of
100%. Sonobat also accepted 1 passasthe EasternRed Bat, 13 passesasthe Silver Haired Bat,and 1 passas
the Indiana Bat; however, the MLE percentage was below 75% for all three species,therefore these bats were
not confirmed by Monitor 2.

Species at Risk

Severalyoung butternuts were identified by Stantecwithin the THDM3 hedgerow along the eastern edge of
the Subject Property, and three young butternuts were observed in the FODin the northwest corner of the
Subject Property. Surveys conducted by GeoProcessdid not identify any Butternut within the THDM3
hedgerow during the 2021 field investigations.

R
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GeoProcess performed a rapid tally of butternut trees in the mentioned communities and found 28
individuals off property in the northwest corner, with protection zones (25 m for the trunk) that extend onto
the Subject Property. An additional Butternut is located in the WODM4-4 community. Individuals range in
dbh from 5-43 cm, and the majority of these trees have butternut canker present. If removal of these trees
isto occur, a more detailed Butternut Health Assessmentand DNA hybridity assessmentwill need to occur.
These assessmentswill also be necessaryfor the 43 cm dbh butternut that was found in the WODM4-4
community during *HR 3 U R Fddtvimaternity roost surveys.Butternut canker was not present during the
2020 and 2021 surveysconducted by GeoProcessThe butternut was assessedn 2024 to determine if it was
likely a hybrid using field indicators.

Basedon the field assessment,it was determined that the tree was a hybrid. The tree displayed numerous
hybrid characteristics:a large and healthy condition, a straight trunk, a full canopy of long, dark green leaves,
and no evidence of damage by Butternut Canker. The fruit displayed intermediate characteristics between
Juglansspecies,further pointing towards its hybrid status. Upon further investigation, the pith of the stem
was light brown and widely chambered, distinguishing it from a true Butternut, which consistently has dark
brown pith with narrow chambers.

One American chestnut (endangered provincially and federally) was located in the FODM2-1 community in
the southwest corner of the Subject Property.

GeoProcessexamined the American Chestnut during field surveysin spring and fall of 2020, and it was
documented in poor condition with heavy crown dieback. There is limited evidence of root viability, with
limited epicormic branching documented in the fall of 2020. Re-examination of the tree in 2024 and 2025
found that the tree was completely dead and had fallen over in 2025. No evidence of living roots were
observed or viable young.

No other nationally or provincially endangered or threatened species were observed during field
investigations.

Appendix C lists threatened and endangered speciesknown to occur in the City of Hamilton as per MNRF
Correspondence (Appendix B); however, field investigations confirmed that habitat for threatened and
endangered speciesis absent from the Study Area, with the exception of habitat for endangered bat species.
Potential habitat for endangered bat speciesis discussedbelow in Section 4.5.10.

4.5.10

Significant wildlife habitat is one of the more complicated natural heritage features to identify and evaluate.
Pursuant to the SWH Criteria Schedulesfor EcoRegion 7E (MNRF 2015), there are four general types of
significant wildlife habitat: (a) seasonal concentration areas, (b) rare or specialized habitat, (c) habitat for
speciesof conservation concern and (d) animal migration corridors. The Wildlife Habitat Assessmenttable in
Appendix F provides an assessmentfor each of the Candidate Wildlife Habitat features listed in the SWH
Criteria Schedules.A summary of each type of significant wildlife habitat is provided in Sections4.5.10.1to
4.5.10.4.
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Seasonalconcentration areasare those sites where large numbers of a speciesgather together at one time
of the year, or where severalspeciescongregate. Suchareasinclude, but are not limited to, deer yards, snake
and bat hibernacula, waterfowl staging and moulting areas,raptor roosts, bird nesting colonies, shorebird
staging areas,and passerinemigration concentrations. Only the best examples of these concentration areas
are usually designated as significant wildlife habitat. Areasthat support a speciesat risk, or areaswhere a
large proportion of the population may be lost if the habitat is destroyed, are examples of seasonal
concentration areaswhich should be designated as significant (MNR, 2000).

Thefollowing candidate habitat for seasonalconcentration areaswasidentified within the Study Areaduring
field investigations:

Bat Maternity Colonies

According to the SWH Criteria Schedule,significant bat maternity colonies can be found in FOD,FOM, SWD
and SWM ELCcommunities. Potential candidate bat maternity colony habitat therefore occurs in the Study
Area within the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities. All trees within the WODM4-4 community were
surveyed for potential suitable tree cavities for roosting bats during leaf-off.

In total, the GeoProcesssnag survey found twenty potential snags within the WODM4-4 community.
Additionally, the acoustic surveysrecorded bat calls within the feature. As a result of these two surveys the
WODM4-4 community is identified as potentially supporting bat maternity roosting habitat. As this
woodland is identified for removal, compensation for the removal of potential maternity roosting habitat
should be considered within the development, specifically within Open Spaceblocks.

Rare or specialized habitats are two separate components. Rare habitats are those with vegetation
communities that are considered rare in the province. It is assumedthat these habitats are at risk and that
they are also likely to support additional wildlife speciesthat are considered significant. Preliminary field
investigations indicated that the ELCcommunities within the Study Area are all considered common in
Ontario (S5). Therefore, no rare habitats exist within the Study Area, pending confirmation of the ELC
communities during summer surveys.

Specialized habitats are microhabitats that are critical to some wildlife species.The SWH Criteria Schedules
for EcoRegion7E (MNRF2015) identifies a number of habitats that could be considered specialized habitats,

such ashabitat for area-sensitive species,forests providing a high diversity of habitats, amphibian woodland

breeding ponds, turtle nesting habitat, highly diverse sites, seepsand springs.

No rare or specialized habitat for wildlife wasidentified in the Study Area.

The largest habitat group to be assessedis habitat for speciesof conservation concern. This includes four
types of species:(a)those that are rare, (b) those whose populations are significantly declining, (c) those that
have been identified as being at risk to certain common activities, and (d) those with relatively large
populations in Ontario compared to the remainder of the globe.

R
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Rarespeciesare considered at five levels: (1) globally rare, (2) nationally rare (COSEWIC)(3) provincially rare
(COSSARO)4) regionally rare (at the Site Region level) and (5) locally rare (in the municipality or Site District).
Thisis also the order of priority that should be attached to the importance of maintaining species.

Field investigations screened the Study Area for the presence or absence of marsh breeding birds, area
sensitive breeding birds, terrestrial crayfish and species of conservation concern within the Study Area.
Investigations documented two speciesof conservation concern that are summarized below.

Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species
Easternwood-pewee and monarch were observed during the field investigations.
Eastern Wood -Pewee

Easternwood-pewee, was observed singing in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at the southwest
corner of the Study Area during both breeding bird surveys. The eastern wood-pewee is ranked as S4B
(apparently secure breeding status) in Ontario and is designated as special concern provincially.

The eastern wood-pewee is a forest bird of deciduous and mixed woods. Nest-site selection favors open
space near the nest, typically provided by clearings, roadways, water, and forest edges. Nests are cryptic as
they are covered with lichens, typically appearing like a knot on top of a branch and little is known about
nesting behavior (Cadmanet al, 2007).

Easternwood-pewee is presumed to be breeding within the FODM2-1 community.
Monarch

Monarch was observed along the eastern edge of the wetland feature during the summer botanical survey.
Monarch is provincially ranked as S4 (apparently secure)and is designated as special concern federally and
provincially. In southern Ontario, Monarch (Danaus plexippus) is found primarily wherever milkweed and
wildflowers (including goldenrods, asters and purple loosestrife) exist (COSEWIC2010). The Larvae occur
only where milkweed exists;adults are more generalized, feeding on a variety of wildflower nectar (OMNR,
2010). Thisincludes abandoned farmland, along roadsides, and other open spaceswhere these plants grow
(COSEWIC2010). An abundance of milkweed was not observed in any of the vegetation communities in the
Study Area. Significant habitat for this speciesis therefore not considered present in the Study Area.

Appendix Clists specialconcern speciesknown to occur in the City of Hamilton asper MNRFCorrespondence
(Appendix B) and the NHIC database search. Thisincludes ten birds, four reptiles, one mammal, two insects
and two plant species. Although potential habitat for these species was identified during the habitat
assessmenttargeted surveysexcluded most of the speciesfrom being present in the Study Area. Targeted
surveys were not conducted for Woodland Vole, and potential habitat for this species may occur in the
FODM2-1, FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 communities in the Study Area.

Migration corridors are areasthat are traditionally used by wildlife to move to one habitat from another. This
is usually in responseto different seasonalhabitat requirements. The SWH Criteria Schedulesfor EcoRegion
7E (MNRF,2015) speak specifically to amphibian movement corridors. Thesecorridors are only considered
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when wetland breeding amphibian habitat is identified for eastern newt, blue-spotted salamander, spotted
salamander,gray treefrog, spring peeper, western chorus frog or wood frog.

No significant wetland breeding amphibian habitat was identified within the Study Area, and therefore, no
significant Animal Movement Corridors are present within the Study Area. A small number of amphibians
were recorded calling within the various vegetation units within and adjacent to the Subject Property. It is
recognized that a few of these individuals may be moving across the site between habitat units. It is
recommended that providing ways for wildlife to move across the property post-development be
considered.

B (ncidental Wildlife Observations

Incidental mammal species observed during the field surveys included white-tailed deer and eastern
cottontail. Bird speciesincluded American woodcock, blackburnian warbler, eastern kingbird, great-crested
flycatcher, red-bellied woodpecker and ruby-crowned kinglet. A complete list of wildlife speciesobserved
during all field investigations is located in Appendix E.

Table 18 below shows all incidental speciesobserved during field work conducted by GeoProcessin 2025.

Table 18: Incidental Wildlife (GeoProcess2025)

Common Name Scientific Name S-rank*
American Goldfinch Spinustristis S5
American Robin Turdus migratorius S5
Black-capped Chickadee Poecileatricapillus S5

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata S5
CarolinaWren Thryothorus ludovicianus S4
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum S5
EasternGray Squirrel Sciuruscarolinensis S5

Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis S5B,S3N
Monarch Danaus plexippus S4B,S2N
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura S5
Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis S5
Northern Flicker Colaptesauratus S5
Ruby-throated Hummingbird Archilochuscolubris S5B
Shamrock Orbweaver Araneustrifolium S5
White-tailed Deer Odocoileusvirginianus S5

Wild Turkey Meleagrisgallopavo S5
*S-rank is a subnational rank indicating regional rarity. A speciesthat is S1is critically imperiled,
while a specieslisted as S5is considered secure within the region.

4.6. Aquatic Resources

The drainage draw within the wetland boundary waswalked along its entire length, and four other locations
around the Study Areawere walked to determine if headwater drainage features were present. Flowing water
was noted in the ditch of the Highway 6 right-of-way. The only flowing feature observed in the Study Area
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was the drainage draw contained within the boundaries of the wetland on the east side of the site. Some
disconnected areasof standing water were observed in the agricultural fields, and standing water was also
present within the furrows at the edge of the wetland vegetation. Theseareaswere not connected by flow
paths to any channel or natural feature and would be considered as no feature present in the headwater
drainage feature guidelines. Standing water was present only due to snow melt on the landscape.Active flow
was observed in the channel feature of the wetland, and no other flowing features were observed on site.
The wetland drainage draw was observed on subsequent site visits for amphibian call count surveys
conducted on April 20 and May 12. Active flow was observed during the April 20 visit, while standing water
was present on May 12.

An HDF assessmentwas completed for the property in the spring of 2021. The assessmentlooked at four
features identified from aerial imagery prior to the field assessment(Map 7).

Site assessmentsoccurred at the following times:

X Visit 1: April 9, 2021. Only HDF4had flow or standing water present.
x Visit 2: May 11, 2021. Only HDF4 had standing water present
X Visit 3: July 28, 2021. No flow present in any of the HDFs

HDF1:A small feature that conveys flow from the woodland in the southeast corner of the property to the
central wetland. Thisfeature has no defined low flow channel and is cropped through.

HDF2:A small feature that is difficult to discern in the field. It conveysflow from the eastern property limit
to the central wetland. Thereis no defined low flow channel, and the feature is cropped through.

HDF3: A small feature that is difficult to discern in the field. It conveysflow from the eastern property limit
to the central wetland. Thereis no defined low flow channel, and the feature is cropped through.

HDF4:This is the main drainage feature on the property, originating in the wetland community, conveying
flow north and off the property.

4.6.1.1)

The 2014 HDF Guidelines provides a classification system for the HDF features based on the field data
collected. The classification involves a four-step processwhich considers hydrology, riparian vegetation, fish
habitat and terrestrial habitat (Figure 1). These four classification steps are then used to assign a
recommended management approach. Table 19 below provides a summary of the classification for each of
the HDFsfound on the Subject Property.
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I Linking Classification to Management ‘

v v
| Limited or Recharge Hydrology [ Valued or Contributing Hydrology Important Hydrology
| Is the feature a : I Yes { Impartant Fish Habitat?* ! Yes

No
v
No Valued Fish Habitat? | — Yes
Recharge Hydrology? ‘
Minimum of Valued
‘ Tene:rial Hahi':':lt’ —— Yes —bl Important Terrestrial Habitat? |— Yes —»

No |

. Pt [

Important Riparian
Vegetation?
Contribiting Terrestrial [ Important Riparian Vegetation? |
Habitat? | | ‘
No No Yes
| ‘ Yes
N Yes
l l v y
Maintain/Replicate Maintain Mitigation
Terrestrial Linkage Recharge
*Caher Conservation Authority policies of olfwr legalaton with respect 1o weliands, watscourses andior species it fak need io be sssessed in fhe context of fhis ey
+Note Mt headwater wetlands. aro tobe HDFsin of the guidelns

Figure 1: HDF Classification Flow Chart from the TRCA'sEvaluation, Classificationand Management of
Headwater Drainage FeaturesGuidelines(2014)

Table 19: HDF AssessmenResults

Drainage STEP1 STEP2 STEP3 STEP4
Management
PRl " o . . Terrestrial R il
Segment Hydrology Modifiers Riparian Fish Habitat - ecommenaation
HDF 1 L|m|t.ed Agricufture L|m|t§d Contrlbgtlng leltgd No Management
Functions Functions Functions Functions Required
Limited . Limited Contributing Limited No Management
HDF 2 ) Agriculture . . ) ;
Functions g Functions Functions Functions Required
Limited . Limited Contributing Limited No Management
HDF 3 . Agriculture . . . ;
Functions 9 Functions Functions Functions Required
Valued . Important Contributin Important .
HDF 4 . Agriculture P . . 9 P . Protection
Functions Functions Functions Functions
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ENNR |/ anagement Recommendation

The 2014 HDF Guidelines provides management recommendations related to HDFs, which are to be
considered in conjunction with other assessmenttools. As stated in the guidelines: The outcome of applying
this guideline should be integrated with the resultsof other studies...and relevant information should be used
to tie back to aquatic functions, and vice versapIn addition, the 2014 HDF Guidelines recognize that: To]ther
Conservation Authority policies or other legislation with respectto wetlands, watercoursesand/or speciesat
risk needto be assessedn the context of [the management options] key ((ref. p. 20).

The HDF assessmentfor the Subject Property identified a management recommendation of:

x Protection for HDF 4;
x No Management Required for HDF 1, HDF 2 and HDF 3.

The 2014 HDF Guidelines provides the following direction for each of the management recommendations:
Protection 2Important Functions:

x Protect and/or enhance the existing feature and its riparian zone corridor, and groundwater
discharge or wetland in-situ;

X Maintain hydroperiod;

X Incorporate shallow groundwater and base flow protection techniques such asinfiltration treatment;

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

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

No Management Required 2Limited Functions:

x Thefeature that was identified during desktop pre-screening has been field verified to confirm that
no feature and/or functions associatedwith headwater drainage features are present on the ground,
and/or there is no connection downstream. Thesefeatures are generally characterized by a lack of
flow, evidence of cultivation, furrowing, presence of a seasonalcrop, and lack of natural vegetation.
No management recommendations required.

5. Species at Risk Screening

The Endangered SpeciesAct, 2007,S.0.2007, was passedto protect the biodiversity of Ontario by using the
best available scientific, community, and indigenous traditional knowledge and the precautionary principle
asits doctrine. The purpose of the Act is to identify speciesat risk, protect speciesat risk and their habitats,
and promote the recovery of species at risk and stewardship activities that assist in these goals. The
Committee on the Status of Speciesat Risk in Ontario (COSSAROYunctions to maintain an up-to-date
database of information pertaining to speciesin Ontario and their classification. COSSARQOadvises the
Minister of the Environment, Conservationand Parks,who makesand files a regulation that lists all plant and
animal species classified by COSSARCQas extirpated, endangered, threatened, or of special concern. This
regulation is the Speciesat Risk in Ontario List (Ontario Regulation 230/08). Ontario Regulation 242/08
provides general policies concerning exemptions and habitat specifications for those listed SARspecies.
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5.1. Species at Risk Long List

A Long List of potential SARwas developed for the Study Area based on Provincial and Federal status.
Following the MECP & O L H3Qitl¢ td/Preliminary SARScreening (2019),this screeningwasbased on a review
of the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database (Atlas ID: 17NH8483,17NH8383),the regional
specieslist, atlases (Ontario Breeding Bird, Butterfly, Moth, Reptile and Amphibian; Atlas Square: 17NH88),
citizen science databases (i.e. iNaturalist and eBird), and any additional sources provided by the MECP.
Descriptions of the various data sourcesare included in Appendix I. Observations of SARwithin these squares
do not necessarilyrepresent observations within the boundaries of the Study Area. The SARLong List is
provided in Table 20 below for data sourcesacquired on October 31, 2025.

Table 20: Screeningresults

Species Status
Common Name Scientific Name SARO
Birds

Barn Swallow?* Hirundo rustica S4B SC THR
Bobolink!2 Dolichonyx oryzivorus S4B THR THR
CanadaWarbler? Cardellina canadensis S5B SC THR
CeruleanWarbler? Setophagacerulea S2B THR END
Chimney Swift? Chaetura pelagica S3B THR THR
Common Nighthawk?* Chordeilesminor S4B SC SC
EasternMeadowlark®? Sturnella magna S4B,S3N THR THR
EasternWood-pewee!>4 Contopusvirens S4B SC SC
LeastBittern? Botaurus exilis S4B THR THR
LouisianaWaterthrush? Parkesiamotacilla S2B THR THR
Peregrine Falcorf Falcoperegrinus S4 SC -

Rusty Blackbird* Euphaguscarolinus S4B,S3N SC SC
Wood Thrush? Hylocichla mustelina S4B SC THR

Amphibians and Reptiles

EasternMilksnake!?® Lampropeltis Triangulum S4 NAR SC
EasternMusk Turtle® Sternotherusodoratus S3 SC SC
Jefferson Salamanderf Ambystoma jeffersonianum S2 END END
j(:lffseerjj;iz:gm:ggz;gependent Ambystoma hybrid pop. 1 S2 END END
Midland Painted Turtle®® Chrysemyspicta marginata S4 - SC
Northern Map Turtle®® Graptemysgeographica S3 SC SC
Snapping Turtle® Chelydra serpentina S4 SC SC
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Species Status
Common Name Scientific Name SARO
Timber Rattlesnakée Crotalus horridus SX EXP EXP
Insects
American Burying Beetle! Nicrophorus americanus SH EXP EXP
Monarch®® Danaus plexippus S4B.S2N SC END
Plants
Butternut® Juglanscinerea S2? END END
Spotted Wintergreen? Chimaphila maculata S2 THR THR
Molluscs
Threehorn Wartyback® Obliquaria reflexa S1 THR THR
Sources:* NHIC Database,? OBBA,2 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas, 4 eBird Database,® Ontario Butterfly Atlas,
SiNaturalist

5.2. Species at Risk Assessment

Based on the screening, in combination with vegetation communities and other environmental features
observed during field work, the following specieswere identified for further assessment:

Possibly Occurring

x EasternMilksnake (Lampropeltis triangulum)

X Midland Painted Turtle (Chrysemyspicta marginata)
X Species At RiskBats

X Snapping Turtle (Chelydraserpentina)

Confirmed Presence

American Chestnut (Castaneadentata)
Butternut (Juglanscinerea)
EasternWood-pewee (Contopusvirens)
Monarch (Danaus plexippus)

X X X X

Bl Possibly Occurring Species

BB EasternMilksnake (Lampropeltistriangulum)

The Eastern milksnake is ranked 1 6 (apparently secure)in Ontario and listed as Special Concern under
Schedule 1 of the federal Speciesat Risk Act (SARA).It is a hon-venomous constrictor snake with brightly
coloured, variable patterning and glossy, smooth scales.This speciesis threatened by a variety of factors,
including habitat loss and degradation, road mortality, and persecution by humans.
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Although no Eastern milksnakes were reported during field studies, this species was flagged during the
desktop Speciesat Risk screening by the Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas. Given this V S H FlisH df -
open and edge habitats, including farm fields and forest edges, for thermoregulation, it is possible that
Easternmilksnake could occur onsite. This speciesis also known to make use of old farm buildings, such as
those present onsite, which can provide egg-laying, foraging, and hibernation habitat. No snakes were
observed during the three rounds of surveysperformed on the Property in 2024.

Themidland painted turtle isranked 1 6 (apparently secure)in Ontario and is listed as SpecialConcernunder
SARAThisis a small to medium-sizedturtle specieswith a smooth, dark green to black upper shell with red
markings on the outer shell edges. The lower shellis yellow to tan with a dark central blotch. Midland painted
turtles occupy slow moving, relatively shallow and well-vegetated wetlands and water bodies. Threatsto this
speciesinclude road mortality, habitat loss and degradation, invasive species,and nest predation.

Midland painted turtles are known to occur within the Ancaster community, and due to the wetland habitat
on site, it is possible midland painted turtle could travel through or inhabit the Study Area. No midland
painted turtles were observed during field studies and no habitat with permanent or semi-permanent water
was observed in the study area.

Four bat speciesare listed as Endangered in Ontario: the Eastern SmallFooted Myotis (Myotis leibii), the
Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), the Northern Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), and the Tri-colored Bat
(Perimyotis subflavug. Adequate habitat for these speciesis present within the Study Area. During field
studies, acoustic monitoring methods were deployed, and numerous bat specieswere found to be present
or have a likelihood for presence in the Study Area. However, none of the recorded bat speciesdetected
were SARBat species,making their presence unlikely.

The Snapping Turtle isranked 1 6 (apparently secure)in Ontario and is listed as SpecialConcernunder SARO
and SARA Thisspeciesis & D Q D @rpest freshwater turtle species,and is distinguished by their large, dark
shells and long, triangular-shaped tails. Hatchlings have pronounced ridges along the length of their shell
that smooth out with age. Threats to this species include slow maturation rates, nest predation, road
mortality, and loss of habitat.

Snapping turtles are known to occur within the Ancastercommunity, and due to the wetland habitat on site,
it is possible snapping turtles could travel through or inhabit the Study Area. No snapping turtles were
observed during field studies and no habitat with permanent or semi-permanent water was observed in the
study area.
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The American chestnut is ranked 16 6 (critically imperiled or imperiled) in Ontario and is listed as
Endangered under both SAROand SARA.It is a large deciduous tree specieswith distinct, coarsely serrated
leaves and spiny, bur-like fruits containing edible nuts. Since the introduction of Chestnut Blight to North
America in the early 1900s, the American chestnut has been in rapid decline. In Canada,the range of this
speciesis restricted to southwestern Ontario, where it occurs in deciduous forests.

One American chestnut (endangered provincially and federally) was located in the FODM2-1 community in
the southwest corner of the Subject Property. No other American chestnuts were observed.

The butternut isranked 16 (imperiled) in Ontario and is listed as Endangered under both SAROand SARA.
Butternut can be found in the sunny clearings and edges of deciduous forests, and prefers moist, well-
draining soils. It can also be found along streams and in floodplains. This speciesis shade intolerant and
readily hybridizes with severalexotic Juglansspecies,including the Japanesewalnut (Juglansailantifolia) and
the Persianwalnut (Juglansregia).

Once a widespread canopy tree speciesin southern Ontario, the butternut has been in decline since the
introduction of the non-native butternut canker (Sirococcusclavigignenti-juglandacearum) to Ontario in the
1990s.Most butternut treesin Ontario are infected with this fungus, with surviving trees few and far between.
Treesthat persist despite infection are potential sourcesfor genetic diseaseresistanceor tolerance and are
crucial for the recovery of the population.

GeoProcess performed a rapid tally of butternut trees in the mentioned communities and found 28
individuals off-property in the northwest corner, with protection zones (25 m for the trunk) that extend onto
the Subject Property. One butternut hybrid individual is located in the WODM4-4 community.

The Easternwood-pewee isranked {6 freeding population apparently secure)in Ontario and is listed as
SpecialConcernunder both SAROand SARA Thisspeciesis a small forest bird with greyish-olive upper parts
and pale under parts. The Easternwood-pewee is distinguished by its clear, three-part song that resembles
its name, often transliterated as { S+HZ H HThreats to this species include loss of habitat. habitat
degradation and fragmentation, increased predation by predator speciessuch as blue jays,and a decrease
in the population numbers of flying insects,which they predominantly feed on.

An Eastern wood-pewee was observed singing in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at the
southwest corner of the Study Area during both breeding bird surveys.
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Monarch (Danaus plexippus

The monarch is ranked 6 9% 1 in Ontario, meaning that the breeding population is apparently secure
while the nonbreeding population is imperiled within the province. This speciesis listed as Special Concern
under SAROand endangered under SARA.The monarch is a large butterfly with orange and black wings in
their adult form. Monarch caterpillars can be distinguished by their black, white, and yellow striping, and will
only feed on milkweed species(Asclepiasspp.).

The Ontario Speciesat Risk Evaluation Report for Monarch (COSSAR®020) identified habitat degradation
and pollution asthe most significant risk to Monarch in Ontario. Specifically,they note that increased use of
herbicide and conversion of agricultural lands to more intensive cropping is the most significant risk. They
further note that low-risk threats include residential and commercial development on the presence of
milkweed and road mortality.

Two monarchs were observed feeding on Red Clover (Trifolium pratense) on the mown lawn in the cultural-
residential (CVR)community during a vegetation survey performed on August 22,2025.0On August 26, 2025,
a monarch caterpillar was observed on milkweed along the edge of Hedgerow One. Further discussion of
the presence of this specieson site can be found in Section 6.6.11. § 0 R Q DBuifeelfly Significant Wildlife
Habitat $VVHVVPHQW -

6. Significant Natural Features and Policy Implications

This section provides an assessmentof significance of each of the natural heritage features and associated
ecological functions within the Study Area. This assessmentis based on the Natural Heritage Reference
Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (MNR, 2010) and the SWH Criteria
Schedulesfor EcoRegion7E(MNRF,2015b). Consideration for the natural heritage designations of the Urban
Hamilton Official Plan,which implements similar policies, is also provided.

6.1. Significant Wetlands

EEEE Provincially Significant Wetlands

There were no provincially significant wetlands identified within the Study Area.

B Other Wetlands

An unevaluated wetland community was identified on the east section of the Subject Property (Appendix A,
Figure 4). Thiswetland has not been identified asa Key Natural Hydrological Featurein the Urban Hamilton
OP. Section 3.1.7 (a) of the HCA Policies states that development, site alteration, and/or interference with
wetlands will generally not be permitted in or on the areasof non-PSWsor within the adjacent lands of non-
PSWs(30 m) unlessthe hydrological, hydrogeological, and ecological function of the Subject Property and
of the adjacentlands hasbeen evaluated and it hasbeen demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts
on natural features or their ecological functions.
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NNl Historical Wetland Review

Areview of available aerialimagery (1954,1959,1967,1972,1974,1977,1979, 2004 and 2021) was conducted
in order to assessthe former and current condition of the wetland located on the eastern portion of the
Subject Property. In the 1954, 1959 and 1967 aerial photographs, the HDF 4 feature can be seen, however
no wetland feature is present. It appears that the entire area was cropped in these three photos. A small
depression is evident within the 1972 photograph; however, it appears to be cropped through within the
1972,1974 and 1977 aerial images. The wetland did not appear in its current form until 1979. As such, it can
be inferred that the wetland is approximately 46 yearsold.

Subject Property in 1954

Subject Property in 1967 Subject Property in 1972
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Common Reed is a fast-growing, perennial grass that reproduces both sexually and asexually. Once
established, it forms monotypic stands which quickly reduces wetland plant diversity. The wetland on the
Subject Property is approximately 1.8 ha (Map 5) in size.In 2004, the Common Reed monotypic stand was
estimated to be 0.22 ha or 11% of the wetland areabased on aerial imagery. High-resolution drone imagery
captured in 2023 was used to estimate that coverage had increased to approximately 60% of the wetland
area at 0.84 ha, a 281% change over a nineteen-year period. Common Reed grows so tightly that it chokes
out native plants, reducing wetland diversity and structure, and making the habitat unsuitable for common
wetland speciessuch asturtles and snakes(Robichaud and Rooney 2016). Additionally, Common Reeddoes
not support enough insect assemblagescompared to a wet cattail community because insects native to
Ontario do not prefer it (Robichaud and Rooney 2016). As a result, there is limited food for breeding marsh
birds. Generalist species such as the Red-wing Blackbird are found nesting in reed stands; however, more
specialist speciessuch asthe LeastBittern are quickly losing their habitat to this invasive species.

In addition, the breeding bird surveyscompleted by Stantec and GeoProcessdetected a total of 47 and 33
bird species respectively, of which nine (9) were considered marsh/wetland birds. All nine species are
considered generalistsand stable within Ontario. Due to the aforementioned factors, the wetland in question
haslow structural diversity and habitat value for sensitive marsh breeding species,various birds, amphibians
and reptiles.

Butternut was documented on-site within the WODM4-4 community and off-property to the northwest.
Butternut individuals identified by Stantec during their field surveys are no longer present on-site. The
Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for Butternut (MNR 2013) identifies a 25 m setback to the stem of a
Butternut tree. An MNRF authorization may be required for development adjacent to the Butternut
occurrences.Authorization requirements depend in part on the results of a Butternut Health Assessment.

The butternut was assessedin 2024 to determine if it was a hybrid using field indicators. The tree was
determined to be a hybrid. The field assessmentsheet and photos can be found in Appendix L.

One American Chestnut (endangered provincially and federally) was located in the FODM2-1 community in
the southwest corner of the Subject Property, approximately 20.3mfrom the edge of the proposed woodland
buffer. The Ontario Recovery Strategy Seriesfor American chestnut (MNR 2012) recommends habitat for
American Chestnut to include the ELCcommunity where the tree is located, and if an individual is close to
the polygon edge, a 30 m setback from the stem of the tree. An MNRF authorization may be required for
development adjacent to the American chestnut occurrence.

*H R 3 U R Fadséasméntof the American chestnut found that it had declined since the Stantec survey and
now appears to be dead, with one possible leader, however the O H D Gridhilityvcould not be confirmed.
Basedon observations made in 2024 and 2025, the tree hasentirely died and is no longer standing. No viable
shoots were observed, nor were any young trees found in the area.

No other nationally or provincially endangered or threatened species were observed during field
investigations.

65

»




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.
140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT FEBRUARY2026

Appendix C identifies potential habitat for various threatened and endangered speciesin the Study Area;
however, field investigations confirmed that speciesat risk habitat is absent from the Study Area, with the
exception of habitat for endangered bat species.Potential habitat for endangered bat speciesis discussed
below in Section 6.6.1.

According to areview of fish habitat mapping by Dillon and Aquafor Beech(2011),the intermittent tributary
in the eastern portion of the Subject Property is a seasonalwarmwater watercourse. It is believed that the
Dillon and Aquafor Beech designation was based on desktop mapping, and no site assessmentwas ever
conducted. The MNRF have not identified the watercourse on the Subject Property as supporting direct fish
habitat; however, they have identified direct fish habitat further downstream in Ancaster Creek. The
watercourse on the Subject Property is only present downstream of the wetland, as there is no defined
channel within the wetland. The channel downstream of the wetland is also poorly defined, only having a
defined bed and banks in the last approximately 60 m before the northern property limit. The channel lacks
morphologic features such as pools, runs and riffles, and would generally be classified as a run throughout.
Hydrometric data collected in 2024 found that the channelonly conveysintermittent flow, directly dependent
on rainfall, and there are no extended periods of baseflow in the channel, even between rain events. No fish
have been observed within the feature on the Subject Property on any site visit. Based on the evidence
provided in background reports and field observation (intermittent flow regime, lack of a defined channel),
it hasbeen determined that the feature does not support direct fish habitat within the Subject Property.

While the feature may not provide direct fish habitat, it does provide a number of indirect aquatic habitat
functions typical of first-order headwater systems,namely, providing downstream flow and inputs such as
organic matter and sediment. Theseare three important components of a V W U Hie&iwdters. The wetland
community associatedwith the feature provides an attenuation of flows, which would then be releasedover
time, providing a regulated flow regime. Organic inputs are critical to providing energy to the system by
providing a food source for macroinvertebrates, which then become a food source for larger aquatic
organisms such as fish, essentially beginning the downstream transfer of energy. Maintaining sediment
inputs and continuity to downstream reaches is important to the fluvial geomorphic processes, which
maintain the physical shape of the downstream channel.

A review of the DFO aquatic SAR mapping found there are no aquatic SAR present within the Subject
Property or in the immediate downstream reachesof Ancaster Creek.

There are no significant woodlands identified in the Urban Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton 2013) or
the Rural Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton 2012); however, the Study Area contains three woodlands
identified asLinkagesin the Urban Hamilton OP.

Criteria suggested by the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR, 2010) for designating Significant
Woodlands include woodland size, ecological function (shape, proximity to other woodlands or natural
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features, linkages), speciesdiversity, uncommon characteristics,and economic and social values.However, it
is the local planning D X W K RresbaksibNity to designate Significant Woodlands.

The Urban Hamilton OP significant woodland designations are based on size, presence of interior forest,
proximity to water or other significant natural areas,age and the presence of rare species,including species
at risk.

The WODM4-4, FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities have been assessedfor significance in Table 21 using
the Urban Hamilton OP criteria based on observations of this community in the field and GlSanalysis.

Per Chapter G of the UHOP, Significant Woodlands must meet two or more of the criteria outlined in Table
21.

Table 21: Significant Woodland Assessmentthis correspondsto Table 5.1 of Stantec(2018)

Interior Within 50 m of a Within 30 m of 10 or more Rare species
Woodland — ha? forest Significant a hydrological trees over present
Evaluated Y/N Present? Natural Area? feature? 100 yrs old?  (includes SAR)?
YIN YIN YIN
FODM2-1 Y N N Y Y N
FODM1-1 N N N Y N N
WODM4-4 N N N N N

Theminimum patch sizefor woodland significance is determined using percent forest cover for the planning
unit described in the Urban Hamilton OP. For the subject planning unit, forest cover is <15% and forested
areas4 ha or greater are considered significant. The FODM2-1 community is approximately 10 ha (including
contiguous forest to the west of the Subject Property) and therefore meets the size criteria for significance.
It is within 30 m of a hydrological feature. The boundary of this woodland was delineated under the
supervision of City of Hamilton staff on September 21, 2016 (Section 3.2.2).

The WODM4-4 did not meet any of the criteria for significance.

The FODM1-1 community only meets the criteria of being within 30 m of a hydrological feature, asit is within
30 m of headwater drainage features, which extend into the feature. It does not meet the other criteria as
the butternut wasdetermined to be a hybrid.

An important consideration for the FODM1-1 woodland is the future expansion of Highway 6. There is
currently an Environmental Assessmentunderway, with the MTO sharing the preliminary design for the
Highway 6 widening with the study team. The widening will increasethe Highway from its current two lanes
to four lanesas a double carriageway separated by a vegetated median. Basedon shared design drawings,
it appears that the width of the woodland, which is currently around 60 m in width, will be reduced by
approximately 25 m to 30 m. In this scenario, the woodland falls below the minimum 40 m width to be
classified as a woodland under the UHOP.

The WODM4-4 and FODM1-1 communities do not meet the criteria threshold to be classified as Significant
Woodlands.
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There are no significant valleylandsidentified within the Study Area according to the Urban Hamilton Official
Plan (City of Hamilton, 2013).

According to the Wildlife Habitat Summary in Section 4.5.1Q potential candidate significant wildlife habitat
for bat maternity colonies occurs in the Study Area within the FODM2-1, FODM1-1, and WODM4-4
communities, and confirmed significant wildlife habitat for eastern wood-pewee, occurs in the deciduous
forest community (FODMZ2-1) at the southwest corner of the Study Area. Potential habitat for woodland vole
may occur in the FODM2-1, FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 communities in the Study Area.

Theresults of the assessmentindicated the presence of candidate and confirmed SWHwithin two of the five
categories, including:

T Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals
0 BatMaternity Colonies 2Candidate
T Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern
o Field Observations of Special Concernand rare wildlife species

The full screening in Appendix Jincluded a review of the ELCcodes and habitat criteria for the candidate
SWH.Any SWHon the Subject Property or Study Area was noted in Column 4, and a rationale was provided
in Column 5.

The FODM2-1, FODM1-1,and WODM4-4 communities were identified ascandidate habitat for bat maternity
colonies. Becausethe FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities will be retained post-development, only the
WODM4-4 community underwent acoustic monitoring to confirm bat presence.Acoustic monitoring of the
WODM4-4 community confirmed the presence of three bat species:Big Brown Bat, Hoary Bat, and Silver
Haired Bat. Acoustic monitoring also provided evidence of three other speciespotentially occurring on site:
EasternRed Bat, Silver Haired Bat, and Indiana Bat. A total of 20 trees with snag qualities beneficial for bat
maternity colony usewere counted in the WODM4-4 community. The presenceof adequate roosting habitat,
combined with the number of bats observed, indicates that the WODM4-4 servesas bat maternity colony
habitat.

Four Speciesat Riskwere observed within the Study Area: American Chestnut (Castaneadentata), Butternut
(Juglanscinerea), EasternWood-pewee (Contopusvirens), and Monarch (Danaus Plexippug. The potential for
significant Monarch habitat is discussedfurther in Section 6.6.2.1below.

Additionally, three rare plant specieswere observed during field studies: Cup Plant (Silphium perfoliatum),

which is provincially ranked S2 (imperiled), Virginia False Dragonhead (Physostegiavirginiana) which is
provincially ranked 1 6 (apparently secure) but is listed asrare in the Hamilton region, and Ontario Aster

R
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(Symphyotrichum ontarionis) which is provincially ranked 9§ 6 (secure)but is listed as rare in the Hamilton
region. The approximate locations of these plants are shown on Map 6.

Monarch was observed by Stantec along the eastern edge of the wetland feature during the 2016 summer
botanical survey.During the 2025 vegetation surveys,additional Monarch observations were recorded in the
cultural residential community, aswell as a deciduous woodland community, thicket community, and along
hedgerow one. Common milkweed (Asclepiassyriaca), one of severalhost plant speciesfor the monarch, was
observed to occur occasionally throughout many of the plant communities within the Study Area. As such,
the Study Area was assessedfor potential to provide optimal breeding and nectar-feeding habitat.

The Monarch Butterfly is provincially ranked as 6 (apparently secure) in Ontario and is designated as
16 S H RIRIM)DF IFede@ally and provincially. In southern Ontario, the Monarch is found primarily in locations
where milkweed and preferred nectar species (including goldenrods and asters) exist. In Canada, Common
Milkweed is the main species of milkweed fed on by Monarch caterpillars (COSEWIC2010). Although
Common Milkweed was observed throughout the Study Area, this specieswas not abundant in any of the
vegetation communities observed.

According to the SaskatchewanPrairie Conservation Action 3 O D §* X LtG Managing for Optimal Habitat
Attributes: Monarch (Danausplexippus -optimal breeding habitat for the monarch would have multiple small
patches of more than ten stems of milkweed per patch, with the same patch containing greater than eight
nectaring plants additional to milkweed, and optimal patcheswould not be in full sun (SaskatchewanPrairie
Conservation Action Plan,2020). Milkweed presenceto this degree was not observed within the Study Area,
with Common Milkweed observed to occur occasionally,but not meeting optimal stem density, in four plant
communities: CUM1-1, THDM2, MAMM2 -4, SWT2 2a. As a result, the milkweed present on the property is
not considered to be Significant Wildlife Habitat.

Optimal nectar-plant habitat is defined in the guide by three characteristics:nectar-forb diversity, blooming -

forb frequency, and vegetation buffers. Candidatesfor optimal nectar-feeding habitat within the Study Area
include the CUM1-1 and MAMM2 -4 communities. The cultural meadow (CUM1-1) community wasobserved
to contain late-season nectaring plants, including various Asters (Symphyotrichum spp.) and Goldenrods
(Solidago spp. and Euthamia graminifolia), as well as sparse occurrences of Common Milkweed (Asclepias
syriaca). However, due to the narrow width (100 meters at its widest) of this community and surrounding

land uses and vegetation communities, it does not meet the optimal vegetation buffer standards outlined

by the SaskatchewanPrairie Conservation Action Plan, which describes optimal nectaring patches to be
surrounded by at least 200 meters of perennial herbaceous vegetation.

Similarly, the Mixed Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAMM2 -4) community contained occasionalamounts of
Common Milkweed, as well as various Asters and Goldenrods, as well as non-native but high-value nectar
plants, including Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) and Creeping Thistle (Cirsium arvense. Other meadow
marsh communities on the site were ruled out due to the overall lack of speciesdiversity present within them,
which resulted in a low number of nectar-forb species.However, due to the narrow width (50 meters at its
widest) of this community throughout its entirety, as well as the surrounding agricultural land use, it does
not meet the optimal vegetation buffer standards outlined by the SaskatchewanPrairie Conservation Action
Plan.
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No ANSlishave been identified within the Study Area.

When development or Site alteration is proposed within a Linkage per ScheduleB 2Natural Heritage System
of the UHOP, the City of Hamilton requires the completion of a Linkage Assessmentfollowing City of
Hamilton Linkage AssessmentGuidelines (2015). Linkages are defined in the City of Hamilton guidelines, as
remnant natural areasin the landscapethat connector support the function of Core AreaspuThe intent of the
Linkage policies is to protect and enhance connections between Core Areas to enhance the ecological
functions of the Natural Heritage System.The purpose of the Linkage Assessmentis to integrate the design
of a development proposal in a manner that protects or enhancesthe ecological functions of the Linkage
(City of Hamilton 2015).

Linkages are intended to increase local speciesrichness and biodiversity, provide more immigration and
movement opportunities for individuals among core natural areas,and provide greater likelihood of seed
dispersal and exchange of other genetic material between populations. The size and nature of linkages
depend on the ecological function it is intended to perform. Environment Canadaet al. (2013) suggest a
minimum corridor width of 50 to 100 m. Corridors 50 m in width can facilitate movement for common
generalist mammal species (Environment Canada, 2013), such as white-tailed deer and raccoon. Other
relevant guidelines referenced by Environment Canada(2013) include:

Corridors asnarrow as 10 to 30 m are sufficient to support the majority of plants in riparian areas(Spackman
and Hughes, 1995)

Corridors in urban environments < 50 m support urban adapted breeding birds (e.g. mourning dove, house
wren), while forest birds (e.g. hairy woodpecker) are only found in corridors >50 m wide (Mason et al.,2007)

The WODM4-4, FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities are identified as linkages in Section C.2.7.50f the
Urban Hamilton Official Plan.

As per Policy of 2.2.2 of the Urban Hamilton OP,the boundaries of Linkagesshown on Schedule B can be
refined through an EIS;however, major changes,including the removal of Core Areas and Linkagesrequire
an amendment to the OP.

Linkages contained within the Subject Property are shown on Map 2 as well as described in Table 22 and
Table 23 below.
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Table 22: Summary of DesignatedLinkagesand EcologicalFunctions,Viability, and Integrity.
Adapted from Stantec(2018)

Ecological Functions WODM4 -4

Naturalizing woodland
originating as a deciduous
plantation (air photo coverage
1956, 1959, 1967). Mid -aged
community dominated by
black walnut in the canopy,
with rare occurrencesof black
cherry. Understory includes a
dense layer of non-native,
invasive species,including
Tatarian Honeysuckle and
Common Buckthorn. It is
approximately 0.84 ha in size.

ELCCommunities

Soil Type/Moisture Loam/Dry-Fresh

Watercourse, water bodies,
) None
other drainage
Areas of groundwater
. None
recharge or discharge
None

Significant species

Use by other wildlife,

including foraging, resting or Common bird species,small

dispersal areasfor speciesin mammals.
the Core Area

Connects habitat needed by

wildlife to complete their

. - None Known

lifecycles (e.g. amphibian

movement corridors)
No

Adjacent to Core Area

There are two identified
Linkage features: one to the
. northeast, approximately 274
Adjacent to natural area PP y
outside the Study Area
approximately 366 m on the
property to the west.

m, separated by Garner Road
East;another to the southwest,

FODM2-1 FODM1-1

Mid-aged to mature
community dominated by
red oak with an abundance

of black cherry and

occasional white pine.
Approximately 1.9 ha in size,
with approximately 0.4 ha
situated within the Subject
Property.

Dry-FreshRed Oak
Deciduous Forest: Mid -
aged to mature
community dominated by
red oak and red maple
with black cherry and
white ash. Approximately
1.7 ha falling within the
Subject Property.

Loam/Dry-Fresh Loam/Dry-Fresh

HDF HDF

None None

Potential butternut
(physiologically presents as a
hybrid)

Common bird species,small
mammals, and amphibians
(grey treefrog, spring

Easternwood-pewee,

Common bird species,
small mammals, and

spring peeper.
pring peep peeper).
None Known None Known
A Core Areais located to the
east of Highway 6. However,
No the highway would act asa

barrier to movement for
many species.

Thereis a connection to an
adjacent core areaand
linkage through the hydro-
corridor to the south, which
further connectsto core
areasoutside of the Study
Area.

Thereis a connection to
an adjacent linkage to the
south associatedwith the
Hydro corridor, which
further connects to core
areasoutside of the Study
Area.
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Ecological Functions WODM4 -4
The 0.8 ha WODM4-4
community is located in the
northwest corner of the
Subject Property, surrounded
by agricultural lands to the
north, west and south, a
residential property to the
north and cultural woodlands

. to the east.
Continuous or Broken

Linkage This cqmmunity actsasa
broken linkage between the
wetland on the east portion of
the property and the adjacent
property. Wildlife movement
from the wetland is restricted
to the east by the Highway 6
corridor and the north by
residential homes and Garner
Road.

Local broken connection
between natural features to
the west and the headwaters
feature/intermittent drainage
in the east.

Scaleof Linkage Function

Linkage Width Approximately 78 m.

FODM2-1 FODM1-1

The 1.9 ha FODM1-1
community is bound by
agricultural fields to the

south and west, Highway 6
to the eastand cultural
meadow to the north.

The 1.6 ha FODM2-1
community is adjacentto a
linkage directly associated

with the hydro corridor
that extends west into the

rural Hamilton area,and
eastinto urban Hamilton.
Thislinkage connects the
community to a core area
immediately to the east of
the Subject Property, and
near ) L G G Gkéh-RU to

the west of the Subject

Property.

Major transportation routes
act as a barrier to movement
for some species.Thereis an

adjacent core areato the
east of the Subject Property,
acrossHighway 6. This
community also connects to
another linkage directly
south of the Subject

Property, which connects it

to other core areasto the

west, as mentioned for
FODM2-1.

Supports a larger natural
heritage feature to the
west of the FODM2-1

community. It hasonly a

limited linkage function as
the feature does not
directly connect to
features to the east. It is
connected to a larger
complex to the west, but
asit is situated on the
eastern limit, it is not
acting as a movement
corridor.

Isolated woodland along
Highway 6. It has limited
linkage function.

Approximately 135 m. Approximately 62 m.
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Ecological
Characteristics

Proposed
Development

Table 23: Impactson Linkages

Development Impacts

Mitigation Measures

FODM2-1: Dry-
FreshOak-Red
Maple Deciduous
Forest

WODM4 -4: Dry-
FreshBlack
Walnut
Deciduous
Woodland Type

FODM1-1: Dry-
FreshRed Oak
Deciduous Forest

Type

The proposed
development is
commercial in
nature and
involves the
creation of 5
commercial
buildings, a
SWM pond,
and aroad
network with
one connection
to GarnerRd E,
and surface
parking.

The feature will be retained
within the proposed
development plan and will
provide a 15 metre VPZ.In
addition, Open Spaceblocks
immediately to the north and
eastwill be planted with
native trees to a woodland
density, increasing the overall
size of the feature,
strengthening its ecological
functions and resilience.

This 0.8 ha linkage will be
removed as a result of
development.

Thislinkage is adjacent to the
Subject Property and will be
retained. A 10 m VPZis
proposed. The largest impact
to this feature will not come
from this development, rather
it will come from the
expansion of Highway 6,
which may result in a loss of
up to fifty percent of the
feature.

A 15 m VPZwill be applied in conjunction
with the open spaceblocks along the
northern and eastern boundaries. The Open
Spaceblocks and VPZwill be planted with
native trees and shrubs to a woodland
density.

Treeremoval is recommended to occur
outside breeding bird and bat maternity
roosting periods (April to November).

A 10 m VPZwill be applied. The VPZis
proposed to be planted with trees. A service
easementranging from 6 m to 10 m will
abut the VPZand will be naturalized with
native grassesand forbs. Combined, a 16 m
to 20 m naturalized setback to the
development areawill be provided.

Linkageswithin the NHS identified for the Study Area are associated with fragmented woodland features in
the north and south of the property. Major transportation corridors associatedwith Highway 6, Highway 403
and GarnerRoad East,along with urban development to the north, haveimpacted the linkage function across
the site.

The proposed development will result in the removal of the one linkage associated with the WODM4-4
community and the retention of the remaining two linkages associated with the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1
communities, with associated buffers. The WODM4-4 community originated as a deciduous plantation, as
shown on historical air photo coverage,and over time has naturalized into a Black Walnut woodland with a
dense non-native, invasive understory and groundcover. In addition, documented use of the woodland asa
storage areafor residential/agricultural equipment and supplies associatedwith the adjacent landowner was
noted. Informal trails created by the adjacent landowner were also noted within the feature. As a result of
the conditions associatedwith this feature, its isolated location and proximity to major transportation routes
to the north and east,the woodland provides limited functionality on a local and regional scale,nor does it
provide supporting habitat to Core Areafor most speciesthrough the provision of resting or dispersal areas.

R
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Long-term impacts from the removal of this feature are not anticipated, given its ecological value and
functions, and its limited connectivity acrossthe landscape.Proposed restoration measuresfor the property
will mitigate the removal of this feature through the inclusion of native speciesthat will be provide greater
wildlife value for local and migrating species.

The proposed development plan retains both FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities with 15 m and 10 m
VPZs,respectively, from the staked dripline. Although these features are identified as continuous linkages
with the hydro-corridor linkage to the south of the property, the hydro-corridor linkage is currently farmed.
It is recognized that animals can generally move freely through agricultural landscapes,although agricultural
lands can also pose challenges for animal movement, particularly for small mammals, amphibians, and
reptiles. To strengthen the linkage between the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities, an approximately
198-meter long, 10-meter wide vegetated strip has been included in the plan. This strip is intended to have
a varied topography with small hills and depressions and be planted with native species.This planted strip
will strengthen the hydro-corridor linkage to the south, providing a more ecologically functional linkage
between the two woodlands.

The following is a summary of the significant natural heritage features found within the study area:

x Significant Habitat for Endangered or Threatened Species:

0 Butternut located in the WODM4-4 (1 hybrid butternut). The 25-metre protection zone
associatedwith Butternut located off-property in the northwest.

0 American Chestnut (FODMZ21 community ); however, this tree is now dead.
x  Significant Wildlife Habitat:

o0 Potential Bat Maternity Colony Habitat (FODM2-1, FODM1-1, and WODM4-4 communities);
and

o Confirmed Habitat for Speciesof Conservation Concern (FODM2-1 community that supports
EasternWood-Pewee)

x Significant Woodlands (FODM2-1 community and woodland east of Highway 6)

Pursuantto Section 3.1 of the PPSdevelopment shall generally be directed to areasoutside of the hazardous
lands adjacent to river and stream systemsthat are impacted by flooding hazards and/or erosion hazards.
Similar policies exist for HCAto direct development away from hazardous areas.According to + & $ ndtural
hazard mapping, the intermittent drainage draw through the center of the Subject Property occurs within
the HCA Regulation Limit and will be subject to HCA development policies.

Thereare no identified hazard lands within the Study Area. Thelocation of the HCARegulation Limit is shown
on Map 3.
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8. Proposed Development

The proposed development is for warehouse usage on the site. Currently, the number and size of the
buildings to be constructed are unknown, and the plan reflects only one large development block (Block 1).
It is anticipated that up to five buildings could be constructed on the site. The plan assessedincludes the
following elements: a collector road (Street A) accessedfrom Garner Road East,a stormwater management
(SWM) facility, three Open Spaceblocks to be planted with trees and shrubs, and two Open Space blocks
associated with the wetland outlet channel and associated riparian area, a large wetland, a 10 m linkage
along the southern property limit, and an easement corridor which will be a mix of asphalt and vegetation
cover. The plan proposes relocating and enlarging the existing wetland, with the wetland's water balance
maintained through Low Impact Development (LID) measures,including bioswales, soak away pits, and
rooftop water harvesting. According to staking completed with the HCA (Stantec, 2018),the existing wetland
feature is approximately 1.8 ha in size,of which 1.6 ha is proposed for relocation. The realigned wetland will
be increased in sizeto 2.67 ha, with a wetland block of 3.94 ha when wetland setbacks are included. The
significant woodland (Section 6.4) found in the southwest corner of the subject property will be preserved,
and a 15 m VPZin combination with Open Space Blocks to the north and east. The FODM1-1 woodland
community will receive a 10 m VPZ The SWM pond block will consist of a dry pond and will be fully
vegetated. A servicing easement is located along the edge of the natural features (Open Space Blocks,
wetland and woodland) along the east side of the property. The easement will be mostly vegetated with
grassesand forbs, with a few small portions to be asphalt. The easementwill provide additional vegetation
cover and complement the site natural heritage system. The site design has resulted in the development
areabeing ringed by natural heritage features and complementary uses(e.g.,a vegetated SWM block).

The proposed site plan and resulting natural heritage system are shown on Map 8 and Map 9, respectively.

8.1. Wetland Realignment

Before relocating a wetland is contemplated, consideration hasto be given to the applicability of doing so.
This is particularly important in Southern Ontario were there has been a loss of wetland cover due to
agricultural practices and urbanization. For this application, the mitigation sequence for no net loss of
wetlands was considered. The mitigation sequencefor the existing wetland and why compensation has been
determined to be supportable is outlined in Table 24. A comparison of the known wetland functions (i.e.
those that have been quantified through surveysby GeoProcessand Stantec)to eligibility criteria gathered
from GeoProcess- Yeview of wetland literature is given in Table 25.
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Bl Mitigation Sequence

Table 24: Mitigation Sequencefor no net lossof wetlands

Avoid Minimize Mitigate Compensate/Offset
Rehabilitate or restore
. Reducethe ) Create or restore new
Preventimpacts by features or functions

duration, intensity, habitat to compensate for

changing the project that have been

Description . and/or extent that . loss that could not be
location, scope, nature, exposed to impacts . S
- L cannot be avoided, minimized, or
and timing of activities. . that could not be -
avoided. . S mitigated.
avoided or minimized.
The wetland will be
Consideration was given . . . relocated, and its area will
. g The site plan has Wetland function will .
to maintaining the . . increasefrom 1.8hato 2.8
. been reduced in be enhanced relative .
wetland in its current . . i ha (excluding wetland
S . . sizeto to its current condition .
Applicability location or relocating. A : setbacks).Habitat
_ accommodate a through increased . . .
fulsome description of the . complexity will be increased
options analysisis larger wetland plant and habitat through varied topograph
P ¥ unit. diversity. g pography,

provided in Section 8.12. open-water features, and

diverse native plantings.

Bl Options Analysis

An options analysiswas performed to determine how various wetland treatments would affect the form and
function of the wetland community under a future development scenario. Two options were considered: 1)
maintaining the existing wetland in its current location with a VPZsetback; 2) relocating the wetland with a
VPZ setback. Table 25 presents the options analysis. It is important to note that if the existing wetland
supports species at risk or diverse wildlife functions and/or a diverse native plant community, wetland
relocation would not be considered.

Table 25: Wetland options analysisunder future developmentscenario

Option Criteria  Wetland Maintained in Place Wetland Relocated Preferred
Wetland plant community will be Wetland will be planted with a
. . maintained asit is. Thiswill likely variety of native wetland .
Plant Diversity . . . . . Relocation
result in phragmites eventually species,creating a diverse
taking over the feature. wetland plant community

There are methods to control

phragmites, including physical NG, e

timelines associated with

removal, spraying, cutting, rolling, The phragmites communit .
. pray g . 9 g. P ) g y development and the time
and burning; additional researchis would first be cut to remove requirad 1o, control
Phragmites underway to identify additional all stocks, and then the root a L o
. phragmites in place, it will be
Control control and removal methods. These systemwould be physically e .
. . . . difficult to implement a
methods typically require multiple removed with large . -
o . . phragmites control plan within
years of consecutive interventions equipment. . N
. the scenario of retaining the
and often employ multiple .
wetland in place.
approaches.
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Option Criteria  Wetland Maintained in Place Wetland Relocated Preferred
Development The wetland will be surrounded by The wetland will interface with Relocation
Interface development along three sides. development along two sides

Rooftop drainage will be directed to  Rooftop drainage will be
Wetland . .
e the wetlgnd to er?sure_the.emstlng dwepte_d to the wetlangl to Equal
hydrologic cycle is maintained. maintain the hydrologic cycle.
The wildlife habitat of the current The additional habitat
wetland, which is limited, will likely complexity that will be
remain approximately the same. introduced into the wetland
There may be a loss of amphibian will enhance wildlife habitat

_— use of the feature, as:a) connectivity  functions. Connectivity to
Wildlife . . . . .
Diversity to surroundln_g habitats such as terrestrial hgbltats suchas Relocation

woodlands will be mostly cut off; b) FODM1-1 will be
there is very little to no habitat (open strengthened. It is predicted
water) to support new generations, that wildlife use should
making amphibian use highly likely improve relative to the
to decline. existing condition.
. The size of the wetland community The size pf th? Wetl.and .
Wetland Size . o community will be increased Relocation
will be maintained .
by approximately a hectare.
The wetland will be connected
to the SWM block (which will
The wetland will be connected to the be vegetated) and the stream
SWM block (which will be vegetated) corridor. It will also be
. and the stream corridor. No other connected to the woodland .
Connectivity . . . Relocation
direct connections to open located in the southeastern
space/natural heritage features will corner of the property
be present. (FODM1-1) viathe 14 m MTO
setback and VPZof the two
features.
The hydrogeologic report
indicates that the
groundwater table ranges
The hydrogeologic report indicates from 1 to 4 m below the
that the groundwater table ranges surface,depending on the
from 1 to 4 m below the surface, time of year. The shallow
Groundwater depending on the time of year. The groundwater table will be Relocation
shallow groundwater table will be maintained through
maintained through infiltration infiltration galleries and
galleries and soakaway pits. soakawaypits. In addition,

deeper pools will intersect the
groundwater table, providing
open water habitat.

Basedon the results of the options analysis the preferred option for the wetland treatment is relocation.
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ENEER Offsetting Eligibility

Table 26: Overview of the eligibility of the current wetland feature for offsetting

Wetland
Criteria

Description

Applicability to Present Project

Eligible for
Offsetting?

The wetland is unevaluated and
would not typically be evaluated
Polic Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs)and becauseit is under 2 ha. From our
. y. coastal significant wetlands should not be experience with the OWES this Yes
Designation ; - . .
considered eligible for offsetting. wetland would be very unlikely to
score enough points to meet
provincial significance criteria.
Wetland Peatdominated wetlands that include Bogs . .
e . i The wetland is not peat-dominated
Classification/ and Fensshould not be considered eligible Yes
. or a bog/fen.
Type for offsetting.
Ineligible wetlands may contain rare plants
and culturally valued harvesting and
medicinal plants that cannot be translocated No rare plants or culturally valued
successfully. plants are known to occur in the
Vegetation The composition of vegetation and wetland. The wetland is dominated Yes
Communities  replaceability also relates to the offset timing. by common reed, non-native
For example, it will take longer to replace a narrow-leaved cattail and reed
treed swamp in an areawithout wet-tolerant ~ canary grasswith occasionaltrees.
trees than it will to replace a grassand forb-
dominated feature in an open area.
If wetland removal/relocation will directly No speciesat risk (i.e, those listed as
. . impact SARthat cannot be translocated threatened or endangered under the
Speciesat Risk . . . Yes
without harm, offsetting should be EndangeredSpeciesAct) are known
reconsidered. to be associatedwith the wetland.
Offsets should occur ascloseto the original . . -
. . ) . Offsetting will occur within the same
Geography site as possible (e.g., on site or within same Yes
property .
subwatershed).
The hydrogeologic and water
balance investigation completed by
Burnside found that the shallow
. . roundwater system can be
If hydrologic flow and function can not be g_ . ; _y
. maintained within the proposed
adequately maintained, the wetland may not Lo
. . . ; development and that it will help
Hydrologic be a candidate for offsetting. Especial o . . .
. . . maintain a similar hydrologic regime. Yes
Regime attention should be paid to groundwater -fed .
wetlands, as this hydrologic regime can be The water balance analysis
' ) _y 9 9 determined that both the
more difficult to re-create.
groundwater and surface water
supplied through rooftop harvest
will maintain the wetland hydrologic
regime.
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o . Eligible for
Applicability to Present Project Offsetting?

Wetland Description
Criteria i

Wetlands with organic substrates can likely
Soil not be re-created within a reasonable time Seewetland type above; organic Yes
Characteristics frame; this links back to bogs and fens not soils are not present.
being eligible for offsetting.
Some policies consider smaller wetlands
more eligible for offsetting. However, small
and isolated wetlands have been found to
offer ecosystem servicesthat may be The wetland size is aporopriate for
Wetland Size disproportionate to their area (Marton et al., offsettin bprop Yes
2015). The cost and resourcesthat would go g
into replacing a larger wetland may be
prohibitive, and the functions of larger, more
complex systemsmay be harder to quantify.
‘& X - incl _
&X0 Wlmi.ﬂ{cﬁ’aﬁ):.e ".‘ay include acgessby The wetland is not known to be
elders, hunting, fishing and gathering S .
Cultural . . . . culturally significant. Basedon aerial
N relationships, sacred sites, economic . . . Yes
Significance . . imagery, the wetland is at maximum
importance and ceremonial values,for around 50 vearsold
H[D P S (DHtario Nature, 2017) y '
The wetland has been studied by
Stantec (2018), GeoProcess and
Knowledae Adequate knowledge of wetland functions is Burnside from approximately 2016 Yes
9 critical to ensure the successof offsets. to 2025. There s sufficient baseline
information on the feature and its
functions.
o _— . Only limited amphibian breedin
A wetland with significant wildlife use (i.e. . y b g
_— . - . . activity was found, and not enough
Wildlife Use confirmed amphibian breeding habitat) . . s Yes
. . to designate this as a significant
might be lessreplaceable than one without. - . .
amphibian breeding habitat.
Giventhe relatively simple nature of
the wetland (e.g.no organic soils,
low canopy cover), it is possible to
replace this wetland within a
reasonable time frame. The design
must be done with consideration of
time frames and vegetation
_ The replacement wetland should be fully . g .
Timing for . - S establishment. Basedon Yes 2design
functional within a reasonable timeline for a . .
Replacement . . GeoProcess- ¥xperience with dependent
given project. . -
creating wetland communities
dominated by emergent vegetation
and shrub thickets, it is reasonable
to assumethe wetland will be
functional after two growing
seasons,and fully functional after
approximately five years.

Basedon the Offsetting Eligibility analysis,the wetland is a candidate for relocation.
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8.2. Wetland Realignment Design

The wetland realignment will include maintaining the treed swamp and outlet channel, but relocating a
portion of the wetland dominated by phragmites and cattail communities. The existing wetland feature is
approximately 1.8 ha, and the proposed design will offset its removal with the creation of 2.57 ha of new
wetland. Table 27 provides a breakdown of the existing wetland and proposed wetland sizes.

Table 27: Wetland Sizing Existingand Proposed

Element (Shi:s
Staked Wetland Area 1.83
Portion of Wetland Retained 0.23
Portion of Wetland Modified 1.6
New Wetland Areain Block 7 2.44
Area of New Wetland in Block 4 0.08
Area of New Wetland in Block 5 0.05
Area of New Wetland Created (4,5,7) 2.57
Total Area of all Wetlands in the Proposal 1.80

The wetland replacement ratio is calculated using the following formula.

AALH=2 A A PE K =NACBIAS APH2ZN@=PA tavyD=

Lo
LKNPERNTEOBRPCIR@EBE @I D=~ -X°

The proposed realigned wetland isintended to create a feature with greater diversity of structural form, plant
communities, and wildlife habitats. Key components of the realigned wetland include:

X

Maintaining the treed swamp community, the existing wetland outlet, the outlet channel, and its
riparian zone.

Realigning portions of the wetland dominated by common reed (Phragmites australis) and narrow-
leaved cattail (Typhaangustifolia).

Providing a larger wetland, with the realigned portion of the wetland being 1.61 times larger than
the areaof the disturbed wetland.

Variable water depths, including deep pools up to 1 m in depth.
Greater wetland surface area.
Greaterwetland volume.

Greater wildlife habitat variability.
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Designing a healthy wetland involves several objectives to ensure ecological balance, functionality, and
sustainability. The guiding principles of the conceptual design include:

x Biodiversity Enhancement:. Promote a diverserange of plant and animal speciesto create aresilient
ecosystem.

x Hydrological Function: Ensureproper water flow and retention to support wetland processesand
maintain hydrological balance.

X Habitat Creation: Design varied habitats to support different species, including open water,
marshes,and upland areas.

x Flood Mitigation: Design wetlands to attenuate runoff, reducing downstream flood risks.

x Connectivity: Ensure ecological connectivity with surrounding habitats to support wildlife
movement and genetic exchange.

To meet these objectives, a range of wetland depths will be included to create areas with open water,
emergent vegetation, and meadow marsh. In addition, a pit and mound approach is recommended in the
areassurrounding these deeper pockets. The purpose of pit and mound featuresis to integrate an undulating
landscape that will offer a variety of niches that would otherwise take decadesto develop naturally. Once
earthworks are complete, the installation of various habitat features is proposed (e.g., avian perch poles,
large woody debris, boulder clusters).

Native species have been selected based on their preferred soil conditions, moisture tolerance, and
associatedplant hardinesszone. Plantings of native trees and shrubs of varying age classeswill be distributed
throughout the site. Post-planting, a native seed mix will be applied acrossall disturbed soil areas.

Surrounding the existing wetland are narrow meadow communities, which include a number of native
wetland meadow species. It is recommended that portions of these meadow communities be salvaged
through sod salvage methods. Areas with low levels of invasive species, specifically phragmites, can be
identified in the field for salvage. An advantage of sod salvage is that a vegetation community can be
established immediately, reducing the time lag associatedwith planting fresh plant stock or seeding.

Thefollowing design elements have been incorporated into the realigned wetland design.

Variable depths were intentionally proposed within the newly constructed wetland to provide a range of
niches available throughout the fluctuating hydroperiod. The hydroperiod refersto the duration and portion
of the year during which awetland holds water. For most wetlands, the sourcesof inflows (e.g.,precipitation,
surface flow, groundwater) and outflows (e.g.,evapotranspiration, surfaceflow, groundwater) vary over time.
As such, hydrology is rarely stable but fluctuates, resulting in pulsing hydroperiods, therefore creating and
maintaining habitat conditions for different plants to grow (Cherry,J.A.2011).
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The hydroperiod of a wetland is extremely important in determining the suitability of amphibian breeding
habitat, given that it determines the length of time available for amphibian larvae to develop into juveniles.
Furthermore, it determines the wetland's capacity to provide habitat for fish and aquatic insects,which prey
on amphibian larvae and eggs (Tarr & Babbit 2021).

The proposed wetland design includes wetland pockets excavatedto three elevations. The primary wetland
area,which encompassessubsequent wetland pockets, will be lowered to an elevation of 243 masl. This will
provide a seasonallywetted area and will be comprised of a meadow marsh and treed swamp community .
An emergent marsh community will be established at 242.70masl. Two wetland pockets will be excavatedin
the swamp community to an elevation of 242.5 m masl, and will act as vernal pools, intersecting the
groundwater table for an extended period of the year. Three more wetland pockets within the emergent
marsh community will be excavatedto 242 masl. Theseareasare expected to provide additional year-round
wetted areasthat should maintain a minimum depth of approximately 0.75m.

The existing treed wetland community will be retained within the proposed design. The treed community
contains a wetland outlet channel that dischargesinto the downstream channel. To maintain the hydrology
of the downstream channel, a wetland outlet has been designed into a small berm feature. The outlet crest
height is set approximately 5 cm higher than the current grade control of the wetland. This elevation has
been established to maintain both the hydroperiod in the larger wetland while still maintaining downstream
flows, when combined with the SWM pond discharge. A second outlet has been proposed, which extends
into Block 5, extending the wetland area and providing additional discharge relief under large storm events.
An additional floodplain wetland is proposed in Block 4. This wetland will receive flow from the channel,
creating a wetland pocket. The wetland will be designed to avoid existing trees and will include additional
tree plantings around it to create a vernal pool.

A variety of depths within the wetland design will provide a range of growing conditions from permanently
wetted to seasonally wetted. As such, the wetland design integrates with the wetland's hydroperiod to
maintain a wide range of ecological services.

SeeAppendix M, Drawing No. 1 for the proposed wetland design.

The pit and mound features will be constructed throughout the interstitial spaces between the deeper
wetland pockets. Thesepit and mound features are used to create a topography that would be found on the
floor of an old-growth forest, which would take decades to establish on its own. Naturally, this type of
landscape would be created when trees with shallow roots were uprooted during a storm. As a result, the
mass of roots and soil would become the mound, and water infilling would form a pit. Thesefeatures will
create a diverse microtopography acrossthe study area, enhancing the variability of niches for a range of
organisms.

The pit and mound features will range in depth, shape, and orientation. They will range in size from 5 to
10 m? and have depths between 0.10 to 0.20 m. The pits and mounds will intercept surface flows and hold
water intermittently throughout the year. The mounds are made from the spoils of digging the pits and
should range from 0.15 to 0.30 m in height and should be placed alongside the pits.
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Native plantings and seed mix will be installed within the pits and mounds, resulting in a forested swamp
ecotype. In addition, large woody debris, fine branches, and stone piles will be placed throughout the
features to enhance their structural diversity.

An emergent marsh is proposed for approximately 50% of the wetland area. This community is generally
located within the shallow shelvesto an approximate depth of 0.3 m. The wetland bottom will be graded
heterogeneously with variations of +5 to -5 cm of the proposed grade to mimic the rise and fall of a natural
wetland bottom. Narrow and broad-leaved herbaceous plants, sedges, and cattails characterize these
features. Additional details regarding recommended native plant speciesand habitat features can be found
in Section 10.1

Open-water wetlands have water depths of up to 1 m and are too deep for emergent marsh vegetation to
establish. Floating-leaved and submerged aquatic vegetation are common within this community. Three
open water wetland pockets are proposed.

A key component of the wetland design is the wetland outlet channel. The size,shape, and elevation of the
outlet channel control the elevation of the water within the wetland and the rate at which the wetland drains.
The wetland outlet channelincludes the following design criteria:

X Theoutlet crest must support water retention in the proposed wetland at the design depth.

X Theoutlet channel must provide flow characteristicssimilar to those of the downstream watercourse
in a pre-development scenario.

X Theoutlet channel must remain stable during the full range of expected flows.

X Theoutlet must not create excessiveerosion downstream.

The outlet for the existing wetland is located within the swamp community. By maintaining the swamp
community, the existing outlet will be maintained in its current location. However, to better facilitate control
of the wetland hydrology and to provide better opportunities to modify the ZH W O by@rGleyy based on
monitoring results, a second outlet is proposed. This outlet will be established with a small berm
(approximately 30 cm in height) that will be installed around the edge of the existing swamp feature. The
outlet will be sized to provide the wet/dry cycle required to maintain the wetland and to maintain
downstream flow contributions comparable to current conditions. A key advantage of this approach is that,
if monitoring indicates changesto the discharge volume from the wetland are required, they can be readily
accommodated within the constructed outlet structure, rather than modifying the natural grade control
within the existing swamp community.
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As the wetland - atchment area will be reduced, clear water will be directed to the wetland through roof
capture for the adjacent warehouses.A potential issue associatedwith using rooftop water capture to feed
the wetland is the temperature of the water being discharged from the roof into the wetland. Rainwater
hitting a hot roof in the summer can heat up, and this warm water entering the wetland could have a negative
impact on the ecology of the wetland at the discharge locations. A number of mitigation measures are
proposed:

X Theuse of high solar reflectance surfaceson the roof. High albedo roofing surfaces (such asa white
rooftop) absorb lessthermal energy from the sun and are cooler than a dark roof.

X Water will be directed through underground piping, which will allow for a heat exchange between
the roof-runoff and the cooler pipes.

x Consideration of tying a portion of the rooftop leadersto the bioswale system, which will help to
cool the stormwater before it enters the wetland.

Avian Perch Poles

Avian perch poles are recommended for the site. Thesefeatures are designed to provide perching habitat
for small-bodied birds and encourage foraging and resting within the wetland area. The height of the
wooden poles can vary depending on available materials, but they should stand at least 2 to 2.5 m above
ground and have 1 to 2 cross beams for increased perching surface area.

Large Woody Debris

It isrecommended that large woody debris be placed within the pit and mound features and the surrounding
open area to increase the structural diversity of the site and provide habitat for a range of organisms,
including plants, mosses,lichens,smallanimals,and insects.In addition, decaying wood is an organic material
that stores nutrients, holds moisture, and provides a beneficial environment for fungi, bacteria, and other
microbes that improve water quality.

Various forms of large woody debris are encouraged, including root wads, habitat logs, and brush piles. It
is recommended that the material come in various lengths and widths, including varying levels of decay if
possible.

Basking Logs

Basking logs are used by turtles, amphibians, birds, and other animals as a place to rest, hunt, or
thermoregulate. Basking sites are particularly important for turtles that need to maintain a constant
temperature and, therefore, rely on outside sources of heat to maintain their body temperature. These
habitat features will need to be securedinto the bank of the constructed wetland so that they do not mobilize
during high flows. The basking logs should extend at least 2 metres into the open water and have a diameter
of 0.25to0 0.5m.

Boulder Clusters
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Pilesof stones will be placed within the pit and mound features, the wetland pockets, and in the open areas
to create different microclimates and cover structures throughout the site. This provides habitat for a range
of wildlife.

Bat Box

Bat boxes provide female bats with a warm place to raise their young. Most female bats only produce one
pup per year, resulting in slow population growth. Due to habitat loss and white-nose syndrome, bat
populations have declined rapidly; therefore, providing additional roosting locations to raise their young is
increasingly important. A multi-chambered artificial roosting structure is recommended. This construction
type offers spaceto move around within the bat box astemperatures fluctuate throughout the day or night.

Q
"] .

A Feature-BasedWater BalanceReport was prepared by RJBurnside (September 2025), which characterized
the existing hydrological functions of the wetland. This characterization informed the form and function of
the existing wetland, provided parameters such as the outflow function for the proposed wetland
realignment, and tested the function of the proposed realigned wetland to ensure the proposal is functional
and will provide a net ecological benefit. To assessthe existing and proposed wetland hydrological function,
RJBurnside developed a continuous Visual Otthymo model that used inputs from an Environment Canada
thirty -year precipitation record and groundwater inputs from the RJBurnside hydrogeological investigation
(RJIBurnside 2025a).

The hydrologic assessmentconsidered three scenarios: 1) the existing condition, 2) a realigned wetland
without any flow input mitigation measures, and 3) a realigned wetland scenario, which includes flow
augmentation from rooftop capture. In addition to utilizing water from rooftop capture, the proposed
development includes soak-away pits, which will recharge the shallow groundwater system and help to
maintain water within the realigned wetland.

A pre-development wetland water balance model was developed by RJBurnside (RJBurnside 2024b). This
model was calibrated using hydrometric flow monitoring data collected by GeoProcess (Appendix N)
between November 2023 and July 2024. The model was calibrated to existing conditions and performs well
in replicating outflows over the hydrometric monitoring period; therefore, it can be usedto assesdong-term
wetland performance using thirty -year climatic data. Further, the model can be used to predict the wetland
performance under future development scenarios.

The existing wetland was found to be wet during winter and spring, with depths ranging from 0 m to
0.39 m; average depths were 0.15 m in winter and spring, 0.13 m in the transition months of June and
November, and 0.04 m in late summer and early fall. The average drawdown time for the wetland was
approximately four days after the peak of a storm event. Groundwater discharge into the wetland was
observed through the winter and spring, while the infiltration from the wetland into the shallow groundwater
systemwas observed during the summer and fall.

Asdiscussedin the Feature-BasedWater BalanceReport (RIBurnside 2024),the proposed development will
reduce the catchment area, directing water to the wetland. Thisloss of catchment would result in a reduction
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of annual runoff volume to the wetland of approximately 38%.Asaresult, it wasdetermined that by directing
rooftop captured runoff to the wetland, there would be a sufficient volume of water to sustain the realigned
wetland. The water captured on roofs will meet water quality targets and be considered safe for discharge
to the wetland.

The model found that there will be sufficient water from both surface and groundwater sourcesto maintain
the wetland and the pools, with water being maintained to a minimum depth of 243 masl, which corresponds
to maintaining water within the pool features throughout the year. The proposed wetland will intercept the
sand layer, ensuring that the shallow groundwater that interflows through it continues to deliver water to
the wetland in the same mechanistic way as currently occurs.

The proposed water levelsin the swamp communities will be inundated during the winter and spring months
with approximately 12 to 16 cm of water. During the summer and fall, water depths will drop to the point
that the community will no longer have standing water for a period of time. Seasonaldrawdowns are an
important function of wetland systems and are important for creating and maintaining variable habitat
conditions for different plants to grow. Another function of drawdowns is the consolidation of wetland soils.
Often, in areaswith deeper water, wetland soils mixed with water are found, creating more of a slurry that is
difficult for many wetland plants to root in. When a drawdown occurs, as proposed in the realigned wetland,
this unconsolidated layer has a chance to consolidate, creating a bed for many plants to root (Wisconsin
Wetlands Association 2018).

The wetland areaslisted as emergent marsh will follow a similar hydroperiod asthe swamp community, as
they are, for the most part, at the same approximate elevation. Basedon 2024 conditions, which was a wetter
summer, the pools would have maintained water throughout the summer, while in 2025, a much drier year,
the pools likely would have dried out. Along the drier margins of the emergent marsh, grassesand sedges
typically dominate, whereascloser to the open water, speciesdiversity is reduced due to deeper water and
more aerobic conditions (Cohenet al.,2020).

The shallow, open-water wetland is potentially inundated year-round, with water depths of 0.75-1 m. Because
the shallow groundwater feeding the wetland is dependent on precipitation, the period of water being
maintained within the pools will be dependent on precipitation during the summer. In wetter years,the pools
will likely be maintained throughout the summer, whereasin drier yearsthey may dry up. Within shallow
open-water wetlands, submergent and floating plant speciesare recommended and suitable for these water
depths. Shallow open-water wetland communities, absent from the existing wetland, will support a range of
plants and wildlife that are currently not supported.

One of the functions the wetland should serve at the landscape level is to retain runoff and prevent
downstream flooding. The wetland will help manage additional runoff from the proposed development. By
its nature, development increasesthe amount of impervious area,and asa result, greater volumes of surface
water runoff are generated during a precipitation event. The realigned wetland is larger in size,not just in
surface areabut also in the volume of water that it will store. The RJBurnside Feature-BasedWater Balance
Report (2024b) suggests that the realigned wetland would have approximately three times more active
storage than the existing wetland. Thatis, 11,384m?® versus 3,022 m?, respectively. The report also showsthat
the proposed development will increase average annual runoff volume into the wetland by 41%, while the
proposed wetland will release approximately 42% less water annually. It should be noted that the reduced
discharge from the wetland does not translate into a loss of downstream flows in Ancaster Creek,as SWM
pond discharge will replace the reduced wetland discharge flows. Water entering the realigned wetland will
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either recharge the water table or be lost through evapotranspiration. As a result, the realigned wetland will
provide enhanced management of the runoff generated by the development, a highly desirable approach. If
the existing wetland is maintained asis, it will only be able to retain approximately a third of the runoff. This
is an excellent example of how the realigned wetland would provide onsite runoff control and downstream
flood protection.

The wetland works in conjunction with the stormwater management solution. Water delivery to the
downstream receiving system is the result of releasesfrom both the wetland and stormwater management
pond. Odan Detech Functional Servicing Report (October 2025) completed an analysisof the pre-and post-
development peak flows for various storm events. Their analysis found that in the post-development
condition, peak flows downstream of the site are equal to or less pre-development levels. Further analysis
by RJIBurnside, asreported in the Feature-BasedWater BalanceReport (2025b), suggests that the results of
the Otthymo model, which includes the stormwater management pond, support the FSRfindings, showing
a decrease in peak flows across storm events. The models show that a greater volume of water will be
discharged from the Subject Property, typical of all development that increases imperviousness. The
modelling suggeststhat this additional water will be discharged through the extended detention function,
primarily from the stormwater management pond. The additional water is releasedslowly over time, helping
maintain flow in the downstream reaches of Ancaster Creek, which in turn benefits the biological aquatic
systemsthat depend on flow.

The stormwater management (SWM) criteria for the proposed development site follows City of Hamilton
Airport Employment Growth District (AEGD) Subwatershed Study and Stormwater Master Plan (SWMP)
Implementation Documents (Aquafor BeechLimited, 2017) and are asfollows:

¥ Water Quality 2 Provide Enhanced (Level 1) water quality control as identified in Table 3.2 of the
Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual (MOE,2003)

T Water Quantity 2 Control proposed flows to pre-development peak flow rates up to and including
the 100-year return period event

¥ Infiltration 2 Evaluatethe infiltration potential on the site asit relates to the existing water budget
and recommend measuresto meet the goal of maintaining or enhancing groundwater recharge.

The proposed stormwater management system for the development is described in the Oden Detech
Functional Servicing Report. The proposed development will have a 1.49 ha SWM facility and Low Impact
Development (LID) systems to control post-development peak flow rates to pre-development levels for
events from 2-yearto 100-year (inclusive). The SWM pond is a dry detention facility.

Perthe AEGDsecondary plan, Low Impact Development (LID)measureshave been incorporated into the site
plan, including bioswales and soakaway pits. Thesewill provide infiltration and treatment of smaller storm
events, will maintain the relocated Z HW O y&eGbalance,and will maintain groundwater recharge per the
pre-development water balance.
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The proposed LIDs will consist of bioswales located on both sides of Street A and soakaway pits installed
below grade. Bioswaleshave been designed to contain native plants with deep root systems.Theseplants
will be placed in a fast-drainage bioswale soil mix that includes 50% coarse sand, 20% peat moss, and 30%
sandy loam, covered with 50-75 mm of hardwood mulch. Underneath the soil mix will be a pipe per the
grading and serving plan, contained within & (20 mm) crushed rock. The swale shall be depressed at a
minimum of 150 mm from the surrounding land grade, and an overflow control structure in the centre of
the swalewill feed into the pipe where needed.

The soakawaypits will be located below grade under buildings. Theyare large, perforated chambersto which
rooftop drainage is directed. The stored water is then provided time to soakinto the surrounding soil matrix.

Odan Detech provides awater balancefor the site in their FSRasit relatesto site infiltration. Byimplementing

soakawaypits, an overall increaseof volume of water will be infiltrated into the shallow groundwater system.
In total, Odan Detech predicts an increase of approximately 18,427 cubic metres of water infiltration across
the site.

Asthe majority of this water is being infiltrated into the sand layer,which is directly connected to the wetland,
it is anticipated that this additional water will be available as groundwater discharge to the wetland. Thishas
the potential to slow the rate at which groundwater levels decline within the wetland, thereby extending the
summer period during which groundwater will be available to plants and wildlife.

The proposed realigned wetland is 1.61 times larger than the existing wetland area that is proposed to be
disturbed. Table 27 provides a breakdown of the areasof wetland to be retained, disturbed and recreated.
In addition to the wetland area,consideration wasgiven to the ecological gain that can be achievedthrough
the wetland realignment. Both spatial and biotic enhancement factors were considered to determine an
overall benefit ratio for the new wetland.

To better understand the potential ecological change that the realigned wetland can provide, a Functional

CapacityModelling approach wasapplied. Thewetland functional capacity modelling provides a quantitative
approach to assessingthe magnitude of ecological functions.

This analysis applies a modified Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) wetland assessmentapproach to compare the
functional capacity of the existing and proposed offsetting wetland. The HGM method, originally developed
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Smith et al., 1995), evaluates wetland functional capacity using
measurable hydrological and ecological variables. While the standard HGM protocol compares site-specific
wetlands with reference wetlands representing optimal conditions within aregional subclass this assessment
adapts the method to a direct comparison between the existing and proposed offsetting wetlands within the
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Subject Property. By applying consistent scoring logic to both wetlands, the analysismaintains the integrity
of the HGM framework while enabling a practical evaluation of relative functional capacity.

Thisapproach is conceptually aligned with the Toronto and Region Conservation $ X W K R TR@AMWetland
Risk Evaluation method, which similarly uses a ratio-based comparison of pre- and post-development
wetland conditions to assessecological risk and inform mitigation requirements. The TRCA framework
emphasizesthe importance of quantifying functional lossand gain and supports offsetting ratios that reflect
both ecological performance and uncertainty. In this assessment,the offsetting ratio between the existing
and proposed wetlands is evaluated based on the relative functional indices described below.

The functional capacity of each wetland was characterized using a series of dimensional variables (e.qg.,
volumetric wetland storage capacity in m?). Hydrological and ecological variables were selected based on
data availability and relevance to the project. Variables were converted into dimensionless sub-indices by
calculating the ratio of proposed to existing values.In most cases,the direct ratio was used directly as the
sub-index value (i.e., proposed divided by existing). For variables where a decrease indicates improved
functionality (e.g., outflow volume), the inverse ratio (i.e., existing divided by proposed) was used. This
approach eliminated the need for normalization, as all values were expressed relative to the existing
ZHW O xanhdition, providing a consistent and interpretable basis for comparison. Sub-Indices were
averagedto produce a functional capacity index (FCI)representing the functional capacity of the proposed
versusexisting wetlands. The processfollows these steps:

1. Define and Quantify Variables: Eachfunction is assessedusing a measurablevariable. For example:
X Wetland catchment area (ha)

X Typhaspp.(Cattail) Cover (% of total wetland area)

2. Derive Sub-Index Values: Realmetrics are used to derive dimensionlessindex values.

Increaseindicates Decreaseindicates
Scenario improved wetland improved wetland
function function
E . LNKLKOA@ LNKLKOAG@
quation ATEOPEJC ATEOPEJC

3. Calculate Functional Capacity Index (FCI):

T5 ” T6 u® ” Té

% +
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where T;élz& &lzare the valuesof eachindex.

Catchment Area

Catchment area valuesfor both wetlands were sourced from Section 2 of the R.JBurnside report. Under the
post-development scenario, no additional runoff from the proposed development area was directed to the
wetland, as all flow was assumedto be conveyed to the stormwater management (SWM) facility. The index
was calculated as the ratio of proposed to existing catchment area, with the direct value (i.e., proposed
divided by existing) used.

Average Outflow (March to October)

Outflow volumes for the March 20ctober period were obtained from Table 10 of the R.J.Burnside report.
Sincereduced outflow is associated with improved water retention and hydrologic function, the index was
calculated asthe inverse of the proposed-to-existing outflow ratio (i.e.,existing divided by proposed).

Average Inflow (March to October)

Inflow volumes for the same period were sourced from Table 10 of the R.J.Burnside report. To mitigate
anticipated runoff deficits and enhance storage depth, roof runoff diversion was incorporated into the
proposed wetland design. Theindex was calculated asthe ratio of proposed to existing inflow, with the direct
value used.

Volumetric Storage Capacity

Storage volumes were derived from Section 3 of the R.JBurnsidereport. Theserepresent the averagevolume
of water retained within each wetland. The index was calculated asthe ratio of proposed to existing storage
volume, with direct value used.

Wetland Buffer

The index describes the wetland buffer as the percentage of the wetland perimeter surrounded by
undeveloped habitat — m in width (i.e.,percent of wetland perimeter surrounded by § E X | DHIH Dpper
Des PlainesRiver Basinreference). For existing conditions, the buffer areawas estimated using 2024 staked
wetland limits, GeoProcessELCdata, and aerial imagery. For proposed conditions, buffer areawas estimated
from the site plan. The wetland buffer variable was calculated as the ratio of buffer area to total area,
expressedasa percentage:

$ QB BANA D=,
6KP=NABE

9APH=RJ@BBAN

The index was calculated as the ratio of proposed to existing.

Adjusted Floristic Quality Index (AFQI)
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Adjusted Floristic Quality Index (AFQl)was used to assessintrinsic plant biodiversity. For existing conditions,
specieslists were sourced from ELCsurveys,and C-valueswere derived from the most recent NHIC Ontario
specieslist. For proposed conditions, specieslists were taken from planting and seed mixes outlined in the
wetland design. AFQIlwas calculated using the formula:

0=PERA % .0O=PERAM?BEMAOO

#(34 srrl 6KP5HA?BAMAO

Where Native Mean %s the mean coefficient of conservatism amongst the native speciespresent at a site.
Native SpeciesRichnesss the total number of native plant species.
Total SpeciesRichnesds the total number of plant species.
The index was calculated as the ratio of proposed to existing.
Surface Area With Typha spp.

The index describing Typha spp. (broadleaf cattail) cover was defined asthe percentage of the wetland area
occupied by this species(Des Plainesreference). For existing conditions, coverage was estimated using ELC
polygons, assuming 90% Typha cover in MAMML1 -2 and 0% elsewhere.For proposed conditions, Typhawas
assumedto occupy 40% of the Mid-Depth Emergent Planting Zone, based on design drawings. Coverage
was calculated as:

#NAKB UD=0 L4 D=,
6KP=NAB-;

5QNB#NASFEB6 UD=0 L4

As a decreasein surface area covered by Typha spp. signifies an increasein wetland functionality, the index
was calculated as the ratio of existing to proposed.

Surface Area Without Phragmites

The index describing surface area without phragmites was defined as the percentage of wetland area not
occupied by the species. For existing conditions, coverage was estimated using ELCpolygons and aerial
imagery. For proposed conditions, no phragmites were included in the planting design, and surface area
without phragmites was assumedto be 100%. Surfacearea was calculated using the equation:

5 QN B #NAGE BK QFDN = C | E AAD A BN QFIN = C [E PIRO
° QEN= ~ BKP=NABs

The index was calculated asthe ratio of proposed to existing.
Surface Area Without Invasive Species Cover

Surface area without invasive species cover was estimated for each ELCpolygon community within the
wetland based on a combination of field data and photos. ELCfield sheetsincluded abundance codes for
each species, indicating whether the invasive species present within the polygon occurred dominantly,
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abundantly, occasionally, or rarely throughout. To provide a conservative estimate, non-wetland invasive
species (i.e.,common buckthorn) were included in the estimation. The abundance information, along with
field notes on total percentage cover in the ground layer and photos taken during field visits, was used to
find arough estimate of the areawithout invasivespeciescover (expressedasa percent) within each polygon.

Surface area was calculated as an average surface area without invasive species cover, weighted based on
the area of each polygon and expressedas a percent. The index was calculated as the ratio of proposed to
existing.

BN Resulis

Table 28: Resultsof the various indices of the wetland functional capacity modelling

Parameter Units Existing Offset Ratio Modification Index Value
Wetland Wetland  (Offset/Existing) for Index
Hydrological Indices
Wetland Area 16
Catchment Area ha 31.46 10.94 0.35 N/A 0.35
Average Outflow (Mar-Oct) m?3 51101 45129 0.88 Inverse 1.13
Average Inflow (Mar-Oct) m® 32307 96966 3.00 N/A 3.00
Volumetric Storage Capacity m? 3022 11384 377 N/A 377

(243-243.5 masl)

Ecological Indices

Wetland Buffer % 36.28 81.09 2.23 N/A 2.23
Adjusted Floristic Quality Index N/A 20.80 46.89 2.25 N/A 2.25
Cattail Cover % 36.10 13.44 0.37 Inverse 2.69
Phragmites Cover % 39.89 0.00 0 *complete removal
Invasive SpeciesCover % 25.42 0.00 0 *complete removal

*The proposedvalue is zero,so comparedto the existing value, this representsa 100% reduction.

Hydrological Results

Results of the hydrological calculations show a decreasein total catchment area, but an increasein volumetric
storage capacity. Additionally, although average inflow is estimated to increase, average outflow is estimated to
decrease. Ultimately, the increase in storage capacity and decreasein outflow demonstrate how the proposed
wetland will provide greater water retention than the existing wetlands on-site.

Ecological Results

Resultsof the ecological calculations show an increasein wetland buffer percentage, a decreasein invasive species
percentage cover, and an overall increasein floristic quality. The results of the adjusted floristic quality index can
be found in further detail in Section 8.5.2.

Functional Capacity Change

The index values for the individual model parameters were averaged to provide an overall modelled change in
functional capacity. All parameters were weighted equally. Phragmites Cover and Invasive SpeciesCover were not

R
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assigned an index value, as they are also functionally captured in the Adjusted Floristic Quality Index, and because
they consider all phragmites to be removed and invasive speciescover to go to zero, an index number cannot be
calculated.

The Wetland Functional Capacity average index scoreis 1.99, which suggeststhat the new wetland will provide an
enhancement of the ecological capacity of almost double the current condition.

The Floristic Quality Index (FQI)is the measurement of a natural D U HHabitat condition or quality and can
help to provide quantitative metrics for understanding the ecological quality of a site. It is a widely used and
highly influential method of assessmentin North America that usesthe plant speciesin an areato measure
floristic quality. The traditional Floristic Quality Index usestwo primary valuesin its calculations: the total
mean C (the mean coefficient of conservatismfor all speciespresent on a site) and the total speciesrichness
(the number of species present on a site). Total FQI is calculated by multiplying the total mean C by the
square root of the total speciesrichness,providing a value typically between 0 and 100 that represents the
floristic quality of a site.

However, in areaswith a high level of disturbance or introduced species,the traditional FQIcalculation can
result in speciesrichnesshaving a disproportionate impact on the resulting value (Spyreas,2019; Miller and
Wardrop, 2006). The wetlands currently present at 140 GarnerRoad were observed to have a high proportion
of introduced species(9 out of 36 specieg and a high level of disturbance, given the surrounding agricultural
land use.As such,the chosenmetric for comparing the current wetlands at 140 GarnerRoadto the proposed
wetlands resulting from the wetland enlargement plan is not the traditional FQI, but instead an adjusted
Floristic Quality Index (AFQIl)adapted by Miller and Wardrop in 2006.

The AFQIlreducesthe effect of speciesrichnesson the resulting FQIvalue by, instead of only using the square
root of total species richness, using the square root of native species richness divided by total species
richness, allowing for non-native speciesrichnessto be taken into account. AFQlwas calculated using the
formula:

i3y o QZPERARG . 0=PERM?BEBAQO
(34 srr r P 6KP5HA? BEWMA O

In the above equation, Native MeanCrefersto the mean coefficient of conservatism (0 210), which represents
the estimated probability of a plant to occur in a habitat that is relatively unaltered by human activity. MVative
SpeciesRichnesss the total number of native speciesobserved at site, and Total SpeciesRichnesss the total
number of speciesobserved at a site.

The AFQIwas calculated for the wetlands located towards the center of the 140 Garner Road Property using
data from a vegetation survey performed on August 26th, 2025. A total of 39 specieswere found to occur in
this area, 37 of which were identified to species. 36 out of 37 species have been assigned a C-value
(Coefficient of Conservatism)under the most recent NHIC Ontario SpeciesList, which reflects how tolerant a
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speciesis to disturbance, and wasused to calculate the floristic quality (FQIl)index for the area.The resulting
adjusted FQIfor the existing wetlands is 20.8.

The wetland enlargement plan provides planting lists for three main sections: the forested swamp planting
zone, mid-depth emergent marsh planting zone, and the shallow emergent edge marsh planting zone. The
potential adjusted floristic quality index (FQI)valuesfor each of these four sectionswere calculated using the
assigned C-value for each plant speciesas assigned under the most recent NHIC Ontario SpeciesList and
the total number of species proposed to be planted on-site. The specieslist used for calculating adjusted
FQI for each section was taken from the proposed plant lists given in the wetland enlargement plan
document.

The valuesfor the proposed future wetlands are representative of potential plant community quality and are
based on the presumption that invasive speciesonsite will be appropriately addressed and thus not present
in the proposed future wetlands, and that the speciesplanted and seeded onsite will persist.

The resulting adjusted AFQI values for each section are: 44, 52, and 48. The weighted average acrossthe
entire proposed wetland complex was calculated by multiplying the AFQIvalue for each wetland section by
its respective area, summing the three resulting values, and then dividing the sum by the total area. The
resulting area-weighted average AFQlacrossthe entire proposed wetland is 46.9.

In general, a higher AFQIl indicates higher floristic quality, with values ranging between 0 and 100, with a
score of 100 being an extremely improbable result that would indicate a site containing only native species
with a C-value of 10. The adjusted FQIfor the existing wetlands is 20.8, which is a value towards the low to
average end of the scaleand reflective of the high percentage of non-native speciespresent and the relative
lack of conservatism of the native species present. The native speciescurrently present are all common to
the Hamilton region (Oldham, 2017).Amongst the native speciespresent,the Mean Cis 2.4, further indicating
their tolerance to disturbance and subsequent common regional status.

The AFQIlvaluesfor the proposed wetlands are 44,52, and 48, resulting in an area-weighted average of 46.9.
Thisvalue is more than twice the current AFQIfor the existing wetlands at 140 Garner Road, indicating that
the proposed wetland realignment plan hasthe potential to greatly improve the wetland's floristic quality.

It should be noted that this assessmentis based on species richness and does not take into account
abundance. The abundance of non-native speciesin the wetland is far higher than the abundance of native
species Asthis assessmentis only based on richness,the results of the AFQIfor the existing wetland is likely
over-estimating its quality, and this assessmentis actually under-estimating the floristic improvement that
will be gained through the wetland realignment.

Setbacksare a physical distance separation between a natural feature and the activity being proposed to
avoid or mitigate potential adverseimpacts. Buffers are planned and managed strips of land and vegetation
located between natural features and the development site, intended to protect and sustain the natural
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feature and its ecological functions over the long term. Buffers can be a combination of topography,
vegetation, soil and drainage catchments in a relatively narrow band of land. In many cases,setbacks form
part of a proposed buffer area and are combined with restoration or naturalization to minimize or offset
potentially adverseimpacts.

Basedon current field conditions, the recommended VPZsare provided below for each natural heritage
feature. The VPZbuffers that follow are recommended for the proposed development:

X 25m setbackto butternut treesto be retained, this is contingent on further assessmentsof butternut
health and hybridity and discussionswith the MECP

Variable 15 m setback from the FODM2-1 Significant Woodland

Minimum 10 m setback from the FODM1-1 woodland

Minimum 15 m setback from the relocated/created wetland (Map 6).

Minimum 15 m watercourse setback

X X X X

Wetland Setback

The 15 m VPZis provided to the wetland, consistent with the UHOP recommendations for non-provincially
significant wetlands. The VPZwill be planted with native speciescommon to the local area. The 15 m setback
slopes from the development area towards the wetland, as there is approximately a 2 m grade difference
between the development and the wetland. The slope will provide opportunities to include structures such
as bat boxes.

Watercourse Setback

A minimum setback of 15 m for the edge of the watercourse is provided for the wetland outlet watercourse.
Thisis consistent with the recommendations in the UHOPfor warmwater fish habitat.

Southwest Woodlot (FODM2-1) VPZ

The southwest woodlot is a red maple forest, including a mix of oak and hickory, and is considered a
Significant Woodland. A variable-width VPZhas been proposed around the woodland. Along the northern
limit, a 15 m VPZis provided. This is in conjunction with an open space block to the north of the VPZ.
Combined, the VPZand the Open Spaceblock will be planted with native species,at a woodland density,
expanding the sizeof the woodland. Along the easternwoodland limit, a 15 m VPZis also provided. However,
at the northeastern corner, the VPZnarrows down to approximately 11 m at its narrowest due to its proximity
to the edge of the road right-of-way (ROW).

The UHOP states (Policy C.2.5.10) where vegetation protection zone widths have not been specified by
watershed and sub-watershed plans, secondary plans, Environmental assessmentsand other studies, the
following vegetation protection zone widths shall be evaluated and addressedby Environmental Impact
Statements. The policy states that for a Significant Woodland, the recommended setback is 15 m. The
proposed variable VPZwill be evaluated against the no negative impact test of the UHOP.

Two factors need to be considered when determining the width of the VPZ:

a) Thesensitivity of the feature to impacts. Thisis based on the composition of the feature, its age class,
level of existing disturbance, support of speciesat risk, and support of significant wildlife habitat.
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b) Riskthat the proposed development posesto the surrounding natural heritage features. The risk
factor is driven by the density of the development, the frequency of use,the likelihood of introducing
non-native species,and the likelihood of encroachment into the natural area.

In addition to the sensitivity and impact risk from the development, mitigation incorporated into the VPZ
contributes to its function and ability to minimize impacts at a given width.

The following provides a summary of the sensitivity of the feature and the risk factor from the proposed
development.

x Feature Sensitivity. Overall, the feature is considered to have moderate sensitivity to development.
The overstory is comprised of mature deciduous trees. Thereis a healthy edge community along the
woodland, including shrub speciessuch as sumac, choke cherry, and raspberry. The woodlot shows
evidence of standing water in the spring, and potentially groundwater close to the surface in the
western extent of the woodland. Thesewetter components of the woodland are not the edge of the
feature adjacent to the development. Additionally, both surface and groundwater flow away from
the woodland, towards the development; therefore, development proposed north and east of the
woodland is unlikely to have an impact on the water balance of the woodland. The edge of the
woodland is well established and is already preventing edge effects such as light, sunlight and wind
penetration into the woodlot. The current plan does not propose to remove this existing edge but
will build on it.

x Feature Sensitivity. Adjacent historical land use has been farming for many decades. This farming
activity has reduced the outward expansion of the rooting zone of edge trees. As any proposed
disturbance within the VPZwill occur within former active agricultural lands, the rooting zone of the
woodland trees will not be impacted by the proposed development activities.

x Development Risk Factor: The adjacent proposed land use is warehouse uses. Warehouse use is a
less density dependent use, as the overall number of people at the site is relatively low given the
area, activity is mostly restricted to the interior of the buildings, and traffic movement is low asit is
primarily trucks coming and going from the site. As warehouses are becoming more and more
automated, it is anticipated that the number of people on-site may decreaseover time.

x Future adjacent land use immediately adjacent to the woodlot will be a road. Thisis advantageous
asit is very unlikely that encroachment into the woodlot will occur beyond the limits of the road, as
can happen with homes backing onto a VPZ.A road represents a fixed, single impact, which allows
for specific mitigation measuresto be applied. Forexample, shielded, directional lighting canbe used
adjacent to the woodland.

The UHOPtest has no negative impact. Overall,the combination of a variable-width woodland with a planted
open spaceblock to the north will provide, on the whole, a net benefit to the woodland. The woodland will
be expanded in size,which is fundamentally the best way to improve the woodland's ecological function and
resilience. The large woodland decreases its edge-to-area ratio, which functionally means less of the
woodland is susceptible to impacts from adjacent land uses. The benefit of the larger woodland outweighs
the smaller VPZalong the northeast corner of the woodland. Therelatively smaller size of the VPZin this one
location will have no measurable effect on the majority of the woodland.

It isimportant to note that the reduction in the VPZfrom the recommended Significant Woodland 15 m VPZ
in the UHOP is the result of Street A 30 m ROW. This is an enhanced ROW width, which accommodates
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ditching, paths and the road. It also means that the actual edge of any built form, a path, is a minimum of
5 m for the edge of the ROW. This means that there will be a vegetated separation of 16 to 20 m between
the woodland dripline and the curb.

Southeastern Woodland (FODM1-1) VPZ

Baseal on the assessmentof significance, this woodland is not considered a significant woodland. As a result,
a 10 m VPZ has been applied to the feature. The 10 m VPZis applicable as the outside of edge of the
woodland is comprised of young trees, creating an edge of trees more resilient to disturbance. The feature
is small, at just under 2 ha, with an average width of approximately 65 m. Portions of the feature are
dominated by buckthorn, a non-native invasive species,with low tolerance to development. An additional
important factor to consider is the future widening of Highway 6, from its current two-lane alignment
adjacent to the woodland to a four-lane dual-carriageway. This will reduce the woodlot size and width. It
should be noted that a naturalized landscape/service easement strip will be provided between the VPZand
the development. This vegetated strip will be planted with native grassesand forbs, which will result in a
vegetated separation of the woodland to the edge of curb of 16 m to 20 m. Combined, the VPZ and the
naturalized service easement provide a sufficient vegetated separation between the development and the
woodland.

Butternut Setbacks

The 25 m setback to the Butternut locations is consistent with the recommended buffer in the Ontario
Recovery Strategy Series for Butternut (MNR 2013); if any activity that may cause harm to a Butternut,
including grading or development within 25 m of the stem of a Butternut tree, MECPauthorization may be
required for the activity. Authorization requirements depend in part on the results of a Butternut Health
Assessment.Basedon GeoProcess- yreliminary assessmentof the trees, many, if not all, of the trees appear
to be hybrids and likely will not require 25 m setbacks.

L0
-

It is recommended that the vegetation protection zones (VPZ)adjacent to FODM1-1 be planted to mimic
natural successionaledges found around forests. Multi -layered plantings forming distinct vegetation layers
should be implemented, mirroring a natural forest model of canopy-understory-ground layer. Typically, a
woodland edge will include a gradient profile of increasingly taller vegetation to naturally regenerate from
the edge of the adjacent open community. Graded forest edges better support biodiversity, filter and shelter
functions, and increasewildlife habitat value.In parallel, they aid in sheltering potential hazardoustrees from
adjacent land use.

GeoProcessrecommends a gradient profile comprised of two equally sized planting bands, demonstrated in
Figure 2, asfollows:

x Band 1: Tree plantings immediately adjacent to the woodland. Proposed to be 5 m in width,
incorporating native tree speciessuitable to the S U R S HddiWWextite, moisture regime and woodland
community type.

x Band 2: Shrub and herbaceous plantings up to the edge of the vegetated protection zone. It will vary
depending on the proposed buffer width, comprising the rest of the buffer beyond the 5 m of band 1. It
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will incorporate native shrub species and suitable herbaceous species with common milkweed and
nectar speciesrecommended to provide habitat for Monarch.

Woodland

Buffer

A
A

Band 1 Band 2
Tree plantings Shrub Plantings

Figure 2: Proposedbuffer planting approach,two planting bands of trees,shrubsand herbaceousspecies

Thisbanding approach will be modified for the planting associatedwith the Open Spaceblocks and VPZfor
the FODM2-1 community, asthe blocks and VPZwill be planted as a single unit at a woodland density. It is
recommended that an edge be created, with a 5 m outer band dominated by shrubs, and the remaining
planting areaplanted at woodland density for both trees and shrubs.
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9. Impact Assessment

Whenever work is proposed within or adjacent to natural features, there is potential for the proposed
activities to have an impact on the natural features. In order to avoid or minimize impacts to the natural
environment, it is important to identify potential impacts and provide measuresto preferably avoid the
impacts, or mitigation measuresif avoidance is not possible. An assessmentof the potential impacts of the
proposed development on the natural heritage features on and adjacent to the Subject Property has been
conducted. This assessmentfirst identified the valued components of the natural environment that could
reasonably be impacted by the proposed development. Each identified valued component was further
broken down into its features and functions, with potential impacts for each feature/function identified,
recommended mitigation measures,and an assessmentof the overall anticipated impact if the mitigation
measuresare implemented. Table 29 presents the results of the valued component impact assessment.

More general impacts are also assessedn terms of short- and long-term impacts. Theseimpact assessments
are provided in Tables 31 and 32, which discuss the potential impacts, causal factors, recommended
mitigation measures,and the net environmental impacts of their implementation . If an impact cannot be
avoided or completely mitigated, then a residual effect will remain. If a residual impact remains, it must be
determined whether it is acceptable. If the proposed works are deemed unacceptable, adjustments are
required to eliminate the residual effect.

9.1. Value Component Impact Assessment

The value components (VC)for the impact assessmentwere derived from the consulting team's site baseline
characterization studies and from a review of background information . The VCsrepresent both abiotic and
biotic components of the natural environment. The identified VCsmay include multiple distinct features or
functions, each assessedindividually. For each identified VC, specific impacts have been identified, and
correspondingly, specific mitigation measures have been identified and discussed.The following VCshave
been identified for this assessment:

Landforms

Groundwater
Surfacewater

Woodlands

Wetlands

Wildlife

Significant Wildlife Habitat
Speciesat Risk

X X X X X X X X

Table 29 below provides a detailed assessmentof each identified VC.
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Valued

Feature/Function

Discussion

Proposed Activity

Table 29: Impact AssessmenfTable

Identified Impact

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Impact Assessment

EESEIRINIEWS

Component

Landform

Topography

The Subject Property is generally
flat, sloping gently downward to the
northeast.

Site grading,
specifically raising
the grades of the
site.

Raisingthe site will alter
surface drainage.
Drainage will be
directed to the north,
similar to the existing
condition.

Importance

Low

No mitigation measures
required

No impact

No negative impact
predicted. Overall,
the site will
continue to
function in its
existing condition.

Groundwater

Shallow
Groundwater

Shallow groundwater within the site
is associatedwith shallow sand
deposits embedded within tight
soils. The shallow groundwater flows
towards the northeast of the site.
Shallow groundwater levels are
directly connected to precipitation,
which risesand falls directly in
relation to the amount of rainfall
that occurs on short time frames.

x  Site grading
x Realigning the

wetland onsite.

The successof
the wetland
relocation
needs to
intercept the
shallow
groundwater
table.

Reduction in infiltration
of surfacewater into the
shallow groundwater
system.

High 2altering
the shallow
groundwater
system could
have a
negative
impact on the
wetland and
water
discharged
from the site.

Infiltration galleries that will
infiltrate groundwater into the
shallow groundwater system.
Modelling suggeststhat with
mitigation, a 29% increasein
yearly infiltration volume will
be achieved.

Roadsideditches are proposed
along Street A.

Altering the shallow
groundwater system could
negatively affect the wetland
and the water discharged
from the site. The mitigation
measuresare expected to
increasethe volume of water
that can infiltrate the shallow
groundwater table. This
additional infiltration of water

will help maintain the wetland.

No negative impact
predicted, potential
for enhancement.

Surface
Water

Headwater
Drainage Features

Three Headwater Drainage Features
(HDFs)were identified, which
provided surface drainage to the
wetland.

Site grading

Removing HDFs
draining surface water
to the wetland.

Moderate
importance
due to the
small size of
the HDFsand
the limited
amount of
surface water
that they drain

LID features, including
bioswales, are included
between buildings. Thereis a
greater length of bioswales
proposed within the
development than there is
length of HDFsin the existing
condition.

Bioswalesare proposed along
both sides of Street A for its
entire length.

Surfacewater drainage loss to
the wetland will be replaced

The LID measuresproposed
throughout the site will
replicate the function of the
HDFs.The LIDslikely
represent a net gain, asthe
length of bioswales will be
greater than in the length of

HDFsin the existing condition .

The bioswales will result in
less surface erosion and
deposition of sediment into

No negative impact
on the HDF
function of the
property is
predicted. A net
gain in the function
that HDFsprovide
is likely due to the
LID measures

to the wetland. through rooftop drainage the wetl_ar;_(lj aqd encouraged proposed.
capture and discharge to the greﬂter in I'tra“ag,:ompare
wetland. to the existing s
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Valued
Component

Feature/Function

Discussion

Proposed Activity

Identified Impact

Impact
Importance

Mitigation Measures

Impact Assessment

Residual Impacts

The channel will be maintained
in its current form. No
disturbance to the channel is

Woodlands

Moderate proposed.
. importance Outflow from the wetland has
X Modifying the .
fying due to the been designed to match as
channel form . L
overall small closely as possible the existing
X Increasedflow i .
. volume of conditions. There will be an
results in channel . L .
. water that is overall reduction in flow. Asa x  No impacts to channel .
Watercourse and ) . . erosion and L . . - No negative
. A small, poorly defined watercourse | Site alteration . . conveyed result, erosion in the channel is stability are anticipated .
Fluvial . . . channel instability . . . ) . impacts are
is present as the wetland outlet. altering flow regime - through the unlikely. Discharge from the x  No impacts to fish habitat )
Geomorphology x  Siltation of the . . . . predicted.
watercourse. site will match existing are anticipated
channel from -,
. . The conditions through the
excessivesediment ", .
. watercourse addition of water discharged
releasesduring
. does not from the stormwater pond.
construction. . . .
support direct Implementation of sediment
fish habitat. and erosion control measures
will reduce sedimentation into
the watercourse during the
construction phase.
High
importance A VPZthat is 15 meters wide
based on the for the majority of its width will .
. lortty The combination of the
age of the be established along the lanted VPZand the Open
woodland and eastern limit of the woodland. P P No negative

Dry 2FreshOak 2
Red Maple
Deciduous Forest
(FODM2-1)
Community

Woodlot in the southwest corner of
the Subject Property. It has been
identified as a Significant Woodland
that is contiguous with woodlands
and wetlands on properties to the
west.

Development
adjacent to the
woodland.
Specifically, Street A
has been shown to
run adjacent to the
woodland.

Short-term disturbance
to the woodland from
construction activities,
such as dust and noise,
and long-term
disturbance from traffic
on the roadway.

its
composition.
Theimpact is
limited to one
edge of the
woodland; asa
result, the over
influence of
the
development
on the feature
is limited.

The VPZwill be planted with
native speciesreflective of the
local area.

An Open Spaceblocks have
been placed along the
northern and eastern limits of
the woodland. The Open Space
Block will increasethe FODM2-
1 woodland area by
approximately 45% within the
Subject Property.

SpaceBlock plantings will
result in a larger woodland
block. The increased size will
provide greater resilience of
the feature to site activities.
The location of the woodland
in the southwest corner of the
property also meansthat it is
fairly isolated from the
activities on the site.

impacts on the
woodland are
predicted. A net
gain for the
woodlot is
predicted based on
the increasedsize
of the feature.
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Dry 2FreshRed
Oak Deciduous
Forest (FODM1-1)

The woodland is located in the
southeast corner of the Study Area.
The woodland is a remnant parcel
from the larger woodland to the
east of Highway 6. The woodland
has a small portion of mature trees,
with young regenerating trees

Development
adjacent to the
woodland

Encroachmentinto
the woodland by
site activities (i.e.
storing material,
placing fill, etc.)
Workers
establishing
informal trails.

Moderate
importance.
Highway 6 to
the east
impacts the
woodland. The
woodland is
narrow, so it
experiences
edge effects
throughout the
entire feature.
As aresult, the

A 10-meter VPZis proposed
along the interface with the
development.

A6 mto 10 m service
easementwill immediately
abut the VPZ.The service
easementwill be naturalized
with native plants. This will
increasethe naturalized
separation of the woodlot

It is predicted that the impacts
on the woodland from the
proposed development will be
minimal for the following
reasons:

X The proposed
development activity
adjacent to the woodland
is a low-intensity activity,
being warehouse usage.

X 16 mto 20 m of
naturalized vegetated
setback will be provided
between the

No negative impact
on the woodland is
predicted, given
the mitigation

Community around its perimeter. The woodland Noise from site cumulative from the development, with a devel t and th measures
. P L . effects range of 16 m to 20 m evelopment and the proposed.
will likely be reduced in size when activities . . . . woodland.
Highway 6 is widened to a double Liaht penetration associated with naturalized setback provided. | g divity t
9 y carriagewa frgm tF:]e site the proposed The woodland will be directly X ndgreaset C?””Tch'v'_ty 0
9 Y. Removalof trees development connected to the wetland ? jacen n_zlal ura _(;3“ age
will be lower along its northern limit, eatures wi provnl.e ‘
due to the creating a larger contiguous ghreater opportunfltle_sl‘dl.?r
high degree of vegetated block. t edmovemgnt (_) Wi Ide
current and and vegetation into an
. out of the woodland,
ongoing iding th unit
disturbance. providing the °F_’p°r un_' Y
for a strengthening of its
ecological function.
Removal of Moderate. The . . . x  Treecover within the No negative impact
. L . . Treeplanting a diversity of . .
This community is a black walnut vegetation and loss | woodland is an L property will be predicted. Tree
. . ) ) trees within Open SpaceBlocks L .
plantation that is almost entirely of tree cover. anthropogenic 37 and7 maintained through tree cover on the site
comprised of black walnut. A Lossof bat feature, o plantings in Open Space | will be preserved,
. . Removal of the . . Bat habitat structures such as L .
butternut tree in the community was maternity roosting planted asa Blocks 3, 7, and 8. while increasing
WODM4-4 - e . feature to allow . . bat boxes, bat condos, . . . . .
identified asa hybrid. Bat surveys habitat. plantation and . . X  Batroosting habitat will the diversity of tree
- . development. BrandenBarkto be installed in L .
indicate that the community Weaken east/west does not o be maintained on the species.Tree
. . . Blocks 3, 7 and 8, within the . .
supports candidate maternity linkage acrossthe support a property. planting within

roosting habitat.

northern portion of
the property.

diverse mix of
tree species.

wetland and around the SWM
pond.

X Landscapingfeatures and
LID measuresprovide

Open SpaceBlock
7 and 8 provides a

S
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The woodland
isa
monoculture,
which limits its

Perform tree and vegetation
removal outside of the
combined timing window
(between April 1 and

east/west vegetated
features acrossthe site to
help facilitate the
movement of wildlife

net gain to the
FODMZ2-1 feature,
representing a
greater ecological

wetland plant
communities.

Thermal inputs into
the wetland from
warm stormwater
discharge.

potentially greater recharge to
the shallow groundwater
systemthan current
conditions.

ecological September 30th) for migratory acrossthe site. gain than the
functions. birds and bat roosting. ecological loss
associated with
removing the
WODM4-4 feature;
therefore, on
balance,the
mitigation measure
is a net positive
acrossthe site and
local area.
A net ecological
Reduction in Precipitation and snow melt gain is predicted
surface water will be captured on the due to the
. directed to the warehouse roofs. This water increased size of
Realignment of . .
) wetland by will be directed to the wetland. the wetland, the
approximately . )
. overland flow due The surface area of the rooftop increased physical
Understanding the water balance of 86% of the S . L .
L . . to changesin site Highly water capture that is directed complexity of the
the wetland is critical to its function. wetland. . .
- . grading. important. to the wetland has been wetland, and the
There needs to be sufficient water Increasing the . L - . . .
. . . Increasein Maintaining modelled to ensure a sufficient increased diversity
available to maintain the ZHW O D size of the . . . - .
. impervious water in the volume of water is directed to . of vegetation
vegetation. Both surface and wetland by . Basedon modelling, a L
L . surfaces,reducing wetland the wetland. . communities.
groundwater contributions need to approximately . o . sufficient volume of water can . .
Wetland Water Balance . . opportunities for through both Infiltration galleries and . Theseincreasesin
be considered. The water balance of 1.61 times. . 3 be delivered to the wetland to .
- . surface water surface and bioswales will be used to o . wetland functions
the existing and proposed wetland Increasing the o maintain its functions. .
. . infiltration and groundwater recharge the shallow have the potential
has been modelled by RJBurnside. physical . ; S
. . recharging of the inputs is critical groundwater table found to support a
The results of the model are used to diversity of the S . . . .
S shallow to maintaining within the sand deposits that greater diversity of
determine inflow and outflow rates wetland. . . .
. groundwater the wetland. the wetland is in. TheseLID wildlife habitats.
pre- and post-development. Increasing the . . .
system. measureswill result in The increased

connectivity of the
wetland to the
wooded features to
its north and the
southeast
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White roofs will be used to
reduce thermal loading on
rooftop harvested water.
Deeper pools have been
included in the wetland design,
which will intercept the shallow
groundwater table for
extended periods of the year.
A 15 m VPZis provided around
the wetland. An additional 10
m naturalized service
easementis located
immediately adjacent to the
VPZ,increasing the naturalized
setback between the
development and the wetland
to 25 m.

woodland createsa
stronger
north/south

linkage acrossthe
site.

Vegetation

The vegetation community of the
wetland is dominated by non-native
species,specifically common reed
(Phragmites australis) and
narrowleaf cattail (Typha
angustifolia).

Removal of the
feature to allow
development

X

Removal of existing
vegetation

Moderately
important due
to the high
percentage of
non-native
species
comprising the
current
vegetation
community.

Planting multiple wetland
communities, including marsh
and swamp communities, with
a diversity of native plants.
Increasing the coverage of
native wetland plantings on
the site.

Monitoring of the created
wetland habitat for a period of
sevenyears post-installation.
Transplanted specieswill be
monitored for a period of two
years post-transplant.

A net gain in wetland
community and plant diversity
will be achieved. The
increased diversity and size of
the feature are expected to
enhance the wetland's
ecological integrity over the
long term and the ecological
servicesit provides.

The revegetation
plan for the
wetland is
expected to have
no negative
impacts and to
achieve an overall
net ecological gain.
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Wildlife surveys,including spring

Increasethe diversity of the
wetland's physical form and
the diversity of wetland
vegetation communities.
Inclusion of wildlife habitat

Due to the limited wildlife
function and habitat structure
currently provided within the
wetland, the proposed
mitigation measuresare

No negative impact

- . Moderatel - . is predicted on the
amphibian calling surveysand imoortant );iue structures within the wetland, expected to increasethe wiIF:JIIife habitat
breeding bird surveysover multiple to Ft)he limited including brush bundles, large | wetland's wildlife habitat function of the
Wildlite and years,found limited use, few Removal of the % Lossof wildlife wildlife habitat woody debris, and bat boxes, function over time. The wetland. Overall. a
Wildlife Habitat amphibians or birds. The wetland feature to allow habitat Lalit will provide an immediate and | inclusion of physical habitat net ain. in wildli;e
has no open water, so it can support | development gurrer):tl greater diversity of wildlife structures in the wetland not habgat function is
only limited amphibian breeding su ort)éd b habitat. only enhanceshabitat redicted from the
and cannot support speciessuch as bp y Submission and approval of a heterogeneity but also P .
h the wetland. - . . . . realignment of the
turtles or fish. wildlife salvage permit provides immediately usable wetland
application, prepared by a habitat structures, which will '
qualified biologist, prior to help offset the time lag in
preliminary grading and establishing plant
servicing. communities.
Vegetation and tree clearing
Vegetation and tree clearing is a Zho_lljlg no(tj c;ccur be;we:;a(;l h
disturbance to all bird species Srntheal\:i raigten;}ir((ajrs th as Residualeffects are
inhabiting an areaand can be P . gratory . expected to be
p
detri Moderate Convention Act (1994). Treeremoval and vegetation . .
etrimental when undertaken . L . . . minor asthe bird
duri . importance: If clearing is to occur during clearing will be performed .
uring the nesting season. e . . speciesobserved
mitigation the nesting season,a nest when no nests are active within the
s llocall bird measuresare survey should be completed by | within the natural areas. development
se\éec::ssv(;?eﬁsg:t%?;dm?jzrirllr Site clearing and x  Impact to nestsand critical to a qualified bird biologist 48 Overall tree cover within the footprirF\)t area are
Wildlife Birds brgedin bird survevs.Of thoge tree removal nesting birds ensuring this hours prior to the proposed property will be maintained not particularly
locall 9 ys: s th does not works to identify any nest through tree plantings in sensitive species
gca ?/uncomr;:on rs],pemes, € significantly which are not to be disturbed Open SpaceBlocks 3, 7 and 8, and the rerp;oved
eve.olpme.nt ast he greate§t| impact the until the young have fledged. within the wetland and SWM habitat will be
. poterllff tohlmpa(;:tvt e potSentla birds present Nests are not to be disturbed pond, plus landscaping trees offset with tree
rown Thrasherand Vesper sparrow on-site. until the young have fledged and within the Linkage block.

habitat, although the Vesper
Sparrow preferred habitat is fairly
limited within the Subject Property.

or until the nest is deemed
inactive.

Education of contractors on
wildlife encounters.

plantings in the
Open SpaceBlocks.
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Low Construction noise is very
. . . importance difficult to mitigate; the most Due to the temporary nature .
Excessivenoise could displace forest . P . 9 . . . p. . y . Residualeffects are
. . . Noise from . . due to the effective measureis to limit of the impact, existing bird -
breeding birds within wooded areas. x  Disturbance of bird . - . ) . anticipated to be
. . development . temporary construction activities during speciesare anticipated to .
Noise may lead to the avoidance of - species . minor and short-
. . : activities nature of the the April 1-September 30th return to the areaonce .
adjacent areasduring construction. . . . o lived.
increased seasonas per the Migratory construction activities end.
noise. Birds Convention Act (1994).
Direct outdoor lighting away
from natural areas. Building designs
Reducethe number of outdoor are not finalized at
. lights that remain on the time of writin
Due to the overall size of the Moderate 9 . . - . S g
o . throughout the night, Theimpact of lighting this EIS.If lighting
proposed development, it is likely to importance ) . . . . . .
L . . including those in offices with introduced by the proposed options are
create additional ambient light . . due to the .
. . . . Development Light pollution windows. development depends on the | carefully
pollution. Light pollution at night long-term o . . . .
) . Uselong wavelength (ambers | lighting choices made during considered during
can negatively affect birds by nature of the o - . .
and reds) lighting for the building design. the building

disrupting their biological rhythms.

impact.

outdoors, asthis colour is
perceived as being lower
intensity to wildlife (most
mammals).

design, residual
impacts can be
limited.

New developments close to natural
areaswith glasssurfacespose a
threat to birds. Birds can see
through glassand what is reflected
on glass,but not the glassitself,
leading to death for birds who
attempt to fly through it.

Window
installations

Potential for residual
negative impact on the
local and migrating
avian population from
bird strikes.

Moderate
importance
due to the
long-term
nature of the
impact.

Bird-friendly measuresare
recommended for installation
in the proposed buildings. For
more information on bird
strikes and bird-friendly
building design, visit FLAP

& D Q D website.

Theimpact is dependent on
the choices made during
building design. As these are
warehouse structures, it is
expected there will be
relatively few windows in the
structures.

Building designs
are not finalized at
the time of writing
this EIS.If window
options are
carefully
considered and/or
bird friendly
measuresare
incorporated
during the building
design, residual
impacts can be
limited.
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Potential for short-term
negative impact during

New wetland habitat should be
created prior to removing the
current wetland, if timing
allows, to provide habitat to
move any encountered
amphibians directly into.

If any resident speciesare
encountered during wetland
relocation, relocation should

Should the appropriate
mitigation measuresbe
undertaken and the

Residualnegative
impacts will be
short-term should

The wetland has no open water . High o . ) . i
. P L wetland realignment . 9 occur by a qualified biologist restoration of the lands the realignment
. areas,so it can only support limited . . importance . . )
Fishand o . Wetland period. Potential for in accordance with available allocated for wetland plans be properly
. amphibian breeding and cannot . . due to long- . . . .
Amphibians . realignment long-term positive best management practices.A | realignment be achieved, the undertaken, with
support speciessuch as turtles or . . term nature of . . . . . .
fish impact due to increased impact permit for collecting and overall impact on wildlife will long-term positive
' open water areasand pact. handling wildlife will be be positive and provide impacts due to
habitat diversity. required from the MNRF as greater habitat diversity for increased habitat
part of any relocation program. | local species. diversity.
Randall et al. (2018)
recommends against
scheduling projects when
amphibians may be present or
unable to move, which
includes the winter.
Direct outdoor lighting away
from natural areas.
Reducethe number of outdoor . .
) . Building designs
I L lights that remain on -
Lighting penetrating into the . are not finalized at
: throughout the night, . -
woodlands can disrupt nocturnal including those in offices with the time of writing
wildlife by attracting insectsto Moderate WindOWS Theimpact of lighting this EIS.If lighting
placesthey may not normally be importance ' introduced by the proposed options are
. S e . . Uselong wavelength (ambers .
Incidental and making it more difficult for prey | Development Light pollution due to long- s development is dependent on | carefully
S . and reds) lighting for S . . .
to hide in the dark, it may force term nature of . . the lighting choices made considered during
. . . outdoors, asthis colour is . S . .
some animals away from habitats impact. during building design. the building

they would otherwise occupy and
can alter day/night patterns.

perceived as being lower
intensity to wildlife (most
mammals).

The VPZwill help to reduce
lighting impacts into
woodlands.

design, residual
impacts can be
limited.
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WODM4-4
Community/

Northern
Woodland

Treesand
vegetation

Removal of the WODM4-4
community is required to
accommodate the proposed

development, including all trees and

vegetation present within the
woodland.

Treeremoval and
vegetation clearing
in WODM-4-4
community situated
in the north end of
the Property.

Disturbance and
removal of habitat
of wildlife,
including birds that
may be inhabiting
the WODM4-4
community

Lossof potential
bat habitat.

Moderate
importance
due to species
composition
(common
speciesBlack
Walnut
(Juglansnigra)
is the
abundant tree
species and
there were no
uncommon or
rare native*
speciesfound
to occur in the
community).

*The butternut
hybrid is not
considered a
native species
due to its
hybridization
with non-
native Juglans
species,as
butternut
cannot
hybridize with
the native
black walnut.

Vegetation and tree clearing
should not occur between
March 31st and August 31st as
per the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (1994).

If clearing is to occur during
this time, a nest survey should
be completed by a qualified
bird biologist to identify any
neststhat are not to be
disturbed until the young have
fledged.

The proposed VPZzone
setbacksfrom the FODM2-1
and FODM1-1 communities
will include a mix of native
tree, shrub and herbaceous
plantings, which will mitigate
the loss of trees removed to
accommodate the proposed
development.

Treeplanting in Open Space
blocks 1 and 3 will offset for
the loss of WODM4-4. In
addition, tree plantings within
the swamp community in the
new wetland will offset for
additional tree removals within
the Subject property, and will
strengthen the existing swamp
community.

Further correspondence with
the MECPsurrounding the
removal of potential bat
habitat is needed. It is
recommended that bat boxes,
bat condos and BrandenBark
be installed within the Open

The proposed development
will result in the removal of
the northern woodland
(WODM4-4). Thiswas found
not to be a significant
woodland (Section 6.4).
Although this feature is
identified in UHOPasa
Linkage, it is isolated and
likely provides limited linkage
functions. No rare plant
communities occur in this
woodland. However, surveys
performed by GeoProcess
identified one hybrid
butternut and potential bat
maternity roots, and
mitigation of bat habitat
removal will likely be required.

Tree plantings on within the
development proposal will be
accommodated in Open
SpaceBlocks 3, 7, and 8,
within the VPZfor FODM1-1,
within the VPZfor Blocks4
and 5, within the wetland asa
swamp community will be
established and the wetland
VPZ,within the SWM pond
block, within the linkage along
the southern property limit
and within the landscaping.

Residualeffects
from tree removal
are assumedto be
relatively minor
with proper
implementation of
recommended
mitigation
measures,
including proposed
plantings within
the proposed VPZ
from the adjacent
woodland.

The impacts from
the loss of
vegetation are well
compensated for
within the
proposed plan. The
overall number of
trees proposed to
be planted on the
site is
approximately
double the number
of trees proposed
to be removed. On
an area basis, the
proposed plan is
creating
approximately 1.9
ha of treed area
compared to the

S
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Spaceblocks, around the SWM 1.3 ha of treed area
pond and within the wetland being removed.
VPZ.Thesefeatures will help to
offset potential bat maternity With the
roosting habitat that may be implementation of
provided in the trees proposed recommended
for removal. mitigation

measures,their
development will
have minimal long-
term impacts on
site vegetation
removal.

x  Establishinga linkage block
along the southern property
limit that will link the FODM2-1
and FODM1-1 communities.
This linkage will be created to
strengthen the hydro-corridor
linkage and will be planted
with native trees and shrubs,

The creation of a
linkage along the
southern boundary,
The inclusion of a new linkage | where there is

Moderate: the and have a varied topoaranh along the southern property currently a weak
linkage will be 0 increase cover strEct%rep y limit will maintain east/west linkage through
. lost and will s connectivity acrossthe site. agricultural fields,
A 0.8-hectare linkage mapped by . X The SWM pond block will be y 9 . .
. . . . . require . and the inclusion
Linkages Linkage associated | the UHOP.Thislinkage is associated Removal of linkage Lossof linkage adequate vegetated and will replace Desi i . for th of linkage
9 with WODM4-4 with a Dry-FreshBlack Walnut 9 9 miti qation many of the functions of the S\?\flﬁn c025| ((ajratlons Ior the functioni along the
Deciduous Woodland. mee?suresto WODM4-4 community in the b'poz atr; ?lc;l?fss ane, northern ortic?n of
restore the lost northern portion of the site. combine vg W'A'e," the oro e‘:t
! Combining this with agreen | Passageat StreetA, wi property.
functions. . maintain linkage acrossthe associatedwith the
accesslane, strategic h i ( the sit SWM pond. will
landscapetree plantings, and a horthern portion ot the site. . p '
- . . maintain east/west
wildlife crossing at Street A will o
connectivity

maintain linkage functions
acrossthe northern part of the
site.

X Treeremoval is recommended
to occur outside of the

through the site.
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combined breeding bird and
bat maternity roosting periods
(April to October).

An open space block will be
provided to the west of the
existing linkage.

An appropriately sized wildlife
crossing will be installed under
the proposed roadway,
providing accessto the open
spaceblock to the west.

The proposed development will

Potential for

Installation of silt fencing to
delineate the extent of
development and discourage
the making of informal trails
during construction.

Creation of a 15-meter
vegetation protection zone
(VPZ)around the FODM2-1
community, using native plant
speciesto buffer the linkage.

The linkages associated with

FODMZ2-1 are being retained.

With mitigation measuresto
deter encroachment into the
linkage during construction,

No impacts to the
linkage functions

Linkage associated . . . Construction and encroachment into the No impact . A . associatedwith the
) result in the retention of this . . . o Addition of vegetated landsto | no significant impacts are
with FODM2-1 . development linkage during and after | identified . - - FODM2-1
linkage. . strengthen the hydro-corridor anticipated. Additional lands
construction . . woodland are
linkage south of the Property, will be added to buffer the -
e . . . anticipated.
providing further connection hydro-corridor linkage
between the FODM2-1 and connecting FODM2-1 to
FODM1-1 communities. FODM1-1.
An appropriately sized wildlife
crossing will be installed under
the proposed roadway that
separatesFODM2-1 from the
new linkage lands.
The realignment of the The linkages associated with No impacts to the
. Potential for wetland, in combination with FODM1-1 are being retained. . P )
. . The proposed development will . . . o o . . e linkage functions
Linkage associated . . . Construction and encroachment into the No impact its increasein size, will With mitigation measuresto .
) result in the retention of this . . . . . . are anticipated. An
with FODM1-1 . development linkage during and after | identified strengthen the connection deter encroachment into the
linkage. . . . . enhancement of
construction between the wetland and the linkage during construction, the linkage

FODM1-1 community. no significant impacts are 9
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Installation of silt fencing to
delineate the extent of
development and discourage
the making of informal trails
during construction.

Creation of a 10-meter
vegetation protection zone
(VPZ)using native plant
speciesto buffer the linkage.
Addition of vegetated lands to
strengthen the hydro-corridor
linkage south of the Property,
providing further connection
between the FODM2-1 and
FODM1-1 communities.

anticipated. Additional lands
will be added to buffer the
hydro-corridor linkage
connecting FODM1-1 to
FODM2-1. A stronger
connection with the wetland
will be created when the
wetland is realigned and
increasedin size.

functions is
anticipated.

Significant
Wwildlife

Potential Bat
Maternity Colony
Habitat (FODM2
1, FODM1-1, and

WODM4-4

communities)

GeoProcessperformed a bat
maternity roost survey within the
WODM4-4 community in 2020 and
found twenty (20) candidate bat
maternity colony trees.

Other forest communities within the
Study Area, including the FODM2-1
and FODM1-1 communities, are
outside of the proposed
development footprint and were
therefore not assessedand are
assumedto provide habitat for bat
maternity colonies.

Removal of the
WODM4-4
community in order
to build the
proposed
development.

Complete loss of
potential bat maternity
colony habitat.

High
importance.

Further correspondence with
the MECPsurrounding the
removal of potential bat
habitat is needed. It is
recommended that bat boxes,
bat condos and BrandenBark
be installed within the Open
Spaceblocks, around the SWM
pond and within the wetland
VPZ.Thesefeatures will help to
offset the potential bat
maternity roosting habitat that
may be provided in the trees
proposed for removal.
Treeremoval should be done
outside of the bat maternal
roosting window, April 1 to
October 30, as dictated by
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resourcesand Forestry
(MNRF)bat protocol.

The overall potential roosting
trees was not very high within
the WODM4-4 community.
Theroosting habitat will be
replaced throughout the site
at a higher level than what is
being removed. The final
number of bat roosting
structures will be established
with the MECP.

It is anticipated
that there will be
no impact on bat
roosting habitat
and functions
acrossthe property
due to the
installation of bat
roosting structures,
the plantings that
will occur across
the site, and the
protection of other
woodlands,
particularly the
FODM2-1
community.
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Valued
Component

Feature/Function

Discussion

Proposed Activity

Identified Impact

Impact
Importance

Measures

Mitigation

Impact Assessment

Residual Impacts

NHIC species
element
occurrencesand
field observations
of SpecialConcern
and rare wildlife
species

Habitat for Easternwood-pewee is
present within the Study Area.
Easternwood-pewee is further
discussedin the Speciesat Risk

section below.

Potential habitat for woodland vole
is present in FODM2-1 and FODM1-
1 communities. Targeted surveys
were not done for this species.

Both provincially rare (S2)species
Cup Plant (Silphium perfoliatum) and
locally rare Virginia False
Dragonhead (Physostegiavirginiana)
are present in the WODb
community. Asthese plants are
located in an areathat appearsto
have been planted with a variety of
species, it is likely that these are not
naturally occurring. The habitat that
the cup plant was found in is not
characteristic of its natural habitat of
wet prairies and floodplains.

Regionally rare Ontario Aster
(Symphyotrichum ontarionis) is
present in the SWDM4-1a
community.

Removal of
northern woodland
communities to
make way for
development.

Lossof a cultural
community containing
Cup Plant and Virginia
false dragonhead.

Moderate
importance

X

Education of contractors on
interactions with wildlife.
Preparation and
implementation of a
Transplant Planfor provincially
and locally rare plant species
observed in any communities
that will be disrupted by
construction.

Thetwo communities that
provide potential habitat
(FODM2-1 and FODM1-1) are
not within the development
footprint and will not be
impacted. A transplant plan
will be created for the cup
plant and Virginia false
dragonhead.

Impacts are not
anticipated on the
potential vole
habitat.
Transplanting of
rare plant species
to a new and
suitable location.

Speciesat
Risk

American
Chestnut

One American Chestnut
(endangered provincially and
federally) was located in the
FODM2-1 community in the

southwest corner of the Subject
Property, approximately 20.3m from

No proposed
activity within the
community where
this tree is present.
The FODM2-1 will
be provided with a
VPZof 15 meters.

X No impact
identified 3 the
roots of a sick
and/or dead
American chestnut
are not likely to
reach the distance
to where

Minor 3 the
community
this tree is
present in will
continue to
exist post-
development
and has

The Ontario RecoveryStrategy
Seriesfor American chestnut
(MNR 2012) recommends
habitat for American Chestnut
to include the ELCcommunity
where the tree is located, and
if an individual is close to the
polygon edge, a 30 m setback

No impact.

No impacts
expected. The
community this
tree is present in
will continue to
exist post-
development and
will receivea VPZ.
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Valued
Component

Feature/Function

Discussion

Proposed Activity

Identified Impact

Impact
Importance

Mitigation Measures

Impact Assessment

Residual Impacts

the edge of the proposed woodland
buffer.

*H R 3 U R Fadséasméntof the
American chestnut found that it had
declined since the Stantec survey
and now appearsto be dead, with

one possible leader,the OHD GH
viability could not be confirmed.
Basedon observations made in
2024 and 2025, the tree has entirely
died and is no longer standing. No
viable shoots were observed, nor
were any young trees found in the
area.

development is
occurring.

received a
buffer.
Additionally,
the tree has
already been
noted to be in
steep decline
and potentially
dead.

from the stem of the tree. An
MNRF authorization may be
required for development
adjacent to the American
chestnut occurrence.

GeoProcessfound numerous
butternuts in the locations surveyed
by Stantec,which are all located off-

Removal of one

The presence of hybrid
butternut within wind-
pollination distance of
the butternuts outside
of the development

Minor 2only
one butternut
was identified

Removal of the butternuts
along the property limit are
not proposed, but further
study and application of buffer
zones will be finalized in
consultation with the MECP.

The removal of one butternut
hybrid can have a positive

- footprint can lead to within the . impact, given the potential for | Impacts to
property and beyond the butternut hybrid in p_ - . The butternut in the WODM4- P g b b
Butternut i genetic mixing with the | development . the hybrid butternut to cross- | butternut are not
development footprint. Only one WODM4-4 . . 4 has been determined to be a . . -
. - . native butternut footprint, and . . pollinate with butternuts anticipated.
butternut was found on site, within | community. . . ) hybrid based on field L .
. . population, which can this tree has - within the range of wind
the WODM4-4 community, which . . . indicators. L
. o . threaten conservation been identified - pollination.
has been identified as a hybrid. . . A Butternut DNA hybridity
of the native and as a hybrid. .
assessmentis recommended
Endangered butternut ) o
species to make a final determination
P on whether the tree is a hybrid.
o Easternwood-pewee prefers | The deciduous
Easternwood-pewee was observed Minimal impact- no . . . :
L . . Development will not directly larger woodland units. As the forest community
singing in the deciduous forest direct encroachment . : . . . .
. . . impact this forest, meaning woodland sizeis proposed to | in which the
community (FODM21) at the Adjacent into Easternwood- . .
EasternWood- southwest corner of the Study Area | construction and ewee habitat, however | Minor impact that habitat loss will be become larger through the Easternwood-
pewee y P ! P avoided. A 15 m VPZis planting of Open SpaceBlocks | pewee was

during both breeding bird surveys
and is presumed to be breeding in
the area (Stantec,2018).

development.

noise and light pollution
could pose an indirect
impact.

provided along with an
enlargement of the woodland.

and the VPZ,it is likely that
the habitat for the pewee will

observed (FODM2)
will be protected.

be enhanced.
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Valued
Component

Feature/Function

Discussion

Proposed Activity

Identified Impact

Impact
Importance

Mitigation Measures

Impact Assessment

Residual Impacts

The proposed
development will
increasethe size of
the pewee habitat,
providing an
enhancement over
current conditions.

Monarchs were observed in several
locations throughout the Property.
Optimal breeding habitat for this

Removal of the
meadow
community and

Lossof nectar plant

Minor impact-
no significant
monarch
habitat

The realigned wetland includes
a wet meadow community,
which will support nectar-
feeding plants for monarchs.
Milkweed will be included in
the planting lists for the drier
locations, including the

Currently, the site provides
marginal habitat functions for
monarchs. The combination of
planting nectar plants and

No impact to this
speciesor its

Monarch specieswas not observed anywhere | nectar plant species | specieswithin the (foraging or wetland VPZ. . L habitat is
. . milkweed on the site will, at a L
on the Property; however, the present acrossthe development footprint. breeding) was Should any monarch minimum. maintain the anticipated from
meadow community on site does development observed caterpillars be encountered i . the development.
. . . . . . . current habitat functions, but
serve as foraging habitat. footprint. within the during vegetation clearing, the will likely improve uoon it
Study Area. caterpillar and the plant they yimp P '
are on should be moved to a
milkweed plant outside of the
vegetation clearing zone.
. Including built bat
Tree clearing should occur . 9
. ) habitat structures
outside of the bat active .
Moderate ) . . will offset the loss
. period of April 1st until .
impact- bat h . of potential
. : September 30" as described . . . . .
habitat will be N Bat maternity habitat will be roosting habitat
. . . by the Ontario Ministry of e .
Potential bat maternity roost habitat | Removal of Lossof bat maternity lost, but Natural Resourcesand Foresir removed, but if mitigation within the
SARBat species was found within the WODM4-4 WODM4-4 . offsetting . y measuresare taken, they will WODM4-4
. . roost habitat. . (MNRF)bat protocol. It is . . ; .
community. community. measureswill provide new habitat options community. The
. recommended that bat boxes
provide new to offset the loss. results of the snag
. and bat condo structures be
habitat . . survey and off-
. included in the wetland block . .
options. setting bat habitat

VPZ,SWM pond block and
Open Spaceblocks.

will be discussed
with the MECP
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9.2. Short-Term Impacts

Short-term impacts are most likely to occur during the construction phase of the development. These
impacts are considered transient and only exist while perturbation is occurring.

Impact

Noise from
construction
activity

Dust from
construction
activity

Sediment
loading off-Site

Tree cutting

Table 30: Short Term Impacts

Impact Assessment

Excessivenoise could displace
forest breeding birds within
wooded areas.Noise may result
in the avoidance of the adjacent
areasduring construction;
however, asthe majority of the
wildlife found within the local
landscapeis tolerant to
disturbances, they are anticipated
to return to the areaonce
construction activities end.

Dust from construction activities

could drift to natural areasand

adjacent residential areas.With

proper controls, this should be
limited.

Sediment can enter downstream
water bodies, especially during
storm events, through erosion of
exposed earth. Thisis particularly
associatedwith site grading
activities and the storage of fill.

Treeremovals are proposed to
accommodate the development.

Mitigation Measures

Sinceconstruction noise is very difficult

to mitigate, the most effective measure

is to limit construction activities during

the most active calling times, dawn and

dusk, during the breeding bird season
(April to August).

Water suppression of dust should occur
for all construction activities, including,
but not limited to, site grading, haul
roads and concrete cutting.

With the implementation and
maintenance of proper Erosionand
Sedimentation Control Measures,
impacts to the adjacent lands should be
minimal.

Vegetation and tree clearing should not
occur between March 31st and October
31st as per the Migratory Birds
Convention Act (1994) and to protect
roosting bats. If clearing is to occur
during this time, a nest survey should
be completed by a qualified bird
biologist to identify any neststhat are
not to be disturbed until the young
have fledged.

Compensatory tree plantings are
proposed acrossthe site. It is
anticipated that more trees will be
replanted than are proposed to be
removed. Currently, it is expect tree
replacements will be at a ratio of 2:1

Residual Effects

Residualeffects are
anticipated to be minor and
short-lived. Sincethe
Subject Property is close to
the airport and adjacent to
Highway 6, noise is already
present. It is likely that the
specieswithin the Study
Area are generally tolerant
to this noise and adjacent
urban activities.
Residualeffects are
anticipated to be minor and
short-term, given that
appropriate mitigation
measuresare incorporated
to reduce levels of dust due
to construction.

No adverse effects from
construction generated
sediment runoff are
expected with the
implementation and
maintenance of an
approved ESCplan.

Residualeffects from tree
removal are assumedto be
relatively minor with proper

implementation of
recommended mitigation
measures including
proposed plantings within
the proposed VPZfrom the
adjacent woodland.
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9.3. Long-Term Impacts

Long-term impacts are generally the result of permanent land-use changes,or at least those likely to persist
in the foreseeable future. Examplesof long-term impacts include the removal of natural heritage features,
changesto flow regimes within watercoursesand changesto groundwater tables.

Impact

Vegetation removal

Erosion of
downstream
receiving channels
from stormwater
discharge.

Table 31: Long Term Impact Assessment

Impact Assessment

The proposed development will
result in the removal of the
northern woodland (WODM4-4).
Although this feature is
identified in UHOP as a Linkage,
it is isolated and likely provides
limited linkage functions. No
rare plant communities occur in
this woodland. However,
GeoProcess- Burveysfound one
butternut and potential bat
maternity roosts, and mitigation
of bat habitat removal will likely
be required.

Uncontrolled storm-runoff from
the development hasthe
potential to create
destabilization of the
downstream channel and impact
downstream fish and fish habitat
that might exist.

Mitigation Measures

Treeplanting in Open Space
blocks 3, 7 and 8 will offset for
the loss of WODM4-4. In
addition, tree plantings within
the swamp community in the
new wetland will offset for
additional tree removals within
the Subject property, and will
strengthen the existing swamp
community.

Further correspondence with the
MECPsurrounding the removal
of potential bat habitat is
needed. It is recommended that
bat boxes, bat condos and
BrandenBarkbe installed within
the Open Spaceblocks, around
the SWM pond and within the
wetland VPZ.Thesefeatures will
help to offset potential bat
maternity roosting habitat that
may be provided in the trees
proposed for removal.

Butternut assessmentin
consultation with the MECPwiill
be required to make a final
determination on whether the
tree is a hybrid.

The Odan Detech Functional
Servicing Report shows that
peak flows in the downstream
channel match between the pre-
and post-development
conditions . Water quality
treatment is required to meet
MOE targets. Stormwater will be
controlled through the
installation of a SWM pond and

Residual Effects

The impacts of vegetation loss
are well compensated for in the
proposed plan. The overall
number of trees proposed to be
planted on the site is
approximately double the
number of trees proposed to be
removed. Thisis consistent with
the & L WyoaVof increasing tree
cover within urban Hamilton.
With the implementation of
recommended mitigation
measures the development will
have minimal long-term impacts
on site vegetation removal.

The FSRshows that flows will be
controlled to pre-development
peak flows, and a greater
volume of water will be captured
for infiltration into the shallow
groundwater systemthan under
current conditions. This analysis
indicates that, overall,
stormwater from the site should
not causedownstream channel
erosion or increasedflood risk.
The increased shallow
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Impact Assessment

Mitigation

Measures

8.

Lighting penetrating into the
woodlands can disrupt nocturnal
wildlife by attracting insectsto
placesthey may not normally be
and making it more difficult for
prey to hide in the dark, it may
force some animals away from
habitats they would otherwise
occupy and can alter day/night
patterns.

on the side of the building

the number of outdoor lights
that remain on overnight,
including those in offices with
windows. Uselong wavelength
(ambers and reds) lighting for
outdoors, asthis colour is
perceived as being lower
intensity to wildlife (most
mammals).

Light pollution

The VPZwill help to reduce
lighting impacts on woodlands.

Stormwater discharge from the
dry pond is likely to have only
limited heating impacts, asthe
water is not stored for extended
periods in the pond before
releaseand is lesssusceptible to
heating than water in a wet
pond. Asaresult, the
temperature of discharged water
should be close to that of the
ambient rainfall.

Thermal impacts on

Stormwater discharge can cause
downstream waters

thermal impacts on downstream
receiving waters.

A number of mitigation
measuresare recommended,
including a high-albedo roof

surface, buried outlet pipes, and

potentially directing some flow

to bioswales before discharge
into the wetland.

Stormwater generated on
rooftops during the summer can
be warmed by hot roof surfaces.

Thiswarm water could
negatively impact the wetland.

Thermal impacts on
wetland from
rooftop drainage

t

LID measuresoutlined in Section

Direct outdoor lighting away
from the woodland feature and
reducing/eliminating all lighting

facing the woodlands. Reduce

measuresto reduce the greatest

Residual Effects

groundwater recharge should
help to maintain the on-site
wetland and downstream
channel/wetlands. Residual
effects are not anticipated, given
that appropriate mitigation
measuresare incorporated as
recommended.

Building designs are not
finalized at the time of writing
this EIS.If lighting options are

carefully considered during the
building design, residual impacts
can be limited .

Currently, discharge from the
site is discharged from the
wetland community, which,
based on the hydrogeology
study, does not include
groundwater discharge.
Therefore, it is highly unlikely
that the site is contributing cold
water downstream. Due to the
dry-pond design and the new
wetland, it is anticipated that the
thermal regime of water leaving
the site post-development will
be similar to current conditions,
and that thermal impacts of
stormwater will not be observed
in downstream waters.

It is anticipated that using a
high-albedo surface,in
combination with buried pipes,
will provide sufficient cooling

risks from thermal inputs into
he wetland. It should be noted
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Impact

Fish Habitat

Indirect Fish
Habitat

Fragmentation
from Street A

Wetland
Relocation

Impact Assessment

Flow

Organic Matter

Street A canresult in conflicts
with wildlife and reduce the
permeability of the development
for wildlife movement.

Mitigation Measures

The Functional Stormwater
Management Report, completed
by The Odan/Detech Group Inc.,

has determined that adequate
flow will be maintained from the
site to downstream fish habitat.

No mitigation measuresare

required.

Include native vegetative
material within the storm pond
to maintain organic material
transport to the downstream
reachesof the watercourse.

Wildlife crossing
structures/mitigation measures
will be designed for Street A at
two locations. Where Street A
crossedthe southern linkage,
and between Block 3 and the
SWM pond.

Residual Effects

that most wetlands are quite
thermally tolerant, as standing
water in wetlands tends to get
quite warm during the summer
under natural conditions.
Rooftop discharge, with the
applied mitigation measures,
should not enter the wetland at
temperatures outside of the
natural tolerance range for
wetlands.

Flow will be maintained to the
downstream reachesof Ancaster
Creek.No residual effects are
expected.

A planted storm pond will allow
the transport of organic material
to Ancaster Creekto be
maintained. No residual effects
are expected.

Incorporating wildlife crossing
measuresalong Street A at
multiple locations will improve
animal movement acrossthe site
and reduce vehicle interactions.

X Pleasesee Section 9.4 for a summary of potential impacts of wetland relocation and
recommended mitigation measures.

9.4. Wetland Realignment

The proposal to relocate the on-site wetland needs careful consideration. The relocation should not occur if
impacts cannot be mitigated, and an overall net gain can not be demonstrated. As discussedin Section 8.1,
careful consideration has been taken before determining that the current wetland is even eligible for
relocation. Basedon the current condition of the wetland, it is a candidate for relocation, and the relocation
can be completed to provide a net ecological gain. The following mitigation measures are in place to
minimize impacts associatedwith the relocation. As a result, no residual impacts to the ecological functions
of the wetland are anticipated.
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In general, the impacts of the wetland relocation on wildlife can be avoided by adhering to the Migratory
Birds Convention Act prohibition on vegetation and tree clearing from March 31 to August 31% of a given
year. Wildlife use of the wetland was generally limited to a small number of amphibians, and methods to
reduce impacts on these species are discussed below. Mitigation will also be important during wetland
relocation to prevent impacts to resident species, such as birds, amphibians, and reptiles. If any resident
species are encountered, relocation should be performed by a qualified biologist in accordance with
applicable best management practices. A permit for collecting and handling wildlife will be required from
the MNRF as part of any relocation program.

Amphibians enter their active breeding period in March in southern Ontario. Randallet al. (2018) recommend
against scheduling projects when amphibians may be present or unable to move. Although amphibian calling
from the existing wetland was limited during both GH R 3 U R &rid \6WV D Q $tUHi€Ss; Wanslocation of frogs
and toads should be performed for those that do live within the wetland. This translocation should occur
following Randall et al. (2018) Guidelines for Mitigation Translocations of Amphibians: Applications for
& D Q D ®iairié Provinces. Although these guidelines are intended for the prairies, however, they are
applicable to the Subject Property. In general, these guidelines outline methods for successfultranslocation
from the early spring to fall, and provide recommendations as follows:

x It is recommended that the new wetland habitat be created prior to removing the current wetland,
if timing allows, to provide habitat to move the amphibians directly into.

X Recognizing that creating the new wetland prior to removal of the current wetland may be difficult
due to site grading conflicts, amphibians will be relocated immediately downstream of the new
wetland location if the new habitat is not available at the time of relocation.

x Prior to the commencement of any grading works, efforts should be made by a qualified biologist to
capture and relocate any amphibians found within the wetland, following the guidelines outlined by
Randall et al. (2018).

X Fencing should be erected between the retained downstream habitats and the new wetland.

X It is recommended that the relocation of amphibians occur in the early fall, allowing time for them
to locate suitable overwintering habitat (Randall et al., 2018). Fall translocation is also beneficial as
there will be fewer life stages of amphibians that need to be moved. If this is not possible,
translocation could also occur in spring. However, a spring translocation hasthe potential to create
more stressduring the D P S K L E dribc@l Yreeding period and lead to lower population recruitment
for that year, which could be detrimental due to the low number of amphibians currently present. To
increase the efficacy of spring translocation, eggs can be moved to the new wetland, allowing for
newly hatched individuals to establish in this feature, but there should still be a focus on the
successfultranslocation of breeding adults. Movement of eggs in late spring could also be coupled
with fall translocation of breeding adults to maximize the successof a new population. Summer
movement is generally not recommended, astemperature stresscould prevent translocation success.

Overall,multiple yearsof amphibian surveyshaveidentified only alimited humber of the amphibians utilizing
the wetland feature; therefore, it is unlikely that many individuals will be required to be translocated.
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B \Vildlife Road Mo rtality

Road mortality is a significant factor of speciesdecline, especially for herpetofauna (e.g. snakesand turtles).
Thisis especially problematic for specieslike turtles, which have long life spansand prefer roadside surfaces
for nesting (Thompson, 2015; Patrick, Gibbs, Popescu & Nelson, 2012; Steen & Gibbs, 2004; Haxton, 2000;
Ashley & Robinson, 1996). MacKinnon et al. (2005) studied reptile road mortality near a major water body
(Georgian Bay), and one of their findings was that road crossing and mortality patterns were explained by
the proximity to adjacent wetland habitat and water crossings. This indicates that enhancing habitat within
the wetland could also increase road mortality, and that mitigation measures may be necessary.These
mitigation measuresare generally classified as exclusion (e.g. fencing) and connectivity (e.g. underpasses)
structures and are further discussedin Section 10.1 (Mitigation Measures 2 Relocated Wetland Measures). |t
is recommended that fencing be placed along the property line with Highway 6 and around the perimeter
of the wetland setback (along the development edges). The lower metre of the fencing should include a fine
mesh that will prevent smaller wildlife from moving through the fencing and into the highway corridor.

Additionally, wildlife crossingsare proposed at two locations where the proposed roadways would interrupt
connectivity. One crossing is proposed in the northwest of the Property, allowing for passageunder the road
into the open spaceblock to the west of it, and another crossing in the southwest, providing wildlife passage
under the road between the FODM2-1 community and the proposed linkage expansion north of the existing
hydro-corridor linkage.

Wildlife crossings should be appropriately sized for wildlife that may make use of them. Small mammals,
amphibians, and reptiles, as well as medium-sized mammals such as raccoons, must be considered when
sizing culverts. Sizing wildlife crossings requires consideration of the appropriate openness ratio. The
openness ratio is calculated by dividing the cross-sectional area (culvert width x culvert height) of the
opening by its length. Thisratio representsthe amount of light visible that can be seenthrough the crossing.
The longer the passageway,generally the larger the opening needs to be to allow sufficient light through
the crossing. Table 32 below shows the minimum and recommended openness ratios for different target
speciesgroups.

Table 32: Recommendedand Minimum OpennessRatiosper Target SpeciesGroup*

$PSKLELBPQMNH

7TXUWOH OHGLX(PODPPDOV

DQ6PDODPPDO"
5HFRPPHQGH® Q5YW - - -

OLQLP2BHQQSHIVWL

$GDSWH® KH W¥XHOSIIGCAUIMYVYKDEGHOHQWLRQ

EEEI Road Salts

Sincethe wetland is located approximately 60 m from Highway 6, a potential indirect or long-term impact
on the wetland is salination from salt runoff and spray. This may occur along Highway 6 and from proposed
roads and parking surfaceswithin the Subject Property.
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Pederson et al. (2000) compared deposition patterns of de-icing salts and resulting concentrations in soll
water along a major road with a 70 km/hr speed limit, with the objective of evaluating the effect of distance
from roadside and straw mat protective measuresfor trees. They found that salt deposition and soil water
concentrations of NaCl decreasedsignificant within the 2 m adjacent to aroadside, when compared to areas
far away. Straw mats around all sides of trees did have a small measurable effect in terms of protecting trees
from salinity. They also found that salt concentrations were highest in winter, but that there was a strong
tendency for elevated concentrations to persist in the summer, which is a serious concern for vegetation
during the growing season.Overall, Pedersonet al. (2000) recommended that plantings should occur more
than 2 m from the roadside to prevent impacts on trees and lower salt concentrations in soil water.

Equizaet al. (2016) studied salt impacts on trees in Edmonton. Using collection bags placed at 2 m from the
ground, they found that airborne salt salinity wasfour times higher along roadsidesthan in their control site.
They also found that sodium levels remained relatively high at 20-50 m from the main roadway (Equizaet
al., 2016). Meanwhile, in their study of de-icing salt transport in the Oak Ridges Moraine, Buttle & Labadia
(1996) found that wind transport of salt was minor and was generally restricted to sites that were relatively
exposed. This could indicate that trees and shrubs that are planted an appropriate distance (Pedersonet al.
2000) away from the roadway could help prevent airborne salt deposition in the proposed created wetland.

The proposed wetland is approximately 60 m from the gravel shoulder of Highway 6, meaning that airborne
salt spray from Highway 6 will likely not be a major impact on the proposed wetland. Thereis the potential
for spray from internal roads to impact the wetland. While the 15 m VPZbetween the proposed wetland and
these roads will help to prevent salination, road runoff will be directed away from the wetland to the SWM
pond, and salt alternatives should be considered on-site. These alternatives are outlined in Section 9.1
(Mitigation Measures 2Relocated Wetland Measures).As highlighted by Pedersonet al. (2000)in their study
of salt impacts on trees adjacent to roads and mitigation by straw mats, it is possible to observe a small but
measurable lessenedimpact if structures are usedto block this deposition. Therefore, it is also recommended
that salt spray and runoff blocking functions should be considered in the design of wildlife exclusionfencing,
which is also discussedin Section 9.1.

Site plans show that a roadway is proposed beyond the VPZthat will be afforded to the Dry 2FreshOak 2
Red Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM2-1) community, which is a significant woodland . Traffic on this road is
anticipated to be relatively low due to the accessto the proposed building likely occurring before the road
terminus. Including the buffer and adjacent open space blocks north and east of the FODM2-1 community,
the woodland will be expanded from 1.48 hectares within the Property to 2.42 hectares, which is an
approximately 63% increase. This increasein size will lead to a greater resilience to activities occurring on
site. The first 5 meters of the Right-Of-Way (ROW) will be swale and will be composed of naturalized
vegetation. The road surface starts approximately 10 m into to the ROW.The ditch is intended to act asan
infiltration gallery, which will provide shallow groundwater recharge to the woodland edge, although the
major groundwater flow direction is away from the woodland to the northeast. Impacts are not anticipated
to the FODM2-1 community .

121

»




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.
140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT FEBRUARY2026

Cumulative impacts are changes to the environment resulting from past, present, and foreseeable future
activities. The Subject Property and surrounding landscape have undergone considerable anthropogenic
change over the past one hundred years. Former forest and marsh communities were converted into
agricultural lands and, more recently, into residential housing to support the population growth from the
urban areas of the City of Hamilton. The introduction of European speciesfor cultivation and aesthetics and
the fragmentation of natural habitats, have altered the area'sspeciescomposition and ecology. It is assumed
that during an initial period of human development in the 1800s, local specieswould have been impacted
to an unknown degree.

In recent years, the construction of the John C. Munro Airport, Highways 403 and 6, and residential
subdivisions has altered the local area's character, moving it away from an agriculturally dominated
landscape.As agricultural land use changed the natural functions of the landscape,so too does urbanization.
The majority of the lands to the north of the site are developed, with the exception of narrow linkages and
small core areas.The shift towards an urbanized landscape has already begun around the subject property,
and impacts such as noise from Highways 6 and 403, and the airport, are already occurring.

The proposed works for the Subject Property will add to the cumulative impacts of urbanization over time
through the addition of increasedimpervious surfaces,increasedtraffic, and loss of tree cover. Givenexisting
disturbancesin the surrounding landscape,the additional impacts of the proposed development will be only
a small incremental increase over the antecedent conditions. Measures such as infiltration trenches, which
will help to maintain shallow groundwater systems will help to mitigate some of these impacts.

The majority of pre-European settlement wetlands in the surrounding area have likely been lost to
development. The cumulative effects of wetland loss can be much larger than anticipated by their size (i.e.
small wetlands can support important local functions like habitat connectivity and biogeochemical cycling),
which include changesin ecology and hydrology. Impacts on wetlands should be thought of in terms of their
effects on the larger interconnected landscape of hydrologic features, rather than only considering impacts
at the site level. As such, the hydrologic and ecological connectivity and character of the newly created
wetland have been carefully considered.

Although wetland relocation is proposed, it is not expected to lead to habitat fragmentation. The wetland is
currently surrounded by farmland on all but the northern side, where there is a connection to an intermittent
watercourse. Thiswatercourse leadsto awooded areabefore it goes under GarnerRoad and further connects
to Ancaster Creek The northern connection will be both maintained and widened through the site plan, as
the watercourse will be directed to an open channel adjacent to the stormwater management pond. The
proposed wetland location also provides a connection to the southeastern wooded linkage per the UHOP
(FODMZ1-1), thereby enhancing overall landscape connectivity.

The construction of the warehouse development intended for 140 Garner Road is planned with climate
resilience in mind, as it will be part of the surrounding community for the long term. The proposed
development plans aim to reduce climate change impacts through a number of initiatives. The following
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considers the measurestaken to reduce the development's impact on the climate and how the project has
considered adaptations to climate change impacts.

The development of the site includes a variety of climate impact and sustainability values, including:

Sustainable Materials and Supply Chain

Sustainable Transportation and Mobility Choices
ResourceEfficiencyand Waste Reduction

Water Management and Conservation

Sustainable Energy Performance and Building Efficiency
Long-Term Plansfor Climate Resilienceand Adaptation
Sustainable Construction Practices

X X X X X X X

While the final configuration of the buildings is unknown at the time of writing the EISanumber of measures
being adopted within the warehouse industry to become more energy efficient can be adopted at this site.
Thesemeasuresinclude:

Installation of LEDIlighting to reduce power consumption

Potential for the use and installation of solar cells on the building's roofing

The use of high-albedo roofing colours to reduce heat radiance from the site

The use of smart HVAC systems (heating, ventilation, and air conditioning) that are computerized
and run on sensorsthat adjust consumption based on real-time occupancy and environmental data
The electrification of equipment, including forklifts, and in the future, potentially trucking

X Al and Route Optimization: Al-driven management systems optimize warehouse processes and,
more importantly, assistin the logistics chain by consolidating loads and planning the most fuel-
efficient routes for the transportation supporting the warehouse

X X X X

x

The development application recognizes the value that the natural environment provides for climate
resilience. Specificto this application, the inclusion of protections and enhancements of natural areaswithin
the Subject Property helps to mitigate climate change impacts. Maintaining natural areas and replanting
trees removed to facilitate development at a ratio of approximately 2:1 provides carbon offsetting measures.
In terms of long-term plans for resilience,the water balance to the new wetland will be maintained through
Low Impact Development (LID)measures including bioswales,soak-away pits, and rooftop water harvesting.
These measures provide multiple benefits, including reducing stormwater runoff volumes that need to be
managed and treated, replenishing the shallow groundwater system, and providing water directly to the
wetland for usein sustaining its ecological functions. Managing stormwater in this way mitigates the increase
in impervious surface,which is key when considering the potential for increasedstorm intensity under future
climate scenarios. As climate change progresses, increased stormwater capacity and flood -resilience
strategies are necessaryto support safe, long-lasting developments prepared for future environmental
conditions.

The Subject Property is dominated by agricultural fields with pockets of woodland, and a linear wetland
feature with an associatedheadwater drainage feature. The woodlands are small and have sharp transitions
to their edges from agricultural fields. The wetland is seasonallyinundated and is dominated by common
reed to the north and non-native cattail to the south, supporting limited amphibians and birds, as listed in




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.
140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT FEBRUARY2026

Section 4.5.4. Historical aerial imagery shows that the phragmites has been continually expanding, with
approximately 0.22 ha coverage in 2004 to 0.84 ha in 2023, representing approximately 12 % and 60%
coverage of the wetland area, respectively, a percentage change of 281%. If interventions are not taken to
control the phragmites, it will soon become the dominant specieswithin the wetland in the future. Asaresult,
the wetland was determined to be a suitable candidate for relocation, which would provide opportunities to
curb the spread of this invasivespecies,increasethe wetland's overall sizeand habitat complexity, and reduce
the development interface around the feature. Overall, it was determined that an ecological net gain can be
realized by relocating and creating a new, larger wetland community on the Subject Property.

The proposed development will result in the removal of the northern woodland (WODM4-4) to
accommodate the proposed site plan. Thelinear wetland and headwater drainage features will be relocated
southeast of their current positions. ELCand floristic surveysconducted by Stantec and GeoProcessdid not
identify rare vegetation communities.

While the northern woodland (WOM4-4) may provide maternity habitat for bat species,as evidenced by the
bat maternity roost surveysand incidental observations of flying bats. It is likely that bats also use the other
woodlands available within the Study Area for maternity roosting. Impacts on their populations can be
mitigated through the installation of offsetting habitat (i.e.,bat boxes). Correspondence with the MECPwiill
be necessaryto determine whether additional studies are required and whether offsetting measures are
required. Regardlessof the outcome of the discussionswith the MECP,the inclusion of bat boxes/condos
within the wetland, Open Space,and SWM blocks is recommended. The majority of trees to be removed
from (WOMA4-4) are black walnut, while there is one potential butternut tree that showshybrid characteristics,
and DNA testing will be required to determine hybridity. Thisfeature is listed as a linkage per the UHOP but
shows little linkage potential when compared to the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities, asit is isolated
by farm fields and does not act asa connection between two natural heritage features.

Butternut occurrences on the adjacent properties will be further assessedthrough a Butternut Health
assessmentand may be subject to DNA confirmation of hybridity status and discussionwith the MECP

Breeding bird point count surveys conducted by Stantec found a calling eastern wood-pewee within the
FODM2-1 community, and it was assumedto be breeding. While the specieswas found to be utilizing the
woodland, the low numbers of birds recorded indicate that the woodland would not be considered critical
habitat for this species. Eastern Wood-Pewee is considered an interior forest nesting bird, but has been
known to utilize smaller woodland pockets such asthe woodlot adjacent to the Site. Urbanization has been
shown to influence avifauna composition, generally resulting in an increasein abundance but a decreasein
richness, with urbanization favouring seed eaters, omnivores, and ground feeders, while selecting against
high canopy and foliage foragers, insectivores, bark gleaners and drillers (Chace and Walsh, 2004).
Urbanization has been shown to reduce eastern wood-pewee populations when forest tracks are lessthan
25 ha in size (Friesenet al. 1995). Friesenet al. (1995) found that if forest path size did not change, there
was still a decreasein Neartic-Neotropical migrant abundance and richnessdue to urbanization, and that a
4 ha forest patch with no houses had more speciesthan a 25 ha patch surrounded by houses. It was found
that the structure of the vegetation in urban environments has been strongly correlated to native bird
diversity and speciesrichness (Mills et al. 1989). Impacts on this specieswill be mitigated by the creation of
a 10 m VPZaround the woodland, but it is possible that the urban disturbance will make this habitat less
suitable. However, given that there is already no interior habitat available for this speciesin the adjacent
woodlands, it is difficult at this point to predict the influence and impact the proposed development will
have on the nesting use of the woodlands by this species in the future. The proposal will increase the
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woodland size by approximately 65%. Thisincreasein size,while not creating interior habitat, will result in a
larger woodland, which will be more favourable habitat for this species.Only post-development monitoring
would determine the ultimate outcome for this V S H Fuskldf the woodland.

Wetland relocation has the potential to impact resident speciesand water regimes. Impacts on amphibians
can be mitigated by following Randallet D O(20¥8) Best Management Practicesfor amphibian relocation.
This includes limiting construction activities to appropriate times, relocating amphibians at suitable times,
and carefully considering how to relocate amphibians of different life stages. Hydrologic regimes will be
maintained by directing rooftop drainage to the wetland. A water balance based on the wetland size and
water which can be directed to the wetland demonstrates that the feature can be maintained with water
throughout the year. Impacts due to sediment release can be controlled by implementing robust sediment
and erosion controls, which are monitored throughout the construction phase.Fencingis recommended to
prevent wildlife such asamphibians and reptiles from interacting with vehicleswithin the development.

Becausethe proposed useis large warehouse buildings, there are few windows or glasssurfaces As a result,
there is only limited concern regarding bird strikes with the buildings. Bird-friendly design elements should
still be considered for windows or glass surfaces, such as glazing, to reduce reflectiveness of the surface,
surface treatments that reduce the transparency of the glassor window coverings.

10. Mitigation Measures

The following sections identify mitigation measuresto be utilized to avoid and minimize the impacts of the
proposed development on natural features.

10.1. Relocated Wetland Measures

iNNR \/cgetation

The relocation of the wetland is being undertaken with the explicit goal of creating a functional ecosystem.
Thetargeted ecosystemwill be a larger wetland with a greater plant and topographic diversity than currently
exists. It will include elements of an emergent marsh area, swamp community, open water, and higher land
risesthat will support a shrub thicket community. The design will incorporate enhanced features, including
amphibian overwintering and reptile basking habitats.

The successfulestablishment of native wetland vegetation in both the wetland and the riparian buffer zone
(15 m VP2Z)will be critical and can be achieved through a combination of soil salvage,seeding, and planting
trees, shrubs, and herbaceous vegetation. Soil salvage should not occur in the northern portion of the
existing wetland, asit contains invasivecommon reed (Phragmites australis). A benefit of salvaging soil from
the existing wetland is the use of its seed bank, microbes, and insects, which support the establishment of
native vegetation communities in the new wetland.

Giventhat common reed already existsin the current wetland, it will be especiallyimportant to contain and
prevent the spread of this plant into the relocated wetland. Invasive species are a common concern in
wetland restoration projects since these can colonize and outcompete slower-growing native species
(Aronson & Galatowitsch, 2008). Therefore, invasive species management will be necessary.To prevent
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common reed from spreading into the new wetland, it can be removed following MNRF (2011) Best
Management Practices.

Parameters identified as key design targets include wildlife habitat complexity, a variety of plant
communities, and water levels and durations required to support the overall wetland elements. The created
wetland not only needsto replace and replicate the existing wetland feature and its function s, but its goal is
alsoto achievean enhancement over the existing form and function. Thefollowing design criteria have been
established:

x An enhanced native plant community, rather than the existing community that is dominated by
common reed, narrow-leaved cattail and reed canary grass.

Longer-term invasive speciesmonitoring and management.

The establishment of open water pockets to provide amphibian and reptile habitat. In the pools, a
mix of emergent and submergent specieshas been prescribed.

Establishing a functional swamp community.

Emergent vegetation is proposed for large portions of the wetland area.

A wet/mesic seed mix for transitional zones.

Shrub thickets on the higher topographic areas.

xX X

X X X X

It is anticipated that the deeper water conditions will allow a more diverse species mix to persist while
discouraging the growth of narrow-leaved cattail, reed canary grass and common reed. This notion is
supported by Mauchamp, Blanch, and Grillas (2001), who studied the establishment of common reed
seedlings in different water depths and found that young plants require shallow water levels without long
lasting submergence to grow and survive, while tolerance to submergence increaseswith age. Therefore, if
deeper water conditions are maintained throughout the growing season,it is expected that this will help to
prevent common reed seedling colonization of these deeper pools.

Three planting zones are proposed based on wetland water depth:

Zone 1 Shallow: This zone will account for a little over fifty percent of the wetland footprint. Basedon the
draw down calculations, this portion of the wetland will see frequent drying during the summer months. The
planting plan should include plug nodes and a meadow seed mix for Zone 1, comprised of a mix of forbs,
grassesand sedgessuch as:

Canadarush
Turtlehead
Blue flag iris
Foxsedge
Fowl bluegrass
Blue vervain
Meadow sedge

X X X X X X X

It is likely that common reed and narrow-leaved cattail will eventually begin to grow throughout this zone,
but it is hoped that the seed mix can establish to allow a mix of other speciesto persist. Invasive species
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management should target Zone 1 and prevent the spread of invasives to deeper water pools. Plantsare to
be planted asplugs on 1.0 m centres.

Zone 2 Mid (pools): Thisplanting zone is located between Zone 1 and the deeper pools of Zone 3 and serves
as a transition zone representing an increase in soil moisture regime. Plants are to be planted as plugs on
1.0 m centres, and this zone should include speciessuch as:

Canadarush
Turtlehead

Blue flag iris
American bur-reed
Fringed sedge
Dark green bulrush
Water arum

X X X X X X X

Zone 3 Treed Swamp: Thisplanting zone is located at the northern portion of the wetland and expandson
the existing treed swamp community. The swamp community should be seasonallyinundated with water for
the spring and potentially into the early summer, depending on how wet the seasonis. Deep vernal pools
will provide extended pooling of water into the summer months. Treeplantings will be at awoodland density
of 10 trees per 100 m2. Speciesto consider within the swamp community include:

Silvermaple
Redmaple

Bur oak

Swamp white oak
White cedar

X X X X X

Wetland VPZPlantings:

In addition to the proposed wetland planting zones, proposed plantings along the perimeter of the wetland
should incorporate the use of native tree and shrub material, including calliper, container-grown stock and
plugs. VPZplantings will provide a barrier from adjacent land use and help reduce traffic noise levels and
wind. Plantsfor this area are recommended to include a range of salt-tolerant species.

Thewetland should be further enhanced for wildlife use,and the following features can be added to achieve
this enhancement:
X Brushpiles along the wetland margin can serve as habitat for small mammals, reptile and birds.

x Pollinator rest structures comprised of larger stones (boulders) can be placed along the margins of
the wetland.

X Logs or stumps should be added to the deeper pools to provide basking areasfor turtles and frogs
or roosting locations for birds.

X Bird nesting structures (e.g. nesting tunnels) should be provided for small birds. These structures
provide nesting habitat without allowing airport hazard birds like Canadageeseto proliferate asthey
could with the installation of nesting islands (Ducks Unlimited Canada,n.d.).

x Batboxes along the wetland limit and/or within the wetland setback.
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To prevent potential herpetofauna and small mammal mortality, GeoProcess recommends that
reptile/amphibian exclusion fencing be installed along the east, south, and west of the proposed created
wetland. This will allow for ecological connectivity to the north and downstream waters, but will prevent
wildlife from entering roadways. Connectivity to the south-eastern UHOPlinkage will also be maintained for
larger wildlife that can go over the fencing, and for small wildlife entering the area, which can travel along
the fencing towards the northern opening. However, small wildlife will likely be prevented from entering this
linkage areaunlessthere isthe potential (in consultation with the MTO)to position fencing closerto Highway
6. If this is possible, fencing would ideally also be connected to an existing culvert under the highway, which
could act asan eco-passageto the wooded areaon the eastern side of Highway 6. See Figure 3 and Figure
4 for diagrams of reptile exclusion fencing and Figure 5 and Figure 6 for photo examples.

Fencing should be constructed to a minimum height of 2 m (MECR n.d.) and should have an overhang lip at
the top, to prevent speciesfrom climbing up and over the fence. It is recommended that the fencing have a
durable sheeting (e.g. geotextile, fine mesh, etc.) installed over it for the lower metre. This will be dually-
functional, preventing species like snakesand turtles from going through the fence, while also helping to
reduce any residual salt spray from Highway 6 and salt spray from interior roads, and may also help to deter
some waterfowl from entering the proposed wetland. Further, if there are any connectivity structures under
Highway 6 (i.e.culverts), it may be possible to add connections to these in consultation with the Ministry of
Transportation (MTO).

The MNRF (n.d.) recommends best practices for wildlife fencing. Applicable recommendations include:

X To deter digging, bury the fence 10 cm down with an additional 10 cm horizontal lip.
x Backfilland compact soil along the entire length on both sides of the fence.

x Stakeson fencing for snakes should be installed on the roadside (opposite to sediment control
fencing) to prevent them from using the stakesto get over the top of fencing.

x For reptiles, the fence should have an overhanging lip on the speciesside.
X Avoid the use of geotextiles with nylon mesh lining, as snakescan become entangled in this fabric.

X Inspect fences after spring thaw and at regular intervals during active season, especially following
heavy rain. Thisis especiallyimportant for geotextile fences, and any damage to the | H Q Fitegyrity
(e.g, tears, loose edges, collapses,etc.) should be repaired immediately.

X Manage tall or woody vegetation on the speciesside of the fence if it might allow animals to climb
over. Thisis especiallyimportant in the spring and fall, and care should be taken to ensure no harm
to animals or protected plant speciesduring vegetation removal.

X Treesand shrubs can act as natural screensto help reduce road accessand can be combined with
fencing to help protect animals from predation.

X Add a turn-around at ends furthest away from wetland habitat, and at all accessareasto direct
animals away from fence openings. Endscan also be tied-off to trees and shrubs.
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the activity side——»
Overhang or Lip on the species side

Compact soil around / \
bottom of fence d \ {5

Stakes are buried a minimum
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Fabric 10 - 20 cm underground
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.
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Figure 3: Reptile exclusionfencing diagram. Speciesside (outside) refersto the interior side of the created
wetland. (MECP Salt Alternatives on Interior Roadways)

2 2 metres

230cm

Figure 4: Inward curve at endsof fenceto direct animals away from exclusionarea. (MECP Salt Alternatives
on Interior Roadways)
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Figure 5: Exampleof a galvanized mesh fencing usedfor the long-term exclusionof snakesand turtles from
the adjacent highway (Megan Bonenfantvia MECP n.d.)

Figure 6: Exampleof heavy-duty geotextile fence,without overhanging top, shown (MECPn.d.)

I Preventing Salinity

In addition to reducing de-icing salt use, on-site salt alternatives should be considered to prevent de-icing
salts from entering the wetland via runoff and spray. On-site road runoff should also be prevented from
entering the wetland. Furthermore, as noted in the previous section, geotextile fabric can be used with
wildlife exclusion fencing to help prevent salt spray from entering the wetland.

Commercial salt alternatives can reduce salt entering runoff. These sometimes contain liquid organic
additives used as pre-treatments or to make a salt brine that helps salt adhere to roads for longer (Schuler
et al., 2017). Additives can help reduce the amount of salt required, which should decreasethe amount of
salt needed. Unfortunately, Schuler et al. (2017) state that there is no broad body of literature on the
ecological impacts of these additives; therefore, their use should be limited as much as possible until more
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literature is available. Another salt alternative is sand, which can be mixed with salt but can cause
sedimentation of downstream waters.

Snow should not be stored adjacent to the wetland block. All meltwater from snow storage should be
captured and treated within the SWM system.

Transport Canada discusseswildlife safety around airports in their document TP 1247 2 Land Use in the
Vicinity of Aerodomes. Natural habitats are listed ashavinga ~ S R W H QO\LLPLL. @@I\&F pisk in aerodomes,
while marshes,swamps,and mudflats havea ~ S R W H QO\RIEYE) & Yisk. Although land-use acceptability
is site sensitive,marshes,swamps,and mudflats generally G R @Qawgeneral land use acceptability in primary
aerodomes (the area where planes are 1500 ft above ground level or lower). Therefore, there is a need to
mitigate and monitor for hazardous bird species primarily geese and gulls.

According to Ducks Unlimited Canada(n.d.), avoiding the use of artificial nesting islands will help to reduce
attractivenessto geese.If there is a desire to attract smaller birds, appropriate raised nesting structures can
be installed. Further recommendations to reduce attractivenessto hazardous birds come from the report by
LGL Limited report, Pickering Airport Site Zoning Regulations: Mitigation of Bird Hazards Arising From
Particular Land-Usesby Davis and Lang 2004. Theseinclude passive mitigation measures surrounding the
design of shoresand the vegetation surrounding ponds:

X Vegetation surrounding the pond should be natural and allowed to grow without cutting and
mowing, except for along shorelines. Lawnsshould be avoided as hazardous birds may be attracted
to them for eating. Surrounding vegetation should be dense and prevent birds on the water from
seeing terrestrial predators asthey approach. Thisvegetation can include athick border of trees and
shrubs, or native cattails (Typhalatifolia) and bulrushes (Scirpussp.)

X Theproposed wetland should be designed to be unattractive to birds. It should generally have along
and narrow shape so that birds are alwaysclose to shore.

X The proposed wildlife fencing will help to keep hazardous birds out of the wetland from the west,
south, and east.

Given the dense plantings proposed throughout the wetland and the small, narrow open water pockets
proposed, the wetland design meets the recommendations for limiting waterfow! attraction and is unlikely
to be found attractive to waterfowl.

X Minimize outdoor lighting and direct it down and away from natural areas. Lighting should be
eliminated on the sides of buildings facing the woodlands, or, if required (e.g., emergency exits),only
be lit when in use.

X Inspection by a qualified person(s) to conduct regular monitoring of all sediment and erosion
measures implemented to ensure they are in working order. Any observed deficiencies must be
recorded and immediately reported to the site contractor.
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x The MECPwill be contacted to confirm the best time to complete tree removals to avoid impacts to
roosting bats. Typical timing is to avoid cutting between April and October.

x Treeremoval should avoid the breeding bird window (April to September).If tree cutting is to occur
during this window, a qualified biologist should conduct a nest screening prior to any cutting. If
active nests are found, they are not to be disturbed until the young have fledged from the nest.

x Amphibians should be relocated to the new wetland prior to the removal of the existing wetland.
x All VPZsshould be planted with native speciesreflective of the local area.

X Screening of all vegetated areas for rare or uncommon plants should be conducted prior to any
vegetation removals. Transplant plans will be developed for any rare or uncommon identified plants,
such ascup plant and Virginia false dragon.

Prior to planting, preparation of the existing soilsto ensure successfulestablishment of restoration plantings
and seeded cover is recommended. Following the Toronto and Region Conservation $ X W K R (TRGA)- V
Preserving and Restoring Healthy Soil: Best Practices for Urban Construction v.10 (2012) guidelines and
recommendations identify a minimum standard for post-construction soil quality and depth for areasthat
have been disturbed as a result of clearing of vegetation, topsoil stripping, grading and compaction. Per
section 2.3.2,Planting Beds,areasto be landscaped and planted with trees and shrubs require:

X A topsoil layer with an organic matter content of 10 to 15% dry weight, a pH of 6.0to 8.0 and a
minimum depth of 20 cm.

X Where feasible, the subsoil below the topsoil layer should be scarified to a minimum depth of 10 cm
with incorporation of the upper material, thus avoiding stratified layers.

X Resulting total uncompacted soil depth should be minimum 30 cm.

x If organic matter isto be incorporated into the topsoil layer, apply 13 cm of topsoil followed by 7 cm
of compost, tilling to a depth of 24 cm to produce a settled topsoil depth of 20 cm and a total
uncompacted soil depth of 30 cm.

Once the planting area has been amended to meet the soil quality and depth standards, they are should be
protected from disturbance to prevent impacts to the soil profile. To prevent erosion, the area should be
seeded and planted following the implementation of soil amendments.

The planting plan for the VPZs, Linkage,and Open Spacewill include:

x Planting and seeding of native and locally sourced (appropriate seed zone) trees, shrubs, and
herbaceous plants to increase biodiversity, provide wildlife habitat, and protect the woodland edge
from further degradation.

x Soil removal for this development should be done in phasesto ensure topsoil is kept separate from
subsoil. Thiswill allow for the re-establishment of healthy soil structure in which to plant the buffer
and edge enhancements.
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x Treesand shrubs used in the buffer plantings will need to be fenced off in order to prevent deer
browse impacts.

X All planted material should be maintained by regular watering throughout the plant warranty period.
A watering schedule associated with restoration plantings has proven to be a significant success
factor in restoration projects. It can take severalmonths for roots to grow sufficiently beyond the
planting hole to actively absorb nutrients and water from the surrounding soil. Initial watering should
occur immediately following the installation of plant material. Care must be taken not to overwater
planted material; soil should be cool and slightly moist but not wet. In the absence of City of
Hamilton and HCA post-plant care watering guidelines, the proposed watering schedule will follow
guidelines provided by Credit Valley Conservation, including watering for the first two years,for 15
to 20 minutes twice a week during the growing seasonif no rain occurs. In the third year, change
the frequency of watering to once a week if no rain occurs. Treesspeciesshould be planted on 3 m
centres and shrub specieson 0.5-1 m centres promote higher density coverage.

X Removal of non-native invasive species is recommended prior to establishing plantings, where
applicable. Speciesselection is based on native nursery stock availability and speciesadapted to the
existing vegetation communities.

x Perthe City of + D P L O WdRugal Meritage comments on 6 W D Q (R & EVS,mitigation measures
for the monarch butterflies present on site should include vegetation enhancement. Therefore,
milkweed (Asclepiassp.)plants should be included in the buffer zones,asthese are necessaryfor the
P R Q D Ulirekycle.

Please refer to Whitehouse Urban Design Inc's landscape drawings for the prescribed planting
recommendations.

B Stormwater Management Block

The proposed SWM block will be located in the northeast of the Property, replacing the cultural meadow
community and cultural-residential community that currently exists on site. Recommendations for the
revegetation of the areathat will be disturbed by the SWM block development include:

x Implementation of native plantings in the open space block between the SWM block and the
realigned wetland, creating a naturalized corridor linkage between the pond and wetland.

X The accessroad to and around the SWM pond should consider the use of permeable ground
surfaces such asturfstone, to allow for vegetation to establish.

11. Monitoring & Adaptive Management Plan

Monitoring is an important component of the wetland realignment. Specifically,the proposed monitoring
follows an adaptive management approach, in which feedback from monitoring resultsis used to adjust the
wetland design and management to align with key goals and benchmarks. The following is the framework
envisioned for the wetland monitoring plan. The final plan will be developed in consultation with the City of
Hamilton and the HCA.
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11.1. Adaptive Management Overview

Outcomes in environmental management are often uncertain due to knowledge gaps and unexpected
ecosystem changes (Murray & Marmorek, 2004). Adaptive management (AM) is an approach that reduces
uncertainty through a clearly defined process that treats management actions as well-designed scientific
experiments to test and refine hypotheses (Walters, 1986; Taylor et al.,1997; Murray & Marmorek, 2004). AM
is an iterative processin which decision outcomes are continuously monitored and evaluated to determine
whether objectives are being met (Fischman& Ruhl, 2015; Olszynski, 2020). This process is illustrated in
Figure 7.

Define the problem: management objectives, indicators
of success, options for action, assumptions, key
uncertainties, alternative hypotheses

Revise uncertainties Design actions to test
and hypotheses and hypotheses; predict
repeat; share what outcomes based on

has been learned Adaptive current knowledge

Management
Cycle

Evaluate the resulls:
which actions were
most effective, and

which hypotheses to

acceplt / reject?

Implement the
actions as designed

Monitor implementation (any

deviations from the design?),

and effectiveness (were the
objectives achieved?)

Figure 7: Adaptive management cycle,from Murray and Marmorek (2004)

AM is a very suitable solution for projects to proceed when there is uncertainly about outcomes, as is
common in ecological restoration projects (Murray and Marmorek, 2004). However, the term "$GDSWLYH
0 D Q D J H Pislc@mimonly misinterpreted and misusedin a manner that lacksthe rigor to ensure beneficial
long-term environmental outcomes (Olszynski, 2020). Common issues with the implementation of AM,
outlined by Olszynski (2017), include it being viewed as a routine strategy that guarantees positive
environmental outcomes, proponents paying insufficient attention to experimental design, and
implementation being incomplete or lacking altogether. In their analysis of U.S. regulatory agency
approachesto AM, Fischman& Ruhl (2015) found that a passive approach is commonly taken that fails to

follow the necessaryiterative steps and thereby fails to allow for learning from management. Theseauthors

define this approachas "$60 OLWHu

Given the many variablesto consider in wetland relocation and the uncertainty about outcomes (e.g.,how
aggressivelyinvasive speciesmight establish),implementing AM is the best solution for the present project.
This plan has been prepared in a matter which follow s the cycle outlined in Figure 7. It is stressed that this
plan must be followed through on all stages of the project, from assessmentto permitting to monitoring
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(Olszynski,2020). It is especially important for effective monitoring to occur, as insufficient implementation
is generally acommon pitfall of environmental management projects, and the sameis true for AM (Olszynski,
2017).

An AM program has been outlined for 140 Garner Road, following ESSA7 H F K Q R Q&réig,Wsrmorek &
Murray, 2008) Guide for the Preparation of Adaptive Management Plans,prepared for the DFO. This guide
includes the general AM cycle, as shown in Figure 7, and further defines the elements that should occur at
each step (Table 33). The recommended approach follows the active AM strategy described by Greig et al.
(2008). AM is recommended for the proposed created wetland and no other natural heritage features. Per
Greig et al. (2008), actions subject to AM should generally be reversible, which they will be in the context of
the restored wetland asit moves towards the goal of a functional ecosystem.
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Table 33: Ideal elements within each step of the AM cycle,from Greig et al. (2008).

AM Steps Ideal Elements within each Step

Step 1. Assess Clearly state management goals and objectives

and define the ID key uncertainties (what are the management questions?)
problem Explore alternative management actions (experimental “treatments”)
ID measurable indicators

ID spatial / temporal bounds

Build conceptual models

Articulate hypotheses to be tested

Explicitly state assumptions

State up front how what's learned will be used
Involve stakeholders

Involve scientists

Involve managers

Use active AM

Include contrasts, replications, controls

Get statistical advice

Predict outcomes

Consider next steps under alternative outcomes
Develop a data management plan

Develop a monitoring plan

Develop a formal AM plan (for all of the remaining steps)
Get the design peer-reviewed

Obtain multi-year budget commitments

Involve stakeholders

o

Rt - - -

Step 2. Design

< €2

Qoo POPRPTPOTROTRFTTT@®0Q0 DTN

Step 3. Implement contrasting treatments
Implemen- Implement as designed (or document unavoidable changes)
tation Monitor the implementation
Step 4. Implement the Monitoring Plan as it was designed
Monitoring Undertake baseline (“before”) monitoring
Undertake effectiveness monitoring
Step 5. Compare monitoring results against objectives
Evaluation of Compare monitoring results against assumptions, uncertainties, hypotheses
results Compare actual results against model predictions
Receive statistical or analysis advice
Have data analysis keep up with data generation from monitoring activities
Step 6. Meaningful learning occurred (and was documented!)
Adjustment / [Communicate this to decision makers
Revision of Communicated to others
Hypotheses & Actions or instruments changed based on what was learned
Management
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The following outlines the AM framework proposed for the realigned wetland.
11.2.1

Management Goals and Objectives

The AM program, as outlined below, is intended to ensure the long-term successof the proposed created
wetland as a functional ecosystem.lt is intended to ensure that the created wetland supports wildlife at a
level equal to or greater than that of the existing wetland. It is also intended to monitor the establishment
of a native plant community and prevent invasive species (e.g., Phragmites australis) from becoming
dominant.

Management Questions
Management questions to be addressed by the AM program include the following:

1. How will plant establishment proceed, and will the planned plant communities become established?
2. Wil invasive speciesbecome dominant, like in the original wetland?

3. Will it be possible to enhance amphibian use of the wetland?
4

Will invasive Phragmites australis be inhibited from establishing in the deep-water pools if the
hydrologic regime is maintained throughout the growing season?

5. How well will the hydrologic regime of the wetland be maintained throughout the season?
6. How effectively will hazardous wildlife (for an aerodrome) be excluded from the wetland?

7. Will groundwater continue to be available for the wetland asin the existing condition?
Alternative Management Actions

Alternative management actions may need to be determined on a case-by-casebasis,but could include the
following:

x If amphibian monitoring determines that there is no use of the created wetland by amphibians,
intervention will occur. Thiscould involve installing habitat structures or increasing water inputs from
rooftop storage (if available).

x If vegetation community monitoring determines that native plants are not establishing well, then
additional plantings may need to be undertaken along with follow-up watering, depending on their
location in the proposed wetland.

x If vegetation community monitoring determines that invasive plants are beginning to dominate the
created wetland, then they will need to be removed according to available best management
practices. Since common reed dominates the existing wetland, it is possible that it will eventually
colonize the new wetland. This plant should be removed upon first detection, before it can spread.
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Removal should follow practices outlined by the OMNRF (2011). Follow-up monitoring will help
determine whether alternative action is needed.

x Due to the proposed ZH W O Ean\Wvithin an aerodrome, if hazardous wildlife are found to be
using the pond, wildlife control procedures can be used per Transport & D Q D GH11500 document.
If plantings are not achieving the desired mitigation for hazardous birds, they may need to be
replaced or added to.

Measurable Indicators
Measurable indicators of the function of the created wetland will include the following:

Presenceof breeding amphibians

Presenceof breeding birds

Plant community composition (e.g.,prevalence of invasive vs native speciesand communities)
Water level in the wetland

Discharge volumes from the wetland

X X X X X

Spatial/Temporal Bounds

The AM program applies to the proposed created wetland, as shown on Map 8.
11.2.2

This AM program will employ severalmanagement strategies acrossdifferent treatment areasand/or times,
forming an overall management strategy with associated monitoring and actions. For example, the
amphibian translocation BMP will be employed if amphibians are detected during wetland removal. In
contrast, other BMPs, such as those for invasive species removal, will be employed later in the project
monitoring window. The final AM strategy will be confirmed with the City and HCA prior to the
commencement of works.

Statistics
Due to the relatively simple nature of the ecological data to be collected, descriptive statistics will be used.
Data Management

All data collected in the field should be immediately scanned and backed up. Reporting will follow the
schedule outlined in Step 4 (monitoring). Analysiswill occur after data is collected each year, and the results
should be compared to the baseline data contained within this EIS.

Implement Contrasting Treatments

Implementation of the monitoring treatments should occur as outlined in Section 11.2.4. If unavoidable
changes are made, these should be documented in the annual reports to the City and HCA, as specified in
Section11.2.6
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11.2.4

All field data, observations, and other relevant notes, including survey date and time, temperature, wind
speed, weather, and precipitation type, will be recorded during each monitoring visit. Photographic
documentation will accompany field notes for all surveys.All recorded field data will be compiled after each
survey visit and electronically scanned. Annual reporting, where applicable, will be provided to the City for 7
years,until completion of the regular monitoring program.

Baseline Monitoring

Baselinemonitoring data will be collected within one to two yearsprior to site alteration.
Implementation Monitoring

Implementation monitoring will be conducted in two stages:

Construction Monitoring: will assessthe implementation of the wetland design for both the physical form
and planting requirements. An evaluation of the proposed design measuresfor the implementation of the
wetland design will focus on dissemination and feedback to the project and construction team to confirm
compliance with the plan's predetermined goals and objectives. Construction monitoring should include bi-
weekly assessmentsduring the construction phaseto evaluate the implementation of the design. This will
include the shape of the wetland is constructed correctly and planting monitoring to ensure that the correct
speciesand planting protocols are implemented and upheld. A monthly letter report will be provided to the
City documenting the results of construction monitoring.

Post-Construction Monitoring: Post-construction monitoring will include an overall assessment of the
constructed wetland to determine whether the proposed design parameters were implemented in
accordancewith project requirements. A letter certifying that the wetland has been constructed as designed
will be submitted to the City and HCAwithin a year of the construction completion . The letter will include an
as-built survey documenting the constructed wetland form.

Effectiveness Monitoring

Effectivenessmonitoring will be compared againstthe baseline monitoring . Surveyscan include those shown
in Table 34. The monitoring elements will be agreed upon with the City and HCA prior to initiating the
monitoring program. Annual reports, including the applicable survey results,will be provided to the City and
HCA at the end of each year. Monitoring will occur for seven years. If targets are met after seven years,
monitoring will end. If targets are not met, monitoring will continue for an additional three years.

Vegetation Sampling Protocol (VSP)

In addition to yearly ELCcommunity analyses,the Vegetation Sampling Protocol (VSP)will be used for
terrestrial monitoring. VSP was developed by Danijela Puric-Mladenovic, an Assistant Professor at the
University of Toronto, as a joint venture between the University of Toronto and the Ministry of Natural
Resourcesand Forestry. This protocol works in conjunction with ELC,but where ELC provides a broad
overview of ecosystemsand their boundaries, VSPprovides a more quantitative approach. VSPcan be used
for both inventory and monitoring , and is beneficial for detecting long-term trends of an ecosystem. It uses
fixed-areamethods that are practical, easyto implement and replicate, and scientifically rigorous. VSPis also




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.

140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATECENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT FEBRUARY2026

scalable, and plots generated during this project can be added to the larger dataset for southern Ontario.
This includes field data stored within a central database for statistical analysisand detailed mapping. The
implementation of VSPwill enable larger-scale questions about regional connectivity to be answered.

Table 34: Proposedeffectivenessnonitoring

Survey Type

Method

Sampling Location

Timing/Frequency/Duration

Breeding Marsh Monitoring Two locations to cover created
Amphibian Program (Bird Studies wetland per 100 m radius from Years2,3,5,7
Monitoring Canada,2009) the protocol
Year1 post-construction: one -
Ecological Land seasoninventory.
Classification & Subsequentinventories will occur
Vegetation Vegetation Sampling at least once during the growing
Community Protocol. Entire created wetland seasonon an annual basis from
Monitoring years2-7.
Drone flights to map Invasive speciesremoval and
vegetation growth. replacement plantings will be
completed as required.
. . Focusedon the created wetland,
Breeding Bird Surveys it will also help to monitor the Spring months, years2, 4, 6, and
Bird Use following OBBA ' T

Tree Inventory

protocol

Detailed tree inventory
if trees are planted
within the created

wetland and its VPZ

Install level loggers to

land use risk of the proposed
wetland within the aerodrome.

The wetland and its VPZ.

Two locations within the created

7

The planting plan and
documentation will serve asthe
baseline.Years1, 2,4,6,and 7

Continuous recording (every 30

Hydrologic . . . .
M)c/)nitorii measure water leveland  wetland, one in a deep pool and minutes) during the ice-free
9 temperature one in a shallower location season All years
Install acoustic - .
o . - In the marsh and swamp Record a minimum of 10 nights
Bat Monitoring monitors within the

wetland.

communities of the wetland.

in June/July.All years
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B Step 5: Evaluation of Results

Compare Monitoring Results

Effectivenessmonitoring results will be compared against the baseline data. The overall objective of this
comparison is that the functions of the created wetland will be equivalent to or enhanced relative to the
existing wetland. For example, amphibian monitoring results will be compared with the baseline amphibian
data, with the expectation of similar or greater amphibian use of the created wetland. Resultswill also be
compared with the management questions outlined in Step 1 and the assumptionslisted there. No ecological
modelling exerciseshave been undertaken, so results will not be compared to model predictions.

As the ecological results are not comprised of complex large datasets, no formal statistical analysesare

proposed. The hydrologic data will be plotted as a year-over-year water retention trend, showing changes
in water level over time.

B Step 6: Adjustment/Revision of Hypothesis & Management

Annual reports to the City and HCA will be the primary method of data dissemination. To ensure these
reports go beyond simply providing monitoring data, they should include additional sections on lessons
learned from previous years, how those lessonschanged actions in the given year, and how the following

\ H D Bktigns will differ asaresult. Theselessonsshould feed back into the management questions presented
in Step 1 to ensure that results are reflected on and actions are modified in the originally intended manner.
The reports will also recommend corrective actions if deficiencies are identified.

12. Policy Conformity

Conformance with policies applicable to the EISis described in Table 35 below.
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Policy Document

2.9.1d)

(4.1- Natural
Heritage)

41.1

4.1.2

4.1.3

4.1.4

Provincial Policy
Statement (2024) 4.1.5

4.1.6

4.1.7

4.1.8

(4.2- Water)

421

Policy Number

Table 35: Applicable Policiesof the PPSand UHOP

Policy

Planning authorities shall plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and prepare for the impacts of a
changing climate through approachesthat: promote green infrastructure, low impact development, and
active transportation, protect the environment and improve air quality.

Natural features and areasshall be protected for the long term.

The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an areaand the long-term ecological function and
biodiversity of natural heritage systemsshould be maintained, restored or where possible, improved,
recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage featuresand areas surfacewater featuresand
groundwater features.

Natural heritage systemsshall be identified in Ecoregions6E & 7E,recognizing that natural heritage
systemswill vary in size and form in settlement areas,rural areas and prime agricultural areas

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted in: a) significant wetlands in Ecoregions5E,6E and
7E;and, b) significant coastal wetlands.

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: a) significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield
north of Ecoregions5E,6E and 7E;b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in
Lake Huron and St. 0 D U \RiVer);c) significant valleylandsin Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islandsin
LakeHuron and St. 0 D U \RiVer);d) significant wildlife habitat; e) significant areas of natural and scientific
interest, and f) coastalwetlandsin Ecoregions5E,6E and 7Ethat are not subject to policy 4.1.4(b)unlessit
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological
functions.

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordancewith provincial
and federal requirements.

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangeredspeciesand threatened
speciesexcept in accordance with provincial and federal requirements

Developmentand site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacentlandsto the natural heritage features

and areasidentified in policies 4.1.4,4.1.5and 4.1.6 unlessthe ecological function of the adjacentlands

has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or on their ecological functions.

Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by:

a) using the watershed asthe ecologically meaningful scalefor integrated and long-term planning,
which can be a foundation for considering cumulative impacts of development;
b) minimizing potential negative impacts, including cross-jurisdictional and crosswatershed
impacts;
c) identifying water resource systems;
d) maintaining linkages and functions of water resource systems;
e) implementing necessaryrestrictions on development and site alteration to:
1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas;and

The ElSdiscussesClimate Change initiatives that the development will follow, including building and operations
measuresto reduce energy and water use. In addition, LID measuresplay an important role in the development
plan for managing stormwater and recharging the shallow groundwater system.The development plan
conforms to this policy.

The EIS'sassessmentsconclusions, and recommendations aim to protect the natural heritage features for the
long term by considering existing conditions, conducting a comprehensive evaluation of the proposed
development's direct and indirect impacts, both short- and long-term, and providing sound, effective mitigation
measures.The EISdemonstrated no negative impacts on the natural heritage system.

The proposed development includes specific measuresto maintain or improve the natural area features within
the study area and their ecological functions. As such, the study recognizes linkages and leverages
opportunities to enhance biodiversity and connectivity within the natural heritage system. Thisis evident
through the proposed improvement of the wetland feature, the restoration of its wetland habitat, the
opportunity for improved wetland connection to the groundwater table, the proposed connectivity between the
wetland, SWM block, stream corridor, and southeastern woodland, the inclusion of three Open Spaceblocks
that will be planted to a woodland density, the inclusion of policy appropriate VPZto the natural heritage
features, and the inclusion of a linkage feature between FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 woodland communities. The
proposed plan conforms to this policy.

Natural systemsare identified through the EISwithin the context of the local land use.

No significant wetlands or significant coastal wetlands, as defined in the PPS are identified within the Subject
Property, and no development or site alteration is proposed within these features.

No significant wetlands, valleylands, wildlife habitat, ANSI,or coastal wetlands, as defined in the PPSare
identified. One significant woodland was identified within the Subject Property, but no development or site
alteration is proposed within this feature.

No development is proposed in fish habitat.

No development is proposed in confirmed SARhabitat. Candidate SARbat habitat has been identified in the
WODM4-4 woodland that is proposed to be removed. Habitat offsetting, such as bat boxes planted through the
natural areaswithin the development plan, is proposed. The plans will be discussedwith the MECP.

Of the significant features identified in this policy, development and site alteration are proposed on lands
adjacent to a significant woodland as specified by this policy. The ecological functions of the adjacent lands
have been evaluated, and measuresto protect these functions are included in the development plan. Measures,
including increasing woodland areathrough planting and providing a 15 m VPZ, have been proposed. The EIS
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural feature or its ecological functions.

The EISwill demonstrate this as follows:

a) Cumulative impacts are assessedthrough the evaluation of historic anthropogenic influences within
the Ancaster Creek subwatershed, shaping the existing ecological landscape. The impacts of the
proposed development are similarly assessedwithin the context of the surrounding landscape and the
ecosystem health in the larger subwatershed.

b) The proposed development is located entirely within the Ancaster Creek subwatershed, with no
impacts predicted to extend beyond it. The EISdemonstrated that there will be no negative impacts
through the retention of important natural heritage features and the implementation of strategic
mitigation measurestargeted to addressand minimize potential adverseimpacts to water quality and

@ 142



ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.
140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATEENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT

FEBRUARY2026

Policy Document

Urban Hamilton

Official Plan Volume

Policy Number

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

4.2.5

(5.2- Natural
Hazards)

521

5.2.2

524

(C.2.0 2Natural
Heritage System)

Policy

2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water, and their hydrologic
functions;
f)  planning for efficient and sustainable use of water resources,through practices for water
conservation and sustaining water quality; and
g) ensuring consideration of environmental lake capacity, where applicable.

Developmentand site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitivesurfacewater featuresand sensitive
ground water featuressuch that these features and their related hydrologic functions will be protected,
improved or restored, which may require mitigative measuresand/or alternative development
approaches.

Municipalities are encouraged to undertake, and large and fast-growing municipalities shall undertake,

watershedplanning to inform planning for sewage and water servicesand stormwater management,

including low impact development, and the protection, improvement or restoration of the quality and
quantity of water.

Despite policy 4.2.3,where planning is conducted by an upper-tier municipality that includes one or more
lower-tier large and fast-growing municipalities, the upper-tier municipality shall undertake watershed
planning in partnership with lower-tier municipalities, including lower-tier large and fast-growing
municipalities.

All municipalities undertaking watershed planning are encouraged to collaborate with applicable
conservation authorities.

Planning authorities shall, in collaboration with conservation authorities where they exist, identify
hazardouslands and hazardoussitesand manage development in these areas,in accordance with
provincial guidance.

Development shall generally be directed to areasoutside of: a) hazardouslands adjacent to the shorelines
of the Great Lakes- St.LawrenceRiver Systemand large inland lakeswhich are impacted by flooding
hazards,erosion hazardsand/or dynamic beachhazards b) hazardouslands adjacent to river, stream and
small inland lake systemswhich are impacted by flooding hazardsand/or erosionhazards and c)
hazardoussites.

Planning authorities shall prepare for the impacts of a changing climate that may increasethe risk
associatedwith natural hazards.

The City contains many natural areasand features that contribute to the P X Q L F L Shi2&uty\Winigye
character,and quality of OLIH =

guantity. The development, as supported by the EIS,proposes measuresto maintain or restore existing
water resource features within the Subject Property and the Ancaster Creek Subwatershed.

c) All water resourcescomponents within the Study Area have been identified and evaluated.

d) Water resourceslinkages and functions are maintained through the intentional design of the wetland
realignment and the use of LID measuresto recharge the shallow groundwater system. The hydrologic
function of the water resource systemis projected to improve with increased wetland storage capacity,

matching existing outlet flow rates, reduced invasive speciescover, and improved floristic quality,

resulting in greater water retention and ecological richnessthan the existing feature. Supporting

hydrogeological studies suggest that the proposed design will increasewater infiltration into the
groundwater system, helping to maintain the Z HW O BdQI@idal functions.

e) Municipal drinking water supplies and vulnerable areas,including vulnerable surface and groundwater,
are not within the Study Area and will not be affected. Surfaceand groundwater modelling
demonstrates that both will be maintained on-site and will continue to contribute downstream,
consistent with existing conditions.

f)  The proposed development incorporates design elements like low-impact development, which
improve water quality and decreasethe quantity of surface runoff.

g) Not applicable.

Sensitive surface water and groundwater features, as defined in the PPS are features particularly susceptible to
impacts from activities or events, including, but not limited to, water withdrawals and additions of pollutants.

Thereis a shallow groundwater system on the property that will be maintained, and modelling suggestsit could
be enhanced by increasing infiltration. It is not predicted that the shallow groundwater system will be impacted
by the proposed development.

The EISis consistent with the & L Wpkimary goal to reduce non-point sourcesof pollution within its watershed,
asoutlined in the City of Hamilton Watershed Action Plan. The plan identifies some of these nonpoint sources
of pollution asurban street runoff, commercial parking lot runoff, and construction site runoff. The proposed
development contributes to the City of + D P L O \gbRl@hratigh the implementation of low-impact
development to reduce runoff by infiltration, improve water quality through the use of bioswales along Street A,
and recommend mitigation measuresduring and post-construction to address potential water pollution
through sedimentation and salinization.

Not applicable.

Not applicable

The development has demonstrated that there will be no increasein downstream flooding or erosion in
Ancaster Creek.

The development has demonstrated that there will be no increasein downstream flooding or erosion in
Ancaster Creek.

Not applicable

Schedule B of the UHOP does not identify Core Areason the property, only Linkages.The ElSidentifies Core
Areasthrough desktop and field studies and demonstrates how they will be maintained and restored, as well as
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Policy Document

1 Chapter C 2 City
Wide Systemsand
Designations

Policy Number

C.2.2.2

c.23

C.2.3.3

C.254

C.255

C.25.7

C.2.5.8

Policy

The Natural Heritage System,identified on Schedule B 2 Natural Heritage System,consists of the Niagara
EscarpmentPlan area,and Core Areasand Linkagesidentified by the City, based on requirements of the
Provincial Policy Statement. Together, provincial and local planning objectives for the Natural Heritage
Systemfocus on protecting and restoring these features and natural functions as a permanent
environmental resource for the community. The City shall focus on protecting and enhancing the natural
heritage systemthrough stewardship, education and awareness,land use planning policies, habitat
restoration and management, and acquisition.

The Natural Heritage System consists of Core Areas, Linkages,and the matrix of lands between them,
which may be suitable for restoration. The systemsapproach involves delineating a Natural Heritage
System which includes Core Areas,as well as supportive features (Linkages)that maintain the ecological
functionality and connectivity of the natural system.Connecting natural areasallows wildlife and plants to
move between habitat patches. Theseconnections are important for maintaining biodiversity, and the
long-term health and viability of natural systems.Protection and restoration of impaired or degraded
habitat and habitats in diminishing supply, such as meadows, is vital for a fully functional Natural Heritage
System.Using the systemsapproach, the City shall look at the restoration potential of natural areas
adjacent to Core Areas,not just the habitat that currently exists. The systemsapproach also involves
setting targets for the amount of habitat Hamilton needs for a healthy, functioning ecosystem.Looking
beyond what existsto consider what could or should exist moves habitat protection towards a fully
sustainable natural heritage system.

The boundaries of Core Areasand Linkages,shown on ScheduleB - Natural Heritage System,are general
in nature. Minor refinements to such boundaries may occur through Environmental Impact Statements,
watershed studies or other appropriate studies accepted by the City without an amendment to this Plan.
Major changesto boundaries, the removal or addition of Core Areasand Linkagesidentified on Schedule
B - Natural Heritage Systemand SchedulesB-1-8 2 Detailed Natural Heritage Featuresrequire an
amendment to this Plan.

It is the intent of this policy to preserve and enhance Core Areasand to ensure that any development or
site alteration within or adjacent to them shall not negatively impact their natural features or their
ecological functions.

The natural features and ecological functions of Core Areas shall be protected and where possible and
deemed feasible to the satisfaction of the City enhanced. To accomplish this protection and
enhancement, vegetation removal and encroachment into Core Areas shall generally not be permitted,
and appropriate vegetation protection zones shall be applied to all Core Areas.

New development and site alteration shall not be permitted within significant woodlands, significant
valleylands, significant wildlife habitat and significant areasof natural and scientific interest unlessit has
been demonstrated that there shall be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological

functions.

New development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage

features and areasidentified in Section C.2.5.2to C.2.5.4unlessthe ecological function of the adjacent

lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there shall be no negative impacts on the
natural features or on their ecological functions.

Streamsare mapped in Schedule B - Natural Heritage System.Streamshave been separated into two
classes:Coldwater Watercourse/Critical Habitat and Warmwater Watercourse/Important/Marginal Habitat.
If the stream has not been classified as part of an EIS subwatershed study, or other study, a scoped EISis
required to determine the classification.

New development or site alteration subject to PoliciesC.2.5.3to C.2.5.7requires, prior to approval, the
submission and approval of an Environmental Impact Statement which demonstrates to the satisfaction of

how the linkage function of the Subject Property will be maintained and enhanced. According to this policy,
linkages are supportive features that maintain ecological functionality and connectivity to the natural system.As
such, the EISproposes the removal of one fragmented linkage area with limited ecological functionality and no
projected negative impact associatedwith its removal in favour of enhancing the other two functional linkages
to provide increased overall NHS richness, diversity, and connectivity in the long-term (Section 6.8). The linkages
to be retained and enhanced will receive adequate vegetation protection to ensure protection of the features.
Further, the EISproposes the restoration of the identified wetland habitat as detailed in Sections 8.1 and 8.2.
The existing wetland has low structural diversity and habitat value, with a portion of it being dominated by
invasive and non-native species(Section 6.1).In conformity with this policy, the development proposes to
restore the feature through a realigned wetland designed to enhance biodiversity, improve the hydrologic
regime, increase habitat function, mitigate flood, and increase connectivity through the strengthening of the
linkage along the southern property limit (Section 8.2).

One Core Area is shown on Schedule B-8, a Key Hydrologic Feature.A wetland is identified on the property is
unmapped and has been considered a Core Area feature by the City.

Two Core Area features are identified by the EISwithin the Study Area, including a locally significant wetland
and a Key Hydrological Feature- Streams.The development proposal includes measuresto increasethe
wetland size,its structural complexity, and its speciesdiversity. The headwater drainage features will be largely
maintained along with their functions. Overall, the development plan has been assessedby the ElSas an
enhancement to these features form and function.

A realignment of the wetland is proposed, which necessitatespartial disturbance of the existing Core Area
feature. The proposed encroachment, however, will result in an enhancement of the ecological function of the
wetland/Core Areathrough a proposed increasein plant diversity, wildlife habitat functions, wetland size,and

connectivity to other natural features. Policy recommended vegetation protection zones have been provided for
the Core Areaswithin the Study Area.

No development or site alteration is proposed within any designated features of significance.

New development and site alteration is proposed on lands adjacent to the natural heritage features specified by
this policy. The ecological function of these lands has been evaluated, and it has been demonstrated that there
will be no negative impact on the natural heritage features or their ecological functions.

The stream within the Subject Property has been classified by this EISas a warmwater watercourse providing
indirect fish habitat functions.

An ElShas been submitted to the City that:
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Policy Document Policy Number Policy

the City and the relevant Conservation Authority that: a) There shall be no negative impacts on the Core
$ U H batifal features or their ecological functions. b) Connectivity between Core Areasshall be
maintained, or where possible, enhanced for the movement of surface and ground water, plants and
wildlife acrossthe landscape.c) The removal of other natural features shall be avoided or minimized by
the planning and design of the proposed use or site alteration wherever possible.

An Environmental Impact Statement shall propose a vegetation protection zone which:

a) hassufficient width to protect the Core Area and its ecological functions from impacts of the
proposed land use or site alteration occurring during and after construction, and where possible
and deemed feasible to the satisfaction of the City, restores or enhancesthe Core Area and/or its

ecological functions; and

b) is establishedto achieve,and be maintained as natural self-sustaining vegetation.

Where vegetation protection zone widths have not been specified by watershed and sub-watershed
plans, secondary plans, Environmental assessmentsand other studies, the following vegetation protection
zone widths shall be evaluated and addressed by Environmental Impact Statements. Other agencies,such

as Conservation Authorities, may have different vegetation protection zone requirements. (OPA218)

C.25.9

i) Coldwater Watercourse and Critical Habitat 230-metre vegetation protection zone on each side
of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel.

k) Warmwater Watercourse and Important and Marginal Habitat 215 metre vegetation protection
zone on each side of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel.

[)  Provincially Significant Wetlands 2 30-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the
boundary of the wetland, as approved by the Conservation Authority or Ministry of Natural
Resources.

m) Unevaluated wetlands 2 Unevaluated wetlands and locally significant wetlands require a 15
metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the boundary of the wetland, as approved by
the Conservation Authority or Ministry of Natural Resources,unlessan Environmental Impact
Statement recommends a more appropriate vegetation protection zone.

C.2.5.10

n) Woodlands 210-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge (drip line) of the
woodland.

0) Significant woodlands 215-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge (drip
line) of the significant woodland.

p) Areasof Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) 2 Life and Earth Science ANSIsrequire a 15-metre
vegetation protection zone.

q) Significant Valleylands 2 As required by the relevant Conservation Authority.

r)  Significant Habitat of Threatened or Endangered Speciesand Significant Wildlife Habitat: the
minimum vegetation protection zone shall be determined through Environmental Impact
Statements, dependent on the sensitivity of the feature.

Permitted useswithin a vegetation protection zone shall be dependent on the sensitivity of the feature,
and determined through approved studies. Generally,permitted useswithin a vegetation protection zone
shall be limited to low impact uses,such as vegetation restoration, resource management, and open
space.Permitted useswithin the vegetation protection zone shall be the same usesasthose within the
Core Areain Policy C.2.5.1 and the vegetation protection zone should remain in or be returned to a
natural state.

C.25.12

a) Demonstrates no negative impact to the Core Area features or their ecological function.
b) Maintains and improves the connectivity of Core Area features, including the watercourse, wetland,
shallow groundwater associatedwith the wetland, and linkages on the site.

c) Everyeffort hasbeen made to minimize the removal of natural heritage features on the property.
Where removal is unavoidable, offsetting plantings have been proposed, which will result in a net gain
of trees over the property.

The EISdemonstrates that:

a) TheVPZsproposed for the development plan include 15 m from the Significant Woodland, 10 m from
woodlands, 15 m from wetlands and 15 m from warm water fish habitat.

b) The VPZwill be maintained with natural self-sustaining vegetation comprised of native species
reflective of the local area, as per the EIS.

The outlined VPZswere assessedand appropriate VPZsare provided to the wetland, woodlands and
watercourse. The woodland in the southwest corner is determined by the EISto be significant and has been
given a15m VPZ.A 10 m VPZto all other woodlands, a 15 m VPZto warm water fish habitat and a 15 m
setback to the wetland communities.

No usesprohibited by this policy are proposed within the VPZ.
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Policy Document

Policy Number

C.25.13

c2111

(C.4.8 2 Airport)

C4.8.1

C4.84

C.4.85

C.4.8.6

C.4.8.7

C.4.8.8

Policy

All plantings within vegetation protection zones shall use only non-invasive plant speciesnative to
Hamilton. The City may require that applicants for development or site alteration develop a restoration or
management plan for the vegetation protection zone asa condition of approval.

The City recognizes the importance of trees and woodlands to the health and quality of life in our
community. The City shall encourage sustainable forestry practices and the protection and restoration of
trees and forests.

It is the objective of this Planto support John C.Munro International Airport asa 24 hour, sevenday a
week operation. The Airport and the adjacent Airport BusinessParkis one of the & L Wnajbr economic
nodes and a valued transportation facility which links the movement of goods and people.

The City shall maintain Noise ExposureForecast(NEF)contours and the Primary Airport Zoning
Regulation, asamended from time to time, and formulate guidelines for development in the vicinity of
John C.Munro International Airport.

The City shall minimize future conflicts between operation of the Airport and surrounding land usesto
ensure: a) there shall be no negative impact on the long-term operations of the Airport; b) the
opportunities for expansion of airport operations shall not be limited; and, c) there are no land usesin the
vicinity which may causea potential aviation hazard. d) development that is noise or land use sensitive to
airport operations or will limit the opportunities for expansion of airport operations shall be restricted.

NEFcontours and the Airport Influence Area are identified on Appendix D (Urban) 2Noise Exposure
ForecastContours and Primary Airport Zoning Regulations, and designated on Schedule F 2 Airport
Influence Area of the Rural Hamilton Official Plan.(OPA128)

All development and redevelopment shall comply with all provincial and municipal standards, criteria and
guidelines regarding noise and vibration from air traffic sources,including Section B.3.6.32Noise,
Vibration and Other Emissions.

Proposalsfor development, infill development and redevelopment of residential or other sensitive land
usesshall comply with the following requirements in Table C.4.8.1 2 Requirement for Development in the
Vicinity of John C.Munro International Airport, based on all applicable locational criteria. Proposals may
meet more than one locational criterion and thereby be subject to more than one set of requirements.

/IRFDWIBRIQWH 5HTXLUHPHQWYV

1()DQGBUHD\ D $O@HBHYHOR KRAUHDM G B QW WEEHD V ODIGEH \/
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Only native plants reflective of the local area are proposed for the VPZs.

Treeremovals are proposed. As discussedin the EISthe number of removed trees will be replanted on the

Subject Property as per the requirements of the City of Hamilton. Current landscape and restoration plans show

that the number of trees planted will be greater than the number removed.

The proposed development conforms to the Airport Employment Growth District Secondary Plan.

NEFcontours have been reviewed, and development guidelines have been reviewed for the site. The Subject
Property is not within the Primary Airport Zoning Regulation Area.

The proposed wetland realignment plan will be reviewed by the Airport, and any modifications they may
request, such asreducing the size of the open water areas,will be implemented.

The NEFContours within the Subject Property range from 25-30. The site is not within the Primary Airport
Zoning Regulation Area but is within the Airport Influence Area.

The proposed development complies with all provincial and municipal standards, criteria, and guidelines. No
development as defined under policy section B.35.3 is proposed.

Not applicable. The proposed development is not a residential or sensitive land use as defined in Chapter G of
the UHOP.

- e -




ONTARIHOLDINGSLTD.

140 GARNERRD CONSOLIDATEENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT

FEBRUARY2026

Policy Document

Urban Hamilton
Official Plan Volume
1 Chapter F 2
Implementation

UHOP Volume 2
Chapter B 2 Airport
Employment Growth

District Secondary
Plan (OPA35)

Policy Number

C.4.8.10

(F.3.2.12

Environmental Impact
Statements(EIS))

F.3.2.1.1

F.3.2.1.2

B.8.2.2

B.8.3.2

B.8.2.11

(Natural Heritage
Principles)

Policy

Any permitted development, redevelopment or infill development at or above 25 NEFor within the
Airport Influence Area shall be required to submit a detailed noise study, implement noise mitigative
measuresin accordance with provincial and federal guidelines/standards or municipal approaches that
achieve the same objective, and include appropriate warning clausesin lease or rental agreements,
agreements of purchase and sale,and within development agreements.

Council has adopted Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines, which shall be used by proponents and
professionals when preparing an EIS.The City shall revise the Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines
from time to time.

When a development proposal hasthe potential to negatively impact a Core $ U H batifal features or
their ecological functions, the proponent shall be required to prepare an EISto the satisfaction of the City
in consultation with the relevant Conservation Authority. An ElSinventories and describesthe existing
Core Areasand ecological functions of the site in the context of the surrounding landscape.An ElSalso
assessedhe potential negative impacts that proposed development may have on Core Areasand
Linkagesand provides recommendations on natural area boundaries, mitigation measures,and design
measuresto accommodate or enhance existing natural features and functions.

The employment district is vibrant and visually appealing. It is a working community with a unique sense
of place derived from a strong connection to its natural setting and the existing airport. The intent is to:

f)  Balancea high intensity of use with large conserved natural areas;

g) Designwith nature by protecting streams, mature trees, wetlands, significant habitat and
integrating topography into developments;

h) Integrate the open space system with the Greenbelt and other natural areas;

i)  Support mixed employment use and ancillary convenience amenities supporting employment,
such as convenience stores, medical offices, fitness centres, personal services,restaurants and
hotels; and,

j)  Encouragea distinct character for the district (e.g.airport or natural heritage theme).

All development shall conform to the airport policies of Section C.4.80f Volume 1.

Through sustainable design and appropriate development the employment district protects and enhances
the natural environment. The intent is to:

f)  Develop in a manner that is sensitive to the natural environment;

g) Useinnovative, sustainable storm and wastewater infrastructure to protect water quality and
source water;

h) Protect and integrate provincially and municipally significant natural features, such as
streams, valley lands, wetlands, mature trees and forests into the employment GLVW U L
development, implement provincial policy and meet municipal policy;

i)  Usesustainable design to limit the emissions,water and energy consumption of buildings
within the employment district; and,

j) Connectthe employment G LV WdpénFspack'systemto surrounding natural areasto allow
employees to enjoy and explore the U H J L Rafural heritage.

Not a natural heritage issue.

The EIShas been prepared in accordancewith the EISguidelines.

An EIShas been prepared that draws on numerous years of field investigations to characterizethe natural
heritage features on the property, including Core Areasand Linkages.The ElSevaluated the results of all
completed assessmentsdetermined the retention and protection required for all NH features, provided

recommendations to mitigate impacts and maintain their functions, and incorporated measuresto enhance the
natural features on the property.

The EISwill demonstrate how the proposed development conforms with this policy. Namely, the most
important natural features are maintained. The realignment of the wetland will increasethe | H D W Xizkldnd/
connectivity with the adjacent natural areas,achieving the goals of the AEGDpolicies.

a) Theproposed development is not a high-intensity use. The proposed VPZsand enhancements will
protect and enhance the features.

b) Consideration for the integration of the wetland within the development was important, with
realignment being the best option to better integrate the wetland into the development fabric. The
headwater drainage feature on the property is to be mostly maintained and protected with a VPZ,and
significant woodlands and those providing significant wildlife habitat or habitat for endangered
speciesare protected.

c) Thegreenbelt is not within the vicinity of the Study Area.

d) Theproposed development is for commercial land use, which supports a mixed employment use for
the general AEGDSecondaryPlan area.

e) Theproposed development supports a strong natural heritage theme with the strategic maintenance,
enhancement, and design of the existing natural heritage features.

The development conforms to the airport policies of Section C.4.8as detailed above in policies C.4.8.1.C.4.8.4to
C.4.8.8,and C.4.8.10.The outstanding policies of Section C.4.8are not directly applicable.

The EISdemonstrated:

a) Thedevelopment maintains the important natural features of the site, including the enhancement of
the wetland community, Significant Woodland, and linkage along the southern property limit. The
proposed strategic integration of other natural features into the development fabric underscoresthe
importance of environmental considerations.
b) The SWM solution includes infiltration galleries, which enhance groundwater recharge, rooftop storage
that is used to sustainthe wetland, and roadside bioswalesto promote water quality and surface water
infiltration. The proposed low-impact development (LID) measureshelp improve water quality and
quantity by increasing infiltration and reducing runoff that can mobilize sediments and pollutants.
c) Thereare no provincially significant features on the subject property. Municipally significant and other
natural features of the property have been integrated into the development. The significant woodland
is being maintained, enlarged and provided with an adequate VPZ.
d) Thebuildings will be designed to minimize energy and water usage.
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B.8.9

B.8.9.3

B.8.12.1

B.8.12.2

Policy

An integral component during the creation of this Secondary Plan was the preparation of the
Subwatershed Plan for the watersheds within the Secondary Plan Area. Landswithin the Airport
Employment Growth District are uniquely situated within the headwaters of four watersheds, Sulphur
Creek (Cootes Paradise), Twenty Mile Creek (Lake Ontario), Welland River (Niagara River) and Big Creek
(Grand River).The myriad of small headwater features, combined with restrictions on open water/wetland
features imposed by the airport, present a unique challenge in terms of protection of stream corridors
and natural heritage features, and stormwater management design that require state of art technologies
consistent with Low Impact Development design.

The stream corridors in the Subwatershed Planfor the Secondary Plan Area shall be protected in
accordancewith Section B.8.120f this SecondaryPlanto addressflood/erosion control and fish habitat
requirements, as well as storm water management to prevent increasesin flooding and erosion, enhance
water quality and maintain the existing conditions of water balance.

Within the Airport Employment Growth District, there are wetlands, streams, woodlands, meadows,
successionalareasand hedgerows which are identified as Core Areas,Linkages,and Hedgerows in Map
B.82 2Airport Employment Growth District Natural Heritage System.The policies of Volume 1 Section

C.2.0 2Natural Heritage Systemapply, with the exception of Section C.2.4.

Streamsare identified in Map B.82 2 Airport Employment Growth District Natural Heritage System.If the
stream has not been classifiedas part of an Environmental Impact Study,subwatershedstudy, or other
study, a scopedEnvironmental Impact Study s required to determine the classification.

e) Therealigned wetland will connect the open spaceon the northeast corner of the property to the
woodland in the southeast corner and to the Highway 6 naturalized corridor. The development area
will be surrounded by natural heritage features, providing employees with a unique setting to enjoy

the surrounding natural environment.

The ElSincluded a comprehensive review of local natural features and airport-area development constraints to
inform and support the proposal. The larger AEGDSecondary Plan and the Ancaster Creek SubwatershedPlan,
aswell asthe goals, objectives, and guidelines provided by these documents, were considered, given the
ecological interconnectedness and unique situation of the Subject Property. The headwater tributary of
Ancaster Creekis being maintained and protected, and the wetland is being enhanced and provided with a VPZ.
Both stream and wetland features will benefit from increased connectivity to the proposed SWM facility and the
woodland. The SWM facility will be a dry pond, which reduces the likelihood of attracting waterfowl to the site.
The wetland design was also modified to reduce the size of open-water pockets and increasetree cover,
thereby reducing the wetland's attractivenessto waterfowl. Theseare important design considerations given the

site's proximity to the airport.

Theintermittent watercourse, the portion that has a defined bed and banks as defined by the Conservation
Authority Act, is protected with the appropriate setbacks.Discharge from the site, both from the wetland and
the SWM pond have been modelled and assessedfor downstream flooding and erosion hazard potential. Based
on the modelling results, the development will not increaseeither the downstream flood or erosion risk.

This mapping identified no natural heritage features, aside from an unclassified stream. The policies of Volume
1 Section C.2.0have been applied as detailed above in this table under Urban Hamilton Official Plan Volume 1

Chapter C 2 City Wide Systemsand Designations.

The stream within the property has been assessedand determined to be a warmwater watercourse providing
indirect and marginal fish habitat. The watercourse is being retained within the development design, and the
portions identified asintermittent fish habitat are being maintained in their current condition with the

appropriate 15 m warmwater setbacks.
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13. Conclusion

The following can be concluded based on the results of the background review, applicable
policies and field investigations conducted by Stantec (2018) and GeoProcessand the impact
assessmentcompleted for this EIS.

x A wetland was identified on the property. An assessmentof the wetland determined that it was a
candidate for realignment. Thiswetland will be relocated as shown on Maps 8 and 9. Restoration and
adaptive management measures have been recommended, and a 15 m VPZis proposed for the
newly created feature.

X Numerous butternut trees are located along the east boundary and the northwest corner (off-site)
of the Subject Property, and one in the WODM4-4 community . Hybridity testing will be required for
these trees, along with a Butternut Health Assessmentby a Certified Butternut Health Assessorfor
confirmed butternuts, to determine if any authorization is required under the Endangered Species
Act (2007).

X An American chestnut that was previously identified on the site has died with no indication of shoots
or young.

X The FODM2-1 community has been determined to be a Significant Woodland (Section 6.4). A 15 m
setback has been proposed to protect this feature from the proposed development.

X The FODM2-1 community provides significant wildlife habitat for Eastern Wood-Pewee. A 15 m
setback has been proposed to protect this feature from the proposed development.

X TheFODM2-1, FODM1-1, and WODM4-4 communities provide suitable bat maternity colony habitat
for endangered bat species. No development is proposed in the FODM1-1 community or the
FODM2-1 community to protect these features from the proposed development.

X The WODM4-4 community is proposed for removal. Tree plantings in Open SpaceBlocks 3, 7 and 8
will compensate for the tree removals. Batroosting structures will be added to the open spaceblocks,
the SWM block and the wetland block.

x TheHDFon the Subject Property does not provide direct fish habitat.

X The use of rooftop storage and directing clean water to the wetland provides the ability to ensure
there is sufficient water available to the wetland year-round to maintain its features and functions.
Odan Detech has demonstrated that, on a monthly basis, there will be sufficient water to maintain
the wetland and its open-water features.

X Theimplementation of soakaway pits will provide a higher level of infiltration capacity than current
conditions. This additional infiltration will help to maintain and enhance the shallow groundwater
systemsof the Subject Property. The shallow groundwater systemwill help to maintain the realigned
wetland.

x A linkage feature will be established along the southern property limit, which will strengthen the
hydro-corridor linkage identified in the UHOP.

x It was determined that the proposed development will not have a negative impact on the natural
heritage features which are being retained on the Subject Property. In several cases,the measures
outlined in this EISwill enhance natural heritage features. Specifically,the realigned wetland will see
an enhancement of its form and function, and the FODM2-1, Significant Woodland, will see an
increasein size of approximately 63%.
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