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Figure 1 Subject property (red polygon) and study area (orange polygon).
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1.3 General Description of Natural Heritage Features

Thesubject property is approximately 3.2ia size. It encompasses a small cultural meadow
community, a cultural plantation and a small portion of coniferous forest which expands
outwards from the subject property. #®emnant horse trackurrounds the conifer plantation
within the centre of thesubject property.

The larger study area is approximaté&.1ha in size. This area includes the subject property
as well as a larger conifer plantation, a larger portion of the forested valtgrayof the

Eramosa River, a cultural meadow, and an anthropogenic area mostly void of vegetation with
exposed fill material.

20/ KI N} OG S NX
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2.1 Background Review

A review of the following sources was completed in order to gain background information for
various aspects of the natural environment:

City of Guelph Official Plan (2001), consolidated 2014

Zoning Bytaw (199514864

Official Plan Amendment 5dGuelphlnnovation District Secondary Plan

Natural Heritage Strategy: Terrestrial Inventory & Natural Heritage System (Dougan and
Associates 2009)

City of Guelph Trail Master Plan (20@31ap 4: Trail Network

City of Guelph Private Treeaw 19058 (2010)

Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH 2014)

Natural Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR 2005)

Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000)

Natural Heritage Information Centrespecies occurrences

Information Request with the MNRF regarding records efcis at Risk

Grand River Conservation Authorgynformation request for species records

Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadman 2007)

Soil Survey of Wellington County Ontario (Hoffman and Mathews 1963)

The Physiography of Southern OntarioEa. (Chapman and Putnam 1984)

eeee

gegegegegegegeegee

2.2 FieldSurveyMethods

Field surveys were conducted in 2014 and 2015. Table 1 elaborates on the dates that field visits
were conducted and the primary purpose of each visit. Incidental observations of flora or fauna
wererecorded during each site visit.
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April 14, 0% cloudcover(no precipitation), wind =
2014 Frog Call Survey 2-3% 4°C; 21:322:00
June 17, . . 25% cloudtover(no precipitation), wind =
2014 Breeding Bird Survey 0, 18°C; 07:0608:00
Julv 3. 2014 Breeding Bird Survey, Summer  20% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind

y S Vegetation Survey 0-1, 13°C; 07:009:00
August 20, . 30% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind
2014 Summer Vegetation Survey 1-2, 19°C: 09:09 11:00
October 16, : 80% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind
2014 Fall Vegetation Survey 1, 18°C. 08:09 10:00
April 15, . 0% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind -
2015 Snake Hibernacul@urvey 1, 9°C10:4511:00
April 28, . 0% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind :
2015 Snake Hibernacula Survey 1, 13°C, 10:481:00
April 29, . 0% cloud cover (no precipitation), wird
2015 Snake Hibernacula Survey 1, 10°C, 09:09:30
May 6, . 10% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind
2015 Snake Hibernacula Survey 1, 11°C, 08:188:30
May 12, gsvgrlllgv\\//esi?r'\[/aetlonsﬁgli\ée%’ibia::\r;cu 60% cloud cover (no precipitatipnwind =
2015 Y 3-4,14°C, 09:480:15

Survey

May 14, . 0% cloud cover (no precipitation), wind :
2015 Snake Hibernacula Survey 1, 7°C. 08:49:00

Vegetation communities were classified using standard Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
methodsdeveloped by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) for southern Ontario
(Lee, et al., 1998). Physical characteristics and dominant vegetation species were recorded for
each vegetation community. Remarks on natural disturbances (e.g., evidéfioeding),

significant wildlife habitat, and humamade disturbances (e.g., erosion, tracks and trails) were
noted if encountered.

! wind speed was measured according to the Beaufort wind scale.
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Terminology used to describe each of the vegetation communities is based on ELC sampling
protocols that collect informatin on four vegetation layers in each community (note: some
layers may not be present within a vegetation community sampled). The four layers are:

1. Canopyconsists of tall vegetation which reaches the light first; typically composed of
tall trees (in a feest community).

2. Subcanopyincludes vegetation growing just under the canopy; vegetation that
receives filtered sunlight through the canopy; typically composed of trees and tall
shrubs (in a forest community).

3. Understoryincludes vegetation growing b®v the subcanopy; typically composed
of both tall and lowgrowing shrubs.

4. Groundconsists of the vegetation which is closest to, and covering, the ground;
typically composed of herbaceous vegetation.

Global Positioning System (GPS) points were recdiafetie locations of provincially and
regionally significant species, as well as significant wildlife habitat, such as vernal pools. The
GPS units used are accurate t& . In instances where GPS readings were not accurate (e.g.,
under a closed canopyithin a forest), approximate locations of rare species were mapped on
an aerial photograph. The abundance and distribution of each significant flora species was
recorded (e.g., widespread, scattered, or localized to one or two clumps).

A ist of all the floral species observed in each vegetation communities in the study area was
compiled. The vegetation abundances for each plant species was also recorded in the
corresponding vegetation layer (i.e., canopy, samopy, understory, and grodrlayer). To
provide additional information for the site context, the vegetation communities beyond the
study area were also classified and delineated.

The Floristic Quality Index (FQI) and Native Mean Coefficient of Conservatism (Native Mean C)
are usedo measure vegetation quality within the site. These are based on numbers between 1
and 10 which are assigned by the province to each native plant dogalits habitat

requirements (Oldham at al. 1995). Values of 1 to 3 are assigned to species growing in
degraded or nomatural areas. These plants have an affinity to disturbed sites. Species with a
value of 4 to 6 are often found in natural areas lbah persist with some level of disturbance.

The scalar values of 7 to 9 are attributed to plant species that have a fidelity to native lands of
high quality with little disturbance. The scalar value 10 indicates the species is obligate to high
quality ratural areas and has a narrow range of ecological tolerances. The scores for all plants
found at a particular site are averaged to obtain the Native Mean C and summed and multiplied
by the square root of the number of species to obtain the FQI (Oldhaah 095). Very high
quality habitats with a high diversity of species requiring a narrow range of habitats have higher
FQIs than habitats with fewer species of broad habitat requirements.
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Three breeding bird surveys were completed follmg Forest Bird Monitoring Program
protocols Konze and McLaren 1997Fhis protocol divides breeding bird surveys into two
periods for the purpose of estimating abundance and collecting breeding evidence on early
breeding and later breeding species, aslvas providing an opportunity to increase breeding
certainty. Breeding evidence was evaluated using the following guidelines (Ontario Breeding
Bird Atlas 2001):

1 Observeds defined as a species observed in its breeding season outside its nesting
habitat (no evidence of breeding).

1 Possible breedings indicated by the presence of a singing male (or breeding calls
heard) in suitable habitat or the presence of a bird atvee in suitable breeding habitat
in its breeding season.

1 Probable breedings defined as an observation of any of the following: (1) a pair in
breeding season in suitable habitat, (2) permanent territory presumed through
registration of territorial son@n at least two days, a week or more apart, at the same
place or (3) courtship or display between a male and a female or two males, including
courtship feeding or copulation; visiting probable nest site; agitated behaviour or
anxiety calls of an adult; bod patch on an adult female or cloacal protuberance on an
adult male; nest building or excavation of a nest hole.

1 Confirmed breedings defined as observation of any of the following: (1) a distraction
display or injury feigning; (2) used nest or egglisioeind (occupied or laid within the
period of the study); (3) recently fledged young or downy young, including young
incapable of sustained flight; (4) adults entering or leaving nest site in circumstances
indicating occupied nese(g, adult carryingdcal sac; adult carrying food for young), or
(5) nest containing eggs, or nest with young seen or heard.

An audio frog call survey was conducted on April 14, 2014 following the Ontario Marsh
Monitoring Program (Bird Studies Canada 2gQ@8}ocols to inventory calling amphibians (i.e.,
frogs and toads). The start time and end time of the survey was recorded along with air
temperature, wind speed, and level of precipitation during the survey. Amphibian species,
general location of callingnd call codes are recorded per the monitoring protocols.

The hibernaculum is the most critical habitat feature for snakes as they provide protection from
predators and are crucial overwintering sites that can contain hundrédsloviduals and

multiple species. Hibernacula may be naturally occurring pits or crevices in rock outcrops,
abandoned mammal burrows or artificial structures (e.g. rock piles, the foundation of buildings,
etc.). Garter Snakes and Eastern Milksnakegartcularly well known for using artificial
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hibernation sites. Suitable hibernacula are generally multilayered, have several entrances and
are located between the water table and the frost line.

Due to the potential for snake hibernacula within thedy area, snake hibernacula surveys
were conducted on six separate occasions in the spring of 2015 within the cultural meadow in
Unit 5 where stone and concrete slabs are protruding out of the ground with holes and
crevices. Surveys were generally cortddanidmorning to early afternoon depending on the
temperature, wind and cloud cover. Generally surveys were completed when the ambient
temperature reached 10°C on sunny and calm days or above 15°C during overcast breezier
days. Each survey includedifeeen minute slow walk around and through the rock pile area.

Incidental observations of wildlife were recorded throughout the study area during all surveys.
Woody debris was searched for small mammals, amphibians and reghlgdental

observations included species observations, as well as observations of stick nests, browse,
snagsgetc. GP®oordinates were recorded for significant species, and records of regionally rare
and areasensitive fauna were determined for the slyrarea. Incidental observations of

Odonata (dragonflies and damselflies) and Lepidoptera (butterflies and moths) were
documented during each site visit.

The woodland on the subject property and lager study area was delineated sultation with
natural heritage staff from the City of Guelph. The woodland was delineated based on the
dripline of the outermost tree of the conifer plantation and surrounding woodland using a
handheld GPS device accurate to within3th.

30 wSadz Xiisf RT{ 2aNIJSé a
3.1 Physiography

Thesubject property slopes from north to south with an elevation ranging from approximately
225 m above sea level (asl) in the north to 218 m asl in the sdtbording to the Soil Survey

of Wellington County (Hoffman et 4063) te north-east portion of the study area has a
Burford Loam (Bg) soil type with soil material composed of gi&iafman et al 1963)The
south-west portion of the study area has a Farmington Loam (Fl) soil type with less than 12
inches of loanill over bedrockHoffman et al 1963)T'he soil type is a wedlraining silty clay
loam. Based on field studies and observations of disturbed dwlstibject propertyis

exceedingly stony withstonesranging fromapproximately5 cm to 10 crin diameter.

The Eramosa Rivesy locatedmmediately south of thestudy area. ie Grand River
Conservation Authority (GRCA) regulation liavierlapsslightly onto thesouthern corner of the
subject property(Figure 2).
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Figure 2. GRCA figure illustrating regulated are&udy area outlined iryellow and subject property in red
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