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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In 2021, the Terrestrial Inventories and Monitoring group of Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 

was asked to conduct a terrestrial biological inventory of the current conditions of the Sherwood Park 

Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) in the City of Toronto. This report summarizes the conditions using the 

2021 survey data while drawing on existing terrestrial fauna and flora data collected since the 1970s. The 

information is of value both for site management plans and to assess biodiversity at a broader regional level. 

This report summarizes the biological inventory findings to: 

• Characterize the terrestrial natural heritage features of the Sherwood Park ESA. 

• Examine some of the changes to Sherwood Park over the past 50 years and assess the impacts of park users 

and conservation/restoration activities. 

• Describe how the natural heritage features of Sherwood Park contribute to the regional Natural Heritage 

System (NHS) and support regional biodiversity. 

The primary concerns that the inventory addresses are: 

• To aid the City of Toronto in management decisions concerning Sherwood Park 

• And, on the broader scale, to examine how Sherwood Park fits within the regional natural heritage system, 

and how its contribution to this system may be protected and maximized   

An important underlying message is that the integrity and health of the natural system are measured at the 

regional scale; individual sites must be considered in this larger system context. 

1.1 The TRCA Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program 

Rapid urban expansion in the TRCA jurisdiction has led to continuous and incremental loss of natural cover and 

species. In a landscape that probably supported 95% forest cover prior to European settlement, the most recent 

TRCA desktop landscape analysis (2017) shows that only 17.8% forest (including successional) and wetland cover 

remains. It is important to stress that these are cumulative declines that result from innumerable site-specific 

decisions. Agricultural and natural lands are increasingly being urbanized while species continue to disappear 

from a landscape that is less able to support them. This represents a substantial loss of ecological health and 

ecosystem function that will be exacerbated in the future according to current urbanization trends. With the loss 

of natural cover, diminishing proportions of various natural vegetation communities and reduced populations of 

native species remain. As additional stresses are exerted on the natural system many species become even rarer 

until they are lost, or at imminent risk of being lost. Reductions in the natural heritage system reduce 

biodiversity and the ecosystem services that sustain human society. 

In the late 1990s the TRCA initiated the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program to address the loss of terrestrial 

biodiversity and habitat within the jurisdiction’s nine watersheds. This work culminated in the Terrestrial Natural 



Sherwood Park Environmentally Significant Area – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority    |    2 

Heritage System Strategy (TNHSS or the Strategy hereafter) (TRCA, 2007a), which was approved by the TRCA 

Board in 2007.  

The aim of the Strategy is to establish, protect, and restore a network of natural cover (forest, wetland, 

meadow, successional, bluffs and beach) across TRCA’s jurisdiction. The primary focus was on improving 

terrestrial biodiversity and habitat (including vegetation communities, flora and fauna species) and ecosystem 

health. The Strategy identified a Terrestrial Natural Heritage System (TNHS) that covered 30% of TRCA’s 

jurisdiction including 25% existing natural cover and 5% potential areas to be restored to natural cover. The core 

principle of the Strategy was to increase quantity, quality, and distribution of terrestrial biodiversity across the 

entire jurisdiction, which would also enable a steady provision of other ecosystem services as co-benefits (e.g., 

flood protection, pest reduction, increased recreation, and aesthetic opportunities) that are vital for human 

well-being. The Strategy and the TNHS has informed numerous ecosystem management initiatives in policy and 

practice. This includes policy reviews, land use and infrastructure planning, land acquisition and management, 

and ecosystem restoration.  

In 2021, TRCA completed a technical update to the 2007 TNHS to delineate TRCA’s updated regional target NHS 

(2021). The updated regional target NHS provides an update to the technical component of the Strategy using 

new data and an integrated approach. It delineates key natural heritage features and areas that are important 

for TRCA’s terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem health across the landscape.   

The Strategy and the NHS focuses on biodiversity conservation before they become rare, and to promote greater 

ecological function of the urban ecosystem in a holistic manner. This proactive approach is much needed, 

especially in a highly urbanized areas like TRCA’s watersheds where, by the time a community or species has 

become rare, irreversible damage has already occurred. Ensuring that the natural systems are healthy and 

resilient supports regional biodiversity in the long term. Targets, both short and long-term (100 years), provide 

direction for planning at all scales (TRCA, 2007a; TRCA, 2007b).  

The systems approach applied in the Strategy development incorporated data from a range of scales. 

Assessments of the components of biodiversity similarly consider multiple scales, ranging from the region as a 

whole, through the watersheds and smaller landscape habitat elements, to site level communities and species. 

2.0 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

The study area (Sherwood Park ESA) consists of about 8.5 ha of public land, forming the centre of Sherwood 

Park and is located along Burke Brook, a tributary of the West Don River that enters it at Sunnybrook Park. The 

area is bound to the north and west by established residential areas along Blythwood Avenue and Sherwood 

Avenue; to the south by the Mount Hope Cemetery and a condominium at 1900 Bayview Ave; and to the east by 

Bayview Avenue (Maps 1 and 2). Overall, the site is located in a highly urbanized landscape with the only 

significant natural linkage being along Burke Brook. A continuous system of parks runs along Burke Brook from 

near Avenue Road to the west downstream to the West Don River. The area was developed between roughly 

1920 and 1950, starting from the west. Prior to that period, it was open agricultural land, aside from the older 

forested areas that are documented here. 
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Sherwood Park was established early in the urban development period and named after the famous forest in 

England, which is not only known for the Robin Hood legend, but also is itself an important old-growth forest 

(Natural England, 2014). The park was recognized as a locally significant natural area that required attention as 

early as the 1970s (Banville and Hamilton, 1976) and later designated an ESA by the City of Toronto in 1992-94. 

The current boundary of the ESA was set in 2016. The City of Toronto set up a citizens’ Sherwood Park Advisory 

Committee in 1993 which ran for about 20 years. 

Burke Brook has several tributary ravines that form minor habitat corridors. One of these, just east of the ESA, 

enters from the north. This feature includes patches of remnant forest extending into the residential area. 

Geological information regarding the ESA reveals that the base material is undifferentiated older till, overlain by 

sandy glaciolacustrine deposits on the tableland and upper slopes (Schollen et al., 2003). The surrounding 

landscape is a drumlinized till plain that covers much of uptown Toronto. Even aside from the ravines, the area is 

gently hilly. Soils are predominantly fine sands and fine sandy loams (Hoffman and Richards, 1955), and this is 

borne out by most of the soil samples taken by Draper (1998) as well as during the 2021 vegetation community 

surveys. The recent soil surveys show fine sands in all areas except the lower slopes near Burke Brook and a 

small section southeast of the brook where clay loams were found. 

The sandy glaciolacustrine deposits are highly permeable, and groundwater emerges where this material 

contacts the underlaying impermeable clayey layer beneath it. This discharge zone feeds Sherwood Park’s 

wetland communities. 

Draper (1998) found layers of charcoal several centimetres below the soil surface in a few places, indicating 

historical fires. Some of the dominant tree species in the park, such as oak (Quercus spp) and white pine (Pinus 

strobus) are associated with infrequent fire events that enable their recruitment. 

The study area is situated within the Carolinian Floristic Region, a zone of forest within southern Ontario that is 

largely characterized by broad-leaved deciduous trees. A few northern species from the Great Lakes – St. 

Lawrence mixed forest zone are associated with cooler micro-habitats and seepage areas. Sherwood Park is a 

locally important natural area. An unpublished inventory of the park was undertaken as early as the 1970s 

(Banville and Hamilton, 1976). The central woodlot is designated as an Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) by 

the City of Toronto (Map 2; North-South Environmental, 2012). 

3.0 INVENTORY METHODOLOGY 

Terrestrial biological data for the Sherwood Park ESA is available from inventory work conducted over a long 

period from the mid-1970s to 2021 (see Table 5, Section 3.3). The most comprehensive datasets are from 

Draper (1998) and the 2021 TRCA inventory. These include vegetation mapping as well as species. Information 

from the Toronto Field Naturalists (Banville and Hamilton, 1976) and North-South Environmental (2012) was 

restricted to species. Where available, terrestrial inventory data has been supplemented by recent incidental 

records taken from the online citizen science platform, iNaturalist (all such non-TRCA records having been 
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confirmed with photographic evidence). A few records from 2006 and 2009 collected for the City of Toronto 

Environmentally Significant Areas study were also incorporated (North-South Environmental, 2012). 

Biological inventories were conducted at the levels of vegetation community and species (flora and fauna) 

according to the TRCA methodologies for field data collection (TRCA, 2007c). The scoring and ranking of 

vegetation communities, flora, and fauna to generate local conservation concern L-ranks (L1 to L5) is a key 

underlying process that supports this field work (Section 3.2; TRCA, 2017). 

3.1 Vegetation Community, Flora, and Fauna Species Scoring and Ranking 

Vegetation communities, native vascular plants (flora), and native vertebrate animals (fauna) are scored on a set 

of ecological sensitivity, habitat requirement, and abundance criteria by TRCA biologists to assign conservation 

concern status ranks or L-ranks (local ranks of conservation concern). The process of scoring and ranking is 

described in detail in TRCA (2017). Applied since 2001, the method also provides for updates of scores and ranks 

as additional, or more current, data becomes available for a given community or species.  

Vegetation community scores and ranks are based on two criteria: local occurrence and the number of 

geophysical requirements or factors on which they depend (Table 2). Flora species are scored using four criteria: 

local occurrence, population trend, habitat dependence, and sensitivity to impacts associated with development 

(Table 3). Fauna species are scored on seven criteria: local occurrence, local population trend, continent-wide 

population trend, habitat dependence, sensitivity to development, area-sensitivity, and patch isolation 

sensitivity (Table 4). Species ranked from L1 through L3 are region-wide Species of Conservation Concern. Those 

ranked L4 are also of concern in the urban and urbanizing parts of the region. Species with an L-rank of L5 are 

currently not considered of concern as they are able to persist alongside urbanization. Some derive benefit from 

living in close proximity to human society; as a result, they are likely to be more common in urban than in rural 

areas. 

Table 1: L -rank and total score ranges for vegetation communities 

L-rank Total Score Range Conservation Concern Status 

L1 8.5 – 10 
Of high level of concern in TRCA jurisdiction due to rarity, stringent site needs, and/or 
threat to habitat 

L2 6.5 – 8 
Of regional concern, typically occurs in less-disturbed natural areas and under highly 
specific site conditions; at risk of decline/disappearance from the region 

L3 5 – 6 
Of regional concern, restricted in occurrence and/or requires specific site conditions; 
generally, occurs in natural rather than cultural areas 

L4 3 – 4.5 Generally secure in rural matrix; of conservation concern in the urban matrix 

L5 1 – 2.5 
Generally secure; not of conservation concern unless it contains sensitive species or 
other features such as old growth; contributes to natural cover 

L+ n/a 
Community defined by alien species (e.g. Scots pine plantation, buckthorn thicket). 
Contributes to natural cover 
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Table 2: L-ranks and total score ranges for flora 

L-rank Total Score Range Conservation Concern Status 

L1 19 – 20 
Unable to withstand disturbance; many criteria are limiting factors: generally occur in 
high-quality natural areas in natural matrix; almost certainly rare in the TRCA 
jurisdiction; of concern regionally 

L2 17 – 18 
Unable to withstand disturbance; some criteria are very limiting factors: generally 
occur in high-quality natural areas, in natural matrix; probably rare in the TRCA 
jurisdiction; of concern regionally 

L3 14 – 16 
Able to withstand minor disturbance; generally secure in natural matrix; of concern 
regionally 

L4 11 – 13 
Able to withstand some disturbance; generally secure in rural matrix; of concern in 
urban matrix 

L5 2 – 10 
Able to withstand high levels of disturbance; generally secure throughout the 
jurisdiction, including the urban matrix; may be of very localized concern in highly 
degraded areas 

LX n/a 
Extirpated from our region with remote chance of rediscovery (i.e. natural 
populations). May be present in plantings. Presumably highly sensitive. 

LH n/a 
Hybrid between two native species; not scored; a hybrid that is highly stable and 
behaves like a species (e.g. Equisetum x nelsonii) is not given this designation, but is 
scored and ranked 

L+ n/a 
Exotic; not native to the TRCA jurisdiction; includes hybrids between a native species 
and an exotic 

L+? n/a Origin uncertain or disputed, i.e. may or may not be native 

 

Table 3: L-ranks and total score ranges for fauna. 

L-rank Total Score Range Conservation Concern Status 

L1 25+ 
Of high level of concern in TRCA jurisdiction due to rarity, stringent habitat needs, 
and/or threat to habitat; greatly at risk of decline/disappearance from the region 

L2 20 – 24 
Of regional concern, typically occurs in less-disturbed natural areas and specific 
habitat(s); at risk of decline/disappearance from the region 

L3 15 – 19 
Of regional concern, restricted in occurrence and/or requires specific habitat(s); 
generally occurs in natural rather than cultural areas 

L4 10 – 14 
Able to withstand some disturbance; generally secure in rural matrix; of concern in 
urban matrix 

L5 2 – 9 
Able to withstand disturbance; currently considered secure, including in the urban 
matrix 

LX n/a Extirpated from the region 

L+ n/a Exotic; not native to the TRCA jurisdiction; exotic species are not scored 
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3.2 Vegetation Communities, Flora, and Fauna Species Data Collection 

Vegetation community, flora species, and fauna species data were collected through field surveys. Surveys were 

carried out at the appropriate times of year to assess breeding status in the case of amphibians and birds, and 

during the optimal growing period of the various plant species and communities (TRCA, 2007c). Vegetation 

communities and flora species were surveyed concurrently. It should be noted that all flora and fauna records 

are subject to a threshold period (15 years for flora, 10 years for fauna) beyond which records are no longer 

considered current.  

Botanical fieldwork undertaken in 2021 was conducted between the months of May through November (Table 

5). Botanical work begins with identifying ephemeral flora in the spring before the full closure of forest canopy 

occurs. This is followed by the bulk of the vegetation community work in the summer and early fall months 

when characteristics of community and non-ephemeral flora species are most readily observed. Finally, 

locations of invasive trees were mapped in early November when reduced leaf cover allowed for more accurate 

GPS mapping. Vegetation community designations were based on the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and 

determined to the level of vegetation type (Lee et al., 1998). Community boundaries were outlined on printouts 

of digital ortho-rectified photographs (ortho-photos) at a scale of 1:2000 and then digitized in ArcView. 

Flora Species of Regional Concern (ranked L1 to L3) and Urban Concern (L4) were mapped as point data, and the 

approximate population size recorded for each point. For the ESA, selected invasive plants were also mapped. 

This included populations of woody and herbaceous invasive species, as well as all locations of invasive trees 15 

cm diameter at breast height (dbh) or more. A list of all flora species observed was documented for the site. 

Plant species records available from historical records collected within the ESA were also included in the species 

list (Table 5). Information collected by Smith (2008) for the area mostly east of the ESA but overlapping with it 

slightly was also reviewed. 

The 2021 fauna inventory was conducted from May to July (Table 5). The night visits surveyed for breeding frog 

species of Regional and Urban Concern and for other nocturnal fauna species, including owls and American 

Woodcock (Scolopax minor). Surveys in late May and June point-mapped breeding bird territories (L1-L4 ranked 

species). Other breeding birds (L5 and exotic) were listed, but not mapped. 

Breeding bird surveys were conducted at least twice during the breeding season to assess the breeding status of 

each mapped individual. Categorization of possible, probable, or confirmed breeding status for birds followed 

the method used for Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas data collection (Cadman et al., 2007). All initial visits were 

completed by the end of the third week of June. Bird observations recorded prior to June 16 were validated 

through a second visit later in the season. A quality assurance process filtered out individuals likely to be 

migrants in transit, rather than on-site breeders.  

Incidental records from 2012 to 2021 have been included, and data from TRCA’s partial biological inventory in 

2000 have been referenced. Ten years is the threshold for inclusion of fauna data as current under the protocol 

(TRCA, 2007c), but any significant records from external sources for dates prior to 2012 (e.g. bird surveys 

conducted by North-South consultants in 2009) are also referenced in this report. Any records included from the 
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iNaturalist citizen science platform (indicated in Appendix 3) have been confirmed through photographic 

evidence and checked for veracity. 

Table 4: Source of terrestrial natural heritage information for Sherwood Park ESA. 

Survey Item Source Dates Survey Effort 

Vegetation 
Communities 
and Flora 
Species 

TRCA Sherwood Park survey  

 

North-South (2012) Toronto ESA Study 

Draper (1998) Sherwood ELC 

Draper (1999) follow-up flora 

 

Banville and Hamilton (1976) Toronto 
Field Naturalists 

Public incidental Records (iNaturalist) 

2021: May 4, 5; June 28; July 26; Aug 11; 
Sep 9; Nov 5, 8 

2009: June 14, Aug 11 

1998: July 30; Aug 4, 9-14, 17-24, 26, 28. 

1999: 25 May 

1974 to 1976 

2019 to 2021 

45 hours 

- 

- 

 
- 
 
- 

Nocturnal 
Fauna 
Species 

 

TRCA Sherwood Park survey  

 

2021: May 14, June 7, July 9 

 

 

4 hours 

 

Diurnal Fauna 
Species 

TRCA Sherwood Park survey  

City of Toronto Natural Heritage Study 
(TRCA, 2001) 

North-South Toronto ESA Study 

2021: May 26, June 29. 

2000: June 21. 

 

2009: June 14, Aug 11 

2 hours 

unknown 

Fauna 
Species 

Public incidental records 

(iNaturalist)  
1998 to 2021 - 

 

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

Throughout this report, species are referred to by common name, with scientific name in brackets the first 

time a species is mentioned. Appendices 2 and 3 list the species found by scientific and common names. 

The 2017 ortho-photography shows that 24.7% of the land area in the TRCA jurisdiction hosts natural cover, 

including 6.1% meadow. Historically, the region would have consisted of up to 95% forest cover with 

interspersed wetlands and very little meadow coverage; currently just 17.5% forest, successional habitat and 

wetland remains. Forest and wetland cover are contained largely in the northern half of the TRCA jurisdiction, 

especially on the Oak Ridges Moraine. The existing natural system stands below the 30% quantity target set for 

the region (TRCA, 2007a). Fauna species of conservation concern are also largely restricted to the northern part 

of the jurisdiction and generally absent from the urban matrix (Map 3).  
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4.1 Vegetation Community Findings for Sherwood Park ESA 

Examination of habitat at the finer level of detail provided by vegetation communities gives greater insight into 

current habitat patch value. High scoring habitat patches that are made up of native vegetation communities 

and vegetation communities of concern have the highest potential to support regional biodiversity and species 

of conservation concern. 

4.1.1 Vegetation Community Representation 

The surveys in 2021 included 8.7 ha of natural cover at Sherwood Park. There were 18 different vegetation 

communities spanning 4 broad vegetation classes (i.e. forest, successional, wetland, and dynamic – the aquatic 

was unvegetated) (Table 6; Appendix 1a). 

Table 5: Summary of vegetation communities at Sherwood Park, 2021.  

Class Number of Types Total Area (hectares) % of Natural Cover 

Forest 9 7.4 84 

Plantation 1 0.1 1 

Dynamic 2 0.3 4 

Successional 1 0.1 1 

Meadow 0 0.0 0 

Wetland 4 0.8 9 

Aquatic 1 0.1 1 

Total 18 8.7* 100 

*N.B. Due to rounding errors, the total area may not exactly equal the sum of the column. 

4.1.1.1 Forests 

Forests occupy the vast majority of the ESA: 7.4 ha (85%) of the vegetation communities. There are 4.7 ha of 

deciduous forest and 2.7 ha of coniferous or mixed forest. Most of this is old-growth – or actually a borderline 

old-growth condition in which many of the large old trees that colonized after the previous major disturbance 

persist while gradually being replaced by largely shade-tolerant species emerging from the understorey (Draper, 

1998). These transitional old-growth forests retain the original soil profile and often the original ground flora. 

They were never converted to agricultural or other intensive human land uses, even if there had been 

disturbances such as storm blowdowns, fire, or partial logging many decades ago. 

Draper (1998) sampled a number of mature canopy trees for age. These included red oak (Quercus rubra), white 

pine (Pinus strobus), and white ash (Fraxinus americana). Ring counts ranged from 100-150. These species 

require moderate to large canopy openings for recruitment, and so the findings suggest that the last major 

stand disturbance would have been in the mid-to-late 19th century (>100 to 150 years before 1998). The cause 

of the disturbance could have been logging during European settlement, storm damage, or perhaps fire, since 

Draper (1998) also found buried charcoal in some soil samples. 
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The old-growth forest vegetation types in 2021 included a small patch of Fresh-Moist Hemlock – White Pine 

Coniferous Forest (FOC3-1) located on the lower ravine slope and terrace just north of the playground. The 

community was dominated by hemlock (Tsuga canadensis) and white pine with a few paper birch (Betula 

papyrifera) and black cherry (Prunus serotina). The understory was sparse with saplings of sugar, Manitoba and 

Norway maple (Acer saccharum, A. negundo, and A. platanoides), choke cherry (Prunus virginiana), and witch 

hazel (Hamamelis virginiana). The ground layer was also sparse and had several native forest species including 

several sedges (Carex arctata, C. peckii, and C. communis). There was also Canada May-flower (Maianthemum 

canadense), downy Solomon’s-seal (Polygonatum pubescens), and the more common enchanter’s nightshade 

(Circaea canadensis). 

A Dry-Fresh White Pine – Oak Mixed Forest community (FOM2-1) occupies the west-centre of the ESA. This is 

composed of red oak with white pine. The canopy also has some red maple (Acer rubrum), black cherry, and 

hemlock. Maples: red, Norway, and a few sugar, are also prominent, especially in the understorey, subcanopy, 

and gaps. The ground was almost bare, with perhaps 5% cover and no spring ephemerals. There was intense 

trampling along and near trails. Enchanter’s nightshade, garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), and zig-zag goldenrod 

(Solidago flexicaulis) comprised the ground vegetation. Canopy gaps where mature trees have recently died and 

fallen tend to fill in with Norway maple saplings and other exotic species. 

Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Hemlock Forest (FOM6-1) covers about 0.6 ha in a couple of patches along the lower 

slopes. Along with sugar maple and hemlock, beech, red oak, and basswood are also present in the canopy and 

subcanopy. The shrub layer includes choke cherry, alternate-leaved dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), and saplings 

of Norway maple and white ash. The ground layer is composed of zig-zag goldenrod, enchanter’s nightshade, 

grasses (Dactylis glomerata and Poa nemoralis), and sedges (Carex deweyana and C. arctata). 

The prevailing deciduous forest type is Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Beech Deciduous Forest (FOD5-2). This occurs 

on the west-facing slope in the western part of the ESA, and also eastwards on a gentle slope east of the patch 

of pine – oak mixed forest. It covers a total of 3.2 ha, over a third of the whole ESA. Canopy associates with 

beech and sugar maple include a few Norway maple, red oak, white pine, and hemlock. Regeneration is limited 

and, as is the case with the pine – oak forest, the ground is nearly bare. Shrub and regeneration layers include 

choke cherry, Norway and sugar maples, and white ash. The sparse ground layer includes enchanter’s 

nightshade, garlic mustard, false Solomon’s-seal, thicket creeper (Parthenocissus vitacea), and zig-zag 

goldenrod. A few invasive garden ground covers are encroaching from adjacent properties, including English ivy 

(Hedera helix) and wintercreeper (Euonymus fortunei). Spring flora is scant, with a few white trillium (Trillium 

grandiflorum) noted and mapped. 

Small areas of Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Norway Maple Deciduous Forest (FOD5-b) and Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple –

Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD5-3) occur on steep slopes on the south side of Burke Brook near the east end of the 

ESA. The small patch of sugar maple – oak forest is noteworthy for the prominence of maple-leaved viburnum 

(Viburnum acerifolium) in the shrub layer. The ground layer has Canada May-flower, false Solomon’s-seal, 

Pennsylvania sedge, and wild sarsaparilla. 

Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (mostly with beech: FOD6-5 and one tiny area with yellow birch 

(Betula alleghaniensis): FOD6-3) occur on lower slopes in the southern strip of the ESA just above where ground 
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water seepage emerges. These forest communities cover only 0.6 ha but have the densest regeneration and 

ground layers. Saplings of beech, sugar maple, and black cherry can be found in the regeneration layers, and one 

of the polygons has the only significant population of yellow trout-lily (Erythronium americanum) in the park. 

There are also various sedges (Carex arctata, C. pennsylvanica and C. deweyana), wild sarsaparilla (Aralia 

nudicaulis) and tall wood lettuce (Nabalus altissimus). 

Two patches of forest are younger to mid-aged and represent areas where Norway maple has prevailed due to 

dieback of older trees and disturbance. These are both located on the west side of the ESA and are designated 

as Fresh-Moist Norway Maple Deciduous Forest (FOD7-b). One patch is east of Burke Brook near the cemetery 

where a City of Toronto maintenance yard existed until the 1990s (Draper, 1998). The other is in a corner where 

two sides are abutted by backyards and yard waste is dumped. Along with Norway maple, there is extensive vine 

growth with riverbank grape (Vitis riparia) and thicket creeper. The ground layer is dense but also largely exotic; 

species include garlic mustard, enchanter’s nightshade, herb Robert, and invasive garden escapes such as 

goutweed (Aegopodium podagraria). 

4.1.1.2 Successional and Plantation Communities 

Two small areas on the lower west-facing slopes of the ravine near the picnic area and playground are more 

open communities that are undergoing the initial stages of restoration. These areas had been cleared recently 

due to either a high concentration of white ash which died after being attacked by emerald ash borer; or of 

invasive Norway maples that had been cut down, or perhaps both. They include an area designated as Native 

Deciduous Successional Woodland (CUW1-A3) on the slope, and a Restoration Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-A) 

on the bottomland. Both have a similar composition. The Restoration Deciduous Plantation was planted earlier 

and has trees around 5-8 m tall, while the woodland is characterized by a few remaining mature native trees and 

numerous newly planted saplings. 

Remaining mature trees include sugar maple, black cherry, and paper birch. Plantings in these areas include red 

oak, sugar maple, black cherry, and staghorn sumach (Rhus typhina). 

Other areas of tree dieback, blowdown, or removal within the main forest communities are too small to qualify 

as polygons or even inclusions. 

4.1.1.3 Wetland and Aquatic Communities 

Wetlands associated with groundwater discharge appear on the lower slopes in the southern and eastern part 

of the ESA (Figure 1). In 2021, four wetland communities covering 0.8 ha were delineated. These communities 

include Red Ash Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD2-2), Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-1), White Elm 

Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-2), and Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2-9). 

Despite the range of community types, differences are subtle. Tree cover is discontinuous (15-40%) and includes 

red ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), white elm (Ulmus americana), and crack and weeping willows (Salix x fragilis 

and S. x sepulcralis). Some of the ash and elm are dead. Upland species such as sugar maple and hemlock 

overhang the wetlands from adjacent forest communities. 
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Shrub and sapling cover in the wetlands varies from 5 to 50%, with the densest cover being in the willow swamp 

near the outfall of Burke Brook where it emerges from the cemetery. Species include red ash, red-osier and 

alternate-leaved dogwoods (Cornus sericea and C. alternifolia), and the invasive multiflora rose (Rosa 

multiflora). Mountain maple (Acer spicatum) appears occasionally. 

Herbaceous cover is dense with orange touch-me-not (Impatiens capensis) being dominant in many places. 

Associated wildflowers include skunk cabbage (Symplocarpos foetidus), panicled and swamp asters 

(Symphyotrichum puniceum and S. lanceolatum), goldenrods, water cress (Nasturtium microphyllum), and 

European forget-me-not (Myosotis scorpioides). The latter is invasive. 

Graminoids include large populations of rough sedge (Carex scabrata), with some fowl manna grass (Glyceria 

striata), rice cut grass (Leersia oryzoides), and reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea). Rough sedge is an 

indicator of headwater swamps and other groundwater discharge zones. 

 

Figure 1: The wetlands at Sherwood Park result from groundwater discharge on lower slopes and are often overhung by 

surrounding upland forest (photo: TRCA 2021). 

The section of Burke Brook east of Mount Hope Cemetery is a disturbed Turbid Open Aquatic (OAO1-T) 

community with minimal vegetation. High amounts of storm water, erosion, and trampling affect the 

watercourse. 
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4.1.1.4 Dynamic Communities 

Eroding slopes adjacent to Burke Brook can hold only sparse vegetation. On the north side of the brook, there is 

an Exotic Shrub Bluff (BLS1-c) community with buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus 

altissima). Deciduous Treed Bluff (BLT1-B) occurs on both banks of the brook, with scattered crack willow, 

Norway, sugar and Manitoba maples, and white ash. Coltsfoot (Tussilago farfara) is prevalent in the ground 

layer. The bluffs cover 0.3 ha. 

Meadows are absent from the ESA, although there is a small one just off-site near the condominium 

development (1900 Bayview Ave).  

4.1.2  Vegetation Communities of Concern 

Being located within the urban zone, Sherwood Park’s vegetation communities of conservation concern include 

those ranked L4 as well as L1 to L3. However, community ranks alone do not necessarily indicate the intactness 

or quality of individual examples of communities. A common vegetation community may be of conservation 

concern because of its age, intact native ground layer, or other considerations aside from rank. Such 

communities, where they remain, should be considered of high conservation concern, regardless of L-rank. This 

is certainly the case for the mature to old-growth forest communities within Sherwood Park ESA. 

The ESA has 11 vegetation communities of conservation concern (5 L3, 6 L4) (Map 4; Appendix 1a). Communities 

of regional concern (L2-L3) occupy 2.8 ha and those of urban concern (L4) occupy 1.2 ha. Two L5 communities 

can also be considered of situational conservation concern because of their age and quality (Table 7). 

Table 6: Vegetation Communities of Conservation Concern at Sherwood Park ESA, 2021 

Vegetation Type ELC Code Total Area (hectares) L-Rank 

Fresh-Moist Hemlock – White Pine Coniferous Forest FOC3-A 0.1 L3 

Dry-Fresh White Pine – Oak Mixed Forest FOM2-1 2.0 L2 

Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Hemlock Mixed Forest FOM6-1 0.6 L4 

Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Beech Deciduous Forest FOD5-2 3.2 L5 (old growth) 

Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Oak Deciduous Forest FOD5-3 0.1 L4 

Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Norway Maple Deciduous Forest FOD5-b 0.1 L4 

Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest FOD6-3 0.03 L3 

Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Hardwood Deciduous Forest FOD6-5 0.6 L5 (old growth) 

Red Ash Mineral Deciduous Swamp SWD2-2 0.1 L4 

Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp SWD4-1 0.1 L4 

White Elm Mineral Deciduous Swamp SWD4-2 0.4 L3 

Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh MAM2-9 0.2 L4 

Deciduous Treed Bluff BLT1-B 0.3 L3 

Total  7.8  
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The Dry-Fresh White Pine – Oak Mixed Forest has a rank of L2. It is located on the sandy uplands in the west part 

of the main woodlot. This vegetation type typically occurs on upper slopes and tablelands on dry sandy soil (Lee 

et al., 1998). White pine and red oak typically require infrequent disturbances such as fire to create sufficient 

canopy gaps for stand establishment. At Sherwood Park, this community is gradually becoming overtaken by 

shade-tolerant maples. 

The Fresh-Moist Hemlock – White Pine Coniferous Forest (FOC3-A) occupies a small low terrace at base of slope 

in the northwestern part of the ESA. This community occurs where groundwater is fairly close to the surface. At 

Sherwood Park, it features a few native sedges and wildflowers as well as some old-growth trees (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2: Old-growth trees such as white pine (pictured here), oak, and beech occur in various forest communities at Sherwood 

Park (photo: TRCA 2021). 
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A very small area of Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest (FOD6-3) also has a rank of L3 and 

is found on a slight rise in the wetlands at the east end of the ESA. It is affected by trampling. 

The other two L3 communities include White Elm Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-2), which forms the largest 

of the seepage wetlands in the eastern part of the ESA, and Deciduous Treed Bluff (BLT1-B) occurs on eroding 

slopes above Burke Brook, also in the eastern part of the ESA. The bluff actually represents a degradation of 

forested ravine slope due to erosion. 

The L4 communities include three forest and three wetland vegetation types (Table 7). These all represent sites 

on the continuum between dry sandy upland and wet groundwater discharge zones. The Willow Mineral 

Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-1) has a vernal pool fed by seepage and dammed up by the higher ground of the 

cemetery to the south (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Vernal pool at Sherwood Park ESA (photo: TRCA 2021) 

The Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Beech Forest and Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Hemlock Mixed Forest qualify for 

conservation concern independent of their L-rank (Table 7). 
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4.1.3 Vegetation Community Disturbances and Changes 1974 – 2020 

Vegetation communities within Sherwood Park are under pressure from several different anthropogenic 

disturbances which include but are not limited to trampling, invasive species, nutrient loading, and erosion 

caused by storm water input. Disturbances caused from pest and pathogen outbreaks are also a factor. 

Trampling is intense across most of the ESA, including in wetland communities. The trampling is due largely to 

dog walkers, who have used the park for at least 50 years (Banville and Hamilton, 1976; Draper, 1988; Smith, 

2008). Dog walkers include both regular dog owners and professional dog walkers who bring multiple animals to 

the park at one time. Under the inspiration of the Sherwood Park Advisory Committee, post and wire fences had 

been erected along the trail system through the ESA in the early to mid-2000s to provide access for dog walkers 

and other park users while protecting the ecosystems. Some of the trails in the forest are now extremely wide 

and the fencing has many gaps (Figure 4). Both the forest and the seepage wetlands have delicate ground 

vegetation. Much of the ground in the forest communities is bare, even in the spring. 

 

Figure 4: The fence erected to protect Sherwood Park’s forest from trampling has broken down in many places (photo: TRCA 

2021). 

Invasive plant species are described in more detail below (see Section 4.4.4). However, invasive pests and 

diseases have also affected Sherwood Park. LDD Moth (Lymantria dispar dispar) can attack a wide array of tree 
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species and was abundant in the Toronto area in 2020 and 2021, but Sherwood Park largely escaped this 

particular outbreak. Beech bark disease (a complex of introduced European scale insects and opportunistic fungi 

that invade the wounds caused by them) and butternut canker (Ophiognomonia clavigignenti-juglandacearum) 

have affected their host species, as have Dutch elm disease (Ophiostoma novo-ulmi) and emerald ash borer 

(Agrilus planipennis). With the exception of beech, none of these trees is a major component of the canopy and 

the overall disease burden in the forest seems to be light or moderate, even among the beech. The treed 

wetlands, however, have experienced canopy thinning because they have a high component of ash and white 

elm. Butternut (Juglans cinerea), a Species at Risk in Ontario, was represented by a single living tree in 2021 

(with non-native hybrids also in the vicinity).  

Wetland and aquatic communities receive nutrient inputs from local run-off and the incursion of exotic wetland 

grasses, shrubs, and forbs. Nutrient inputs encourage the growth of algae in aquatic communities and aggressive 

invasive species in more emergent wetland communities. These come in through storm water when Burke Brook 

floods as well as from fertilizers and compost dumping from adjacent properties. 

On the broad scale, the vegetation communities at Sherwood Park ESA have been stable over the past few 

decades, which is what one would expect from a site that is predominantly mature to old growth forest. Banville 

and Hamilton (1976) did not include vegetation typing or mapping but noted at that time – now more than 40 

years ago, that very large beech (1 m diameter) and red oak (90 cm diameter) were present, along with tall 

white pine. Walker-Gayle (1989) noted that the forest communities had a healthy overstorey but lacked quality 

and quantity of native regeneration. She also recognized the invasive character of Norway maple, which was 

starting to move into the understorey. There were also local areas of erosion and trampling. 

The only comprehensive vegetation mapping that occurred prior to 2021 was Draper (1998). This was one of the 

first ELC surveys in Ontario, as the survey methodology had only been released that year (Lee et al., 1998). 

Differences in vegetation communities are subtle and in part the result of slight shifts in methodology (see 

Appendix 1b). For example, wetlands were treated as inclusions within a larger moist forest community, 

whereas in 2021 they were pulled out as polygons. This led to an apparent increase in wetland cover that isn’t 

real. A few open areas in the south and east side of the ESA grew in with young (largely exotic) trees, and other 

small forest edge areas on the west side of the ESA have been cut or had trees die. 

Examination of the polygon data in Draper (1998) reveals a few changes in composition and disturbance when 

compared with the 2021 data: 

• Forest communities had a generally sparse ground layer in both surveys, with a lack of spring 

ephemerals. There were more small shrubs such as choke cherry in 1998 and more herbs such as garlic 

mustard and enchanter’s nightshade in 2021. 

• Native shrubs such as round-leaved dogwood (Cornus rugosa) and maple-leaved viburnum have 

persisted in low densities throughout the period. 
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• Trampling due to pedestrians and dogs, was high to extreme in both surveys, including wetlands as well 

as forests. However, there would probably have been an intervening period with reduced trampling 

when the post-and-wire fence installed in the early 2000s was new and intact. 

• Ash was prominent in 1998 and mature trees have since died due to emerald ash borer. 

• Other century-old or older canopy trees such as red oak, beech, black cherry, and white pine are 

occasionally dying and falling. The rate of mortality does not seem unusual, but there is also no 

recruitment of these species, except for a few root suckers of beech and new plantings along the west 

edge of the ESA. 

• Norway maple has increased. It was occasional in Draper (1998) but was frequently a subdominant in 

2021 in the understorey and subcanopy layers. It is taking advantage of canopy gaps. There were a 

couple of small polygons in 2021 where it is dominant (Fresh-Moist Norway Maple Deciduous Forest – 

FOD7-b and Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Norway Maple Deciduous Forest – FOD5-b). However, in 1998, the 

ESA had just been worked on and many Norway maples had recently been removed. 

• Ash dieback has created local canopy gaps. In combination with erosion, the dieback has caused part of 

the slope on the south side of Burke Brook at the east end of the ESA to degrade into a treed bluff. 

• Canopy gaps in both surveys (in 1998 largely from the removal of Norway maple and in 2021 due to 

death of ash and older canopy trees such as red oak and white pine) tended to be colonized by exotic 

herbaceous plants as well as Norway maple and European linden (Tilia cordata) saplings. 

• The wetlands in 2021 seem to have more tall herbaceous plants such as swamp and panicled aster. 

• Pockets of organic soil were noted by Draper (1998) in some of the wetlands but were not observed in 

2021. Otherwise, soil records were consistent through the period of record (Hoffman and Richards, 

1955) up to the present. 

The overall picture is of a seemingly stable but slowly declining natural area as mitigation measures instituted in 

the 1990s and 2000s are succumbing to time and user pressure. 

4.2 Flora Findings for Sherwood Park ESA 

4.2.1 Flora Species Representation 

If one considers the entire inventory record at Sherwood Park from 1974 to the present, a total of 415 flora taxa 

(including subspecies) have been observed (Appendix 2) (Banville and Hamilton, 1976; Draper, 1998; Draper, 

1999; North-South, 2012; Smith 2008). However, this includes records as old as 40 years or more and areas that 

only overlap partially with the ESA boundary. 

Current records (within the last 15 years 2007-2021) within the ESA document 273 flora taxa (Table 8). There 

were 227 observed in 2021, 43 not seen since 2009, and 3 last observed by Smith (2008) that occurred within 
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the ESA. Two hundred fifty five of the 273 current records are naturally occurring, and 18 are introduced to the 

site through planting. 

Of those species that are naturally occurring, native plants account for slightly more than half (138 species) of 

the total. This is within the range of what one normally finds in urban sites in the TRCA jurisdiction or slightly 

better, because the site is largely primary forest and wetland rather than disturbed re-growth. However, the 

high degree of disturbance exerted on the site from the surrounding urban landscape is driving a relatively high 

prevalence of exotic species.  

Table 7: Current flora species, Sherwood Park ESA, 2007-2021. Regional species of conservation concern (L1-L3), urban species of 

conservation concern (L4), secure species (L5), exotic/probable exotic species (L+/L+?). 

Species by L-Rank 
No. of naturally  

occurring species 
No. of planted species Total no. of species 

L1-L3 11 6 17 

L4 35 3 38 

L5 92 1 93 

L+/L+? 117 8 125 

Total no. of species 255 18 273 

4.2.2 Flora Species of Concern 

There are 11 naturally occurring vascular plant species of regional conservation concern (rank L1 to L3) and 35 of 

urban conservation concern (L4) in the Sherwood Park ESA (Map 5, Table 8). Two of the L1-L4 plants are 

regionally rare, meaning that they are found in 6 or fewer of the forty-four 10×10 km UTM grid squares that 

cover the TRCA jurisdiction. The two rare species are white wood aster (Eurybia divaricata) and mosquito 

bulrush (Scirpus hattorianus). In fact, Sherwood Park is the only known location in TRCA’s jurisdiction for both 

these plants in recent years. 

White wood aster is a southern species whose range extends through the eastern United States with Toronto 

being on the extreme northwestern edge of its range. This species is a designated Species at Risk both 

provincially and federally (Threatened) (MECP, 2019). The Sherwood Park sighting is the first in Toronto since 

1927, when the species was observed in the Swansea/Humber Plains area (MECP, 2019). There were two clumps 

each about 10-15 stems in Sherwood Park (Figure 5). Because this species can be planted in restoration projects 

as a Carolinian curiosity and because Sherwood Park has had a few plantings over the past 25-30 years, we 

investigated the locality for signs of planting. We also inquired of City of Toronto staff and volunteers. The 

immediate locality does not have any obvious signs of disturbance or planted material, including upslope 

towards the private gardens. And there were no records or recollection of plantings at that spot. There had been 

a wooden retaining wall and informal nature trail in the area until the 1990s (Schollen et al., 2003). Although we 

cannot rule out a planted origin, the evidence favors this being an original natural population. White wood aster 

had been ranked “LX” (i.e., extirpated) but now that it is known to be extant in TRCA, is assigned a tentative rank 

of L2 until ranks are reviewed. 
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The other regionally rare species, mosquito bulrush, is probably actually cryptic rather than rare. It had been a 

suspected resident of the TRCA jurisdiction but very closely resembles the common dark-fruited bulrush (Scirpus 

atrovirens). Hence it tends be overlooked. Oldham (2021) considers it to be widespread in southern and central 

Ontario in wet places and tolerant of some disturbance. It had been ranked “LU” (suspected to be native in TRCA 

but not yet verified) and now is tentatively L4. 

 

Figure 5: White wood aster, a Species at Risk, was discovered at Sherwood Park in 2021 (photo: TRCA 2021). 

Butternut (Juglans cinerea), a SAR tree species listed as endangered, was identified within the ESA from 1998 to 

the present (Appendix 2). It is undergoing catastrophic population decline due to butternut canker even though 

habitat conditions would otherwise be favourable for it (moist bottomlands with canopy gaps). The issue is 

confounded by the presence of hybrids with Japanese walnut (J. ailantifolia x cinerea = J. x bixbyi). But one true 

butternut was found in 2021, and it was in poor condition. 
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Riverbank wild rye (Elymus riparius) last seen in 1998, and skunk cabbage (currently present) had been listed as 

regionally rare by Draper (1998) and North-South (2012), but more recent data has determined that they are 

more common than had been supposed. 

Three other regionally rare species observed within the last 15 years were determined to be planted: smooth 

aster (Symphyotrichum laeve), American hazel (Corylus americana), and male fern (Dryopteris filix-mas). 

Rarity and population trend are just two of four criteria used to derive L-rank. The other criteria are habitat 

dependence; and sensitivity to human disturbance associated with development (TRCA, 2017). Most of the 

species of regional or urban conservation concern at Sherwood Park ESA are habitat specialists that are sensitive 

to one or more forms of anthropogenic disturbance even if they aren’t currently rare.  

The broad habitat types in the ESA are deciduous forest, mixed or coniferous forest, and seepage swamps, and 

Sherwood Park’s species cluster into these (Map 6). 

Characteristic of deciduous forests are spring ephemerals and other ground flora such as yellow trout-lily, white 

trillium, and blue cohosh (Caulophyllum giganteum). With these can be found several sedges (Carex 

cephalophora, C. communis, C. peckii, and C. pensylvanica). More prominent at Sherwood Park are native 

understorey shrubs such as witch-hazel, maple-leaved viburnum, and round-leaved dogwood. Running 

strawberry bush (Euonymus obovatus) was observed in 2009. Several of the major deciduous tree species in the 

ESA are ranked L4 or higher, including red oak, white oak (Quercus alba), and American beech. These are 

common species but tend to be restricted to relict natural forest areas. Shagbark hickory (Carya ovata) is a 

southern (largely Carolinian) tree seen in 2021; it occurs sporadically in the Don Valley and its tributary ravines. 

The mixed forest at Sherwood ESA includes white pine and hemlock as L4 species; associated ground flora 

includes Canada May-flower, spikenard (Aralia racemosa), and white-fruited mountain rice (Oryzopsis 

asperifolia) (Figure 6).  

Specialist species of seepage wetlands include skunk cabbage, rough sedge, turtlehead, and Canada bluejoint. 

Around the edge of the wetlands, bordering on forest, are populations of thicket horsetail (Equisetum pratense), 

mountain maple, and yellow birch. 
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Figure 6: White-fruited mountain rice persists in low numbers in mixed forest (photo: TRCA 2021). 

Sensitivity to development refers to the response of flora species to specific land use impacts (Section 3.2; see 

also TRCA 2017). Examples of such impacts include trampling, with its associated plant tissue damage and soil 

compaction; competition from invasive exotic species that readily move into disturbed or fragmented habitats 

from gardens or trails; picking and collection; changes in hydrology and surficial conditions; herbivory and 

pollution (i.e. soil, water and/or air). Invasive species (exotic plants, pests, and diseases) are present in all 

habitats and are discussed further in Section 4.4.4. Trampling occurs throughout the ESA. Hydrological and 

pollution issues affect wetland species. Most flora species of concern are affected by at least one of these 

impacts (Map 7). 

Trampling is heavy in parts of Sherwood Park, including both forest and wetland, as discussed in Section 4.3.3. 

The most affected species would be forest ground flora with slower growth and delicate stems, such as running 

strawberry-bush and white trillium. The forest floor is largely bare, even in the spring when more wildflowers 
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should be evident. White trillium is scarce in Sherwood Park; in 2021, 10 occurrences were mapped, but most of 

these were one to three plants. The largest cluster was about 16 stems. However, trillium has been scarce 

throughout the survey record. Banville and Hamilton (1976) noted that only one plant “high on an inaccessible 

hillside” was found in 1976. This species may have benefited from the fences constructed in the early 2000s. On 

the other hand, the running strawberry-bush was not seen since 2009, and several other forest floor species 

were only seen in the earlier inventories before 2000 (see Section 4.2.3). Deer browse can also affect forest 

ground flora as can collection for gardens or wild edibles, but there was little evidence of either issue being 

prominent at Sherwood Park. 

Many native plants rely on natural disturbance regimes to thrive. While not as fire dependent as the oak 

savannah species of High Park, many trees and wildflowers of dry upland forests require occasional moderate 

disturbances (fire, windthrow) that create small to medium size canopy gaps for regeneration. Even-aged stands 

with few gaps are too shaded. This includes the main dominant trees at Sherwood Park including white pine, red 

and white oak, which are not regenerating. It is also true of the white wood aster (MECP, 2019). Canopy gaps 

that do occur at Sherwood are rapidly occupied by invasive exotics such as Norway maple. 

Many wetland plants are sensitive to hydrological changes and pollution. Individual species prefer specific 

hydrological regimes and are vulnerable to disturbances to those regimes. Sherwood Park’s wetland plants such 

as turtlehead, skunk cabbage, and rough sedge are specifically associated with seepage and thus a constant flow 

of ground water. Other species of both seepage swamps and slightly drier areas such as yellow birch and thicket 

horsetail also require an evenly moist soil often associated with ground water. 

Degradation of wetland habitats can result from inputs of nutrients and sediment from storm water. Excess 

phosphorus is most commonly responsible for the rapid growth of algae in Ontario (Ontario Government, 2020). 

The algae prevent aquatic macrophytes from growing and create other water quality issues. Road-run-off and 

storm sewer inputs from the surrounding areas are sources of such nutrients to aquatic systems. Burke Brook is 

a classically urban stream prone to storm water flash floods and pollution. Fortunately, most of Sherwood Park’s 

wetlands are perched at an elevation above the high-water mark of Burke Brook’s flood zone. However, runoff 

from back yards containing lawn fertilizer, as well as dumping of yard waste, can contribute excess nutrients to 

both forest and wetland communities. 

Excess nutrients can also favour the establishment of exotic species which tend to be more tolerant of 

eutrophic, disturbed conditions such as hybrid cattail. Nutrient and contaminant deposition from runoff or the 

atmosphere can also affect upland species such as white pine. Most native species, especially specialized ones, 

are adapted to low levels of nitrate (Brys et al., 2005; Sauer, 1998). 

4.2.3 Flora Species History: Losses, Gains and Plantings 

Flora species richness (i.e. the total number of vascular plant species) observed at Sherwood Park has remained 

within the range of 200-300 species since the 1970s. Banville and Hamilton (1976) recorded 213 species, Draper 

(1998 and 1999) had 268 species, while the TRCA 2021 inventory found 227 species. 
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The isolation and disturbance to the Sherwood Park ESA appear to have resulted in the loss of native plant 

species. Of the 95 L1-L4 flora that have ever been recorded in Sherwood Park since 1974, only 42 were observed 

in 2021 and of these 5 were planted only (Appendix 2). 

Eight naturally occurring species were last seen in 2008 or 2009. These records are within the 15-year period 

considered current, but not found in 2021 although the site was surveyed carefully. Therefore, they may no 

longer be there. Most of them are wetland plants, including flat-topped white aster (Doellingeria umbellata), 

marsh marigold (Caltha palustris), lake-bank sedge (Carex lacustris), and Canada bluejoint (Calamagrostis 

canadensis). The wetland areas have received heavy trampling in places, but there also seems to have been 

some structural changes since the Draper (1998) inventory. Trees such as red ash and American elm have 

thinned out due probably to pests and diseases. The wetlands became sunnier and more open, and tall dense 

forbs appear to have expanded; for example, swamp and panicled asters and late goldenrod (Solidago gigantea) 

form big patches. It is possible that these dense forbs have outcompeted some of the lower-growing wetland 

species, which may have disappeared or simply become suppressed and invisible. This doesn’t explain the 

absence of flat-topped aster, which is itself tall and robust, however. 

Five L2-L4 species have not been seen since 1999, and 18 since 1998. Finally, 17 L2-L4 species were only 

observed in the 1970s (Appendix 2). This pattern of gradual attrition matches what has been found in High 

Park’s much longer record (TRCA, 2019). 

A large proportion of these earlier records are of highly conservative species with forest and northern affinities. 

For example, partridgeberry (Mitchella repens) and sharp-lobed hepatica (Anemone acutiloba) prefer deciduous 

and mixed forests, while Canada yew (Taxus canadensis), skunk currant (Ribes glandulosum), northern white 

violet (Viola macloskeyi) and bunchberry (Cornus canadensis) are associated with cold groundwater seeps and 

adjacent moist woods. 

A couple of these historic species are often associated with trails and clearings but may have succumbed to 

invasive competition: strawberry blite (Blitum capitatum ssp. capitatum) and Indian tobacco (Lobelia inflata). 

A few species of conservation concern have been only seen in more recent years, probably because they were 

not noticed in earlier inventories. There were seven naturally occurring species that were only observed in 2021, 

including white wood aster, shagbark hickory, and mosquito bulrush (Appendix 2). 

Plantings have occurred sporadically at Sherwood Park with City of Toronto restoration work since the 1990s. A 

few exotic species have also been planted horticulturally. In 2021, there were 18 native and 7 exotic species that 

had been planted, some of which were also present in naturally occurring populations (Appendix 2). Most of 

these were focused along the western edge of the ESA in a couple of areas where trees had died and/or been 

cut down (Map 5). There were also plantings at the east end of the ESA associated with the condominium 

development at 1900 Bayview Avenue. Plantings were recommended by Smith (2008) and installed by Aldershot 

Landscape after his inventory. The condo was built around 2006 on the former Chiropractic College property and 

the adjacent ravine lands were deeded to the City. Male fern (Dryopteris filix-mas) was found on the lower slope 

of the ravine here in 2021 and turned out to be part of these plantings. 
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Aside from some of the more recent tree plantings along the western border of the ESA, survival of plantings has 

been poor. Draper (1998) found only two of eight herbaceous species that had been planted by the City of 

Toronto in the 1990s. 

4.2.4 Invasive Flora Species 

In 2021, the Sherwood Park ESA had 108 exotic plant species, accounting for 48% of the total (Appendix 2). This 

proportion has increased from 37% in the 1970s inventory. In 2021, 39 invasive or potentially invasive species 

were mapped in the ESA with 121 populations located (Map 8). Although the ESA is largely old-growth forest, 

never having been converted to agricultural use in the period after European settlement, intense disturbance 

from the urban matrix has encouraged the increase of exotics. Many of the causes are those listed under 

“sensitivity to development” for native flora, such as, 

• Plantings of invasive species in the surrounding residential neighbourhood and cemetery. Norway maple 

is the prime example of this, although shrubs, vines, and groundcovers such as English ivy (Hedera helix), 

periwinkle (Vinca minor), sweet violet (Viola odorata) and goutweed (Aegopodium podagraria) are 

present in expanding patches. Invasive groundcovers and herbs are often present in yard waste dumped 

into the forest behind houses. 

• Trampling, which has reduced native ground flora and regeneration, while encouraging erosion. 

• The interruption of natural dynamic processes such as ground fires and windthrow gaps. Any canopy 

gaps that do form are overwhelmingly colonized by exotic species instead of native regeneration 

(Draper, 1998). In 2021, canopy gaps from native trees that had reached the end of their life span were 

favored locales for Norway maple saplings and garlic mustard instead of oak, sugar maple, and white 

wood aster. 

• Changes to soil resulting from nitrate deposition, earthworms and altered microbial communities (Brys 

et al., 2005; Sauer, 1998). 

Invasive trees (Map 9) as well as populations of herbaceous invasive species (Map 8), were scattered through 

the ESA but were most abundant near the edge of the ESA. This is consistent with the sources being from 

backyards and Mount Hope Cemetery. 

Invasive trees over 15 cm dbh were mapped as individuals, and there were 189 such stems recorded in 2021 

(Map 8). The majority of these were Norway maple – 139 stems, although there were significant numbers of 

Manitoba maple, white mulberry (Morus alba), and European linden as well. Norway maple was present in the 

ESA in 1974 and was recognized as a threat here by Walker-Gayle (1989), Draper (1998), Schollen et al. (2003), 

Smith (2008) and North-South Environmental (2012). Norway maple was cut from much of the ESA around 1998 

(Draper, 1998), which gave Sherwood Park a temporary reprieve. Many of the young to mid-aged trees mapped 

in 2021 have grown up since 1998 from the sapling layer or seeded in from adjacent properties. The death of 

white ash from emerald ash borer provided them an opportunity to enter the canopy. At the east end of the 

ESA, Norway maples were girdled in late summer 2021 by Urban Forest Associates as a follow up to the 1900 
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Bayview plan (Smith, 2008). As these trees were still alive (and presumably capable of producing seed) when the 

inventory took place, they were mapped. 

The numbers of invasive tree stems would be considerably larger than the totals mapped if one includes 

seedlings and saplings <15 cm dbh. For example, there are two populations of tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus 

altissima), consisting mostly of clonal suckers. Only one stem was >15 cm dbh. Smaller trees were included, 

however, in the general invasive species mapping. 

There were 9 invasive species that had 5 or more mapped populations. Of the non-tree species, garlic mustard 

was number one, with 15 records (Table 9). Two extra unmapped species are included as potential invaders. 

Table 8: Selected Non-tree Invasive Species at Sherwood Park, 2021 

Species Common name 
No. of 

records 
Comments 

Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard 15 Locally abundant in gaps 

Corydalis solida 
pink European 
corydalis 

not mapped 
Patches in west side of ESA, potential threat to spring flora 
not yet monitored 

Cotoneaster 
villosulus 

Taiping cotoneaster 1 Possibly the first Canadian record, in understorey 

Epilobium hirsutum 
European willow-
herb 

not mapped 
One patch in seepage at east end of ESA, occasionally 
dominates wetlands 

Euonymus 
europaeus 

European spindle-
tree 

7 Understorey shrub 

Euonymus fortunei wintercreeper 1 
Dense patch: this species has overtaken some ravines in 
west Toronto 

Hedera helix English ivy 2 
Two patches but they are large and dense, invading from 
yards 

Myosotis 
scorpioides 

European forget-me-
not 

2 Dominates some of the wetland ground layer 

Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn 6 Relatively infrequent for now 

Rosa multiflora multiflora rose 8 Sprawling shrubs in and around wetlands 

Scilla siberica Siberian squill 8 
Can dominate forest floor and outcompete native spring 
ephemerals 

Torilis japonica hedge parsley 2 
Recent arrival at Sherwood Park, a problem in other 
ravines 

Vincetoxicum 
rossicum 

dog-strangling vine 6 Populations modest at moment but likely to increase 

 

Some of the more classic invasives such as dog-strangling vine and common buckthorn are present only in 

modest numbers and should be targeted for removal before they increase. 
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Taiping cotoneaster (Cotoneaster villosulus) was discovered in the understorey on the west side of the ESA in 

2021. This species is new to TRCA and possibly to Canada since it is not in the list for Ontario (Oldham, 2021) or 

Canada (Brouillet et al., 2010+). It is known from Washington State (FNA, 2021) and possibly Massachusetts 

(iNaturalist). Members of the genus are known to be invasive in western North America (FNA, 2021) and the UK 

where they are banned from planting in the wild (Landscape Institute, 2018). One shrub was found, about 2 m 

tall, and it was bearing fruit that could be dispersed by birds. It was mapped as a potential invasive, and photos 

and a specimen were collected by TRCA. 

4.3 Fauna Species Findings for Sherwood Park ESA 

This section reports primarily on the fauna species observed within the ESA in the 2021 fauna inventory (Section 

3.3), with added discussion of relevant historical records. Observations from the 2021 fauna inventory as well as 

incidental observations of herpetofauna and mammals are discussed in the species representation section. 

Additional detail is provided in subsequent sections on Species of Regional and Urban Concern (those ranked L1 

to L4), and on historical Species of Regional and Urban Concern records. 

4.3.1 Fauna Species Representation 

Table 10 summarizes the fauna species counts for the ESA over the period 2012 to 2021, primarily from the 2021 

inventory. Appendix 3 lists the species observed, along with scientific names and L-ranks. Fauna species richness 

(number of species) at the Sherwood Park ESA stands at 21 species. Species richness per unit area in natural 

cover generally increases with increasing patch size, habitat quality, and increasing habitat diversity (e.g. of 

vegetation communities and of physical structure) (Rybicki and Hanski, 2013). 

Th current inventory was the first TRCA visit to this site since a fauna inventory (breeding birds) conducted at the 

site in 2000 as part of a larger Toronto Natural Heritage Study (TRCA, 2001). In 2006 and again in 2009, North-

South Environmental (NSE) conducted a fauna inventory of the area as part of the ESA survey (North-South, 

2012). Finally, and much more recently, TRCA staff have pulled a couple of fauna records from the online 

iNaturalist database. These latter two records (2019 and 2020) have been included in the current fauna list but 

all records from before 2012 are given archive status since they do not satisfy the 10-year current data 

threshold. However, for the sake of completeness and to facilitate any data comparisons these earlier, archival 

records have been included in the list presented in Appendix 3. 
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Table 9: Fauna species and Species of Regional and Urban Concern (ranked L1 to L4) counts for Sherwood Park ESA for the period 

2012 - 2021.  

*Observations of mammals are incidental to the inventory protocols 

4.3.2 Fauna Species of Concern 

The 2021 fauna survey recorded five bird, one herpetofauna, and one mammal Species of Regional and Urban 

Concern (Map 10), ranked as either L3 or L4. A single confirmed record from iNaturalist for the 2011 to 2020 

period can be included for an additional one L4 mammal (Red Fox, Vulpes vulpes). This is a species that would 

reasonably have been anticipated at the site and is added to the totals presented in Table 10 (together with the 

rather less welcome addition of L+ ranked Brown Rat, Rattus norvegicus, also taken from the iNaturalist 

database).  

One L4 ranked species, Red-eyed Vireo (Vireo olivaceus), is particularly well-represented at Sherwood Park with 

as many as seven territorial males recorded in the 2021 inventory. This total is significantly more than had been 

reported in previous inventories, but otherwise several species reported in earlier inventories were absent in 

the current survey. Red-eyed Vireo is a canopy-nesting and canopy-foraging species and as such is considerably 

more tolerant of ground-borne disturbance than many other species. The same can be said of another L4 bird 

species, Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens), that has maintained its local population at two pairs. Eastern 

Wood-pewee is listed as a Special Concern Species at Risk, and has fared better than its fellow SAR, the Wood 

Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), presumably primarily due to the former’s canopy-nesting and aerial-foraging 

strategy. 

Beyond the recent 10-year period there are several additional records. The extensive fauna survey conducted by 

NSE in 2006/2009 reported species that were not subsequently found in 2021 (North-South, 2012). The most 

significant of these species was Wood Thrush of which one pair was observed on two dates in 2009, with a 

singing bird reported elsewhere on site on other dates. It is unclear whether there was in fact a second territory, 

but the data from NSE certainly indicates more than just a fleeting visit by the species. Wood Thrush – a Special 

Concern Species at Risk (MECP, 2018) – generally nests above head height but almost all its summer foraging is 

done on the ground, finding medium to large invertebrates in the leaf-litter. The species is known to attempt 

nesting in several of the ravines and woodlots throughout the city, but it is suspected that breeding attempts are 

generally unsuccessful due to the intensity of ground-borne disturbance. This would be especially the case at 

Sherwood Park given the very large numbers of free-ranging dogs. 

Some of the species reported in the 2006/2009 NSE survey but not in the current TRCA inventory were recorded 

in 2021 but either outside of the ESA boundary (Pine Warbler, Setophaga pinus; Red-breasted Nuthatch, Sitta 

Group Species Count Count of Species Ranked L1 – L4 

Birds 13 5 

Frogs (Herpetofauna) 1 1 

Mammals* 7 2 

Total 21 8 
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canadensis) or just before the migrant threshold date (Great Crested Flycatcher, Myiarchus crinitus). One other 

significant species reported from 2006 was the L3 ranked Hairy-tailed Mole (Parascalops breweri). Staff from 

NSE reported that the distinctive tunnels of the species were to be found throughout the sandy soils of the 

upland forest habitat (North-South, 2012). This concurs with a TRCA record of a dead Hairy-tailed Mole found 

just 200 m to the east of the park in June 1999. Interestingly, a dead Star-nosed Mole (Condylura cristata) was 

discovered in the wet, valley bottom area at the west end of the ESA during the 1998 vegetation survey (Draper, 

1998).  

4.3.2.1 Regionally Rare Species 

Regionally rare species are those reported as probable or confirmed breeders in fewer than 10 of the forty-four 

10×10 km UTM grid squares in the TRCA jurisdiction (TRCA, 2017). Over the current 10-year period there are no 

Species of Regional and Urban Concern (L1 to L4 species) on the fauna list which satisfy this criterion. Looking to 

the archive records (prior to the current 10-year period), both mole species are indicated as regionally rare 

although this designation may be largely due to the cryptic nature of these two species.  

4.3.2.2 Fauna Sensitive to Development 

The scoring of species for sensitivity to development (Section 3.1; TRCA, 2017) considers the large number of 

impacts related to local land use, both urban and agricultural, that affect the local fauna. Two categories are of 

importance. The first involves changes that affect the breeding habitat of the species in question. An example 

would be alteration of the composition and structure of a vegetation community, for example through the 

removal of dead wood and clearing of shrub understory. The second category relates to changes that directly 

affect individuals of the species. Examples include: 

• Increased predation from an increase in the local population of predators that thrive alongside human 

developments (e.g. Blue Jays (Cyanocitta cristata), American Crows (Corvus brachyrhynchos), squirrels 

(Sciuridae), Raccoons (Procyon lotor), and House Cats (Felis catus). 

• Parasitism (facilitation of access for the Brown-headed Cowbird (Molothrus ater), a brood parasite, which 

prefers open, edge-type habitat). 

• Competition (for nest-cavities with bird species such as House Sparrows, Passer domesticus; and European 

Starlings, Sturnus vulgaris). 

• Flushing (causing disturbance and abandonment of the nest). 

• Sensitivity to pesticides (bioaccumulation). 

A total of five of the eight L1 to L4 ranked species found at the ESA over the past 10 years score highly on 

sensitivity to development (Appendix 3; Map 11), representing a variety of sensitivities in what is a heavily 

urbanized landscape. 

Given the urban land use in the surrounding landscape, the matrix influences are extremely negative, this being 

even more so since much of the site is a dog-off-leash park. But even in rural landscapes many of the negative 

influences associated with urbanization can be transferred deep within an otherwise intact natural matrix by 

trail networks used by large numbers of people originating from distant urban and suburban centres. From the 
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perspective of wildlife, humans (and dogs) within their habitat are competitors and/or predators, and to be 

avoided.  

A study that tested the effect of people walking through a forest during the period that birds were establishing 

territories prior to nesting determined that two or three people walking through an area while talking to each 

other, repeated twice a day, resulted in some birds avoiding that area for territory establishment. The number 

of territories was reduced by 15% and the species richness was also reduced 15% (Bötsch et al., 2017). Other 

research demonstrates that many bird species respond to human presence during nesting by decreased nest-

attentiveness or nest-abandonment, leading to reduced reproduction and survival. Where trail-use is low during 

territory establishment (e.g. April, May), but increases later (e.g. June, July), birds may establish nests but later 

abandon them when disturbance becomes too high. Significant negative gradients in abundance and richness of 

nesting bird species occurred in the vicinity of active forest trails compared to seldom-used forest trails (Bötsch 

et al., 2018). In another study, dog-walking in natural habitats caused a 35% reduction in bird diversity and a 

41% reduction in abundance, with even higher impacts on ground-nesting species (Banks and Bryant, 2007). 

Similarly, clearing of forest understory to accommodate trails, and the introduction of invasive species from 

trails both displace sensitive low-nesting species. 

However, despite all of this, some species have become surprisingly habituated to the presence of humans and 

are able to thrive even in the most disturbed of habitats. The success of various raptor species in the city has 

been remarkable, with Red-tailed Hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) and Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) adapting to 

new prey opportunities (squirrels, pigeons, and starlings), and nesting successfully in generally less visited parts 

of many urban parks and ravines. 

Of the three development sensitive bird species recorded in the period 2012-2021, Eastern Wood-pewee (Figure 

7) and Red-eyed Vireo are both canopy nesters, while the third species, Eastern Screech-owl (Megascops asio) 

nests in medium sized-cavities in the mid-canopy. Fauna activity at ground level in this highly disturbed forest is 

extremely limited. Even otherwise common L5 ground-nesting species such as Song Sparrow (Melospiza 

melodia) are absent.  

The absence of sensitive ground- or low-nesting breeding bird species is a consequence of heavy pressures 

exerted on such species in the urban landscape, particularly in habitat patches where all corners are accessible 

to human disturbance. Recreational trails, dog-walking, and off-leash dog activity, along with other pressures 

such as subsidized predators (Raccoon, domestic/feral cats) have evidently impacted ground nesting species to 

an extent to which they are represented by minimal territories in a given year. This, in large part, is why ground-

nesting forest-dwelling birds such as Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapilla) and the open-country obligate Eastern 

Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) have long since vacated the remaining urban forest and meadow patches 

throughout the City.  

Species that habitually nest higher in the vegetation, above the unwanted attentions of dogs and humans, and 

beyond easy reach for predators such as raccoons, skunks and opossums, fare considerably better in urban 

parks. Grey Catbird (Dumetella carolinensis) and Red-eyed Vireo are typically well-represented in such urban 

parks. The apparent loss of ground foraging species such as Wood Thrush and Indigo Bunting (Passerina cyanea) 

from the Sherwood Park ESA is entirely as expected, although the less frequently accessed north-west corner of 
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the site likely still provides some refuge from the high degree of disturbance experienced through much of the 

rest of the park. It should be noted that the apparent loss of Wood Thrush at this site may also simply reflect the 

much broader continental decline that has been identified for this and many other neotropical migrants.  

 

Figure 7: Eastern Wood-pewee, an aerial-foraging species, is managing to persist at Sherwood Park despite the high level of 

disturbance (photo: TRCA 2019). 

As should be expected, all three of the sensitive bird species are considered forest dependent. For both the 

vireo and the pewee, their forest-dependence can be attributed largely to a need for a more or less continuous 

tree canopy which provides plenty of foraging and nesting opportunities. The third species – Eastern Screech-

owl – Is dependent on the availability of suitable nesting cavities and no doubt the relatively extensive stand of 

deciduous mature trees provides such opportunities. This same requirement is shared with Great Crested 

Flycatcher (Myiarchus crinitus) a species that was recorded holding a territory in the woodland in 2000, 2006 

and 2009, but was only recorded very early in the season in 2021 (and was therefore considered “Status 

Uncertain” since it may have been a transiting migrant). 

Non-avian fauna populations do not have the option of abandoning an area if local pressures and stresses 

compromise their survival. Therefore, taxa including frogs, snakes and turtles tend to persist longer in such sub-

standard environments. American Toad (Anaxyrus americanus) is still found within the ESA, which is not 
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surprising given this species’ ability to withstand to some extent the direct attention of potential predators such 

as off-leash dogs. Otherwise most non-avian fauna vertebrate species are not included in TRCA’s inventory 

protocol, and any observations are purely incidental. For this reason, it is not possible to properly assess the 

status of taxa such as snakes and small mammals (including the two mole species). It should be noted, however, 

that incidental searches for Red-backed Salamanders (Plethodon cinereus) were conducted informally by both 

the flora and fauna biologists but no salamanders were discovered. This may simply be due to the incidental 

nature of the searches, but Red-backed Salamander is a species that is dependent on a relatively healthy and 

undisturbed leaf-litter layer on the forest floor. The species is known to persist in nearby Hogg’s Hollow in the 

Don River ravine system but may sadly have “blinked-out” in this stand of mature woodland due to the heavily 

disturbed forest floor.  

4.3.2.3 Area Sensitive Fauna 

Fauna species deemed area sensitive require ≥ 5 ha of contiguous habitat; those scoring at the high end for this 

criterion require >100 ha (TRCA, 2017). Some species of forest birds that require large total habitat area are able 

to utilize multiple patches across the landscape to meet this need; for this group, the overall proportion of forest 

cover within the larger landscape is the important limiting factor (Arroyo-Rodriguez, 2020). Area sensitivity for 

various species relates to a variety of underlying factors. The needs for isolation within a habitat block during 

sensitive periods (e.g. the nesting season) and for foraging requirements for sparsely distributed food items are 

examples. 

The current fauna inventory for the Sherwood Park ESA lists three area sensitive species two of which are 

Species of Regional and Urban Concern (Map 12). The two area sensitive L4 bird species, Hairy Woodpecker 

(Picoides villosus) and White-breasted Nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), are both forest dependent requiring at least 

5 ha of forest habitat. Encompassing a total of 7.9 ha of forest habitat, the area requirements of these two 

species – generally coinciding with the availability of trees suitable for nest-cavities - are well met within the 

ESA. Hairy Woodpeckers excavate their own cavities, whereas White-breasted Nuthatches are dependent on 

pre-existing cavities, usually in live deciduous trees, often re-using the same cavities from year to year. 

The apparent loss of the 2 Wood Thrush territories (another area sensitive species requiring more than 5 ha of 

forest) reported as recently as 2009 cannot be explained by any recent decrease in the amount of available 

forest. In fact, in the absence of any other limiting factors, the amount of forest habitat would currently 

accommodate several other such area sensitive species. Of the nine L4 ranked area sensitive bird species in the 

region only the two aforementioned species (Hairy Woodpecker and White-breasted Nuthatch) are represented 

at Sherwood Park. Size of habitat patch - the amount of forest habitat available – is not the main limiting factor 

for fauna biodiversity at Sherwood Park; both negative matrix influence and poor habitat quality appear to be 

significantly more important factors. 

4.3.2.4 Fauna Sensitive to Patch Isolation 

Sensitivity to patch isolation considers the overall response of fauna species to fragmentation and isolation of 

habitat patches from one another. One underlying consideration is the physical ability, or the predisposition, of 

a species to move about within the landscape and how this ability is affected by the connectivity of habitat. A 

second is the potential impact that roads and other habitat breaks have on fauna species that need to be 
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mobile. Bird species generally score lower than herpetofauna for the latter consideration (although they do 

forage and move along connecting corridors). Most herpetofauna score very highly because their life cycles 

require them to move between different habitat types; their mobility exposes them to impacts, most often 

roadkill. At the population level, birds too will be affected if the need for adult birds to forage for food during 

the nestling and fledgling stage of the breeding season is not provided for.  

Both of the mammal species of concern and the one herpetofauna species of concern that were reported in the 

current 10-year period score highly for patch isolation sensitivity. American Toads undertake annual migrations 

to and from breeding wetlands. Such migrations can expose animals to the very high likelihood of roadkill, 

particularly in such a heavily urbanized landscape as at Sherwood Park. However, it appears that American Toad 

is managing to persist, presumably because all the species’ life cycle needs are met within the site, precluding 

the need to venture onto the roads that surround the park. The same is true for the mammal species of concern 

that are persisting on site. Eastern Chipmunks (Tamias striatus) find all of their life cycle requirements provided 

within the relatively safe confines of the park itself, precluding the need to venture onto surrounding roads.   

All herpetofauna and many mammals are sensitive to development, and all but the hardiest species have 

disappeared from the more urbanized landscapes, such as the City of Toronto. However, areas such as 

Sherwood Park provide potential havens within the local landscape. Unfortunately, the potential for local 

extirpation of such small populations is high given the degree of isolation of such urban oases; the opportunity 

for recruitment from other populations is often very restricted (non-existent in many cases), consequently once 

a population disappears due to, for example, high mortality from a particularly harsh winter, or a severe 

polluting event, the chances of such populations recovering are low. In any such urban landscape the habitat 

within remaining natural spaces becomes more critical to regional biodiversity; if connectivity between such 

natural spaces can be maintained or improved the potential for persistence of these species will be enhanced. 

4.3.2.5 Fauna Habitat Specialists 

Fauna species that score high under the habitat dependence criterion (TRCA, 2017) are considered habitat 

specialists. These species exhibit a combination of very specific habitat requirements that range from the 

microhabitat (e.g. decaying logs, aquatic vegetation) and requirements for particular moisture conditions, 

vegetation structure or spatial landscape structures, to preferences for certain vegetation community series and 

macro-habitat types. As one might expect within such a completely urbanized landscape the occurrence of such 

habitat dependent species is minimal (Map 13). Just one habitat dependent L1 to L4 species was recorded 

during the current 10-year period: Eastern Screech-owl, an L3 ranked cavity nesting species. Screech-owls will 

set-up territories in a relatively wide-variety of habitat types but are constrained by a very specific micro-habitat 

requirement – the existence of appropriate nesting cavities. 

Although American Toad is not considered a habitat dependent species, one element of their life-cycle 

requirements needs to be highlighted. An important consideration for the persistence of American Toad at 

Sherwood Park is the suitability of breeding pools. It is speculated that the local toad population may be 

spawning in Burke Brook (an alternative location would be the vernal pool described in the flora section of this 

report). Unfortunately, off-leash dogs are regularly and frequently accessing the creek (there is one location in 

particular where fencing has been broken in order to allow pets access to the creek, Figure 9). For successful 
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amphibian spawning it is important that the level of the turbidity in the available water body remains 

consistently low. Frequent visiting of potential spawning locations by excited dogs raises the turbidity of the 

water (by resuspending silt and sediment) and therefore compromises the suitability of such habitat for 

spawning amphibians and other aquatic fauna. 

 

Figure 9: Off-leash dogs are regularly accessing the pools along Burke Brook (photo: TRCA 2021). 

One notable absence from the 2021 inventory was the L3 ranked Red-backed Salamander, a species that is often 

considered indicative of a quality forest habitat. Unfortunately, being a mobility restricted species any local 

extirpation due to either stochastic events (such as deep winter freezes and flooding) or localized issues 

(depletion by local anglers – salamanders have been popular bait species in the past) are potentially more long-

term since there are no opportunities to recruit from surviving populations elsewhere in the landscape. 

Furthermore, the vegetation survey in 2021 has indicated that the forest floor is largely bare and therefore the 

forest does not provide Red-backed Salamanders with the micro-habitat requirement of an intact layer of leaf-

litter and other downed woody debris. 

The foot traffic on trails within the ESA is very high and heavy visitation to such natural areas increases the 

threat of predation and/or disturbance of ground-dwelling fauna by off-leash dogs, etc. Trails with off-leash dogs 

may result in herpetofauna and small mammal fatalities (Burgin and Hardiman, 2012; Weston and Stankowich, 

2014).  
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A healthy functioning system will accommodate a whole suite of species that are adapted to the habitat types at 

the site and will allow those species to thrive and breed successfully. As the quality of the habitat improves, so 

will the representation of flora and fauna species associated with it. In this way, representation by self-

sustaining populations of diverse species (which varies from species to species) over the long term is an 

excellent measure of the health of a natural system.  

5.0 SUMMARY 

The 8.5 ha Sherwood Park ESA is located entirely within the urban landscape and consists of a small patch of 

mature to old growth upland deciduous forest, persisting alongside Burke Brook, a small tributary of the Don 

River. The site is dominated by several types of deciduous and mixed forest, with seepage fed wetlands to the 

south and east. The natural cover has the potential to maintain populations of many flora and fauna Species of 

Regional and Urban Concern (other than ground- to low-nesting breeding bird species), and to contribute to 

overall regional biodiversity. The extent to which this potential is realized is dependent upon the strategies used 

to manage public use, protect the integrity of the habitats that exist, and restore degraded or invaded habitats. 

5.1 Site Summary 

1. Inventory data for the natural cover within the ESA is primarily from the surveys conducted in 2021. 
Existing datasets document a total of 68 vegetation types. Communities are largely forest and 
successional with smaller areas of wetland and dynamic habitats. This is broken down into 9 forest, 1 
plantation, 2 dynamic, 1 successional, 4 wetland, and 1 aquatic community types. Over the last 23 
years, changes to the overall community types have been modest, mostly consisting of subtle changes 
to structure and composition. 

2. Vegetation communities of conservation concern are found both in the main forest area and the 
seepage wetlands. Forest communities are of local conservation concern due to their great age and 
structure regardless of rank. All support flora Species of Conservation Concern. 

3. A total of 255 naturally occurring flora species have been recorded within the ESA over the last 15 
years. Among them are 11 Species of Regional Concern (ranked L1-L3) and 35 Species of Urban 
Concern (ranked L4). Native species richness is moderate with natives accounting for a little more 
than half of the total floristic biodiversity. This is slightly above what would be expected in an urban 
natural area of this size. Intense urban uses surrounding the park are driving factors affecting native 
species throughout the ESA. 

4. White wood aster, a Species at Risk, was found in 2021. It was the first record of this forest wildflower 
for Toronto since 1927. One butternut tree, also a Species at Risk, was found in 2021. 

5. Sherwood Park is in a heavily urbanized landscape. It is attractive and has a high public profile, drawing 
many users. Thus, it is particularly vulnerable to matrix-related disturbances. The main disturbances 
affecting it at present are trampling and invasive species. Yard waste dumping adjacent to residences 
and storm water runoff in the wetlands and riparian areas also are local impacts.  



Sherwood Park Environmentally Significant Area – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority    |    35 

6. Invasive plants are widespread. They are mostly not dominant but are increasing at the expense of 
native plants which are not regenerating well. Norway maple and garlic mustard are prevalent in 
forest communities.  Forests are at risk from invasion by escaped ground covers such as Siberian squill, 
wintercreeper euonymus, English ivy, and lily-of-the-valley. In wetlands, multiflora rose, and 
European forget-me-not are the main threats. Dutch elm disease and emerald ash borer may be 
having an effect on the wetland structure and composition by reducing tree cover. 

7. Taiping cotoneaster, a new potentially invasive shrub, was found in 2021. 

8. The fauna inventory conducted in 2021 combined with incidental observations over the past 10 years 
has reported five bird species, one herpetofauna, and two mammal species of Regional and Urban 
Concern for a total of eight such species. This figure is lower than what one might expect for an urban 
forest patch of this size, and the absence of Red-backed Salamander is significant. 

9. No regionally rare native fauna species were recorded for the ESA within the past decade. 

10. One provincial (Eastern Wood-pewee) fauna Species at Risk (SAR) was recorded over the past 10 years 
(listed as Special Concern). There are older reports of one additional SAR: the 2009 survey by North-
South Environmental reported at least one, possibly two, territorial Wood Thrushes.  

11. Despite the small size of this woodland park there is a healthy breeding population of L4 ranked Red-
eyed Vireo (seven territories). Bird species that habitually remain in the forest canopy appear to be 
able to thrive in what is otherwise an extremely disturbed location. 

 5.2 Recommendations 

Sherwood Park has long had a high profile and intense public use which has degraded the condition of the 

Environmentally Significant Area. This has resulted in numerous reports and management plans, as well as a 

citizens’ advisory committee that ran for a number of years. Recommendations have been provided by Walker-

Gayle (1989), Draper (1998), Schollen et al. (2003), Smith (2008), and North-South Environmental (2012). 

Implementation of these recommendations undertaken in the 1990s and 2000s mitigated these impacts and 

protected the park’s natural heritage. More recently however, the fences, trail realignments, and other 

measures have deteriorated. Much of what is provided here follows on the earlier authors’ recommendations, 

updated to contemporary circumstances.  

We recommend overall that 1) existing habitats and features be protected and enhanced; 2) that public use be 

managed; and 3) that invasive species be controlled. 

1. Protect and Enhance Existing Features 

 

The first priority would be to focus on maintaining conditions that allow existing communities or 

species of conservation concern to thrive. A good goal would be to prevent any further extirpations of 

species of conservation concern. 

 

a. In order to maintain biodiversity at Sherwood Park, all aspects of the park need to be addressed 

in a unified fashion. An overarching program would include an up-to-date management plan 

addressing the park as a whole with its various uses (the last of these was in 2003). 
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Management zones would be updated based on existing vegetation community and species 

data. 

b. There has been much effort, sometimes successful, in protecting the park’s natural heritage. 

However, there is an urgent need to obtain secure and reliable funding for long-term 

maintenance of this and other Toronto area parks. Various options should be explored, including 

a surcharge on pet license fees that could be dedicated to maintaining parks with off-leash 

facilities. 

c. Adopt a “proforestation” approach in which improving/restoring the function of existing forest 

takes precedence over extensive plantings. This appears to be more effective in protecting 

biodiversity and carbon storage than planting new forests (Moomaw et al., 2019). It is also 

realistic considering Toronto’s limited land base available for tree planting. 

 

2. Manage Public Use 

 

Sherwood Park is subject to heavy public use. While this contributes greatly to the public good through 

nature appreciation, exercise, and education, it can negatively affect natural systems if not managed. 

The numbers of sensitive flora species and breeding bird species appear to have declined since the 

1970s. At the ESA, visitor pressure is currently high and is expected to increase. It is unlikely that 

sensitive ground-nesting bird species will be able to thrive at the site, however, the following 

management strategies should be effective in maintaining the botanical diversity. 

 

a. Trails, fences, and boardwalks need repairs and/or replacement. More durable fences 

should be considered, such as the chain-link fences that the City of Vaughan has installed at 

Pine Valley Woodlots, successfully protecting the forest ground flora. Durability should be 

combined with attention to aesthetic design. 

b. Interpretive signage should be renewed and updated. 

c. Signage could be complemented with educational material, perhaps provided on an app. 

d. Additional off-leash dog facilities should be provided in the neighbourhood and beyond in 

low-impact areas to reduce the pressure on Sherwood Park. 

 

3. Specific Restoration Measures 

 

a. There should be a renewed effort to remove Norway maple and other invasive species, 

especially in the vicinity of canopy gaps and along the edges of the ESA. 

b. Follow-up will be needed in canopy gaps and where Norway maples have been removed. 

c. The Taiping cotoneaster should be removed, as there is a chance for eradication before we 

find out how invasive it actually is. 

d. Consider small, prescribed burns in canopy gaps to encourage regeneration of oak, pine and 

other native trees. Fire may make ground conditions more favorable for these and less 

favorable for invasives. 

e. Propagate and plant native species (especially those present and past species found in 

Appendix 2, including white wood aster). Use local seed sources and monitor these 

plantings. 
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f. Try re-establishing some tree cover in the wetlands through planting swamp species on 

hummocks. 

g. Address the issue of residential yard-waste dumping onto the site, particularly along the 

northeast boundary.  

h. Promote stewardship on adjacent properties (residences to the north and the cemetery to 

the south) through replacement of invasive ornamentals such as Norway maple with native 

species. The condominium at 1900 Bayview already has a native buffer planting. 

 

4. Further Monitoring Opportunities 

 

a. Long term monitoring plots should be set up using a configuration that is compatible with 

both TRCA’s Long Term Monitoring Program and other initiatives in the City of Toronto. 

Both vegetation (tree composition and health, and ground vegetation density and 

composition) and fauna should be monitored. 

b. Extend the terrestrial inventory survey to other parts of Burke Brook to get natural heritage 

context and possibly expand ESA boundary. 
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Appendix 1a: Vegetation Communities for Sherwood Park ESA (2021)

ELC 

Code

Vegetation Type                                                                                                      

(* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only)

Area ha 

2021
LO 1-5 GR 0-5 TS 1-10

Local 

Rank 

Jun-21

Forest

FOC3-A Fresh-Moist Hemlock - White Pine Coniferous Forest 0.1 3.5 2.0 5.5 L3

FOM2-1 Dry-Fresh White Pine - Oak Mixed Forest 2.0 3.5 4.0 7.5 L2

FOM6-1 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Hemlock Mixed Forest 0.6 1.5 2.0 3.5 L4

FOD5-2 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Beech Deciduous Forest 3.2 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5

FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Oak Deciduous Forest 0.1 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4

FOD5-b Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Norway Maple Deciduous Forest 0.1 3.5 0.0 3.5 L4

FOD6-3 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest 0.03 3.5 2.0 5.5 L3

FOD6-5 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Hardwood Deciduous Forest 0.6 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5

FOD7-b Fresh-Moist Norway Maple Deciduous Forest 0.6 3.0 0.0 3.0 L+

CUP1-A Restoration Deciduous Plantation 0.1 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5

Successional

CUW1-A3 Native Deciduous Successional Woodland 0.1 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5

Wetland

SWD2-2 Red (Green) Ash Mineral Deciduous Swamp 0.1 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4

SWD4-1 Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp 0.1 2.0 1.0 3.0 L4

SWD4-2 White Elm Mineral Deciduous Swamp 0.4 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3

MAM2-9 Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh 0.2 3.5 1.0 4.5 L4

Aquatic

OAO1-T Turbid Open Aquatic (disturbed unvegetated) 0.1 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+

Dynamic (Beach, Bluff, Barren, Prairie, Savannah)

BLS1-c Exotic Shrub Bluff 0.01 4.5 2.0 6.5 L+

BLT1-B Deciduous Treed Bluff 0.3 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3

LEGEND

L-rank: TRCA local rank (assigned June 2021) Scoring criteria (components of L-rank)
L1-L3: community of regional conservation concern LO: Local Occurrence

L4: community of conservation concern in urban area GR: Geophysical Requirements

L5: community not of concern at this time

L+: community of predominantly introduced species

TS: Total Score

Scores

*c,i: only present as complex (c) or inclusion (i)
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Appendix 1b: Vegetation Communities for Sherwood Park ESA (1998)

ELC 

Code

Vegetation Type                                                                                                      

(* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only)

Area ha 

1998
LO 1-5 GR 0-5 TS 1-10

Local 

Rank 

Jun-21
Forest 8.4

*FOC3-1 *Fresh-Moist Hemlock Coniferous Forest *i 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3
FOC3-A Fresh-Moist Hemlock - White Pine Coniferous Forest 0.3 3.5 2.0 5.5 L3
FOM2-1 Dry-Fresh White Pine - Oak Mixed Forest 2.0 3.5 4.0 7.5 L2
FOD1-1 Dry-Fresh Red Oak Deciduous Forest 0.2 3.5 4.0 7.5 L2
FOD2-4 Dry-Fresh Oak - Hardwood Deciduous Forest 0.1 2.5 2.0 4.5 L4
FOD4-1 Dry-Fresh Beech Deciduous Forest 1.1 3.5 1.0 4.5 L4
FOD5-2 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Beech Deciduous Forest 0.9 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Oak Deciduous Forest 0.6 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4
FOD5-8 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - White Ash Deciduous Forest 0.3 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
FOD6-1 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Ash Deciduous Forest 1.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
FOD7-2 Fresh-Moist Ash Deciduous Forest 0.1 2.0 1.0 3.0 L4
FOD8-B Fresh-Moist Paper Birch Deciduous Forest 0.5 3.0 0.0 3.0 L4
FOD9-A Fresh-Moist Oak - Beech Deciduous Forest 0.9 4.5 1.0 5.5 L3

*Wetland
SWT3-2 Willow Organic Thicket Swamp 0.02 2.5 3.0 5.5 L3
MAM2-7 Horsetail Mineral Meadow Marsh 0.05 3.5 2.0 5.5 L3
MAM2-9 Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh 0.05 3.5 1.0 4.5 L4
MAM2-10 Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh 0.04 2.0 1.0 3.0 L4
MAM3-8 Jewelweed Organic Meadow Marsh 0.02 4.5 1.0 5.5 L3
MAM3-9 Forb Organic Meadow Marsh 0.01 3.5 3.0 6.5 L2
MAS2-1A Broad-leaved Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.01 2.0 1.0 3.0 L4
MAS2-4 Broad-leaved Sedge Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.02 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3
MAS2-9 Forb Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.01 3.0 1.0 4.0 L4
MAS2-C Horsetail Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.02 4.0 1.0 5.0 L3
MAS3-1A Broad-leaved Cattail Organic Shallow Marsh 0.01 2.5 3.0 5.5 L3
MAS3-4 Broad-leaved Sedge Organic Shallow Marsh 0.01 4.0 3.0 7.0 L2
MAS3-10 Forb Organic Shallow Marsh 0.02 4.0 3.0 7.0 L2

Scores

Page 61



Appendix 1b: Vegetation Communities for Sherwood Park ESA (1998)

Dynamic (Beach, Bluff, Barren, Prairie, Savannah)
BLO1 Mineral Open Bluff 0.1 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3
BLS1-A Sumac - Willow - Cherry Shrub Bluff 0.1 3.5 2.0 5.5 L3

*Meadow
*CUM1-A *Native Forb Meadow *i 1.0 0.0 1.0 L5

LEGEND
L-rank: TRCA local rank (assigned June 2021) Scoring criteria (components of L-rank)
L1-L3: community of regional conservation concern LO: Local Occurrence
L4: community of conservation concern in urban area GR: Geophysical Requirements
L5: community not of concern at this time
L+: community of predominantly introduced species

TS: Total Score

*c,i: only present as complex (c) or inclusion (i); wetland communities
are micropolygons estimated from inclusions in original Draper (1998) study
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Family Scientific Name Common Name LO 1-5 PT 1-5 HD  0-5 StD 0-5 TS 2-20
L-rank  

(Jun-21)

NHIC 

Plant 

Type

TRCA 

2021

N-S 

2009

UFORA 

2008

Draper 

1999

Draper 

1998

TFN 

1974-6

Adoxaceae Sambucus canadensis common elderberry 1 3 2 2 8 L5 SH n n n

Adoxaceae Sambucus racemosa red-berried elder 1 3 2 2 8 L5 SH p n n n n

Adoxaceae Viburnum acerifolium maple-leaved viburnum 2 3 4 5 14 L3 SH n n n n n

Adoxaceae Viburnum lantana wayfaring tree 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n

Adoxaceae Viburnum opulus var. americanum American highbush cranberry 3 5 4 4 16 L3 SH p p pcf

Adoxaceae Viburnum opulus var. opulus European highbush cranberry 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n ncf

Amaranthaceae Blitum capitatum ssp. capitatum strawberry-blite 5 4 4 3 16 L3 FO n

Amaranthaceae Chenopodiastrum simplex maple-leaved goosefoot 3 2 3 1 9 L5 FO n

Amaranthaceae Chenopodium album lamb's quarters 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Amaranthaceae Cycloloma atriplicifolium winged pigweed 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO n

Anacardiaceae Rhus typhina staghorn sumach 1 1 2 2 6 L5 SH pr n n n n

Anacardiaceae Toxicodendron radicans var. radicans climbing poison ivy 2 2 3 2 9 L5 VW n

Anacardiaceae Toxicodendron radicans var. rydbergii shrubby poison ivy 1 2 0 2 5 L5 SH n n

Apiaceae Aegopodium podagraria goutweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Apiaceae Cryptotaenia canadensis honewort 1 2 4 1 8 L5 FO n n

Apiaceae Cryptotaenia japonica Asiatic honewort 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO n

Apiaceae Daucus carota Queen Anne's lace 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Apiaceae Osmorhiza claytonii woolly sweet cicely 2 3 4 3 12 L4 FO n n n n n

Apiaceae Sanicula marilandica sanicle 2 3 3 3 11 L4 FO n

Apiaceae Torilis japonica hedge-parsley 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Apocynaceae Asclepias syriaca common milkweed 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n

Apocynaceae Vinca minor periwinkle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ VW pr n n n n

Apocynaceae Vincetoxicum rossicum dog-strangling vine 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ VI n n n n n n

Araceae Arisaema triphyllum Jack-in-the-pulpit 1 3 2 3 9 L5 FO n n n n n n

Araceae Lemna turionifera turion duckweed 1 2 3 3 9 L5 FO n

Araceae Symplocarpus foetidus skunk cabbage 3 2 3 3 11 L4 FO n n n n

Araliaceae Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla 1 3 1 4 9 L5 FO n n n n n

Araliaceae Aralia racemosa spikenard 2 4 4 4 14 L3 FO n n n

Araliaceae Eleutherococcus sieboldianus five-fingered aralia 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ SH pr

Araliaceae Hedera helix English ivy 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ VW prn n

Aristolochiaceae Asarum canadense wild ginger 1 3 4 3 11 L4 FO n n

Asparagaceae Convallaria majalis lily-of-the-valley 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Asparagaceae Maianthemum canadense Canada May-flower 1 4 1 5 11 L4 FO n n n n

Asparagaceae Maianthemum racemosum false Solomon's seal 1 3 2 3 9 L5 FO n n n n n

Asparagaceae Maianthemum stellatum starry false Solomon's seal 1 2 1 3 7 L5 FO n

Asparagaceae Polygonatum multiflorum European Solomon's seal 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Asparagaceae Polygonatum pubescens downy Solomon's seal 1 4 2 5 12 L4 FO n n n ncf

Asparagaceae Scilla siberica Siberian squill 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Achillea borealis var. borealis woolly yarrow 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO ncf

Asteraceae Ageratina altissima var. altissima white snakeroot 1 2 2 1 6 L5 FO n n

Asteraceae Ambrosia artemisiifolia common ragweed 1 1 3 0 5 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Ambrosia trifida giant ragweed 2 1 4 0 7 L5 FO n n n

Asteraceae Arctium lappa great burdock 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Arctium minus common burdock 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n (iNat) n n n n

Asteraceae Bidens frondosa common beggar's-ticks 1 1 2 0 4 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Bidens vulgata tall beggar's-ticks 2 2 2 2 8 L5 FO n

Asteraceae Carduus acanthoides plumeless thistle 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Cichorium intybus chicory 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Cirsium arvense creeping thistle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n n

Asteraceae Cirsium vulgare bull thistle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Asteraceae Doellingeria umbellata var. umbellata flat-topped aster 3 4 3 4 14 L3 FO n n

Asteraceae Erigeron annuus daisy fleabane 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO n n

Asteraceae Erigeron canadensis horse-weed 1 1 2 0 4 L5 FO n n n n

Asteraceae Erigeron philadelphicus var. philadelphicus Philadelphia fleabane 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO n n n

Asteraceae Erigeron strigosus rough fleabane 2 2 1 1 6 L5 FO n

Asteraceae Eupatorium perfoliatum boneset 1 2 2 3 8 L5 FO n n n n

Asteraceae Eurybia divaricata white wood aster 5 5 4 4 18 L2 FO n

Asteraceae Eurybia macrophylla big-leaved aster 1 3 1 4 9 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Euthamia graminifolia grass-leaved goldenrod 1 1 4 1 7 L5 FO n n n
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Asteraceae Eutrochium maculatum var. maculatum spotted Joe-Pye weed 1 2 0 3 6 L5 FO n n n n

Asteraceae Galinsoga quadriradiata hairy galinsoga 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO ncf n

Asteraceae Helianthus tuberosus Jerusalem artichoke 1 1 2 0 4 L5 FO n

Asteraceae Hieracium lachenalii blotched hawkweed 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Lactuca biennis tall blue lettuce 2 4 2 4 12 L4 FO n

Asteraceae Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Lapsana communis nipplewort 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Leucanthemum vulgare ox-eye daisy 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Matricaria discoidea pineappleweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Nabalus albus white wood lettuce 3 4 4 3 14 L3 FO n n

Asteraceae Nabalus altissimus tall wood lettuce 1 3 2 2 8 L5 FO n n n n

Asteraceae Pilosella x floribunda smoothish hawkweed 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Rudbeckia hirta black-eyed Susan 1 4 4 3 12 L4 FO p p p

Asteraceae Senecio vulgaris common groundsel 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Solidago altissima tall goldenrod 1 2 0 0 3 L5 FO n n

Asteraceae Solidago caesia blue-stemmed goldenrod 1 2 4 2 9 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Solidago canadensis var. canadensis Canada goldenrod 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Solidago flexicaulis zig-zag goldenrod 1 1 3 2 7 L5 FO n n n n n n

Asteraceae Solidago gigantea late goldenrod 1 1 1 1 4 L5 FO n n

Asteraceae Sonchus arvensis ssp. arvensis glandular perennial sow-thistle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Asteraceae Sonchus asper spiny sow-thistle 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n n n

Asteraceae Sonchus oleraceus annual sow-thistle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum cordifolium heart-leaved aster 1 1 0 2 4 L5 FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum ericoides var. ericoides heath aster 1 1 2 1 5 L5 FO n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum laeve var. laeve smooth aster 4 4 4 2 14 L3 FO p cf

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. lanceolatum panicled aster 1 2 2 1 6 L5 FO n n n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lateriflorum var. lateriflorum calico aster 1 2 3 2 8 L5 FO n n n n n n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lateriflorum x puniceum calico-swamp hybrid aster 5 2 2 2 11 L5 FO n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England aster 1 2 2 1 6 L5 FO n n n

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum puniceum var. puniceum swamp aster 1 2 1 2 6 L5 FO n n n

Asteraceae Tanacetum vulgare tansy 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale dandelion 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Tragopogon pratensis meadow goat's beard 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Asteraceae Tussilago farfara coltsfoot 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Asteraceae Xanthium strumarium clotbur 2 1 4 0 7 L5 FO n

Balsaminaceae Impatiens capensis orange touch-me-not 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n n n n

Balsaminaceae Impatiens glandulifera Himalayan balsam 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Balsaminaceae Impatiens pallida yellow touch-me-not 2 3 4 2 11 L4 FO n

Berberidaceae Berberis thunbergii Japanese barberry 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n n

Berberidaceae Caulophyllum giganteum long-styled blue cohosh 1 3 4 4 12 L4 FO n ncf

Betulaceae Betula alleghaniensis yellow birch 1 4 3 5 13 L4 TR n n n n n n

Betulaceae Betula nigra river birch ns ns ns ns ns L+ TR p

Betulaceae Betula papyrifera paper birch 1 4 2 4 11 L4 TR pn n n n n n

Betulaceae Betula pendula European white birch 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR n

Betulaceae Carpinus caroliniana ssp. virginiana blue beech 1 3 4 3 11 L4 SH n n

Betulaceae Corylus americana American hazel 5 4 4 3 16 L3 SH p

Betulaceae Corylus cornuta beaked hazel 2 4 3 4 13 L4 SH n n n n

Betulaceae Ostrya virginiana ironwood 1 3 2 2 8 L5 TR n n n n n

Bignoniaceae Catalpa speciosa northern catalpa 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR n p

Boraginaceae Echium vulgare viper's bugloss 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Boraginaceae Hackelia virginiana Virginia stickseed 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n n

Boraginaceae Hydrophyllum virginianum Virginia waterleaf 1 2 1 2 6 L5 FO n n n n n

Boraginaceae Myosotis arvensis garden forget-me-not 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ FO n

Boraginaceae Myosotis laxa smaller forget-me-not 1 4 2 4 11 L4 FO n n

Boraginaceae Myosotis scorpioides true forget-me-not 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Brassicaceae Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n n

Brassicaceae Barbarea vulgaris winter cress 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Brassicaceae Borodinia canadensis sicklepod 5 4 4 4 17 L2 FO n
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Brassicaceae Capsella bursa-pastoris shepherd's purse 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Brassicaceae Cardamine diphylla broad-leaved toothwort 1 3 4 4 12 L4 FO n

Brassicaceae Cardamine pensylvanica bitter cress 2 2 4 4 12 L4 FO n n

Brassicaceae Cardamine pratensis European cuckoo-flower 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO n

Brassicaceae Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Brassicaceae Nasturtium microphyllum small-leaved watercress 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n n

Brassicaceae Sisymbrium officinale hedge mustard 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO n

Buxaceae Pachysandra terminalis Japanese spurge 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO pcf

Campanulaceae Campanula rapunculoides creeping bellflower 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Cannabaceae Celtis occidentalis hackberry 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR n

Cannabaceae Humulus lupulus common hops 3 ns ns ns 3 L+? VI n

Caprifoliaceae Diervilla lonicera bush honeysuckle 1 3 1 4 9 L5 SH pn n n n

Caprifoliaceae Dipsacus fullonum teasel 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera canadensis fly honeysuckle 2 4 4 4 14 L3 SH n

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera dioica wild honeysuckle 2 4 4 4 14 L3 VW n

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera morrowii Morrow's honeysuckle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian honeysuckle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH pn n n

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera xylosteum European fly honeysuckle 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n

Caprifoliaceae Symphoricarpos albus var. albus eastern snowberry 2 4 4 5 15 L3 SH ncf ncf

Caryophyllaceae Cerastium fontanum mouse-ear chickweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Caryophyllaceae Saponaria officinalis bouncing Bet 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Caryophyllaceae Silene latifolia evening lychnis 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Caryophyllaceae Stellaria media common chickweed 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n n

Celastraceae Celastrus scandens American bittersweet 2 4 3 5 14 L3 VW n n

Celastraceae Euonymus alatus winged spindle-tree 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n n n n

Celastraceae Euonymus europaeus European spindle-tree 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n n n n n

Celastraceae Euonymus fortunei wintercreeper euonymus 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n n n n

Celastraceae Euonymus obovatus running strawberry-bush 2 4 4 4 14 L3 SH n

Commelinaceae Tradescantia virginiana Virginia spiderwort 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO n pr

Convolvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ VI n

Cornaceae Cornus alternifolia alternate-leaved dogwood 1 2 1 2 6 L5 SH pn n n n n n

Cornaceae Cornus canadensis bunchberry 3 5 4 5 17 L2 SH n

Cornaceae Cornus rugosa round-leaved dogwood 2 4 3 3 12 L4 SH n n n n

Cornaceae Cornus sericea red-osier dogwood 1 2 0 3 6 L5 SH n n n n n

Cucurbitaceae Echinocystis lobata wild cucumber 1 2 3 1 7 L5 VI n

Cupressaceae Juniperus chinensis Chinese juniper 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH p

Cupressaceae Thuja occidentalis white cedar 1 4 0 5 10 L5 TR n p n pn n

Cyperaceae Carex arctata nodding wood sedge 1 4 2 3 10 L5 SE n n n n

Cyperaceae Carex blanda common wood sedge 1 2 1 2 6 L5 SE n n

Cyperaceae Carex cephalophora oval-headed sedge 2 3 4 4 13 L4 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex communis fibrous-rooted sedge 1 4 3 3 11 L4 SE n n n

Cyperaceae Carex cristatella crested sedge 1 2 4 1 8 L5 FO ncf

Cyperaceae Carex deweyana Dewey's sedge 1 4 1 3 9 L5 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex gracillima graceful sedge 1 3 2 2 8 L5 SE n n

Cyperaceae Carex hystericina porcupine sedge 1 3 2 5 11 L4 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex lacustris lake-bank sedge 1 3 3 4 11 L4 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex laxiculmis var. laxiculmis spreading wood sedge 3 3 5 3 14 L3 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex peckii Peck's sedge 1 3 4 3 11 L4 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex pedunculata early-flowering sedge 1 3 2 3 9 L5 SE n n

Cyperaceae Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania sedge 1 4 3 4 12 L4 SE n n n n

Cyperaceae Carex radiata straight-styled sedge 1 2 2 2 7 L5 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex rosea curly-styled sedge 1 2 3 2 8 L5 SE n n

Cyperaceae Carex scabrata rough sedge 2 3 4 3 12 L4 SE n n

Cyperaceae Carex stipata awl-fruited sedge 1 3 2 3 9 L5 SE n

Cyperaceae Carex vulpinoidea fox sedge 1 2 4 1 8 L5 SE n n

Cyperaceae Scirpus atrovirens black-fruited bulrush 1 2 4 2 9 L5 SE n

Cyperaceae Scirpus hattorianus mosquito bulrush 5 2 4 2 13 L4 SE n

Dennstaedtiaceae Pteridium aquilinum ssp. latiusculum eastern bracken 1 4 2 4 11 L4 FE n
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Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris carthusiana spinulose wood fern 1 3 1 2 7 L5 FE n n n

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris filix-mas male fern 4 2 5 3 14 L3 FE p

Dryopteridaceae Polystichum acrostichoides Christmas fern 2 3 5 3 13 L4 FE n

Elaeagnaceae Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n

Equisetaceae Equisetum arvense field horsetail 1 2 1 1 5 L5 FE n n n n

Equisetaceae Equisetum hyemale ssp. affine scouring-rush 1 2 1 2 6 L5 FE n

Equisetaceae Equisetum pratense thicket horsetail 2 4 5 3 14 L3 FE n

Equisetaceae Equisetum sylvaticum woodland horsetail 3 3 5 4 15 L3 FE n

Ericaceae Monotropa uniflora Indian-pipe 2 4 5 5 16 L3 FO n

Euphorbiaceae Acalypha rhomboidea three-seeded mercury 2 1 2 0 5 L5 FO n n n

Fabaceae Amphicarpaea bracteata hog-peanut 1 2 2 2 7 L5 VI n n n

Fabaceae Cercis canadensis redbud 1 ns ns ns ns L+ SH pr

Fabaceae Desmodium canadense showy tick-trefoil 2 2 3 3 10 L5 FO n n

Fabaceae Hylodesmum glutinosum pointed-leaved tick-trefoil 3 4 4 5 16 L3 FO n

Fabaceae Lotus corniculatus bird's foot trefoil 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Fabaceae Medicago lupulina black medick 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Fabaceae Melilotus albus white sweet clover 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Fabaceae Melilotus officinalis yellow sweet clover 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Fabaceae Robinia pseudoacacia black locust 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n n

Fabaceae Securigera varia crown vetch 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO pr

Fabaceae Trifolium pratense red clover 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Fabaceae Trifolium repens white clover 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Fabaceae Vicia cracca cow vetch 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ VI n

Fagaceae Fagus grandifolia American beech 1 4 3 4 12 L4 TR n n n n n n

Fagaceae Quercus alba white oak 3 5 4 5 17 L2 TR pn n n n n

Fagaceae Quercus robur English oak 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR p

Fagaceae Quercus rubra red oak 1 4 1 5 11 L4 TR pn n n n n n

Geraniaceae Geranium macrorrhizum zdravets 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO pr

Geraniaceae Geranium maculatum wild geranium 2 3 4 3 12 L4 FO n? n

Geraniaceae Geranium robertianum herb Robert 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? FO n n n n

Ginkgoaceae Ginkgo biloba ginkgo 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ TR p

Grossulariaceae Ribes americanum wild black currant 1 3 2 2 8 L5 SH n n n n

Grossulariaceae Ribes cynosbati prickly gooseberry 1 3 2 2 8 L5 SH n n n n n n

Grossulariaceae Ribes glandulosum skunk currant 5 3 4 4 16 L3 SH ncf

Grossulariaceae Ribes rubrum garden red currant 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n n

Grossulariaceae Ribes triste swamp red currant 2 4 4 5 15 L3 SH n

Hamamelidaceae Hamamelis virginiana witch-hazel 2 4 4 4 14 L3 SH pn n n n n n

Hydrangeaceae Philadelphus coronarius mock-orange 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ SH n

Hypericaceae Hypericum perforatum common St. John's-wort 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Iridaceae Iris pseudacorus yellow flag 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n ncf

Juglandaceae Carya cordiformis bitternut hickory 1 4 4 2 11 L4 TR p n n

Juglandaceae Carya ovata shagbark hickory 3 4 4 4 15 L3 TR n

Juglandaceae Juglans cinerea butternut 1 5 4 4 14 L3 TR n n n n n

Juglandaceae Juglans nigra black walnut 1 1 2 1 5 L5 TR n n n n

Juglandaceae Juglans x bixbyi buartnut 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR n

Juncaceae Juncus dudleyi Dudley's rush 1 2 3 1 7 L5 RU n

Juncaceae Juncus tenuis path rush 1 2 1 1 5 L5 RU n n

Lamiaceae Lamium amplexicaule henbit 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ FO n

Lamiaceae Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca motherwort 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Lamiaceae Mentha canadensis wild mint 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n

Lamiaceae Mentha x piperita peppermint 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO n

Lamiaceae Monarda fistulosa var. fistulosa wild bergamot 1 3 2 3 9 L5 FO n

Lamiaceae Nepeta cataria catnip 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Lamiaceae Prunella vulgaris heal-all (sensu lato) 2 ns ns ns 2 L+? FO n n

Lamiaceae Prunella vulgaris ssp. lanceolata heal-all (native) 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n

Lamiaceae Prunella vulgaris ssp. vulgaris heal-all (European) 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Lamiaceae Scutellaria lateriflora mad-dog skullcap 2 2 2 3 9 L5 FO n

Liliaceae Erythronium americanum ssp. americanum yellow trout-lily 1 3 2 2 8 L5 FO n n n
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Liliaceae Tulipa gesneriana garden tulip 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO pr

Lythraceae Lythrum salicaria purple loosestrife 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Magnoliaceae Liriodendron tulipifera tulip-tree ns ns ns ns ns L+ TR p

Malvaceae Tilia americana basswood 1 3 1 3 8 L5 TR n n n n n n

Malvaceae Tilia cordata little-leaf linden 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR n n n ncf

Melanthiaceae Trillium erectum red trillium 1 4 3 5 13 L4 FO n

Melanthiaceae Trillium grandiflorum white trillium 1 3 3 5 12 L4 FO n n n n n

Moraceae Morus alba white mulberry 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n n n

Oleaceae Forsythia x intermedia border forsythia 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ SH cf pcf

Oleaceae Fraxinus americana white ash 1 5 0 3 9 L5 TR n n n n n n

Oleaceae Fraxinus excelsior European ash 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR n n n

Oleaceae Fraxinus nigra black ash 1 5 4 3 13 L4 TR n

Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica red ash 1 5 0 3 9 L5 TR n n n n n

Oleaceae Ligustrum vulgare privet 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n p n

Oleaceae Syringa reticulata Japanese tree lilac 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ SH n ncf

Oleaceae Syringa vulgaris common lilac 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n p

Onagraceae Circaea canadensis ssp. canadensis enchanter's nightshade 1 1 1 1 4 L5 FO n n n n n

Onagraceae Epilobium ciliatum ssp. ciliatum sticky willow-herb 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n n ncf

Onagraceae Epilobium coloratum purple-leaved willow-herb 1 3 2 2 8 L5 FO n n n

Onagraceae Epilobium hirsutum European willow-herb 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Onagraceae Epilobium parviflorum small-flowered willow-herb 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Onagraceae Oenothera biennis common evening-primrose 1 1 1 1 4 L5 FO n n n n

Onocleaceae Matteuccia struthiopteris var. pensylvanica ostrich fern 1 2 1 2 6 L5 FE pr n n n

Onocleaceae Onoclea sensibilis sensitive fern 1 3 1 3 8 L5 FE n n n n

Orchidaceae Epipactis helleborine helleborine 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Orobanchaceae Epifagus virginiana beech-drops 2 3 5 2 12 L4 FO n n

Oxalidaceae Oxalis dillenii deflexed yellow wood-sorrel 2 1 0 1 4 L5 FO n

Oxalidaceae Oxalis stricta common yellow wood-sorrel 1 1 1 1 4 L5 FO n n n n

Papaveraceae Chelidonium majus celandine 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Papaveraceae Corydalis solida pink European corydalis 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ FO n

Papaveraceae Sanguinaria canadensis bloodroot 1 3 2 3 9 L5 FO p? n

Phrymaceae Phryma leptostachya lopseed 2 2 3 2 9 L5 FO n n n

Pinaceae Abies balsamea balsam fir 2 3 4 5 14 L3 TR p p p p? pcf

Pinaceae Larix decidua European larch 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR p pcf

Pinaceae Picea abies Norway spruce 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR pcf p p

Pinaceae Picea glauca white spruce 2 5 4 4 15 L3 TR p p p p

Pinaceae Picea pungens Colorado spruce 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ TR p p p

Pinaceae Pinus nigra Austrian pine 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ TR p p

Pinaceae Pinus strobus white pine 1 4 3 4 12 L4 TR pn n n n n n

Pinaceae Pinus sylvestris Scots pine 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n p

Pinaceae Pseudotsuga menziesii var. glauca Rocky Mountain Douglas-fir 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ TR p p

Pinaceae Tsuga canadensis eastern hemlock 1 4 3 5 13 L4 TR n n n n n n

Plantaginaceae Chelone glabra white turtlehead 2 3 4 5 14 L3 FO n n

Plantaginaceae Linaria vulgaris butter-and-eggs 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Plantaginaceae Lobelia inflata Indian tobacco 2 4 4 4 14 L3 FO n

Plantaginaceae Plantago lanceolata English plantain 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Plantaginaceae Plantago major common plantain 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Plantaginaceae Plantago rugelii red-stemmed plantain 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO n n n n n

Plantaginaceae Veronica americana American speedwell 2 3 3 4 12 L4 FO n n

Plantaginaceae Veronica serpyllifolia thyme-leaved speedwell 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Poaceae Agrostis gigantea redtop 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n

Poaceae Agrostis stolonifera creeping bent grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? GR n

Poaceae Bromus hordeaceus ssp. hordeaceus soft brome 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ GR n

Poaceae Bromus inermis smooth brome grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n

Poaceae Calamagrostis canadensis Canada blue-joint 2 3 4 4 13 L4 GR n n

Poaceae Cinna latifolia nodding wood reed 2 3 5 3 13 L4 GR n

Poaceae Dactylis glomerata orchard grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n n n n n

Poaceae Digitaria sanguinalis hairy crab grass 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ GR n n
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Family Scientific Name Common Name LO 1-5 PT 1-5 HD  0-5 StD 0-5 TS 2-20
L-rank  

(Jun-21)

NHIC 

Plant 

Type

TRCA 

2021

N-S 

2009

UFORA 

2008

Draper 

1999

Draper 

1998

TFN 

1974-6

Poaceae Echinochloa crus-galli barnyard grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n

Poaceae Echinochloa muricata var. microstachya small-spiked barnyard grass 2 2 4 0 8 L5 GR n n

Poaceae Elymus hystrix bottle-brush grass 2 3 3 3 11 L4 GR n n

Poaceae Elymus riparius riverbank wild rye 2 2 4 4 12 L4 GR n ncf

Poaceae Festuca rubra ssp. rubra red fescue 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n

Poaceae Glyceria grandis tall manna grass 1 3 4 2 10 L5 GR n n

Poaceae Glyceria striata fowl manna grass 1 2 1 2 6 L5 GR n n n

Poaceae Leersia oryzoides rice cut grass 1 2 2 2 7 L5 GR n n n

Poaceae Lolium pratense meadow fescue 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n

Poaceae Muhlenbergia frondosa wire-stemmed muhly grass 4 2 4 2 12 L4 GR n n

Poaceae Oryzopsis asperifolia white-fruited mountain-rice 2 4 3 4 13 L4 GR n n

Poaceae Panicum capillare panic grass 1 1 4 1 7 L5 GR n n

Poaceae Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? GR n n

Poaceae Poa annua annual blue grass 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ GR n

Poaceae Poa compressa flat-stemmed blue grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n n

Poaceae Poa nemoralis woodland spear grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n n

Poaceae Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky blue grass 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n n n

Poaceae Setaria pumila yellow foxtail 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n n

Poaceae Setaria viridis green foxtail 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ GR n

Polygonaceae Persicaria hydropiper water-pepper 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? FO n

Polygonaceae Persicaria maculosa lady's thumb 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Polygonaceae Polygonum aviculare ssp. aviculare prostrate knotweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Polygonaceae Reynoutria japonica var. japonica Japanese knotweed 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Polygonaceae Rumex acetosella sheep sorrel 3 2 ns 4 9 L+ FO n

Polygonaceae Rumex crispus curly dock 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Polygonaceae Rumex obtusifolius bitter dock 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Primulaceae Lysimachia ciliata fringed loosestrife 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n n n

Primulaceae Lysimachia nummularia moneywort 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Primulaceae Lysimachia quadrifolia whorled loosestrife 5 4 4 3 16 L3 FO n

Ranunculaceae Actaea pachypoda white baneberry 1 3 3 3 10 L5 FO n n

Ranunculaceae Actaea rubra ssp. rubra red baneberry 1 3 1 3 8 L5 FO n (iNat) n n

Ranunculaceae Anemonastrum canadense Canada anemone 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n

Ranunculaceae Anemone virginiana common thimbleweed 1 3 0 3 7 L5 FO n? n? n

Ranunculaceae Caltha palustris marsh marigold 2 4 2 4 12 L4 FO n

Ranunculaceae Hepatica acutiloba sharp-lobed hepatica 1 4 4 5 14 L3 FO n

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus abortivus kidney-leaved buttercup 1 3 1 2 7 L5 FO n

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus acris tall buttercup 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus caricetorum swamp buttercup 2 4 4 3 13 L4 FO n

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus recurvatus var. recurvatus hooked buttercup 1 3 2 3 9 L5 FO n n

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus repens creeping buttercup 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n

Ranunculaceae Thalictrum dioicum early meadow rue 1 3 3 2 9 L5 FO n p? n n n

Ranunculaceae Thalictrum pubescens tall meadow rue 1 3 2 2 8 L5 FO n

Rhamnaceae Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n n n n

Rosaceae Agrimonia gryposepala agrimony 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n

Rosaceae Amelanchier arborea downy serviceberry 1 3 4 3 11 L4 SH pncf ncf ncf

Rosaceae Amelanchier laevis smooth serviceberry 1 2 4 3 10 L5 SH n

Rosaceae Cotoneaster villosulus Taiping cotoneaster ns ns ns ns 0 L+ SH n

Rosaceae Crataegus sp. hawthorn (unidentified) 2 2 3 3 10 L5 TR n n n n n

Rosaceae Fragaria virginiana wild strawberry (sensu lato) 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n n n

Rosaceae Fragaria virginiana ssp. virginiana common wild strawberry 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n

Rosaceae Geum canadense white avens 1 2 1 2 6 L5 FO n ncf n

Rosaceae Geum urbanum urban avens 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n ncf

Rosaceae Geum x catlingii hybrid avens 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ FO n

Rosaceae Malus baccata Siberian crab-apple 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR n n

Rosaceae Malus pumila apple 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n p n

Rosaceae Malus toringo Toringo crab-apple 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ SH n

Rosaceae Potentilla argentea silvery cinquefoil 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ FO n

Rosaceae Potentilla norvegica rough cinquefoil 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? FO n
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Family Scientific Name Common Name LO 1-5 PT 1-5 HD  0-5 StD 0-5 TS 2-20
L-rank  

(Jun-21)
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Plant 
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Rosaceae Potentilla recta sulphur cinquefoil 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Rosaceae Prunus pensylvanica pin cherry 2 4 3 3 12 L4 TR p?

Rosaceae Prunus serotina black cherry 1 2 0 2 5 L5 TR n n n n n n

Rosaceae Prunus tomentosa Manchu cherry 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ SH n

Rosaceae Prunus virginiana var. virginiana choke cherry 1 2 0 1 4 L5 SH n n n n n n

Rosaceae Prunus x cistena purple sand cherry 5 ns ns ns 5 L+ SH n

Rosaceae Rosa multiflora multiflora rose 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ SH n n n n

Rosaceae Rubus allegheniensis common blackberry 1 3 0 1 5 L5 SH n n n n

Rosaceae Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus wild red raspberry 1 1 0 1 3 L5 SH n n n n n

Rosaceae Rubus occidentalis wild black raspberry 1 1 0 1 3 L5 SH n n n n n

Rosaceae Rubus odoratus purple-flowering raspberry 1 2 2 2 7 L5 SH pn n n n n

Rosaceae Sorbaria sorbifolia false spiraea 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH pr pr

Rosaceae Sorbus aucuparia European mountain-ash 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n pr

Rosaceae Spiraea  sp. spiraea (ornamental) ns ns ns ns ns L+ SH p

Rubiaceae Galium aparine cleavers 1 1 1 2 5 L5 FO n

Rubiaceae Galium odoratum sweet woodruff 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO pr (iNat)

Rubiaceae Mitchella repens partridgeberry 2 4 4 5 15 L3 SH n

Rutaceae Phellodendron amurense Amur cork tree 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ TR n

Salicaceae Populus balsamifera balsam poplar 1 2 2 2 7 L5 TR n

Salicaceae Populus deltoides cottonwood 1 1 3 1 6 L5 TR n n n

Salicaceae Populus grandidentata large-toothed aspen 1 3 4 3 11 L4 TR n

Salicaceae Populus tremula European aspen ns ns ns ns ns L+ TR p

Salicaceae Populus x canadensis Carolina poplar 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR p p

Salicaceae Populus x jackii Jack's poplar 3 2 5 1 11 L4 TR n

Salicaceae Salix alba white willow 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n

Salicaceae Salix bebbiana Bebb's willow 1 3 3 4 11 L4 SH n

Salicaceae Salix caprea goat willow 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ SH p

Salicaceae Salix discolor pussy willow 1 3 4 3 11 L4 SH n n

Salicaceae Salix eriocephala narrow heart-leaved willow 1 1 3 1 6 L5 SH n n

Salicaceae Salix matsudana corkscrew willow 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR n

Salicaceae Salix purpurea purple-osier willow 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n

Salicaceae Salix x fragilis crack willow 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n n

Salicaceae Salix x sepulcralis weeping willow 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n ncf

Sapindaceae Acer negundo Manitoba maple 1 ns ns ns 1 L+? TR n n n n n n

Sapindaceae Acer nigrum black maple 2 3 4 2 11 L4 TR n

Sapindaceae Acer platanoides Norway maple 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n n n

Sapindaceae Acer rubrum red maple 1 4 1 5 11 L4 TR pn n n n n n

Sapindaceae Acer saccharinum silver maple 1 2 5 3 11 L4 TR p p p p

Sapindaceae Acer saccharum sugar maple 1 3 0 2 6 L5 TR pn n n n pn n

Sapindaceae Acer spicatum mountain maple 2 3 4 4 13 L4 SH n n n n n

Sapindaceae Aesculus hippocastanum horse-chestnut 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n n pr

Scrophulariaceae Verbascum thapsus common mullein 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n n

Simaroubaceae Ailanthus altissima tree-of-heaven 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ TR n n n n

Smilacaceae Smilax herbacea carrion-flower 1 3 2 2 8 L5 VI n n

Solanaceae Solanum dulcamara bittersweet nightshade 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ VW n n n n n n

Solanaceae Solanum emulans American black nightshade 2 1 4 0 7 L5 FO n n n

Taxaceae Taxus canadensis Canada yew 2 4 4 5 15 L3 SH n

Taxaceae Taxus cuspidata Japanese yew 2 ns ns ns 2 L+ SH n p n

Typhaceae Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Typhaceae Typha latifolia broad-leaved cattail 1 4 4 4 13 L4 FO n n n

Typhaceae Typha x glauca hybrid cattail 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Ulmaceae Ulmus americana white elm 1 4 0 2 7 L5 TR n n n n n n

Ulmaceae Ulmus pumila Siberian elm 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ TR n n n

Urticaceae Pilea pumila dwarf clearweed 1 2 0 1 4 L5 FO n n

Urticaceae Urtica dioica ssp. dioica European stinging nettle 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n n n n

Urticaceae Urtica gracilis ssp. gracilis American stinging nettle 1 3 1 2 7 L5 FO n

Verbenaceae Verbena urticifolia white vervain 1 2 2 2 7 L5 FO n

Violaceae Viola macloskeyi northern white violet 3 4 4 3 14 L3 FO ncf
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Violaceae Viola odorata sweet violet 3 ns ns ns 3 L+ FO n

Violaceae Viola pubescens stemmed yellow violet (sensu lato) 1 3 1 2 7 L5 FO p? p

Violaceae Viola pubescens var. pubescens downy yellow violet 2 4 1 2 9 L5 FO n

Violaceae Viola pubescens var. scabriuscula smooth yellow violet 2 4 1 2 9 L5 FO n

Violaceae Viola sororia common blue violet 1 2 0 2 5 L5 FO n n

Vitaceae Parthenocissus tricuspidata Boston-ivy 4 ns ns ns 4 L+ VW p

Vitaceae Parthenocissus vitacea thicket creeper 1 2 0 1 4 L5 VW n n n n n n

Vitaceae Vitis riparia riverbank grape 1 1 0 0 2 L5 VW n n n n n n

Woodsiaceae Athyrium filix-femina var. angustum northeastern lady fern 1 3 1 3 8 L5 FE p n

Xanthorrhoeaceae Hemerocallis fulva orange day-lily 1 ns ns ns 1 L+ FO n

Count 227 150 101 127 258 213

LEGEND

L-rank: TRCA local rank (assigned June 2021) Site Status Records

L1-L3: species of regional conservation concern n: natural population FE: fern TRCA 2021 - current report

L4: species of conservation concern in urban area p: planted only FO: forb N-S 2009 - see North-South (2012)

L5: species not of conservation concern at this time pr: regenerating but of planted origin GR: grass UFORA 2008 - see Smith (2008)

LX: species is extirpated from TRCA pn: both natural origin and planted RU: rush Draper (1999)

L+: introduced species, not native to TRCA prn: natural and planted-regenerating SE: sedge Draper (1998)

L+?: species is likely introduced to TRCA cf: identification not certain SH: shrub TFN 1974-76 - Banville and Hamilton (1976)

LU: presence of species in TRCA unverified/unknown e: extirpated from site TR: tree

VI: herbaceous vine

VW: woody vine

StD: Sensitivity to Development

Scoring criteria (basis of L-rank)

LO: Local Occurrence

Plant Type

ns: criterion not scored

TS: Total Score

PT: Population Trend

HD: Habitat Dependence
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Appendix 3: Fauna observed at Sherwood Park ESA with TRCA Scores and Ranks, 2021.

Common Name Scientific Name Code

number of 

territories 

pre-2001 

(max 

breeding 

status)

number 

of 

territories 

from ESA 

2006/9 

(max 

breeding 

status)

number of 

territories 

in 2021 

(max 

breeding 

status)

LO PTn PTt AS PIS StD HD + TS
L-

Rank

Eastern Screech-Owl Megascops asio EASO 1(CO) 1 2 3 1 2 3 3 0 15 L3

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina WOTH 2(PR) 0 4 2 3 2 4 2 0 17 L3

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus YBCU 1(PO) 1 4 2 3 1 3 3 0 17 L3

Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens EAWP 2(PR) 2(PR) 0 4 2 2 1 3 1 0 13 L4

Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus GCFL 1(PO) 1(PR) 0 2 1 3 1 2 2 0 11 L4

Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus HAWO 1(PO) 1(PR) 0 2 1 3 1 2 2 0 11 L4

Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea INBU 1(PR) 0 3 2 1 1 4 2 0 13 L4

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus NOFL 1(PO) 0 4 2 1 1 3 2 0 13 L4

Pine Warbler Setophaga pinus PIWA 2(PR) 0 1 2 4 1 3 3 0 14 L4

Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus REVI 1(PO) 2(PR) 7(PR) 0 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 10 L4

Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus RBGR 1(PO) 0 3 2 3 1 3 2 0 14 L4

White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis WBNU 1(PO) 1(PO) 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos AMCR (PO) (PO) 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 5 L5

American Goldfinch Spinus tristis AMGO (PR) 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

American Robin Turdus migratorius AMRO (PO) (PR) (PR) 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 L5

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula BAOR (PO) (PO) 0 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 L5

Black-capped Chickadee Parus atricapillus BCCH (PR) (PR) 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 L5

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata BLJA (PO) 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum CEDW (PO) 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 6 L5

Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina CHSP (PR) (PR) 0 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 8 L5

Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula COGR (PO) 0 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 L5

Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens DOWO (PR) (PO) 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 7 L5

Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis NOCA (PR) (PR) 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 7 L5

Red-breasted Nuthatch Sitta canadensis RBNU (PR) 0 1 1 3 1 2 1 0 9 L5

Red-bellied Woodpecker Melanerpes carolinus RBWO 1(PO) 0 1 0 3 1 2 2 0 9 L5

Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis RTHA (CO) 0 2 1 2 1 1 1 0 8 L5

Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus RWBL (PO) (PO) 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia SOSP (PO) 0 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 8 L5

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris EUST (PO) (PO) 0 4 L+

House Sparrow Passer domesticus HOSP (PO) 0 4 L+

Birds

Survey Species: species for which the TRCA protocol effectively surveys.

Herpetofauna
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(max 
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of 
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American Toad Anaxyrus americanus AMTO 1(PO) 2(CO) 0 3 2 1 4 4 0 0 14 L4
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Hairy-tailed Mole Parascalops breweri HTMO (PR) 3 2 2 1 4 4 1 0 17 L3

Star-nosed Mole Condylura cristata SNMO (PR) 3 2 1 1 4 4 1 0 16 L3

Eastern Chipmunk Tamias striatus EACH X (PR) (PR) 0 2 1 2 3 3 1 0 12 L4

Red Fox Vulpes vulpes REFO (PR,2020) 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 0 10 L4

Eastern Grey Squirrel Sciurus carolinensis GRSQ X (PR) (PR) 0 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 7 L5

Common Raccoon Procyon lotor RACC (CO) 0 2 1 1 3 0 1 0 8 L5

Deer or White-footed Mouse Peromyscus species (PR) 2 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 9 L5

Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis STSK (PR) 0 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 7 L5

Brown Rat Rattus norvegicus NORA (PR,2019) 4 L+

LEGEND

LO = local occurrence STD = sensitivity to development

PTn = National population trend HD = habitat dependence

PTt = TRCA population trend + = additional points

AS = area sensitivity TS = total score

PIS = Patch Isolation Sensitivity L-rank = TRCA Rank, March, 2019 - based on data up to 2018 inclusive

PO = possibly breeding

PR = probably breeding

CO = confirmed breeding

L1 = Species of Regional Conservation Concern, regionally scarce due to either accidental occurrence or extreme sensitivity to human impacts

L2 = Species of Regional Conservation Concern, somewhat more abundant and generally slightly less sensitive than L1 species

L3 = Species of Regional Conservation Concern, generally less sensitive and more abundant than L1 and L2 ranked species

L4 = Species of Urban Concern; occur throughout the region but could show declines if urban impacts are not mitiagted effectively

L5 = species that are considered secure throughout the region

L+ = introduced species, not native to the Toronto region

records from iNaturalist are indicated in yellow

Incidental Species: species that are reported on as incidental to the TRCA protocol.

Mammals
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