
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Study Report  

 
 

Appendix D Aquatic and Terrestrial Ecology Existing Condition 

Reports 
Terrestrial Biological Inventory 

 

Terrestrial Biological Inventory Update 

 

Aquatic Baseline Conditions Report 

  



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Study Report  

 
 

Terrestrial Biological Inventory 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class 

Environmental Assessment Study Area - Terrestrial 

Biological Inventory 

Prepared by Terrestrial Inventories & Monitoring 

 

December, 2020 

 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

     Toronto  and Reg ion Conservat ion  Au thor i t y     |    i i  

 

Table of Contents 

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 1 

1.1  The TRCA Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program ........................................................................ 1 

2.0 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY ........................................................... 2 

3.0 INVENTORY METHODOLOGY ............................................................................... 2 

3.1  Landscape Analysis .................................................................................................................... 3 

3.2  Vegetation Community, Flora and Fauna Species Scoring and Ranking ................................... 4 

3.3  Vegetation Communities, Flora and Fauna Species Data Collection ......................................... 6 

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION .................................................................................. 7 

4.1  Landscape Analysis Regional Context ........................................................................................ 7 

4.2  Habitat Patch Findings for Rockcliffe EA .................................................................................... 7 

4.2.1  Quantity of Natural Cover ..................................................................................................... 8 

4.2.2  Quality of Natural Cover ........................................................................................................ 8 

4.3  Vegetation Community Findings for Rockcliffe EA .................................................................... 8 

4.3.1  Vegetation Community Representation ................................................................................ 8 

4.3.2  Vegetation Communities of Concern .................................................................................. 11 

4.4  Flora Findings for Rockcliffe EA ................................................................................................ 13 

4.4.1  Flora Species Representation .............................................................................................. 13 

4.4.2  Flora Species of Concern ..................................................................................................... 14 

4.4.3  Invasive Species ................................................................................................................... 16 

4.4.4  Historical Flora ..................................................................................................................... 16 

4.5  Fauna Species Findings for Rockcliffe EA ................................................................................. 16 

4.5.1 Fauna Species Representation............................................................................................. 17 

4.5.2 Fauna Species of Concern .................................................................................................... 17 

5.0 SUMMARY ........................................................................................................ 23 

5.1 Site Summary ........................................................................................................................... 24 

6.0  REFERENCES ...................................................................................................... 26 

 

 

 

 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

     Toronto  and Reg ion Conservat ion  Au thor i t y     |    i i i  

 

List of Tables 
 

Table 1: Habitat patch quality, rank and species response. ........................................................................................ 3 

Table 2: L-ranks and total score ranges for vegetation communities. ........................................................................ 4 

Table 3: L-ranks and total score ranges for flora. ....................................................................................................... 5 

Table 4: L-ranks and total score ranges for fauna. ...................................................................................................... 5 

Table 5: Source of terrestrial natural heritage information for the Rockcliffe EA study area. .................................... 6 

Table 6: Summary of vegetation communities in Rockville EA study area, 2002, 2007 and 2015. ............................. 9 

Table 7: Current flora species, Rockcliffe EA, 2005-2020 .......................................................................................... 14 

Table 8: Fauna species and Species of Regional and Urban Concern (SOC) counts for Rockcliffe EA study area for 

the period 2011-2020. ................................................................................................................................. 17 

 

  



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

     Toronto  and Reg ion Conservat ion  Au thor i t y     |    i v  

 

List of Figures 

 

Figure 1. Captured in the spring and located within Smythe Park, this Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Oak Deciduous 

Forest (FOD9-1) is one of the most botanically rich forest communities present within Rockcliffe EA.. ..... 12 

Figure 2.  Swamp sparrow - the only sensitive low-nesting bird species recorded at Smythe Park in 2015 - found on a 

single territory (photo: TRCA, 2016). ........................................................................................................... 19 

Figure 3.  Common snapping turtle, a Species at Risk, was observed excavating a nest cavity along the banks pf 

Lavender Creek in 2017 (photo: TRCA, 2018). ............................................................................................. 22 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

     Toronto  and Reg ion Conservat ion  Au thor i t y     |    v  

 

List of Maps 

Map 1.           Rockcliffe EA in the Context of Regional Natural Cover  .............................................. 28 

Map 2.       Rockcliffe EA Study Area ............................................................................................... 29 

Map 2a.      Areas surveyed by TRCA by Year within Rockcliffe EA ................................................. 30  

Map 3.           Regional Natural System Habitat Patch Quality ........................................................... 31 

Map 4.           Distribution of Fauna Regional Species of Concern ..................................................... 32  

Map 5.           Habitat Patch Size Scores with Fauna Area Sensitivity ................................................. 33  

Map 6.       Scores for Matrix Influence and Flora Sensitivity to Development ............................. 34 

Map 7.           Scores for Matrix Influence and Fauna Sensitivity to Development ............................ 35  

Map 8.           Habitat Patch Quality Scores ........................................................................................ 36 

Map 9.           Vegetation Communities and Associated Local Ranks ................................................. 37 

Map 9a.      Vegetation Communities, Lavender Creek (2002) ....................................................... 38 

Map 9b.      Vegetation Communities, Smythe Park (2015) ............................................................ 39 

Map 9c.      Vegetation Communities, Lambton Woods/ Volunteer Site #28 (2007) ..................... 40 

Map 10.       Flora Species of Concern  .............................................................................................. 41 

Map 11.        Flora Species Habitat Dependence Scores  ................................................................... 42 

Map 12.        Fauna Species of Concern  ............................................................................................ 43 

Map 13.        Fauna Species Habitat Dependence Scores  ................................................................. 44 

 

List of Appendices 

Appendix 1.    Vegetation Communities within Study Area .............................................................. 45  

Appendix 2.    Flora Species within Study Area .................................................................................. 47 

Appendix 2a.  Historical Flora Species within Study Area ................................................................. 56 

Appendix 3.    Fauna Species for Study Area ..................................................................................... 57 

The information contained in this document is copyright  

© Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA – Terrestrial Biological Inventory  

     Toronto  and Reg ion Conservat ion  Au thor i t y     |    1  

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

In 2020 the Terrestrial Inventories and Monitoring group of the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

(TRCA) was asked to compile an inventory report of the terrestrial baseline conditions for the Rockcliffe 

Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA (herein referred to as Rockcliffe EA). This report is based on 

existing terrestrial fauna and flora data collected over the past two decades. During that period, inventories 

were conducted primarily at Smythe Park (at the centre of the Rockville EA study area), Lavender Creek, and in 

the adjacent Humber River riparian corridor located at the extreme west of the study area. The information is 

of value for site management planning and for biodiversity assessment at a broader regional level. 
 

This report summarizes the biological inventory findings to: 

• Characterize the terrestrial natural heritage features of Rockcliffe EA   

• Describe how the natural heritage features of the Rockcliffe EA contribute to the regional Terrestrial 

Natural Heritage System (TNHS), and support regional biodiversity 

 

The primary question that the inventory addresses is: 

“How does the area surveyed at the Rockcliffe EA Study Area fit within the regional natural heritage system, 

and how should its contribution to this system 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 landscape analysis (2017) shows that only 17.8% forest (including successional) and wetland cover 

remains. 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. 

The important issue is the cumulative loss of natural cover in the TRCA region that has resulted from 

innumerable site-specific decisions. 

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

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

System Strategy (TNHSS) (TRCA 2007a), which was approved in 2008, and has been under implementation since 

that time. The aim is to protect elements of the natural system (vegetation communities, flora and fauna 

species) before they become rare, and to promote greater ecological function of the system as a whole. This 
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proactive approach is needed; by the time a community or species has become rare, irreversible damage has 

already occurred. A healthy natural system capable of supporting regional biodiversity in the long term is the 

goal. Targets, both short and long-term (100 years), provide direction for planning at all scales (TRCA 2007a, 

TRCA 2007b).  

The systems approach applied in TNHSS 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 consists of 316 hectares of public and built-up lands. Public greenspaces to the west such as 

Smythe Park are largely owned by the City of Toronto while parcels to the east such as Black Creek Site East are 

under TRCA ownership. The EA is located along Black Creek and the heavily channelized Lavender Creek as they 

flow towards the middle reach of the Humber River (Map 1). Lavender Creek drains into Black Creek in the 

eastern half of the study area, Black Creek then continuing west and drains into the Humber. The EA is bound 

to the north by Lambton Avenue, to the east by Weston Road, to the south by Corbett Avenue and in the west 

by the main Humber River (Map 2).  

 

The physiography of the study area shows it to be predominantly sand plain with a narrow ridge/belt of raised 

of beaches coming in from the south. Original soil survey information within the study area describe the main 

soil type as Fox Sandy Loam, a well-drained, dry fine sandy soil. Organic deposits in wetlands in the northwest 

regions of the study area are also present.  

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. 

3.0 INVENTORY METHODOLOGY 
 

Terrestrial biological data for the Rockcliffe EA study area is available from inventory work conducted in 2000, 

2002, 2007 and 2015 (Map 2a). The largest datasets are from the Smythe Park inventory completed in 2000 

and 2015. Where available, terrestrial inventory data has been supplemented by recent (i.e. 2016 and 2017) 

and historical incidental records gathered from other parts of the study area, some of which date as far back as 

1987.  

 

Biological inventories were conducted at the levels of habitat patch (landscape analysis), vegetation 

community, and species (flora and fauna) according to the TRCA methodologies for landscape evaluation (TRCA 

2007c) and field data collection (TRCA 2007d). 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 2017a). 
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3.1  Landscape Analysis 
 

TRCA natural system characterization applies a regional landscape analysis approach that scales from the level 

of the individual habitat patch to the natural system region-wide (TRCA 2007c). Key to this is our understanding 

that a healthy natural system for the region requires more than a minimum quantity of area: it requires natural 

connections across the larger landscape; it requires multiple habitat types; it requires quality of habitat; it also 

requires protection from those external influences (matrix influences) that would degrade the habitat. 
 

Base Mapping 

The most recent available landscape analysis used 2017 ortho-rectified aerial photography (Table 5). Regional 

habitat patches were digitally mapped and characterized into the broadly-defined patch categories of forest, 

successional, wetland, meadow and dynamic (beach, dune, and bluff) using ArcMap GIS software. These broad 

classes should not be confused with vegetation communities. The latter incorporate a much finer level of data, 

collected in the field during botanical surveys (Section 3.3, 4.3). 
 

Quality of Natural Cover 

The quality metric used for each habitat patch essentially assesses the potential for the scored habitat patch to 

support components of biodiversity. Three criteria are used: size (ha), shape (edge-to-area ratio), and matrix 

influence (measure of the positive and negative impacts from surrounding land use) (TRCA 2007c). A weighted 

average of the scores for the criteria provides a total score, and total score ranges are used to assign local ranks 

of conservation concern, or L-ranks, as outlined in Table 1. Ranks are from L1 (highest quality) through L5 

(poorest quality). 
 

Both avian species richness (Kilgour 2003) and biodiversity quality (McKenzie et al. 2018) have been 

demonstrated to correlate with patch total score. Specifically, TRCA regional Species of Conservation Concern 

are more likely to be present in habitat patches of higher patch score/rank, as summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Habitat patch quality, rank and species response. 
 

Size, Shape and Matrix Influence Patch Rank Fauna Species of Conservation Concern 

Excellent L1 Generally found 

Good L2 Generally found 

Fair L3 Generally found 

Poor L4 Generally not found 

Very Poor L5 Generally not found 

 

Forest Interior 

The forest interior metric evaluates the potential for a forest patch to support those species requiring isolation 

from human activity/influences. Sufficiently large patches of a sufficiently optimal shape provide interior forest. 

Measurements of the distance from any point in the habitat to the closest edge are used to categorize interior 

elements, where they exist. The lowest distance from edge category is 100–200m interior forest; increasingly 

deeper interior components are measured in additional 100m increments.  
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Quantity and Distribution 

Periodic landscape analysis (every 4-6 years) assesses progress towards the regional quantity target of 30% 

natural cover (TRCA 2007a). This target results from modelling the minimum area that could support species of 

conservation concern over the long term. 
 

3.2  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 in order 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 (2017a). 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 2: L-ranks 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 habitat 
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 3: 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 4: 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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3.3  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. Vegetation communities and 

flora species were surveyed concurrently (Table 5). 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. Given the paucity of data collected for this large study area, the non-current, archival fauna 

and flora records have been referenced in order to help gain a more complete understanding of species status 

within the study area.  

 

Botanical field-work completed in 2002, 2007 and 2015 was conducted between the months of May through 

September (Table 5). Locating and identifying ephemeral flora species is a primary focus in the early spring 

months before the full closure of forest canopy occurs. The bulk of the vegetation community work is 

completed in the summer and fall months when characteristics of community and non-ephemeral flora species 

are at their peak. 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. A list of all other species observed was documented 

for the site. Plant species records available from historical records collected within the study area were also 

included in the species list.  

Table 5: Source of terrestrial natural heritage information for the Rockcliffe EA study area. 
 

Survey Item 
Source 

Dates 
Survey 
Effort 

Patch / 
Landscape 

GIS 2002, 2007/08, 2013, 2017: ortho-photos - 

Vegetation 
Communities 
and Flora 
Species 

Lavender Creek Inventory 

Volunteer Site #28 

Smythe Park Inventory 

2002: Apr 30 

2007: July 17 

2015: May 6, July 4, 7, 8, 18; Sept 23 

7 hours 

4 hours 

28 hours 

Nocturnal 
Fauna 
Species 

Smythe Park Inventory 2015: May 8 
1 hour 
  

Diurnal 
Fauna 
Species 

Smythe Park Inventory 
Volunteer Site #28 
Lavender Creek Inventory 

2015: June 14, July 3 
2007 
2002 

10 hours 
 

Fauna 
Species 

Incidental records 1987 to 2017 - 
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The 2015 Smythe Park fauna inventory was conducted on dates in early May, June, and July (Table 5). The May 

evening visit surveyed for breeding frog species of Regional and Urban Concern; this visit also incidentally 

surveyed for early-spring nocturnal bird species, including owls and American woodcock (Scolopax minor). 

Surveys in June and July 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.  

In addition to the 2015 data, a few incidental records from 2016 and 2017 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 2007d), but several significant records from external sources 

for dates prior to 2000 (herpetofauna records from 1987 and 1988) are also referenced in this report. 

4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 

The results of the 2017 landscape analysis and available biological inventory are the focus of this section, 

discussed to characterize the natural features of the site and to provide an integrated perspective of the site in 

the regional system context. Natural features throughout the study area are noted where relevant to the 

discussion. Note that species are referred to by common name; the scientific name is noted the first time a 

species is mentioned, and Appendices 1 through 3 list the species found by both common and scientific name. 
 

4.1  Landscape Analysis Regional Context 
 

The 2017 ortho-photography shows that 25% of the land area in the TRCA jurisdiction hosts natural cover, 

including 6.2% meadow. Historically, the region would have consisted of up to 95% forest cover with interspersed 

wetlands and very little meadow coverage; currently just 17.8% forest, successional habitat and wetland remains. 

The regional analysis of habitat patches shows an average patch quality across the TRCA jurisdiction of “fair” (L3) 

with an unbalanced distribution; forest and wetland cover is contained largely in the northern half of the TRCA 

jurisdiction, especially on the Oak Ridges Moraine (Map 3). 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 4).  

4.2  Habitat Patch Findings for Rockcliffe EA 
 

The landscape-scale analysis of the Rockcliffe EA’s habitat patches, considers it at a coarse level of detail but 

includes the context of the watershed and the region (Section 3.1).  
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4.2.1  Quantity of Natural Cover 
 

Natural cover within the study area is limited. Landscape analysis, based upon region-wide air photo 

interpretation, calculates that there is roughly 32.9 ha (10.4 %) of existing natural cover within the boundaries 

of the 316 ha study area. Not including open water areas, such as ponds, there is 26.2 ha of forest, 6.2 ha of 

meadow and 0.5 ha of wetland. The remaining 89.6 % (i.e. 283.1 ha) is heavily managed, consisting of 

manicured areas, aeration ponds, roads, parking lots, and buildings. In this analysis “forest” habitat includes 

any areas that seem to have high tree cover, not restricted necessarily to areas that are designated as forest 

vegetation types in ELC.  
 

4.2.2  Quality of Natural Cover 
 

Habitat Patch Size and Shape 

The majority of habitat patches within the study area are small with a fragmented distribution that leads to 

patch size scores of “poor” and “very poor” (Map 5). Patch shape tends to score higher as many of the habitat 

patches have a compact rectangular shape that minimizes edge-to-area ratio and reduces edge effects. In 

addition to the scores of “fair” and “poor” that are obtained throughout Smythe Park and Lavender Creek 

areas, “good” shape scores are received by select patches within Black Creek Site East and residential areas to 

the north. There is one patch between Rockcliffe Boulevard and Rockcliffe Court that scores “excellent” for 

shape. Overall, the dominant shape score is “fair”. 
 

Habitat Patch Matrix Influence 
Rockcliffe EA is located within an intensely urban matrix, which results in high levels of stress to the ecosystem 

(e.g. urban land use impacts such as heavy recreational use, soil disturbance, and intrusions of invasive plants - 

see Section 4.5.2.2). Matrix score for all patches present is “very poor” (Maps 6 and 7). 
 

Habitat Patch Total Score 

The combination of size, shape and matrix influence yields a total score that provides an objective assessment 

of patch ecological potential: in particular, the potential to support species of regional conservation concern.  

With the exception of three patches that attained a score of “poor”, most of Rockcliffe EA habitat receives a 

“very poor” total score (Map 8).  
 

4.3  Vegetation Community Findings for Rockcliffe EA 
 

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. 
 

4.3.1  Vegetation Community Representation 
 

A complete inventory of all the natural cover within the Rockcliffe EA study area is not yet available. Instead 

vegetation community details from all inventories (past and current) conducted within the EA boundary have 

been utilized to provide information on existing natural cover. A further inventory to fill the existing data gaps 

and to update outdated datasets is scheduled to be completed in 2021. In the interim, the following discussion 

is the cumulation of all existing inventory data within the study area. It includes data from Smythe Park in 2015, 
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segments of Volunteer #28 (within Lambton Woods) in 2007 as well as historic data (pre-2005) from along 

Lavender Creek in 2002 (Maps 9, 9a – 9c). 

 

At present, a total of 14.7 ha of natural cover has been inventoried within the study area.  Following the 

protocols and guidelines of the ELC system for Southern Ontario, the inventoried natural cover has been 

classified into 22 different vegetation communities spanning 5 broad vegetation classes (i.e. forest, 

successional, wetland, aquatic and dynamic). Two of the communities are found solely as an inclusion or 

complex within a larger community (Table 6; Appendix 1). Currently, there are two wetland features within 

Smythe Park and one within Lambton woods that are listed as “unevaluated” by the MNRF; they have not yet 

been evaluated for local or provincial significance.  

 

Table 6: Summary of vegetation communities in Rockville EA study area, 2002, 2007 and 2015. 
 

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

Forest* 10 9.4 64 

Dynamic 2 1.1 7.5 

Successional 3 2.3 15.6 

Meadow - -  

Wetland 4 0.8 5.4 

Aquatic 3 1.1 7.5 

Total 22 14.7 100 

*N.B. 10 of the forests originate from natural regeneration, while 1 is plantation (see below) 

Forests 

Forests are the most diverse community types represented within the study area. Ten types are documented (7 

native and 3 exotic) and collectively they provide ~64 % (9.4 ha) of the inventoried natural cover. Lowland areas 

along Black and Lavender Creeks consist of disturbed deciduous forest dominated by exotic tree species 

particularly Manitoba maple (Acer negundo), crack willow (Salix x fragilis) and Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila). 

Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest (FOD7-a) (2.5 ha) and Fresh-Moist Lowland Exotic 

Deciduous Forest (FOD7-c) (1.7 ha) are two most common communities associated with lowlands. Conditions in 

the understory of these forest types have allowed for the establishment of several different exotic shrubs and 

forbs including  common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), European spindle-tree (Euonymus europaeus) and 

Morrow’s honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii) in the lower layers alongside large colonies of garlic mustard 

(Alliaria petiolata) and urban avens (Geum urbanum) in the ground layers. 

 

Two native forests occurring on moister soils are described in Smythe Park. A 2.2 ha patch of mature Fresh-

Moist Oak – Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FOD9-1) dominated by red oak (Quercus rubra), sugar maple (Acer 

saccharum), black cherry (Prunus serotina) and white elm (Ulmus americana) is the largest forest community. 

The rich moist soils support a wide diversity of species (including a variety of species of conservation concern) 

indicative of both upland and lowland areas. Adjacent to this FOD9-1 is a smaller patch (0.1 ha) of Fresh-Moist 

Poplar Deciduous Forest (FOD8-1) that is comprised of balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera), black cherry and 

red ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). 
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Upland communities are situated further inland on drier, more well-drained soils. Dry-Fresh Manitoba Maple 

Deciduous Forest (FOD4-b) (1.8 ha) found along Lavender Creek and Dry-Fresh Exotic Deciduous Forest (FOD4-

e) (0.4 ha) present within Smythe Park, cover the most area. Both communities are exotic and are dominated 

by Manitoba maple and Siberian elm. Black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) and tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus 

altissima) are additional exotic species seen regeneration in a young FOD4-e forest located in Smythe Park. 

Older 2002 inventory data documents 0.6 ha of native upland forest that is present towards the southeastern 

portions of the study area. In this region 0.4 ha of Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD5-3) and 

0.2 ha of Dry-Fresh Red Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD1-1) was classified. Sugar maple and red oak define the 

community canopies while shrub and tree sapling species, namely choke cherry and Manitoba maple constitute 

the lower layers. The ground layer is sparse but supports a mix of native and ground forbs namely Virginia 

waterleaf (Hydrophyllum virginianum) and garlic mustard. The latter is an aggressive invasive herbaceous 

species that is abundant through much of the study area. Plantation is a minor component of the study area, 

there is only one small Restoration Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-A) (captured solely as an inclusion) recorded. In 

it, plantings of silver maple (Acer saccharinum) and trembling aspen (Populus tremuloides) were found. 

 

Successional 

Three successional types (one native, two exotic) have been classified within the study area. They are generally 

comprised of shrubs and young trees, a high proportion of which are exotic species. Exotic Thicket (CUT1-c) has 

formed adjacent trail edges to the south east. Spanning 0.6 ha, it is defined by young Manitoba maple, Siberian 

elm and false spiraea (Sorbaria sorbifolia). Another 1.7 ha of Exotic Successional Savannah (CUS1-b) comprised 

of Manitoba maple, weeping willow (Salix x sepulcralis), crack willow (Salix x fragilis) and grey hybrid poplar 

(Populus x canescens) is seen in sections of Smythe park to the west of Jane Street. The only native successional 

community among the three is a Sumac Deciduous Thicket (CUT1-1) captured solely as inclusions within larger 

communities. (Appendix 1).  

 

Wetlands 

Wetlands contribute 0.8 ha of natural cover within the inventoried area and are represented by four native 

community types falling under the categories of either swamp or marsh. The largest and subsequently the most 

sensitive is a 0.5 ha Paper Birch – Poplar Organic Deciduous Swamp (SWD7-1) that is ranked L3. Situated in 

Smythe Park, this community is dominated by yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis), white birch (Betula 

papyrifera) and white elm (Ulmus americana). Red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), common elderberry 

(Sambucus canadensis) and glossy buckthorn (Frangula alnus) are associated with the lower layers. The latter is 

proven to be highly invasive in wetland systems. The organic soils support a dense mix of ferns and grasses that 

include creeping bent grass (Agrostis stolonifera), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), sensitive fern 

(Onoclea sensibilis) and marsh fern (Thelypteris palustris var. pubescens).  Young formations of Willow Mineral 

Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-1) (0.2 ha) defined by peach-leaved willow (Salix amygdaloides), weeping willow, and 

Manitoba maple have developed around pond edges in the same vicinity. 

 

Further east, but still hydrologically connected, are two small pockets of marsh. The first is a 0.2 ha Broad-

leaved Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2-1A) dominated by native broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia). The 

cattail marsh remains relatively intact, however the presence of reed canary grass throughout the lower layers 

together with peripheral pockets of exotic cattails indicate that the early stages of invasion are in progress. A 
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Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2-10) (0.1 ha) has formed in areas where the soil is less saturated. This 

marsh type is associated with common beggar’s-ticks (Bidens frondosa), panicled aster (Symphyotrichum 

lanceolatum var. lanceolatum), swamp aster (Symphyotrichim puniceum var. puniceum) and orange touch-me-

not (Impatiens capensis). 

 

Aquatic 

Three aquatic communities that collectively occupy 1.1 ha are present throughout the study area. The 0.3 ha 

inventoried section of Black Creek that runs through the study area is captured as a Turbid Open Aquatic 

(OAO1-T); it is a disturbed feature that aside from of the presence of some filamentous algae, is unvegetated. A 

small network of shallow aquatic systems occurs to the south side of the Black Creek trail.  Based on differences 

in the composition of species present they have been classified into two types: Duckweed Mixed Shallow 

Aquatic (SAM1-2) (L3) (0.7 ha) and Duckweed Floating Shallow Aquatic (SAF1-3) (L4) (0.1 ha). Field notes 

indicate that at least one of these shallow aquatic communities is the result of early habitat restoration efforts 

in the 1990s. Duckweeds such as greater duckweed (Spirodela polyrhiza), turion duckweed (Lemna turionifera), 

and two species of water-meal (Wolffia spp.) are the main species present in both communities.  However, 

extensive populations of submergent vegetation intermixed with the various duckweeds forms the distinction 

for the classification of the Duckweed Mixed Shallow Aquatic (SAM1-2). In it, coontail (Ceratophyllum 

demersum), sago pondweed (Stuckenia pectinata) and leafy pondweed (Potamogeton foliosus) are community 

dominants.  

 

Dynamic 

The “dynamic” communities cover a total of 1.1 ha and is largely comprised of a 1.0 ha vegetated stretch of 

hardened constructed channel within Smythe Park that is used to regulate the flow of Black Creek. This feature 

is classified as Constructed Channel – Sluiceway (BB03-B) and has become vegetated with Manitoba maple, 

white elm, and Siberian elm in the canopy. In the ground and lower layers, tall goldenrod, giant ragweed 

(Ambrosia trifida), meadow fescue (Lolium pratense) and sandbar willow (Salix interior) dominate.  Additionally, 

there is 0.1 ha strip of natural vegetation along the western edge of the Study Area (adjacent the main Humber 

River) that is classified as Mineral Treed Riparian Bar (BBT1-B).  
 

4.3.2  Vegetation Communities of Concern 
 

The Rockcliffe EA is situated within the urban zone; as such, vegetation communities ranked L4 are considered 

in addition to those ranked L1 to L3. However, it is important to note that 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. 

 

Within the inventoried portions of the study area, there are 10 vegetation communities of conservation 

concern (1 - L2, 3 - L3s, 6 - L4s) (Map 9). Communities of regional concern (L1-L3) occupy 1.4 ha and those of 

urban concern (L4) occupy 3.1 ha. The highest ranked community found is a 0.2 ha remnant patch of Dry-Fresh 

Red Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD1-1) (L2) located on the east side of Hilldale Road near Lavender Creek Trail. 

The tree canopy at the time of inventory (2002) was comprised of native red oak and sugar maple with a sparse 
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but predominately native understory showing some signs of disturbance as demonstrated by notations of garlic 

mustard in the ground layer. The remaining 3 communities of regional concern occur to the west in Smythe 

Park. The largest is an 0.7 ha Duckweed Mixed Shallow Aquatic (SAM1-2) and a 0.5 ha Paper Birch – Poplar 

Organic Deciduous Swamp (SWD7-1). Organic soils formed through the decomposition of plant materials over 

many years are not overly common across the jurisdiction let alone urban centres. These 2 communities 

support some of the highest concentrations of flora species conservation concern within the study area 

(Appendix 1).  

The six L4 ranked vegetation communities include forest, wetland, and aquatic habitat. The largest is a 2.2 ha 

Fresh – Moist Oak – Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FOD9-1) (Figure 1). The forest is mature and is interesting 

in that its moister soils and micro-topography supports a wide variety of species associated with upland and 

lowlands habitats. The presence of vast populations of skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus foetidus) in the ground 

layer suggests that parts of the study area are groundwater fed as this species is often associated with 

groundwater seepage. 

 

Figure 1. Captured in the spring and located within Smythe Park, this Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Oak 
Deciduous Forest (FOD9-1) is one of the most botanically rich forest communities present within 
Rockcliffe EA. The community supports a wide variety of Species of Conservation Concern (L1-L4) 
which includes extensive populations of skunk cabbage (visible in the ground layer, above photo). 
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Current Disturbances to Vegetation Communities 

Vegetation communities within the study area are under pressure from a number of different anthropogenic 

disturbances which include but are not limited to the replacement of native species by invasive species; 

trampling, nutrient and storm water input. Natural disturbances caused from pest and pathogen outbreaks and 

tree damage from past and recent storm events are also affecting vegetation communities. 

 

Trampling is widespread. Foot trails coming off the main paved trails are apparent in multiple locations as 

recreational users create side trails through the existing natural cover.  Adjacent forests are most vulnerable 

because of their more delicate ground vegetation. The most affected areas are the FOD9-1 in Smythe Park 

where several sensitive flora species are found. This forest with its high proportion of oaks is also under 

pressure from periodic outbreaks of gypsy moth (Lymantria dispar). The feeding activity of gypsy moth causes 

severe defoliation and weakens the vigor and longevity of infested trees. Reports of severe infestation (e.g. egg 

masses and feeding caterpillars) on host trees (i.e. oaks) as well as secondary trees (i.e. black cherry, white 

birch and trembling aspen) have exploded across the GTA in recent years. 

 

Forest composition and structure is further impacted from canopy gaps created by blow down from past storm 

events. The natural gaps produced from these events along with those induced from pest related activities 

stimulates the growth of understory species to replace the existing canopy. At present many of the species 

regenerating in understory are exotic. Norway maple and Manitoba maple are prime examples of prolific 

exotics currently poised to replace the original canopy and redefine future forests. 

 

The greatest impacts on wetland and aquatic communities are nutrient inputs from local run-off and the 

incursion of exotic wetland grasses, shrubs and forbs. Reed canary grass and native species tolerant of 

eutrophic conditions dominate in ponds and their vegetated edges. 

 

4.4  Flora Findings for Rockcliffe EA 
 

4.4.1  Flora Species Representation 
 

The natural areas for which data is available within Rockcliffe EA document 286 flora species; this includes 

planted and historic observations (i.e. older than 15 years).  If using only the most current data captured in the 

last 15 years (2006-2020), then the number of flora present in the study area is 274. This includes 262 naturally 

occurring species and 12 species introduced through plantings (Table 7).  

 

Of those species that are naturally occurring species, native species account for just over half (55%) of the 

floristic biodiversity (145 natives and 117 exotics). The fragmented nature of natural cover within the study 

area and the high degree of pressure exerted on the site from the surrounding urban landscape is a driving 

factor affecting the relatively low prevalence of native species. The greatest concentration of flora species are 

found in the larger patches of native forest and wetland communities that exist in and around Smythe Park. 
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Table 7: Current flora species, Rockcliffe EA, 2006-2020. Regional species of conservation concern (L1-L3) urban 
species of conservation concern (L4), species not of concern (L5), exotic species (L+), and species origin uncertain 
(L+?). 

Species by L-Rank 
No. of naturally  

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

L1 - L3 11 5 16 

L4 37 2 39 

L5 97 - 97 

L+/L+? 117 5 122 

Total no. of species 262 12 274 

 

4.4.2  Flora Species of Concern 
 

There are 11 naturally occurring vascular plant species of regional conservation concern (rank L1 to L3) and 37 

of urban conservation concern (L4) in the Rockcliffe EA study area (Map 10, Appendix 2). Four of the L1-L4 

plants are regionally rare, meaning that they are found in 6 or fewer of the forty-four 10x10 km UTM grid 

squares that cover the TRCA jurisdiction. Three of the 4 regionally-rare species; bur cucumber (Sicyos 

angulatus) (L3), Great Lakes panicled aster (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. hirsuticaule) (L3) and Virginia 

pepper-grass (Lepidium virginicum) (L4) were found in Smythe Park around the aquatic communities located to 

either side of the Black Creek Trail. The fourth, red-black hybrid oak (Quercus x hawkinsii) (L2) was seen in 

Smythe Park along the eastern edge of sugar maple oak forest near the main parking lot. One of the most 

interesting finds is that of a small population of Great Lakes panicled aster; the flowering plant is usually 

associated with the Great Lakes and was last observed in the vicinity of Chester Springs Marsh (lower Don) in 

1990s.  

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 2017a). Most of the 

species of regional or urban conservation concern at Rockcliffe EA score high on habitat dependence (there are 

a few that are more generalist) (Map 11). Distinct habitat associations were across natural cover types for all 

plant types. 

Shrubs and trees of conservation concern occupied the deciduous forests and wetlands alike. Trees like 

tamarack (Larix laricina) and shrubs such as specked alder (Alnus incana ssp. rugosa) were seen in the Paper 

Birch – Poplar Organic Deciduous Swamp (SWD7-1) within Smythe Park. Bordering this swamp, in the moister 

sections of the Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD9-1) supported swamp red currant (Ribes 

triste) while upland shrubs witch-hazel (Hamamelis virginiana) and blue beech (Carpinus caroliniana ssp. 

virginiana) were found in the more well-drained sandy loams of the forest. 

Herbaceous species varied according to habitat and/or micro-topography.  Hairy woody sedge (Carex hirtifolia) 

alongside broad-leaved toothwort (Cardamine diphylla) typically preferring the moist soils of lowland forests 

were observed in the low-lying areas of the Fresh- Moist Sugar Maple – Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD9-1) while 
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smooth sweet cicely (Osmorhiza longistylis) and wild ginger (Asarum canadense) occurred in the drier regions 

of this forest community.  

 

Wetlands, particularly the organic swamp and marshes, supported a wide diversity of species including tall 

wood reed (Cinna arundinacea), blue flag (Iris versicolor), and swamp milkweed (Asclepias incarnata ssp. 

incarnata). Emergent vegetation was encountered growing around pond edges and within the shallow water 

communities where water flow is slow. Soft-stemmed bulrush (Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani), common 

arrowhead (Sagittaria latifolia) and broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia) are but a few examples. 

 

Aquatic species of concern are present throughout the vegetated ponds to either side of the Black Creek Trail in 

Smythe Park. Greater duckweed (Spirodela polyrhiza), water-meals (Wolffia borealis and W. columbiana), and 

coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum) are examples of species recorded. 

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

also TRCA 2017a). Examples of such impacts include changes in hydrology and surficial conditions; 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; herbivory and 

pollution (i.e. soil, water and/or air). The main impacts affecting the study area are trampling and invasive 

competition for upland species, and hydrological and pollution issues for wetland species. Most flora species of 

concern are affected. 

 

Trampling is heavy in parts of the Rockcliffe EA study area as discussed in Section 4.3.2. The most affected 

species would be those that have slower growth and delicate stems, such as populations of wild ginger seen in 

Smythe Park. 

Wetlands are sensitive to hydrological changes and pollution. Some shallow aquatic systems in Smythe Park 

have abundant algae colonies growing on the water’s surface. Excess amounts of the nutrient phosporus is 

most commonly responsible for the rapid growth of algae in Ontario (Ontario Government, 2020). Road-run-off 

and storm sewer inputs from the surrounding areas are potential sources contributing to the presence of such 

nutrients in the aquatic systems. Excess nutrients can also favour the establishment of exotic species which 

tend to be more tolerant of eutrophic, disturbed conditions. Examples of which include hybrid cattail and reed 

canary grass; both these species have already entered into marsh and shallow aquatic communities within the 

study area. Nutrient and contaminant deposition from runoff or the atmosphere can also affect upland species 

such a white pine (Pinus strobus). Most native species, especially specialized ones, are adapted to low levels of 

nitrate (Brys et al. 2005, Sauer 1998).   

Invasive species are a threat to both upland and lowland species in Rockcliffe EA. They appear in conjunction 

with the other disturbances, although they can also disperse into high-quality areas without other 

disturbances. Forest understories and wetland edges are generally locations where this invasion is most 

apparent. A discussion of the major invasive problems at Rockcliffe EA follows. 

 

It should be noted that the study area was also screened for Species At Risk (SAR) using available data from 

NHIC. Butternut (Juglans cinerea), a SAR tree species listed as endangered, was identified within the 6km x 6km 
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catchment area used to screen SAR occurrences. However, based on observation notes, these occurrences do 

not appear to fall within the EA limits and as such have not been included in the total number of species recorded for 

the study area. 

 
 

4.4.3  Invasive Species 
 

Rockcliffe EA has 122 established non-native species, this includes 5 that were planted. Some of the planted 

materials are regenerating. Depending on the habitat, most exotic species exhibit only mild to moderate 

degrees of invasiveness and aggressiveness. However, a select few are highly invasive in nature, possessing the 

ability to displace their native counterparts if conditions prove favourable. 

 

Disturbed forest and woodlands support a variety of exotic trees and several aggressive tall shrubs and woody 

vines. Manitoba maple, Siberian elm and Norway maple (Acer platanoides) are dominant invasives throughout 

lowland forests in both the canopy and understorey. Native understories are in the process of being shaded out 

by Norway maple, European highbush cranberry (Viburnum opulus ssp. opulus), common buckthorn as well as 

dog-strangling vine (Vincetoxicum rossicum) which is regenerating in lower layers of many communities. 

Invasive ground covers that escaped from adjacent gardens, such as lily-of-the-valley, and Siberian squill (Scilla 

siberica) occur locally. They threaten the ground layer of forests where present.  

 

Wetlands are under threat from various species. Reed canary grass exotic narrow-leaved and hybrid cattails are 
invading the marshes while glossy buckthorn is present in native swamps. All are posed to replace the native 
species over time. 

 

4.4.4  Historical Flora 
 

Botanical records that are over 15 years old are considered historic. Within the study area there are 12 such 

records; they are primarily found towards the eastern half of the study area near Lavender Creek. Amongst 

them are7 species of conservation concern (ranked L1-L4) which include foam flower (Tiarella cordifolia) (L4), 

mitrewort (Mitella diphylla) (L3), sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus) (L3), few-nerved wood sedge (Carex 

leptonervia) (L3) and purple cress (Cardamine douglassii) (L3). This latter species was last observed in 1985 

from a lowland forest in Smythe Park. Scattered populations of this species have mostly reported in deciduous 

swamps along the Peel Plain. 

 

4.5  Fauna Species Findings for Rockcliffe EA 
 

This section reports primarily on the fauna species observed within the study area between 2011 and 2020 

(Section 3.3), with added discussion of relevant historical records. Observations from the 2015 Smythe Park 

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 during part of or all of the period of interest), and on historical Species of 

Regional and Urban Concern records.  
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4.5.1 Fauna Species Representation 
 

Table 8 summarizes the fauna species counts for the 2011 to 2020 period. Appendix 3 lists the species 

observed, along with scientific names and L-ranks. Fauna species richness (number of species) at the Rockcliffe 

EA study area stands at 48 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) (Arrhenius 1921; Rybicki & Hanski 2013). 

 

Table 8: Fauna species and Species of Regional and Urban Concern (SOC) counts for Rockcliffe EA study area for 
the period 2011-2020. 
 

Group Species Count 2011-2020 SOC Count 2011-2020 

Birds 34 10 

Frogs 2 2 

Other Herpetofauna* 6 5 

Mammals* 6 2 

Total 48 19 

*observations of other herpetofauna and mammals are incidental to the protocols 

4.5.2 Fauna Species of Concern 
 

The 2015 fauna survey at Smythe Park recorded 10 bird species, 6 herpetofauna species and 1 mammal Species 

of Regional and Urban Concern (Table 8, Map 12). A 2016 sighting of a smooth greensnake (Opheodrys vernalis) 

road-killed on Symes Road, along the southern boundary of the area,  can be added to bring the total to 19 

Species of Regional and Urban Concern for the 10-year period, 2011 to 2020 (Table 8). In 2015, a reliable 

sighting from the Humber River of a river otter (Lutra canadensis) was submitted by a member of the public; 

otters appear to have been making something of a comeback over the past decade, although their true regional 

status is still uncertain. Beyond the recent 10-year period there are records of two herp species from within the 

Rockfield EA area: Dekay’s brownsnake (Storeria dekayi, 1987) and leopard frog (Lithobates pipiens, 1987). It 

should be noted that accessing the NHIC Species at Risk (SAR) database indicates the presence of barn swallow 

(Hirundo rustica) within a 6km² buffer of the study area. The TRCA database does not show any records of this 

species within the study area but there are several known records beyond the site boundaries. 

 
 

4.5.2.1   Regionally Rare Species 
 

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

10x10 km UTM grid squares in the TRCA jurisdiction (TRCA 2017a). Over the current 10-year period 2 species on 

the fauna list satisfy this criterion. The two species are river otter (2015) and smooth greensnake (2016). River 

otters continue to make a slow recovery across the region as animals move into the larger rivers, with several 

recent reports from the Rouge and the Duffins watersheds. Smooth greensnake remains a very scarce species 

within the City of Toronto with only 3 confirmed locations. The Rockcliffe EA study area is located less than 500 

m north of the City’s greensnake “hotspot”, Lambton Prairie, where the species has been confirmed as recently 
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as September, 2020. The species is highly cryptic, easily overlooked in the tangled meadow vegetation that it 

prefers; there have been 2 observations in the Rockcliffe EA study area over the past 40 years (1987 and 2016), 

with an additional record in 1988 at a location just 100 m beyond the northeast corner of the area.   

 

4.5.2.2   Fauna Sensitive to Development 
 

The scoring of species for sensitivity to development (Section 3.2; TRCA 2017a) 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 (bio-accumulation). 

 

All 4 of the L1-L3 ranked species found at the study area  over the past 10 years score highly on sensitivity to 

development, as do 11 of the 15 L4 ranked fauna species (Appendix 3; Map 7).  

 

The surrounding landscape is entirely urban. 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 

perspective of wildlife, humans 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% (Bosch 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. Abundance was 48% lower for the hermit thrush 

(a ground-nesting/foraging species) in human-intruded sites than in the control sites (Gutzwiller and Anderson 

1999). 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. 
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Of the seven development sensitive bird species recorded in the period 2011-2020, only one is a ground- or 

low-nesting species: swamp sparrow (Melospizza georgiana), a wetland associated species, recorded at Smythe 

Park in 2015. The near absence of sensitive ground- or low-nesting breeding bird species is a consequence of 

heavy pressures exerted on such species in the urban landscape, even in the small patches of natural habitat 

left scattered throughout the study area. 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. It is apt that 

the only such low-nesting sensitive bird species is one which is associated with wetland habitat. Wetlands 

confer a degree of protection from disturbance by the various negative matrix influences – cats, dogs, hikers, 

cyclists – that would otherwise impact any low-nesting species. (This, in large part, is why ground-nesting 

forest-dwelling birds such as ovenbirds, Seiurus aurocapilla, have long since vacated the remaining urban forest 

and meadow patches throughout the City). 

 
 

Figure 2.  Swamp sparrow - the only sensitive low-nesting bird species recorded at Smythe Park in 2015 - found on 
a single territory (photo: TRCA, 2016). 

 

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

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

standard environments. Again, frogs and turtles benefit from being wetland associated – as long as the wetland 
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persists (it is striking that the three more terrestrial frog species, not so exclusively dependent on wetland 

habitat, are all effectively extirpated from the City of Toronto landscape outside of the Rouge National Urban 

Park). Within the Rockcliffe EA study area over half of the fauna species that are sensitive to development are 

represented by non-avian species: three amphibians, two turtles, two snakes and two mammal species. Of this 

group, six species are aquatic for at least part of their lives. The list includes two Species at Risk (SAR); snapping 

turtle (Chelydra serpentina) and midland painted turtle (Chrysemys picta marginata), both designated 

provincially as Special Concern (MECP 2018). The persistence of these two species is in line with their status 

elsewhere in the City; there are points mapped for both painted and snapping turtles in and around High Park 

(the lower Humber watershed), along the Don River, and along Highland Creek. 

 

Of the seven sensitive bird species, three are considered forest dependent: wood duck (Aix sponsa), red-eyed 

vireo (Vireo olivaceus), and blue-grey gnatcatcher (Polioptila caerulea). For both the vireo and the gnatcatcher, 

their forest-dependence can be attributed largely to a need for more or less continuous tree canopy which 

provides plenty of foraging and nesting opportunities. Wood ducks more specifically require cavities in large 

mature trees which in natural circumstances would occur in larger forest tracts; given the readiness with which 

wood ducks adopt artificial nest-boxes the species is no longer so strictly dependent on forest cover and 

subsequently have successfully moved into urban park woodland habitat where nearby wetlands (and rivers) 

provide safe foraging opportunities for young.  

 

All herpetofauna are sensitive to development, and all but the hardiest species have disappeared from the 

more urbanized landscapes, such as the City of Toronto. However, small parks such as Smythe 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 very restricted (non-existent in many cases), consequently once a population disappears 

due to, for example, high mortality from a particularly harsh winter freeze, or a severe polluting event, the 

chances of such a populations recovering are extremely low.  For the Rockfield EA study area (and Smythe Park 

in particular) the proximity of the Humber River provides a potential route for recruitment of more aquatic 

species such as the turtles and frogs, even though the Black Creek corridor is channelized for the length that 

passes through the study area. Surprisingly, the L3 ranked red-backed salamander (Plethodon cinereus) 

population along the south side of Smythe Park is managing to persist despite the extreme isolation (this is an 

entirely terrestrial species that would be unable to utilize the river and stream corridors), and again this is in 

keeping with the relative success of this forest-obligate species throughout the City. Red-backed salamanders 

were observed in Smythe Park in 1987 and 2015. 

 

Development related impacts include the fragmentation of habitat and roads. These effects are discussed 

under the more specific criterion of patch isolation (Section 4.5.2.4). 

 

4.5.2.3   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 2017a). 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 
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sensitivity for various species relates to a variety of underlying factors. The need for isolation within a habitat 

block during sensitive periods such as nesting and foraging requirements for sparsely distributed food items are 

examples. 

 

The current fauna inventory for the Rockcliffe EA study area lists 5 area sensitive species all of which are 

Species of Regional and Urban Concern (Map 5). The 4 area sensitive bird species are all forest dependent and 

each requires at least 5 ha of forest habitat. While these4 species fall into the ≥ 5 ha category, the fifth species, 

river otter, scores the maximum 5 points, requiring access to over 30 km of continuous aquatic foraging 

habitat. The inclusion of river otter on the fauna list for the current study area is based on a single observation 

of an individual on the Humber River where it passes through the extreme west corner of the study area. As 

such, the species is only marginally using any part of the study area, likely ranging extensively up and down the 

main Humber River, well away from the Rockcliffe EA study area. The 4 sensitive forest bird species are: wood 

duck, hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis) and blue-grey 

gnatcatcher. These species’ requirement for greater than 5 ha of continuous forest habitat is satisfied within 

Smythe Park and then even more so as the adjacent forest patches are incorporated into the overall forest 

habitat available throughout the study area.  

 

4.5.2.4   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 

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 

road-kill. 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.  

 

All 7 of the herpetofauna species of concern and both of the mammal species of concern that were reported in 

the current 10-year period score highly for patch isolation sensitivity. American toad (Anaxyrus americanus), 

both turtle species and both snake species undertake annual migrations to and from either terrestrial nesting 

areas with suitable substrate (for both turtles), breeding wetlands (for the toads) or communal hibernacula (for 

the snakes). Such migrations expose these taxa to the very high likelihood of road-kill, particularly in such a 

heavily urbanized landscape as at the Rockcliffe EA study area. However, it appears that somehow populations 

of these herpetofauna are managing to persist; it is likely that the remaining populations are surviving primarily 

because they have established migration routes that currently do not place individuals in harm’s way. For 

example, the snapping turtles at Smythe Park may well 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. In 1989 

juvenile snapping turtles were observed in the pond at Smythe Park, confirming the successful local nesting of 

this “special concern” Species at Risk. Such an observation is even more significant when one considers that the 

current understanding of snapping turtle status in Toronto is that the vast majority of nesting attempts are 
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predated by raccoons and other urban “subsidized predators”. In 2017 the same species was observed digging 

a nest cavity on the east bank of Lavender Creek.  

 
 

Figure 3.  Common snapping turtle, a Species at Risk, was observed excavating a nest cavity along the banks of 
Lavender Creek in 2017 (photo: TRCA, 2018). 

 

 

As long as traffic on trails in the remaining natural spaces within the study area is not too high (preferably 

restricted to foot traffic at the crucial periods of migration) these species are less likely to be impacted by 

“road-kill”. However, heavy visitation to such areas increases the threat of predation and/or disturbance by off-

leash dogs, etc. Trails with bike traffic or off-leash dogs may result in herpetofauna and small mammal fatalities 

(Burgin and Hardiman 2012; Weston and Stankowich 2014). As individuals move back and forth across the 

landscape, they have to contend with the roads surrounding and intersecting the remaining natural spaces. This 

is well-illustrated by the observation in 2016 of a road-killed adult smooth greensnake, found on Symes Road as 

that road crosses the corridor of natural cover that runs west to east along the southern edge of the study area. 

This corridor is directly connected to the well-known population of smooth greensnakes located at Lambton 

Prairie albeit the corridor crosses a railway and three roads in the intervening landscape.  In any such urban 

landscape the habitat within remaining natural spaces becomes more critical to regional biodiversity; if 
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connectivity between such natural spaces can be maintained or improved the potential for persistence of these 

species will be enhanced. 
 

4.5.2.5   Fauna Habitat Specialists 
 

Fauna species that score highly under the habitat dependence criterion (TRCA 2017a) 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). The one habitat dependent species recorded during the 

current 10-year period is red-backed salamander which is entirely dependent on relatively undisturbed forest 

habitat, providing foraging and shelter opportunities on the forest floor. The species has proved remarkably 

resilient within the urban landscape with seemingly healthy populations surviving in many of the ravine forest 

habitat patches throughout the city. In the past, red-backed salamander has been considered a key-stone 

species in eastern North American forest ecosystems although its role in compromised urban forest habitats is 

uncertain. 

 

Two other fauna species of concern considered habitat specialists are reported as archival records from 2001. 

These two species score high for this criterion entirely due to their very specific nest location requirements: 

bank swallow (Riparia riparia) and northern rough-winged swallow (Stelgidopteryx serripennis) require either 

opportunities for excavating nest burrows in banks and bluffs (in the case of the bank swallows) or existing 

cavities, often duct and pipe openings on man-made structures (in the case of northern rough-winged 

swallow). It should be noted that bank swallow is Provincially listed as a Species at Risk (threatened): the 2001 

record refers to a confirmed nesting on the banks of the main Humber River as it meanders into the west-most 

section of the Rockcliffe EA study area.  

 

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 316 ha Rockcliffe EA study area is located entirely within the urban landscape and consists of a 

combination of floodplain, tableland, and ponds.  Natural cover at this site is dominated by several types of 

forest and smaller areas of wetland and aquatics. Although natural cover is limited within such an urbanized 

landscape, the natural cover that is present ultimately contributes to the natural heritage system and 

biodiversity of the region. The remaining area of natural cover within the study area, though small, 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 
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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 study area is limited; further work to fill in data gaps 
and update outdated data sets is scheduled for 2021. Existing datasets document a total of 22 
vegetation types. Communities are largely forest and wetland with smaller areas of aquatic and 
successional habitats. Existing but partial inventory data shows 10 forest, 2 dynamic, 3 successional, 
4 wetland, and 3 aquatic community types. The community diversity reflects historical and current 
land-use practices within and around the study area. 

2. Vegetation communities of conservation concern were skewed towards the western half of the study 
area within Smythe Park and are represented by oak dominated forest with seepage zones, organic 
swamps, mineral marshes, and aquatic communities. All support flora species of conservation 
concern. 

3. A total of 262 naturally occurring flora species have been recorded within the study area over the 
last 15 years. Among them are 11 Species of Regional Concern (ranked L1-L3) and 37 Species of Urban 
Concern (ranked L4). Species of Concern were associated with all habitat types, but the highest 
concentrations are in forest and wetland, particularly those found in Smythe Park. Native species 
richness is relatively low with natives accounting for just over half (55%) of the total floristic 
biodiversity. The fragmented nature of natural cover with the study area and the high degree of 
pressure exerted on the site from the surrounding urban landscape is a driving factor affecting the 
persistence of native species throughout the study area. 

4. The study area is in a heavily urbanized landscape and as such it is vulnerable to a number of matrix-
related disturbances. The main disturbances affecting Rockcliffe EA at present are invasive species, 
trampling, herbivory, garbage deposition, and storm water runoff in the wetlands and riparian areas 
causing nutrient loading and flash flooding.  

5. The severity and prevalence of invasive species varies by habitat. In upland areas at Rockcliffe EA 
Norway maple and common buckthorn are the main invasive present, while Siberian elm and 
Manitoba maple are abundant in lowland areas. Both upland and lowland forests are at risk from 
invasion from garlic mustard and lily-of-the-valley. In wetlands, reed canary grass, exotic cattails and 
glossy buckthorn are the main threats; the former two species are invading shallow marshes, while 
the latter has started to invade the understory of native swamp. 

6. Fauna surveys conducted over the past 10 years have reported 10 bird species, 7 herpetofauna, and 
2 mammal species of Regional and Urban Concern for a total of 19 such species.  

7. Two regionally rare native fauna species – river otter and smooth greensnake - were recorded for 
the study area.  

8. Two provincial fauna Species at Risk (SAR) were recorded over the past 10 years: snapping turtle and 
midland painted turtle (both Special Concern). While older records of bank swallow (2001) have also 
been noted within the study area. There were no flora Species at Risk (SAR) recorded specifically 
within the EA limits; however, NHIC data shows that records for butternut (an endangered tree) exist 
within a 6km2 area. 
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9. The natural habitat within the study area is highly fragmented, with many residential roads breaking 
it into isolated patches.  
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A terrestrial biological inventory consisting of vegetation community, flora, and fauna surveys was 

conducted within the Rockcliffe Study Area in 2021 surveys targeted select areas for which inventory data 

was either historic, limited (e.g. incidental records) or not available (Figure 1). In one instance, access to 

private land was denied (golf course to the west of Scarlet Rd.) and therefore no data was collected. 

Inventory areas were located east of Jane Street and south of Lambton Avenue, all are west of the railway 

except for one patch south of Eglinton Avenue West. The data collected in 2021 serves to fill existing data 

gaps and update stale dated data. This document provides a summary of the 2021 terrestrial biological 

surveys and appends to the work presented in the recent Rockcliffe Terrestrial Biological Inventory (TRCA, 

2020).   

All terrestrial biological inventory work was conducted following TRCA’s data collection protocol, 

specifically in the assessment of breeding birds, amphibians, vegetation community distribution and flora 

species presence and abundance (TRCA 2007). 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 (Table 1). A list of vegetation communities characterized is 

provided in Appendix 1. All flora and fauna species ranked L1 to L4 were mapped, with the remaining L5 

and L+ species included in the site list (Appendix 2 and 3). 

Table 1: Survey effort of terrestrial biological inventory data collected in 2021 for Rockcliffe EA study area 

Survey Item Dates 
Survey 
Effort 

Vegetation Communities and Flora Species May 17-18, May 31; June 15-17, June 21 42 hours 

Nocturnal Fauna Species May 31, June 16 5 hours 

Diurnal Fauna Species May 12, May 31, June 16 10 hours 
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Figure 1: Rockcliffe EA study area for terrestrial field data collection in 2021. 
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Results 

Vegetation Communities 

Twenty-eight vegetation communities consisting of 13 forest, 6 successional, 4 wetland, 2 aquatic, 1 

dynamic and 2 meadow types spanning 25.1 hectares of natural cover were characterized in the 2021 

study area. Amongst them are 5 communities of urban conservation concern (ranked L4) (Figure 2). 

Exotic forest and successional habitat in lowland and upland areas provide the largest extent of natural 

cover through the study area. Forest and woodlands are heavily dominated by exotic species particularly 

Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), Norway Maple (Acer platanoides) and crack willow (Salix x fragilis). Fresh-

Moist Exotic Lowland Deciduous Forest (FOD7-c), Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest 

(FOD7-a) and Exotic Successional Woodland (CUW1-b) are the main communities found in floodplain 

areas while Dry-Fresh Manitoba Deciduous Forest (FOD4-b) and Dry-Fresh Norway Maple Deciduous 

Forest (FOD4-d) are typical in drier upland areas.  

There are two forest communities of conservation concern (ranked L4) present (Figure 3). A Dry-Fresh 

Sugar Maple – Oak Deciduous Forest (FOD5-3) previously captured in Keelesdale Park South (SE corner of 

Eglinton Ave. West and Black Creek Drive) in 2002 and continues to persist while and a small patch of Dry-

Fresh White Ash Deciduous Forest (FOD4-2) was recently located in the north-western tip of Westlake 

Memorial Park (South-east of Lambton Ave. and Guestville Ave.). 

A scattered array of mixed and deciduous restoration plantations border parkland trail systems or are 

placed as natural buffers between residential building complexes. Restoration Mixed Plantation (CUP2-

A), consisting of native deciduous and conifer species, is most prevalent. Examples of planted species 

commonly found include red oak (Quercus rubra), red maple (Acer rubrum), silver maple (Acer 

saccharinum), white spruce (Picea glauca) and white pine (Pinus strobus). Other examples of plantations 

present include Silver Maple Plantation (CUP1-5), Restoration Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-A) and Locust 

Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-c). 

Wetland and aquatic features are limited. Not including the sections of constructed channel and natural 

streams that run through the study area, four wetland types (two exotic and two native) and one native 

aquatic community were documented. None are larger than 0.1 hectares but 3 are communities of urban 

conservation concern. The first is a Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-1) nestled within the south-

eastern region of Keelesdale Park South. The remaining two L4 communities: Jewelweed Mineral Meadow 

Marsh (MAM2-9) and Duckweed Floating-leaved Shallow Aquatic (SAF1-3) occur as inclusions within 

larger communities within Keelesdale Park South. The former is present within the SWD4-1 while the 

latter is found within an exotic Narrow-leaved Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2-1b).  

The study area also supports two types of meadow habitat. The largest expanses were classified as Exotic 

Cool-season Grass Graminoid Meadow (CUM1-b) and occurred in areas to the west of the City of Toronto 

Parks/Forestry Operations Yard (301-305 Rockcliffe Blvd.) as well as along the north side of the Black Creek 

Park West Trail (between Jane St. and Rockcliffe Blvd.). Smooth brome grass (Bromus inermis) in 

association with Kentucky blue grass (Poa pratensis spp. pratensis) were the defining species. 
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Figure 2: Vegetation communities described for the western section of the Rockcliffe EA study area 

based on the Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontario.  
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Figure 3: Vegetation communities for the Rockcliffe EA study area depicted by TRCA L-rank. Ranking 

from L1 to L3 represent regional vegetation communities of conservation concern, L4 communities are 

of conservation concern in urban areas, L5 communities are not of concern and ranks of L+ represent 

communities that are vegetated by non-native species. 



6 
 

Flora 

A total of 198 flora species were recorded in the 2021 study area (Appendix 2). Native species accounted 

for 42% (83) of the observed biodiversity. Amongst them were 25 species of conservation concern (L1-1, 

L2-1, L3-5, L4 -18) (Figure 4). Many have been introduced to the site through plantings. However, 5 are 

naturally occurring forb, sedge and tree species that are new for the Rockcliffe species list: black maple 

(Acer nigrum) (L4), slippery elm (Ulmus rubra) (L3), oval headed sedge (Carex cephalophora) (L4) and 

marsh blue violet (Viola cucullata) (L4). No flora Species At Risk (SAR) were identified within the 2021 

study area.  

Fauna 

A total of 13 new species were added to the existing species list. This total includes 8 species of regional 

and urban concern (ranked L4) – 6 bird species and 2 mammals (Figure 5). Although some of these species 

were likely simply overlooked in previous inventories conducted within the study area (eg. the two 

mammal species, Eastern Cottontail, Sylvilagus floridanus, and White-tailed Deer, Odocoileus virginianus), 

several of the bird species appear to have breeding territories exclusively within these newly inventoried 

locations. The natural cover along Lavender Creek (primarily the East-West section to the east of Symes 

Road) was particularly productive with 2 American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla) territories (although only 

singing males were reported), an active Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii) nest, and an Indigo Bunting 

(Passerina cyanea) territory – all species unreported elsewhere in the study area. Nest-boxes located 

along Black Creek between Jane Street and Rockcliffe Blvd were occupied by several pairs of Tree Swallows 

(Tachycineta bicolor) and two singing male Common Yellowthroats (Geothlypis trichas) were reported in 

the same area. 

It should be noted that again several Chimney Swifts (Chaetura pelagica) were observed foraging 

throughout the site and although this Species At Risk is not likely nesting anywhere within the surveyed 

natural patches its presence indicates a high probability of local nesting within some of the surrounding 

buildings. No other Species At Risk were observed during the survey periods. 
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Figure 4: Flora species of regional and urban conservation concern identified at the Rockcliffe 

EA study area. Planted species of conservation concern shown separately from species that 

are naturally regenerating on site. 
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Figure 5: Fauna species of regional and urban conservation concern identified at the Rockcliffe 

EA study area.  
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Appendix 1: Vegetation Communities within the Study Area (2021)

ELC 
Code

Vegetation Type                                                                                                      
(* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only)

Tot. 
Area # 

ha

Local 
Occur.

Geophy. 
Requir.

2019 
Score

Local 
Rank 

May-19
Forest

FOD4-2 Dry-Fresh White Ash Deciduous Forest 0.1 3.0 0.0 3.0 L4
FOD4-b Dry-Fresh Manitoba Maple Deciduous Forest 0.4 3.0 0.0 3.0 L+
FOD4-d Dry-Fresh Norway Maple Deciduous Forest 0.4 3.5 0.0 3.5 L+
FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple - Oak Deciduous Forest 0.6 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4
FOD7-a Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest 3.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
FOD7-c Fresh-Moist Exotic Lowland Deciduous Forest 4.1 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUP1-4A Native Poplar Deciduous Plantation* - 4.0 0.0 4.0 L5
CUP1-5 Silver Maple Deciduous Plantation 0.4 3.0 0.0 3.0 L5
CUP1-A Restoration Deciduous Plantation* 0.4 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
CUP1-c Locust Deciduous Plantation 0.2 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUP2-A Restoration Mixed Plantation 2.7 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
CUP3-1 Red Pine Coniferous Plantation* - 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
CUP3-G White Cedar Coniferous Plantation* - 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5

Successional
CUT1-1 Sumac Deciduous Thicket 0.5 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
CUT1-c Exotic Deciduous Thicket 0.5 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUS1-A1 Native Deciduous Successional Savannah 1.9 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5
CUS1-b Exotic Successional Savannah 0.2 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUW1-A3 Native Deciduous Successional Woodland* - 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
CUW1-b Exotic Successional Woodland 4.1 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

Wetland
SWD4-1 Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp 0.1 2.0 1.0 3.0 L4
MAM2-9 Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh* - 3.0 1.0 4.0 L4
MAS2-1b Narrow-Leaved Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.1 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
MAS2-a Common Reed Mineral Shallow Marsh 0.1 2.5 0.0 2.5 L+

Scores



Appendix 1: Vegetation Communities within the Study Area (2021)

ELC 
Code

Vegetation Type                                                                                                      
(* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only)

Tot. 
Area # 

ha

Local 
Occur.

Geophy. 
Requir.

2019 
Score

Local 
Rank 

May-19

Scores

Aquatic
SAF1-3 Duckweed Floating-leaved Shallow Aquatic* - 2.5 1.0 3.5 L4
OAO1-T Turbid Open Aquatic (disturbed unvegetated) 0.5 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+

Dynamic (Beach, Bluff, Barren, Prairie, Savannah)
BBO3-B Constructed Channel - Sluiceway 2.3 4.5 0.0 4.5 L+

Meadow
CUM1-b Exotic Cool-season Grass Graminoid Meadow 2.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 L+
CUM1-c Exotic Forb Meadow 0.02 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

Legend

L1-L3: community of regional conservation concern
L4: community of conservation concern in urban area
L5: community not of concern at this time
L+: community of predominantly introduced species
*c,i: community only present as complex (c) or inclusion (i)
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Scientific Name Common Name
Rank 
TRCA  
(2020)

Plant 
Type

Rockcliffe EA 
Study Area 

(2021 update)

198
Quercus x hawkinsii red-black hybrid oak L2 TR
Alnus incana ssp. rugosa speckled alder L3 SH
Anemone quinquefolia var. quinquefolia wood anemone L3 FO
Cinna arundinacea tall wood reed L3 GR
Hamamelis virginiana witch-hazel L3 SH
Iris versicolor blue flag L3 FO
Larix laricina tamarack L3 TR pcf
Osmorhiza longistylis smooth sweet cicely L3 FO
Ribes triste swamp red currant L3 SH
Sicyos angulatus bur cucumber L3 VI
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. hirsuticaule Great Lakes panicled aster L3 FO
Ulmus rubra slippery elm L3 TR x
Acer nigrum black maple L4 TR x
Acer x freemanii hybrid swamp maple L4 TR pn
Asarum canadense wild ginger L4 FO
Asclepias incarnata ssp. incarnata swamp milkweed L4 FO
Betula alleghaniensis yellow birch L4 TR
Betula papyrifera paper birch L4 TR pn
Boehmeria cylindrica false nettle L4 FO
Cardamine diphylla broad-leaved toothwort L4 FO
Carex cephalophora oval-headed sedge L4 SE x
Carex hirtifolia hairy wood sedge L4 SE
Carex hystericina porcupine sedge L4 SE
Carpinus caroliniana ssp. virginiana blue beech L4 SH
Ceratophyllum demersum coontail L4 FO
Cornus rugosa round-leaved dogwood L4 SH
Corylus cornuta beaked hazel L4 SH
Crataegus submollis Emerson's hawthorn L4 SH x
Elodea canadensis common water-weed L4 FO
Lepidium virginicum Virginia pepper-grass L4 FO
Maianthemum canadense Canada May-flower L4 FO
Pilea fontana spring clearweed L4 FO
Pinus strobus white pine L4 TR p
Polygonatum pubescens downy Solomon's seal L4 FO
Potamogeton foliosus leafy pondweed L4 FO
Quercus macrocarpa bur oak L4 TR pn
Quercus rubra red oak L4 TR pn
Rosa blanda smooth wild rose L4 SH
Sagittaria latifolia common arrowhead L4 FO
Salix amygdaloides peach-leaved willow L4 TR p
Schoenoplectus pungens var. pungens three-square L4 SE
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani soft-stemmed bulrush L4 SE pn
Spirodela polyrhiza greater duckweed L4 FO x
Stuckenia pectinata sago pondweed L4 FO
Symplocarpus foetidus skunk cabbage L4 FO
Thelypteris palustris var. pubescens marsh fern L4 FE
Trillium grandiflorum white trillium L4 FO
Tsuga canadensis eastern hemlock L4 TR
Typha latifolia broad-leaved cattail L4 FO
Viola affinis Le Conte's violet L4 FO x
Viola cucullata marsh blue violet L4 FO x
Wolffia borealis dotted water-meal L4 FO
Wolffia columbiana Columbia water-meal L4 FO
Acer saccharum sugar maple L5 TR x
Ambrosia artemisiifolia common ragweed L5 FO x
Ambrosia trifida giant ragweed L5 FO x
Anemone virginiana common thimbleweed L5 FO
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Apocynum cannabinum var. hypericifolium clasping-leaved hemp dogbane L5 FO x
Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla L5 FO
Asclepias syriaca common milkweed L5 FO x
Bidens frondosa common beggar's-ticks L5 FO x
Bidens tripartita three-parted beggar's-ticks L5 FO
Carex bebbii Bebb's sedge L5 SE
Carex blanda common wood sedge L5 SE x
Carex cristatella crested sedge L5 FO
Carex pedunculata early-flowering sedge L5 SE
Carex pseudocyperus pseudocyperus sedge L5 SE x
Carex rosea curly-styled sedge L5 SE
Carex vulpinoidea fox sedge L5 SE
Cicuta maculata spotted water-hemlock L5 FO
Circaea canadensis ssp. canadensis enchanter's nightshade L5 FO
Clematis virginiana virgin's bower L5 VW
Cornus alternifolia alternate-leaved dogwood L5 SH
Cornus racemosa grey dogwood L5 SH p
Cornus sericea red-osier dogwood L5 SH xp
Crataegus macracantha long-spined hawthorn L5 SH x
Cryptotaenia canadensis honewort L5 FO
Eleocharis erythropoda creeping spike-rush L5 SE
Elymus virginicus var. virginicus Virginia wild rye L5 GR x
Equisetum arvense field horsetail L5 FE x
Equisetum hyemale ssp. affine scouring-rush L5 FE
Erigeron annuus daisy fleabane L5 FO
Erigeron philadelphicus var. philadelphicus Philadelphia fleabane L5 FO
Erythronium americanum ssp. americanum yellow trout-lily L5 FO
Eupatorium perfoliatum boneset L5 FO
Eurybia macrophylla big-leaved aster L5 FO
Eutrochium maculatum var. maculatum spotted Joe-Pye weed L5 FO
Fragaria virginiana ssp. virginiana common wild strawberry L5 FO
Fraxinus americana white ash L5 TR x
Fraxinus pennsylvanica red ash L5 TR x
Galium aparine cleavers L5 FO x
Galium palustre marsh bedstraw L5 FO
Geum canadense white avens L5 FO x
Glyceria striata fowl manna grass L5 GR
Hackelia virginiana Virginia stickseed L5 FO
Helianthus tuberosus Jerusalem artichoke L5 FO x
Heracleum maximum cow-parsnip L5 FO x
Hydrophyllum virginianum Virginia waterleaf L5 FO x
Impatiens capensis orange touch-me-not L5 FO x
Juglans nigra black walnut L5 TR x
Juncus dudleyi Dudley's rush L5 RU x
Juncus effusus soft rush L5 RU
Juniperus virginiana red cedar L5 TR pn
Leersia oryzoides rice cut grass L5 GR
Lemna minor common duckweed L5 FO
Lemna turionifera turion duckweed L5 FO x
Lysimachia ciliata fringed loosestrife L5 FO
Maianthemum racemosum false Solomon's seal L5 FO x
Maianthemum stellatum starry false Solomon's seal L5 FO
Matteuccia struthiopteris var. pensylvanica ostrich fern L5 FE
Mentha canadensis wild mint L5 FO
Oenothera biennis common evening-primrose L5 FO x
Onoclea sensibilis sensitive fern L5 FE
Ostrya virginiana ironwood L5 TR
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Oxalis stricta common yellow wood-sorrel L5 FO x
Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia creeper L5 VW
Parthenocissus vitacea thicket creeper L5 VW x
Persicaria lapathifolia pale smartweed L5 FO x
Plantago rugelii red-stemmed plantain L5 FO
Poa palustris fowl meadow-grass L5 GR
Podophyllum peltatum May-apple L5 FO
Populus balsamifera balsam poplar L5 TR
Populus deltoides cottonwood L5 TR x
Populus tremuloides trembling aspen L5 TR x
Prunella vulgaris ssp. lanceolata heal-all (native) L5 FO
Prunus serotina black cherry L5 TR x
Prunus virginiana var. virginiana choke cherry L5 SH x
Ranunculus abortivus kidney-leaved buttercup L5 FO
Ranunculus recurvatus var. recurvatus hooked buttercup L5 FO
Rhus typhina staghorn sumach L5 SH x
Ribes americanum wild black currant L5 SH
Ribes cynosbati prickly gooseberry L5 SH
Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus wild red raspberry L5 SH x
Rubus occidentalis wild black raspberry L5 SH x
Rubus odoratus purple-flowering raspberry L5 SH x
Salix interior sandbar willow L5 SH pr
Sambucus canadensis common elderberry L5 SH x
Scirpus atrovirens black-fruited bulrush L5 SE x
Scirpus microcarpus barber-pole bulrush L5 SE
Solidago altissima tall goldenrod L5 FO x
Solidago caesia blue-stemmed goldenrod L5 FO x
Solidago flexicaulis zig-zag goldenrod L5 FO x
Solidago gigantea late goldenrod L5 FO x
Symphyotrichum cordifolium heart-leaved aster L5 FO x
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. lanceolatum panicled aster L5 FO x
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum var. lateriflorum calico aster L5 FO x
Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England aster L5 FO x
Symphyotrichum puniceum var. puniceum swamp aster L5 FO
Thalictrum dioicum early meadow rue L5 FO x
Thalictrum pubescens tall meadow rue L5 FO
Thuja occidentalis white cedar L5 TR pn
Tilia americana basswood L5 TR x
Toxicodendron radicans var. rydbergii shrubby poison ivy L5 SH x
Ulmus americana white elm L5 TR x
Urtica dioica ssp. gracilis American stinging nettle L5 FO
Verbena hastata blue vervain L5 FO
Viburnum lentago nannyberry L5 SH p
Viola pubescens var. pubescens downy yellow violet L5 FO x
Viola sororia common blue violet L5 FO x
Vitis riparia riverbank grape L5 VW x
Xanthium strumarium clotbur L5 FO
Acer negundo Manitoba maple L+? TR x
Agrostis stolonifera creeping bent grass L+? GR
Euphorbia maculata spotted spurge L+? FO
Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass L+? GR x
Ranunculus sceleratus var. sceleratus cursed crowfoot L+? FO x
Acer platanoides Norway maple L+ TR x
Acer tataricum ssp. ginnala Amur maple L+ SH
Aegopodium podagraria goutweed L+ FO x
Aesculus hippocastanum horse-chestnut L+ TR
Agrostis gigantea redtop L+ GR x
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Ailanthus altissima tree-of-heaven L+ TR
Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard L+ FO x
Alnus glutinosa European alder L+ TR
Aralia spinosa devil's walking club L+ TR x
Arctium lappa great burdock L+ FO x
Arctium minus common burdock L+ FO x
Artemisia vulgaris common mugwort L+ FO x
Barbarea vulgaris winter cress L+ FO x
Bromus inermis smooth brome grass L+ GR x
Campanula rapunculoides creeping bellflower L+ FO x
Capsella bursa-pastoris shepherd's purse L+ FO
Cardamine impatiens balsam bitter cress L+ FO
Cardamine pratensis European cuckoo-flower L+ FO x
Carduus acanthoides plumeless thistle L+ FO x
Carex spicata spiked sedge L+ SE x
Catalpa speciosa northern catalpa L+ TR p
Celastrus orbiculatus oriental bittersweet L+ VW x
Centaurea jacea brown knapweed L+ FO
Centaurea stoebe ssp. micranthos spotted knapweed L+ FO x
Cerastium arvense ssp. arvense field chickweed L+ FO x
Cerastium fontanum mouse-ear chickweed L+ FO
Chelidonium majus celandine L+ FO x
Chenopodium album lamb's quarters L+ FO x
Cichorium intybus chicory L+ FO x
Cirsium arvense creeping thistle L+ FO x
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle L+ FO x
Commelina communis Asiatic dayflower L+ FO
Convallaria majalis lily-of-the-valley L+ FO
Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed L+ VI x
Crataegus monogyna English hawthorn L+ TR x
Dactylis glomerata orchard grass L+ GR x
Daucus carota Queen Anne's lace L+ FO x
Dipsacus fullonum teasel L+ FO
Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive L+ SH x
Elaeagnus umbellata autumn olive L+ SH
Elymus repens quack grass L+ GR x
Epilobium hirsutum European willow-herb L+ FO
Epilobium parviflorum small-flowered willow-herb L+ FO
Euonymus alatus winged spindle-tree L+ SH x
Euonymus europaeus European spindle-tree L+ SH x
Euonymus fortunei wintercreeper euonymus L+ SH x
Festuca rubra ssp. rubra red fescue L+ GR x
Forsythia viridissima forsythia L+ SH
Frangula alnus glossy buckthorn L+ SH
Fraxinus excelsior European ash L+ TR
Galium mollugo white bedstraw L+ FO
Galium verum yellow bedstraw L+ FO x
Geum urbanum urban avens L+ FO x
Glechoma hederacea creeping Charlie L+ FO x
Hedera helix English ivy L+ VW x
Hemerocallis fulva orange day-lily L+ FO x
Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket L+ FO x
Hylotelephium telephium live-forever L+ FO x
Hypericum perforatum common St. John's-wort L+ FO
Iris pseudacorus yellow flag L+ FO
Juncus compressus round-fruited rush L+ RU x
Lamium maculatum spotted dead-nettle L+ FO x
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Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca motherwort L+ FO x
Leucanthemum vulgare ox-eye daisy L+ FO
Ligustrum vulgare privet L+ SH x
Linaria vulgaris butter-and-eggs L+ FO x
Lolium perenne perennial rye L+ GR x
Lolium pratense meadow fescue L+ GR
Lonicera morrowii Morrow's honeysuckle L+ SH x
Lonicera tatarica Tartarian honeysuckle L+ SH x
Lonicera x bella shrub honeysuckle L+ SH x
Lonicera xylosteum European fly honeysuckle L+ SH x
Lotus corniculatus bird's foot trefoil L+ FO x
Lycopus europaeus European water-horehound L+ FO
Lysimachia arvensis scarlet pimpernel L+ FO
Lythrum salicaria purple loosestrife L+ FO x
Malus pumila apple L+ TR x
Malva neglecta common mallow L+ FO x
Medicago lupulina black medick L+ FO
Medicago sativa ssp. sativa alfalfa L+ FO x
Melilotus albus white sweet clover L+ FO x
Melilotus officinalis yellow sweet clover L+ FO x
Morus alba white mulberry L+ TR x
Myosotis scorpioides true forget-me-not L+ FO x
Nasturtium microphyllum small-leaved watercress L+ FO x
Panicum dichotomiflorum fall panic grass L+ GR
Pastinaca sativa wild parsnip L+ FO x
Persicaria maculosa lady's thumb L+ FO x
Phleum pratense Timothy grass L+ GR x
Phragmites australis ssp. australis common reed L+ GR x
Plantago lanceolata English plantain L+ FO x
Plantago major common plantain L+ FO x
Poa annua annual blue grass L+ GR x
Poa bulbosa bulblet-bearing blue grass L+ GR x
Poa compressa flat-stemmed blue grass L+ GR x
Poa nemoralis woodland spear grass L+ GR x
Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky blue grass L+ GR x
Polygonum achoreum striate knotweed L+ FO
Polygonum aviculare ssp. aviculare prostrate knotweed L+ FO
Populus alba white poplar L+ TR
Populus x canadensis Carolina poplar L+ TR x
Populus x canescens grey poplar hybrid L+ TR
Potentilla recta sulphur cinquefoil L+ FO x
Prunella vulgaris ssp. vulgaris heal-all (European) L+ FO
Prunus cerasus sour cherry L+ TR x
Puccinellia distans alkali grass L+ GR x
Ranunculus acris tall buttercup L+ FO x
Reynoutria japonica var. japonica Japanese knotweed L+ FO x
Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn L+ SH x
Robinia pseudoacacia black locust L+ TR pr
Rosa canina dog rose L+ SH
Rosa multiflora multiflora rose L+ SH
Rumex crispus curly dock L+ FO x
Rumex fueginus golden dock L+ FO
Rumex obtusifolius bitter dock L+ FO x
Sagina procumbens pearlwort L+ FO
Salix alba white willow L+ TR
Salix x fragilis crack willow L+ TR x
Salix x sepulcralis weeping willow L+ TR x
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Saponaria officinalis bouncing Bet L+ FO x
Scilla siberica Siberian squill L+ FO
Securigera varia crown vetch L+ FO x
Setaria viridis green foxtail L+ GR
Sisymbrium loeselii Loesel's tumble mustard L+ FO
Solanum dulcamara bittersweet nightshade L+ VW x
Sonchus arvensis ssp. arvensis glandular perennial sow-thistle L+ FO
Sonchus asper spiny sow-thistle L+ FO
Sorbaria sorbifolia false spiraea L+ SH x
Stellaria graminea grass-leaved chickweed L+ FO
Tanacetum vulgare tansy L+ FO x
Taraxacum officinale dandelion L+ FO x
Tilia cordata little-leaf linden L+ TR x
Torilis japonica hedge-parsley L+ FO x
Tragopogon dubius lemon-yellow goat's beard L+ FO x
Tragopogon pratensis meadow goat's beard L+ FO
Trifolium hybridum alsike clover L+ FO
Trifolium repens white clover L+ FO x
Trollius europaeus European globeflower L+ FO x
Tussilago farfara coltsfoot L+ FO x
Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail L+ FO x
Typha x glauca hybrid cattail L+ FO
Ulmus glabra Scotch elm L+ TR
Ulmus pumila Siberian elm L+ TR x
Urtica dioica ssp. dioica European stinging nettle L+ FO
Veronica serpyllifolia thyme-leaved speedwell L+ FO x
Viburnum lantana wayfaring tree L+ SH x
Viburnum opulus ssp. opulus European highbush cranberry L+ SH
Vicia cracca cow vetch L+ VI x
Vinca minor periwinkle L+ VW x
Vincetoxicum rossicum dog-strangling vine L+ VI x
Acer campestre hedge maple prL+ TR pr
Chaenomeles japonica flowering quince prL+ SH
Gleditsia triacanthos honey locust prL+ TR
Juglans regia English walnut prL+ TR pr
Symphoricarpos albus var. laevigatus western snowberry prL+ SH p
Schoenoplectus acutus var. acutus hard-stemmed bulrush prL3 SE
Cornus obliqua silky dogwood prL4 SH p
Pinus resinosa red pine pL1 TR p
Platanus occidentalis sycamore pL2 TR p
Aronia melanocarpa black choke-berry pL3 SH p
Cephalanthus occidentalis buttonbush pL3 SH
Physocarpus opulifolius ninebark pL3 SH p
Picea glauca white spruce pL3 TR p
Acer rubrum red maple pL4 TR p
Acer saccharinum silver maple pL4 TR p
Amelanchier arborea downy serviceberry pL4 SH p
Populus grandidentata large-toothed aspen pL4 TR p
Celtis occidentalis hackberry pL+ TR p
Crataegus phaenopyrum Washington hawthorn pL+ SH p
Liriodendron tulipifera tulip tree pL+ TR p
Pinus nigra Austrian pine pL+ TR p
Quercus robur English oak pL+ TR
Rhus aromatica fragrant sumach pL+ SH p
Ribes uva-crispa European gooseberry pL+ SH p
Rosa rubiginosa var. rubiginosa sweet brier rose pL+ SH p
Viburnum recognitum southern arrow-wood pL+ SH
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Legend
L1-L3: species of regional conservation concern ns: criterion not scored
L4: species of conservation concern in urban area p: planted only
L5: species not of conservation concern at this time pr: regenerating but of planted origin
L+: introduced species, not native to TRCA pn: both natural origin and planted
L+?: species is probably introduced

Total # of species in Study Area
Extant native species (includes planted)
Extant exotic species (includes planted)
L1 to L3 native species
L4 native species
L5 native species



Appendix 3: List of Fauna Species for 2021 Study Area

Common Name Scientific Name Code

# of Breeding 

Territories in 

2021

Highest 

Breeding 

Status

LO PTn PTt AS PIS StD HD + TS
L-

Rank

American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla AMRE 2 PR 0 3 1 3 1 4 2 0 14 L4

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica CHSW 3 PR 1 4 2 1 1 1 1 0 11 L4

Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas COYE 2 PO 0 4 2 1 2 4 1 0 14 L4

Cooper's Hawk Accipiter cooperii COHA 1 CO 0 2 1 4 1 2 3 0 13 L4

Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus EAKI 3 PR 0 4 2 2 1 3 1 0 13 L4

Grey Catbird Dumetella carolinensis GRCA 8 PR 0 2 2 1 1 3 1 0 10 L4

Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus HAWO 1 PR 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea INBU 1 PR 0 3 2 1 1 4 2 0 13 L4

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus KILL 2 PR 0 4 2 1 2 2 0 0 11 L4

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus NOFL 1 PR 0 4 2 1 1 3 2 0 13 L4

Northern rough-winged swallow Stelgidoptery x serripennis NRWS 1 PO 0 3 2 1 1 2 3 0 12 L4

red-eyed vireo Vireo olivaceus REVI 1 PO 0 1 2 2 1 3 1 0 10 L4

spotted sandpiper Actitis macularius SPSA 2 PR 0 3 2 1 2 4 1 0 13 L4

Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor TRES 3 CO 0 4 2 1 1 2 2 0 12 L4

white-breasted nuthatch Sitta carolinensis WBNU 1 PO 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

American goldfinch Spinus tristis AMGO x PR 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

American robin Turdus migratorius AMRO x CO 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 L5

Baltimore oriole Icterus galbula BAOR x CO 0 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 L5

black-capped chickadee Parus atricapillus BCCH x PR 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5 L5

blue jay Cyanocitta cristata BLJA x PO 0 3 2 1 1 1 0 0 8 L5

brown-headed cowbird Molothrus ater BHCO x PR 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

Canada goose Branta canadensis CANG x PO 0 0 3 1 2 0 1 0 7 L5

cedar waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum CEDW x PR 0 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

chipping sparrow Spizella passerina CHSP x PR 0 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 8 L5

common grackle Quiscalus quiscula COGR x PO 0 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 L5

downy woodpecker Picoides pubescens DOWO x PR 0 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 8 L5

Eastern Phoebe Sayornis phoebe EAPH 1 PO 0 1 2 1 1 1 2 0 8 L5

mallard Anas platyrhynchos MALL x PR 0 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 7 L5

mourning dove Zenaida macroura MODO x PR 0 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 7 L5

northern cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis NOCA x CO 0 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 7 L5

Orchard Oriole Icterus spurius OROR 1 PO 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis RTHA x PO 0 2 1 2 1 1 1 0 8 L5

red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus RWBL x PR 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 0 7 L5

Birds

Survey Species: species for which the TRCA protocol effectively surveys.



Appendix 3: List of Fauna Species for 2021 Study Area

Common Name Scientific Name Code

# of Breeding 

Territories in 

2021

Highest 

Breeding 

Status

LO PTn PTt AS PIS StD HD + TS
L-

Rank

song sparrow Melospiza melodia SOSP x PR 0 3 1 1 1 2 0 0 8 L5

warbling vireo Vireo gilvus WAVI x PR 0 1 2 1 1 2 1 0 8 L5

yellow warbler Setophaga petechia YEWA x CO 0 3 2 1 1 2 0 0 9 L5

European starling Sturnus vulgaris EUST x CO 0 4 L+

house finch Haemorhous mexicanus HOFI x PO 0 1 L+

house sparrow Passer domesticus HOSP x CO 0 4 L+

rock pigeon Columba livia ROPI x PO 0 4 L+

Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus EACO 3 PR 0 2 1 1 3 2 1 0 10 L4

White-tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus WTDE 1 PO 0 2 2 3 2 1 2 0 12 L4

Coyote Canis latrans COYO x PR 0 2 1 1 3 2 0 0 9 L5

grey squirrel Sciurus carolinensis GRSQ x PR 0 2 1 1 3 0 0 0 7 L5

raccoon Procyon lotor RACC x PR 0 2 1 1 3 0 1 0 8 L5

domestic cat Felis catus DOCA x PR 2 L+

Brown Rat Rattus norvegicus NORA x PR L+

Dekay's brownsnake Storeria dekayi BRSN 3 PR 2 2 2 1 3 4 0 0 14 L4

LEGEND

LO = local occurrence STD = sensitivity to development Breeding Status

PTn = National population trend HD = habitat dependence PO = possible

PTt = TRCA population trend + = additional points PR = probable

AS = area sensitivity TS = total score CO = confirmed

PIS = Patch Isolation Sensitivity L-rank = TRCA Rank, March, 2019 - based on data up to 2018 inclusive

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

LX = extirpated species; species not recorded in the region in the past 10 years

Herpetofauna

Incidental Species: species that are reported on as incidental to the TRCA protocol.

Mammals
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Common Name Scientific Name Code

# of Breeding 

Territories in 

2021

Highest 

Breeding 

Status

LO PTn PTt AS PIS StD HD + TS
L-

Rank

LV = sporadic breeder ("Vagrant"); species not recorded in the region in the past 10 years

Species not previously reported for the Rockcliffe Study Area
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Summary 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the City of Toronto are exploring options to address 

flood risks within the area of Rockcliffe Park. A number of factors exist within the area that enables the risk of 

flooding which includes small culverts, construction within the flood plain and limited channel capacity. Two 

types of flooding that threaten the area are riverine and urban flooding. It is the mandate of the Conservation 

Authority and the Municipality to address these types of flooding respectively. Two separate Environmental 

Assessment studies have been completed within the area which explore options to mitigate the 

aforementioned flood risks.  

The project area is located in Rockcliffe Park which is a City of Toronto Special Policy Area. The Black Creek 

flows through the project area and is largely channelized throughout. Diversity of the fish community present 

within the vicinity of the project area was found to be low with 5 species present. The fish community was 

comprised mainly of native, cool water species with varying degrees of tolerance to environmental change. 

Water quality samples collected within the project area between January 2015 and June 2020 generally 

exceeded provincial objectives or national guidelines for chloride, E. coli, iron and total phosphorus. 

Concentrations of copper and zinc exceeded guidelines for approximately one third of samples. Total 

suspended solids and nitrates met guidelines for the majority of samples. Screening of the provincial NHIC 

database for Species at Risk occurrences from a 12km2 area within the past 25 years indicated the presence of 

one species of Special Concern (snapping turtle). Screening of aquatic Species at Risk (SAR) using the Fisheries 

and Oceans mapping tool did not yield any results for the project area. 

Works will likely include vegetation (riparian / tree) removals, staging and stockpiling of material, and in-

water works. General mitigation measures have been provided for use during project planning and 

implementation. Site specific restoration / compensation plans should be developed as more project 

details become known. Consultation with several agencies may be necessary to discuss the proposed 

works and several authorizations / permits may be required depending on the works to be completed:   

• City of Toronto: Ravine & Natural Feature Protection Bylaw permit 

• TRCA: Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and 

Watercourses (O. Reg 166/06) permit 

• Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks: Consultation regarding SAR and 

necessary permits 

• Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry: License to Collect Fish permit 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada: Fisheries Act authorization / Letter of Advice 
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1. Introduction 

The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Toronto are coordinating efforts to 

reduce flooding risks in the Rockcliffe area. To date, two separate Environmental Assessment (EA) 

studies (Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Ravine Flood Management Class Environmental Assessment and 

Basement Flooding Study Area 4 and Combined Sewer Overflow Control Environmental Assessment) 

have been completed which examine options to reduce riverine and sewer system related flooding, 

respectively. A number of factors exist in the area which contribute to flood risks including: small 

culverts unable to handle large volumes, construction within the flood plain and limited channel 

capacity during storm events. The two types of flooding that threaten the area are: riverine and urban 

flooding. Riverine flooding occurs when the water levels in rivers rise and overflow the banks. Reducing 

riverine flood risks is a mandate of Conservation Authorities like TRCA. Urban (or pluvial) flooding 

consists of street and basement flooding and its reduction is the responsibility of the municipality. TRCA 

and its partnering municipalities collaborate in order to achieve the reduction or eliminate the risk and 

threat from both types of flooding. 

This report serves as the background ecological information for future decision making related to the 

scope and feasibility of this project, future reporting and/or monitoring needs (e.g. Municipal Class 

Environmental Assessment, Environmental Impact Statement) and provides an ecological overview for 

the project area, including: 

• Summary of project area and surrounding environment;  

• Summary and documentation of the existing natural features including water quality and fish 

communities;  

• Summary, documentation and screening for species present under the Endangered Species Act 

and Species at Risk Act; 

• Identification of possible impacts related to the works along with mitigation measures which can 

be used to offset and reduce the extent of potential impacts; and 

• Identification of policies and permits for consideration during planning and implementation of 

the proposed works with inclusion of recommended construction timing windows and any 

special considerations for project scheduling. 

1.1  Project Area  
The project area surrounds a 3.5 km section of the Black Creek in the City of Toronto. It extends 

between Scarlett Rd. to the west and Weston Rd. to the east. The Black Creek and Main Humber River 

confluence is located in the far west of the project boundaries and the Black Creek and Lavender Creek 

confluence in the center (Figure 1). The majority of the project area is heavily developed with residential 

and commercial developments, with Black Creek being a concrete channel throughout the vast majority 

of the project area (Wood 2020). Images of the concrete channel can be seen in Appendix A. 

The City of Toronto Official Plan defines the dominant land use in this area as “Neighbourhoods”. The 

project area falls within the Ravine and Natural Features Protection Bylaw permitting area and is within 

the regulatory jurisdiction of the TRCA. The project area surrounds the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy 
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Area. For further information on land designations and environmental policies affecting the project area 

please refer to Appendix I.  

 
Figure 1: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA: Project Area 
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2. Methods  

The documentation of existing conditions was completed using a combination of both existing and in-

field monitoring data. The following section summarizes the protocols used to obtain the data in the 

field as well as the sources used in the summary of pre-existing data. 

2.1 Background Data Review 
The following documents and resources were reviewed in preparation of this report:  

• TRCA Environmental Monitoring data; 

• Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s Natural Heritage Information Centre 

(NHIC) database; 

• Aquatic species at risk (SAR) information obtained using Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

online mapping tool: https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/map-carte/index-

eng.html; 

• City of Toronto Official Plan (Toronto 2019) 

• Humber Watershed Plan: Pathways to a Healthy Humber (TRCA 2008a);  

• Humber River Watershed Plan: Implementation Guide (TRCA 2008b); and 

• Humber River Fisheries Management Plan (MNRF, TRCA 2005) 

2.2 Fish Community Assessment 
Fish data was collected as per the methods outlined in the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol (OSAP). 

Sample sites were standardized to a geomorphic unit of two cross-overs (riffle/pool/run sequences) or a 

minimum of 40m in length. A minimum effort of 7-12 seconds per square meter was used to collect the 

sample and ensure that all habitats within the site were investigated.  

Fish community sampling was completed using the standard single-pass survey technique with an LR-24 

Smith-Root Backpack Electrofishing unit in accordance with OSAP (Stanfield 2017). Captured fish were 

identified to species in the field, weighed, measured and then released. Species richness, thermal niche 

and origin were determined and are presented in this report.  

One pre-existing aquatic monitoring location (HU006WM) exists within the vicinity of the project area 

and was used to assess the aquatic community (Figure 2). Site HU006WM has been sampled seven 

times since 2001 as part of the Regional Watershed Monitoring Program (RWMP). It is approximately 

350m upstream of the project area and was last sampled in the summer of 2019. There are four other 

aquatic monitoring locations (Figure 2) within the area (HU004WM, HU004WMb, HU003WM and 

HBSCAR1) however, due to their proximity, separation by confluences and sporadic sampling they were 

not used to define the fish community in this report. Furthermore, site HU006WM is the only site 

directly upstream of the project area which receives drainage that eventually flows through the project 

area. It is assumed that the fish community present at HU006WM is representative of the fish 

community present within the project area. Lavender Creek drains into Black Creek and is downstream 

of site HU006WM. As such, it is assumed that the fish community present at site HU006WM is also 

representative of the fish community likely present within Lavender Creek. This assumption is based on 

https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/map-carte/index-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/map-carte/index-eng.html
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the proximity of the site to the project area. For photos of the aquatic monitoring locations and raw field 

data please refer to Appendix B.  

 

Figure 2: Monitoring Locations 
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2.3 Water Quality Assessment  
A water quality station exists within the project area (station 83012) (Figure 2). Data collected at this 

station is stored in a corporate database and was downloaded for the purposes of this report. Water 

quality sampling has occurred at this station on a monthly basis since 2001. For the purposes of this 

report, data regarding the concentrations of total suspended solids, chloride, total phosphorus, nitrates, 

copper, iron, zinc and Escherichia coli (E. coli), collected between January 2015 and June 2020 were 

used. Raw data from the aforementioned years are presented in Appendix E. The latest 5 years of data 

was selected as the data set in order to be representative of current day conditions (as opposed to doing 

temporal trend analysis with the full 19-year data set) but with a long enough time frame to identify 

anomalies. Water quality data were unavailable for November 2019 due to a laboratory instrument 

failure and for February and April 2020 due to COVID-19 related sampling limitations.  

Collected samples were analyzed at the City of Toronto’s Dee Avenue Laboratory. The laboratory results 

were compared to the Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQO; OMOEE 1994). The PWQO are a set 

of numerical and narrative ambient surface water quality criteria that represent a desirable level of 

water quality that will protect all forms of aquatic life during indefinite exposure to the water (OMOEE 

1994). These guidelines are also intended to protect recreational water usage based on public health 

considerations and aesthetics (OMOEE 1994). When PWQO were not available, the Canadian Water 

Quality Guidelines (CWQG) produced by the Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment (CCME 

2007) were referenced.  

In addition to the collected water quality data, precipitation data from TRCA’s Westmount Park Pool 

meteorological station (HY087) were also employed on the most recent dataset (2019-2020) as 

precipitation events can influence water chemistry and skew the concentration of the chemical 

parameters in the analyzed sample. As such the daily precipitation total for the water quality sample 

date along with the two days prior to the sampling data were added and this value represents the total 

amount of precipitation related to each water quality sample. Precipitation data were not available for 

samples collected January-March 2019 and December-April 2020. 

3. Summary and Review of Available Data 

3.1 Aquatic Resources  
The Humber River Fisheries Management Plan defines the section of Black Creek within the project area 

as intermediate riverine warmwater habitat. In this type of stream, flow regime and water temperatures 

fluctuate due to low amounts of baseflow (MNRF, TRCA 2015). The black creek channel present through 

much of the project area is made up of concrete. For photos of the concrete channel please refer to 

Appendix A. According to the Humber River Watershed Plan, the project area falls within Fish 

Management Zone 11 (FMZ 11). Protection and impact mitigation measures in FMZ 11 focus towards 

implementing stormwater retrofits, tree planting and sustainable community technologies to achieve 

more natural surface flow patterns and improve aquatic habitats (TRCA 2008a). More natural surface 

flow patterns can also help mitigate riverine flooding and its associated risks.   
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Table 1 outlines the fish species captured from HU006WM from all years of sampling. The fish 

community present at HU006WM is represented by the following species: Blacknose Dace (Rhinichthys 

obtusus), Creek Chub (Semotilus atromaculatus), Fathead Minnow (Pimphales promelas), Longnose Dace 

(Rhinichthys cataractae), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), and White Sucker (Catostomus 

commersonii).   

Overall diversity of the fish community was low with 5 species captured over 7 sampling events. The 

majority of these species prefer a cool water thermal niche. This is defined as species that are best 

adapted, prefers or usually occurs in water temperatures between 19°C and 24°C (Eakins 2020). All 

species captured are native to the area with varying degrees of tolerance to environmental change and 

anthropogenic (human-induced) stress (Eakins 2020).  

Table 1: OSAP Catch summary. “X” Indicates the presence of the species during the sampling event 
 

Species 
HU006WM 

2
0

0
1

 

2
0

0
4

 

2
0

0
7

 

2
0

1
0

 

2
0

1
3

 

2
0

1
6

 

2
0

1
9

 

Blacknose Dace 

Sp
ec

ie
s 

n
o

t 
id

en
ti

fi
ed

*
 

x x x x x x 

Creek Chub x x x x x x 

Fathead Minnow   x x   x   

Pumpkinseed       x     

White Sucker x x x x     

*9 individuals from the Sucker (Catostomidae) family 

 Cool 

 Warm 

 

Table 2 outlines the spawning preferences for fish present at HU006WM. All fish species captured at 

sites HU006WM spawn in the spring and summer months (Eakins 2020). Southern region restricted 

activity timing windows for these species ranges from March 15th to June 15th (DFO 2013). Preferred 

spawning temperatures and substrates vary greatly between species however, all species were found to 

have some affinity for sand and gravel as a preferred bottom type (Lane et al. 1996). All present species 

use streams to carryout spawning activities utilizing a shallower depth strata (0-1m) while some will take 

advantage of greater depth if available. The majority of the local fish community does not have a high 

affinity for vegetation to carry out spawning activities. The only species found to have a high affinity for 

both submergent and emergent vegetation during spawning was Pumpkinseed (Lane et al. 1996). 

Evidence shows that concrete channels are rather void of aquatic life (Kubicek et al., 1995) and they may 

act as barriers to fish migration based on their length and the velocity of water within them, and their 

water temperature (Garello et al., 2017; Wallace et al., 2013; CVC, 2011; Walsh et al., 2005; Andrea, 

2003;). 
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Table 2: Spawning preferences of the fish community present at HU006WM. 

 
 

Fish community data collected from the other 4 monitoring locations illustrated in Figure 2 are likely not 

representative of the fish community present within the project area. Sites HU004WM and HU004WMb 

are separated from the project area by two confluences and are located in Silver Creek. Site HU003WM 

is located approximately 3.5 kms downstream of the project area in the main channel of the Humber 

river and is separated from the project area by 6 barriers (dams). Finally, HBSCAR1 is approximately 1.5 

kms upstream of the project area within the Humber river itself and not Black Creek. It was only 

sampled once in 2018. Although data from these locations were not described in this section, site 

photos, raw field data sheets, and a list of species captured during each sampling event can be found in 

Appendix B and Appendix C respectively.  

3.2 Water Quality 

3.2.1 Chloride 

Chloride concentrations were exceptionally high. Analysis of 2015-2020 data showed that 96.77% 

(Chronic) and 46.77% (acute) of the samples exceeded guidelines. Chloride concentrations exceeded 

guidelines for protecting aquatic life from the chronic effects of chloride (e.g. potential decreased 

reproductive output; CCME 2011). Concentrations exceeded guidelines for protecting aquatic life from 

the acute, toxic effects of chloride (e.g. mortality; CCME 2011) in primarily winter months although 

concentrations continued to exceed, or approach exceeding, the acute effects threshold into the spring 

months (May/June) (Table 3). This data is graphically represented for each parameter in Appendix D. 

3.2.2 Total Suspended Solids 

The most recent sampling data collected during 2019 and 2020 shows that total suspended solids 

concentrations were below guidelines except for on January 24, 2019 where the concentration reached 

108 mg/L. Analysis of 2015-2020 data showed that only 4.84% of the samples exceeded guidelines 

(Table 3). This data is graphically represented for each parameter in Appendix D. 

3.2.3 Copper, Iron and Zinc 

The most recent sampling data collected during 2019 and 2020 shows copper concentrations were just 

within guidelines for 10 of 15 of the 2019-2020 sample dates but exceeded guidelines for 5 of 15 sample 

dates. Iron concentrations were either close to, or exceeded, the iron guideline for all samples. Four of 

15 samples had zinc concentrations exceeding guidelines. Analysis of 2015-2020 data showed that only 

32.26 (Copper), 90.32% (Iron) and 29.03% (Zinc) of the metal associated samples exceeded guidelines 

(Table 3).  This data is graphically represented for each parameter in Appendix D. 

Min Max Lake Stream Cobble Rubble Gravel Sand Silt Clay Submergent Emergent 0-1 1-2 2-5

Blacknose Dace May-June 15.5 22 √ high high medium NA NA √

Creek Chub May-June 12 17 √ high high high NA NA √

Fathead Minnow May-August 14 29 √ √ medium high high medium medium √ √

Pumpkinseed May-August 17 26 √ √ high high medium high high √ √

White Sucker April-June 10 20 √ √ medium high medium low low √ √

Species
Vegetation AfinitySpawning Area Substrate Spawning Afinity

Preferred 

Spawning 

Depth (m)

Preferred 

Spawning 

Temp (°C) 
Spawning 

Period
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3.2.4 E.coli, Nitrate and Total Phosphorus 

E. coli and Total phosphorus concentrations exceeded water quality objectives for all 2015-2020 

samples. Nitrate concentrations met guidelines for all samples (Table 3). This data is graphically 

represented for each parameter in Appendix D.  

Table 3: Water quality parameters and % of samples exceeding guidelines during 2015-2020 

Water Quality Parameter and Guideline 
% of samples 
above standard 

Chloride CWQG <120mg/L Chronic 96.77 

Chloride CWQG <640mg/L acute 46.77 

Copper CWQG <5 ug/L 32.26 

Escherichia coli (E. coli) PWQO <100 CFU/100 
mL 100.00 

Iron PWQO <300 ug/L 90.32 

Nitrate CWQG <2.93 mg/L.  0.00 

Phosphorus PWQO <0.03 mg/L  100.00 

Solids, Suspended (TSS)  CWQG <30 mg/L 4.84 

Zinc PWQO <20 ug/L 29.03 
Between 2015-2020 there were a total of 62 samples were collected. 

3.3  Aquatic Species at Risk 
The official Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list is provided in Ontario Regulation 230/08.  Species 

designated as Endangered or Threatened species along with their habitats (e.g. areas essential for 

breeding, feeding, migration, etc.) are protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007. For species 

designated as Special Concern, a management plan is prepared that sets out advice and 

recommendations on approaches for the management of the species in Ontario. Habitat protection for 

species listed as Special Concern may be provided through other policy instruments respecting 

significant wildlife habitat (e.g. the PPS), or other protections contained in Official Plan policies. 

To access provincial Species at Risk (SAR) information the TRCA applied for and received a Sensitive Data 

Use License issued through the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s Natural Heritage 

Information Centre (NHIC). In addition to this, TRCA staff accessing this data underwent data sensitivity 

training. Because of the sensitive nature of the data exact location of species occurrences cannot be 

displayed. For the purpose of this report a 6km X 6km catchment surrounding the project area was 

assessed for SAR occurrences. A map of this catchment area can be found in Appendix F. The associated 

database indicates that there is the potential for snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentine), provincially and 

federally listed as Special Concern, to occur within the project area.  

Federally designated Species at Risk are protected under the Species at Risk Act (SARA). The official list 

of species designated under SARA is available at: https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-

lep/identify-eng.html. Similar to the provincial Endangered Species Act, species listed as Extirpated, 

Endangered or Threatened under SARA require a SARA permit to kill, harm, harass, capture, or take 

individuals of these species as well as damage or destroy the residence of one or more individual. SARA 

prohibitions for species listed as Special Concern do not apply. 

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/080230
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/identify-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/identify-eng.html
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There were no aquatic SAR captured during any monitoring surveys outlined in Sections 3.1 and none 

were mapped on the Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) aquatic species at risk mapping website 

(https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/map-carte/index-eng.html) accessed October 15, 

2020. Additional information about individual SAR is provided in Appendix G. 

4. Possible Impacts and Mitigation  

This report was written without the knowledge of the proposed detailed designs of the work.  As such 

the following sections (4 and 5) speak towards the general construction related to flood remediation 

works and the possible impacts, mitigation, and Policy/permits related to the work. These sections are 

meant as a guide for future reports such as a detailed Ecological impact statement. They may also aid in 

completing an environmental assessment report. 

Flood remediation projects often require the following: 

• Vegetation (riparian/tree) removals; 

• Earthworks (e.g. grading, soil disturbance); 

• Staging and stockpiling; and 

• In-water works not exclusive to but including sectioning off a portion of the watercourse to 

conduct the necessary work while maintaining flow. 

 

Potential impacts of the proposed are presented in Table 4.  

Table 4: Potential impacts from slope stabilization works and recommended mitigation measures  

Potential Impacts Mitigation 

Sediment and erosion  • Complete a comprehensive Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) plan 
according to TRCA Erosion and Sediment Control Guideline for Urban 
Construction (TRCA 2019). An effective ESC plan keeps construction 
sediment from migrating offsite by preventing erosion and providing 
opportunities for removal of sediment from runoff before it leaves the 
site. Key design principals for erosion and sediment control planning 
should be comprehensive, collaborative, strategic and dynamic (see 
Section 8 of TRCA 2019 for additional guidance). 

• ESC measures should be regularly inspected and maintained. 

• For specific mitigation measures for in / near water work, please refer 
to Appendix H for mitigation measures suggested by DFO. Further 
information can also be found in the Erosion and Sediment Control 
Guidelines for Urban Construction Link: https://s3-ca-central-
1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2020/01/30145157/ESC-Guide-
for-Urban-Construction_FINAL.pdf 

• When the project is complete, it should immediately be planted with 
native species suitable for the site to prevent erosion. Please refer to 
the TRCA seed mix guidelines Link: 
http://trca.on.ca/dotAsset/40025.pdf and restoration guidelines Link: 
https://s3-ca-central-

https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/sara-lep/map-carte/index-eng.html
http://trca.on.ca/dotAsset/40025.pdf
https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2016/02/17185403/Post-Construction_Restoration_Guidelines_July_2004.pdf
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1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2016/02/17185403/Post-
Construction_Restoration_Guidelines_July_2004.pdf. 

Vegetation / tree 
removal or damage 

• Direct loss of 
vegetation / trees 

• Habitat disruption / 
destruction 

• Wildlife / bird / bat 
disturbance 

• Increased 
sedimentation 
entering the 
stream 

• Spread of invasive 
species 
 

• Tree removals should be avoided. Where tree removals are necessary, 
an inventory should be completed and a removal plan developed. 
Compensation for individual tree removals should be done in 
accordance to compensation ratios outlined in the TRCA Guideline for 
Determining Ecosystem Compensation (TRCA 2018). Consultation with 
City of Toronto / TRCA will be necessary to determine a mutually 
agreed upon restoration / compensation plan. For additional 
information about TRCA’s compensation protocol, please refer to: 
https://s3-ca-central-
1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2019/02/05151028/TRCA-
Guideline-for-Determining-Ecosystem-Compensation-June-2018.pdf.   

• Where tree removals are necessary, protection measures (e.g. fencing) 
should be erected if works will be occurring near these trees / 
vegetation communities. 

• If a butternut tree is identified and work is required near or removal of 
a butternut tree may be necessary, trees should be assessed by a 
qualified Butternut Health Assessor who will advise of site-specific 
mitigation / protection measures.  Consultation with Ontario Ministry 
of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) will be necessary to 
determine if the proposed works are acceptable and / or permits are 
required under the Endangered Species Act.   

• It is recommended that all trees deemed necessary for removal should 
be assessed for bat habitat potential. If a tree is considered possible bat 
habitat, removal should be reconsidered. Consultation with MECP is 
recommended to determine the monitoring survey(s) and /or permits 
that may be required under the Endangered Species Act. If removal is 
required, it may be necessary to determine if SAR bats are in the study 
area. If removal of potential bat habitat trees is required, it should 
occur during the winter when bats are not using the trees as habitat.   

• Avoid vegetation / tree removal during the breeding bird window – 
April 1 to August 31 as per the Migratory Birds Convention Act. 

• Where possible, work should occur outside tree root zones.  If this is 
not possible, the roots should be protected by placing a steel slab over 
them. 

• Where possible, site access should use pre-existing trails to minimize 
vegetation removal and soil compaction.  

• Mitigation measures to prevent the spread of invasive plants should be 
implemented. For example, staff removing vegetation should be able to 
identify invasive species so that it can be removed and disposed of 
properly to prevent spread.  Best management practices for 
management of invasive species is available on the Ontario Invasive 
Plant Council website: www.ontarioinvasiveplants.ca.php56-30.ord1-
1.websitetestlink.com/resources/best-management-practices/ 

Staging & Stockpiling • See vegetation / tree removal or damage above. 

https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2016/02/17185403/Post-Construction_Restoration_Guidelines_July_2004.pdf
https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2016/02/17185403/Post-Construction_Restoration_Guidelines_July_2004.pdf
https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2019/02/05151028/TRCA-Guideline-for-Determining-Ecosystem-Compensation-June-2018.pdf
https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2019/02/05151028/TRCA-Guideline-for-Determining-Ecosystem-Compensation-June-2018.pdf
https://s3-ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2019/02/05151028/TRCA-Guideline-for-Determining-Ecosystem-Compensation-June-2018.pdf
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• Direct loss of 
vegetation / trees 

• Runoff / 
sedimentation 
from stockpiles 

• Appropriate ESC measures should be implemented around staging / 
stockpile areas.  

• It is recommended that staging and stockpiling areas: 
a. Are delineated with sediment fencing or ESC equivalent in order to 

protect the surrounding natural areas from encroachment and 
sediment release especially if the staging and stockpiling will be left 
unattended for greater than 30 days (TRCA 2019). 

b. Stockpiles with erodible material should be covered when not in 
use in order to protect them from wind and precipitation which 
cause sedimentation and erosion. 

c. Staging / stockpiles should be above the high-water mark of nearby 
waterbodies to prevent entry of materials into the water. 

• ESC measures should be implemented and regularly inspected and 
maintained (see above). 

• For further information please refer to the ESC guidelines for Urban 
Construction link: https://s3-ca-central-
1.amazonaws.com/trcaca/app/uploads/2020/01/30145157/ESC-Guide-
for-Urban-Construction_FINAL.pdf 

In-water works 

• Fish habitat 
alteration, 
disruption, 
destruction (HADD) 
(e.g. physical 
changes, 
sedimentation) 

• Erosion / 
sedimentation 

• Spills 
 

• All applicable DFO Measures to avoid causing harm to fish and fish 
habitat (Appendix H) should be followed. 

• Consultation with DFO will be required for work in and / or near water. 

• All applicable DFO Standards and Codes of Practice should be followed. 
When making use of one of the six DFO codes of practice listed in 
Appendix H, the regional DFO office must be notified using the 
standard Notification Form. For more information please visit: 
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/practice-practique-eng.html 

• If possible, all in / near water work should occur from the banks with 
appropriate ESC measures. Once work is complete, all disturbed areas 
should be restored and planted to help reduce sediment loss. 

• If isolation measures (e.g. coffer dam) are to be used, flow for a portion 
of the stream should be maintained and fish should be removed from 
the isolation area by a qualified biologist (which requires a permit from 
MNRF). If the isolated area needs to be dewatered, a dewatering plan 
(e.g. where will the water be discharged) should be developed. 

• If fish are encountered during in-water works, works should be stopped 
and fish should be removed by a qualified biologist (which requires a 
permit from MNRF). 

• A spill isolation and cleanup plan should be present on site should 
spillage occur. MECP should be contacted if spills occur. 

• Instream work should be conducted during low flow and scheduled to 
avoid wet, windy and rainy periods that may increase erosion and 
sedimentation. 

• Crossing of the stream should be minimized. Where possible, 
temporary construction access across streams should avoid bends and 
meanders, and be located in areas with limited woody vegetation to 
minimize disturbance.  

Species at Risk • Snapping Turtle – see in-water works above 

https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/practice-practique-eng.html
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• Any destruction of 
habitat or 
harm/harassment 
of a species at risk 
is a contravention 
of the Endangered 
Species Act   

 

 

5. Policy and Permits  

Table 5 presents policies and associated permits / authorizations that may be necessary for this type of 

project.  The list of permits / authorizations may not be complete since project specifics are not known 

at this time. The list is related to the ecological aspects of this project and does not represent a 

comprehensive list of permits necessary for this undertaking. Consultation with the appropriate 

agencies is highly recommended to determine what permits / authorizations are necessary for this 

project. Additional information regarding the mentioned policies is available in Appendix I.  

Table 5: Potentially applicable ecological policy 

Policy Permit / Authorization Comment 

City of Toronto 

• Official Plan 

• Ravine and 
Natural Feature 
Protection By-
law 

• Ravine & Natural Feature 
Protection Bylaw permit 

• Environmentally Significant 
Areas are protected by the 
Official Plan and zoning and by 
the Ravine and Natural Feature 
Protection By-law. 

• Consultation with City of 
Toronto is recommended. 

Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority 

• Conservation 
Authorities Act 

• The Living City 
Policies (TRCA 
2014) & Planning 
and 
Development 
Procedural 
Manual (TRCA  
2008c) 

• O. Reg 166/06 Regulation of 
Development, Interference with 
Wetlands and Alterations to 
Shorelines and Watercourses 
permit 

 

• Detailed site-specific 
supporting information may be 
required for this permit (e.g. 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS)). 

• Consultation with the 
appropriate TRCA department 
is recommended. 

Ontario Ministry 
Environment, 
Conservation, Parks 

• Permit / agreement / regulatory 
exemption (see: 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/how-

• Consultation with MECP 
regarding potential SAR bat 
habitat removal / disturbance 
is recommended. 
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• Endangered 
Species Act 

get-endangered-species-act-
permit-or-authorization) 

• If you can work around 
protected species and habitats 
so that you will not have any 
adverse effects on them, you 
do not need an authorization 
under the Endangered Species 
Act.   

Ontario Ministry of 
Natural Resources and 
Forestry 

• Public Lands Act 

• Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Act 

• Public Lands Work permit 

• License to Collect Fish for Scientific 
Purposes  

• License to Collect Wildlife 
(Herptofauna) for Scientific 
Purposes 

 

• A work permit will be needed 
if the project plans to build a 
new erosion control structure 
or change the dimensions of 
an existing erosion control 
structure. 

• If you keep the same length, 
width and footprint of the 
original erosion control 
structure and comply with a 
few other requests (Appendix 
I), you do not need a work 
permit but you need to 
register the project with MNRF 
before the project starts. 

• If in-water work is required, a 
license to remove fish and 
herptofauna from the project 
area may be required. 

• Consultation with MNRF is 
recommended. 

Ontario Ministry of 
Heritage, Sport, Tourism 
and Culture Industries 

• Ontario Heritage 
Act, Section VI 

• Archeological Clearance • If work is expected to occur in 
an area of potential 
archeological significance, a 
request for archeological 
clearance should be made to 
the TRCA Archeology 
Department.  

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada 

• Fisheries Act 

• Fisheries Act authorization / Letter 
of Advice 
 

• The Fisheries Act was recently 
amended to include ‘harmful 
alteration, disruption or 
destruction of fish habitat’ 
(HADD). 

• Consultation with DFO is 
recommended and a project 
Request for Review should be 
submitted. 

• When operating under one of 
the DFO’s six Standards and 
Codes of Practice a Notification 
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Form must be submitted to the 
regional DFO office. A list of 
regional DFO office’s can be 
accessed from the following 
link: https://www.dfo-
mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/contact-
eng.html 

Environment Canada / 
Canadian Wildlife Service 

• Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 
and Migratory 
Birds Regulations  

• Migratory bird damage or danger 
permit 

• Likely not required if suggested 
mitigation measures are 
followed. 

 

6. Recommendations  

The following recommendations are provided: 

• The mitigation measures or equivalent standard to potential impacts listed in Table 4 should be 

considered and employed 

• Any trees recommended for removal should be identified (tree inventory) and visually assessed 

for potential bat habitat. If habitat to support bat maternity roosts is identified, follow up 

surveys (visual exit surveys and acoustic monitoring) may be required to determine if SAR bat 

species are present. Visual surveys alone are unable to identify which species of bats are 

present, which is necessary as not all bats in Ontario are SAR. Consultation with MECP will be 

necessary to determine if the tree removals are possible, as well as the monitoring and permits 

necessary to complete the work. 

• A comprehensive post-construction restoration plan for the project area should be developed. 

Site specific restoration / compensation plans should be developed as more project details 

become known. 

• Consultation with several agencies may be necessary to discuss the proposed works and several 

authorizations / permits may be required depending on the works to be completed. Discussions 

with the following agencies may be necessary: City of Toronto, DFO, MECP, MNRF, and TRCA. 

• As this project progresses and more details are known, plans with site specific mitigation 

measures should be developed. Individual Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) should be 

considered for each project / phase of work. 

7. Conclusion 

This report provides a summary of available aquatic ecological information for the Rockcliffe Riverine 

Flood Remediation MCEA Project.  
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The project area is located in Rockcliffe Park which is a City of Toronto Special Policy Area. The Black 

Creek flows through the project area and is largely channelized throughout. Diversity of the fish 

community present within the vicinity of the project areas was found to be low with five species 

present. The fish community was comprised mainly of native, cool water species with varying degrees of 

tolerance to environmental change. Water quality samples collected within the project area between 

January 2015 and June 2020 generally exceeded provincial objectives or national guidelines for chloride, 

E. coli, iron and total phosphorus. Concentrations of copper and zinc exceeded guidelines for 

approximately one third of samples. Total suspended solids and nitrates met guidelines for the majority 

of samples. Screening of the provincial NHIC database for Species at Risk occurrences from a 12km2 area 

within the past 25 years indicated the presence of one species of Special Concern (snapping turtle). 

Screening of aquatic Species at Risk (SAR) using the Fisheries and Oceans mapping tool did not yield any 

results for the project area. 

Depending on the details of the proposed work additional monitoring may be necessary to satisfy the 

conformity for permits or the EA process. This report speaks towards the general construction work that 

is typically associated with such projects. As such it is assumed that the construction works will have 

some adverse environmental impacts however, impacts are expected to be minimal if mitigation and 

compensation measures are implemented. General mitigation measures have been provided for use 

during planning and construction however, they should be refined once more specific details regarding 

the undertaking are developed. There may be several legal permits / authorizations required to 

complete this work (Table 5). These permits may require further detailed information (e.g. EIS) and / or 

agency sign-off before the project can proceed. This report also provides a summary of these however 

not all maybe needed. 
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Appendix A – Project Area Site Photos (2020)

  

Lavender/Black Creek Confluence          Lavender/Black Creek Confluence 

  

Black Creek Concrete Channel           Jane Street: Downstream Looking Downstream 
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      Louvain Street Looking North         Scarlett Bridge Drop 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                   Scarlett Bridge Looking Upstream         Weston Bridge Looking Upstream 

Figure 3: Project Area Site Photos Taken October 30, 2020 

 

 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA: Baseline Conditions Report  

 Toronto and Region Conservation Authority          23 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B – Aquatic Resources (Monitoring Site Photos, 

OSAP Data Sheets) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA: Baseline Conditions Report  

 Toronto and Region Conservation Authority          24 

 

Appendix B- Aquatic Resources (Monitoring Site Photos and OSAP Data Sheets) 

  

HU003WM, 2019. Downstream facing downstream HU003WM, 2019. Downstream facing upstream 

  

HU003WM, 2019. Upstream facing downstream HU003WM, 2019. Upstream facing upstream  

  

HU004WM, 2016. Looking Downstream  HU004WM, 2016. Looking Upstream 
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HU004WMb, 2019. Downstream facing downstream HU004WMb, 2019. Downstream facing upstream 

  

HU004WMb, 2019. Upstream facing Downstream HU004WMb, 2019. Upstream facing upstream 

 

  

HU006WM, 2019. Downstream facing downstream HU006WM, 2019. Downstream facing upstream 
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HU006WM, 2019. Upstream facing Downstream HU006WM, 2019. Upstream facing upstream 

 

  

HB-SCAR1, 2018. Downstream facing downstream HB-SCAR1, 2018. Downstream facing upstream 

  

HB-SCAR1, 2018. Upstream facing Downstream HB-SCAR1, 2018. Upstream facing upstream 

 

Figure 4: OSAP Site Photos 2001-2019 
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Table 6: 2001-2019 fish species list for sites HU003WM, HU004WM, HU004WMb and HB-SCAR1. 
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Brown Trout x
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Common Carp x x x

Common Shiner x x x x x x x x

Creek Chub x x x x x x x x x x x x

Emerald Shiner x

Fantail Darter x x x x x x x x

Fathead Minnow x x x x x x

Golden Shiner x

Green Sunfish x x x x x x

Hornyhead Chub x

Johnny Darter x x x x

Largemouth Bass x x
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Appendix D – Water Quality Results 
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Figure 5: Chloride concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020. CWQG <120 mg/L for 
chronic effects, <640 mg/L for acute effects. Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along 
with the two days prior 
 

 

Figure 6: Chloride concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020. CWQG <120 mg/L for 
chronic effects, <640 mg/L for acute effects. 
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Figure 7: Total suspended solids concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020. CWQG 
<30 mg/L. Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior 
 

 

Figure 8: Total suspended solids concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020. CWQG 
<30 mg/L. 
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Figure 9: Copper concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020. PWQO <5 ug/L. 
Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 

Figure 10: Copper concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020. PWQO <5 ug/L. 
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Figure 11: Iron concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020. PWQO <300 ug/L. 
Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 
Figure 12: Iron concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020. PWQO <300 ug/L. 
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Figure 13: Zinc concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020.  PWQO <20 ug/L.  
Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 

Figure 14: Zinc concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020.  PWQO <20 ug/L. 
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Figure 15: E. coli counts at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020.  PWQO <100 CFU/100 mL. 
Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 
Figure 16: E. coli counts at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020.  PWQO <100 CFU/100 mL. 
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Figure 17: Total phosphorus concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020.  Interim 
PWQO <0.03 mg/L. Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 
Figure 18: Total phosphorus concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020.  Interim 
PWQO <0.03 mg/L. 
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Figure 19: Nitrates concentrations at 83012 between January 2019 and June 2020. CWQG <2.93 mg/L. 
Precipitation represents the total for the sample date along with the two days prior. 
 

 

Figure 20: Nitrates concentrations at 83012 between January 2015 and June 2020. CWQG <2.93 mg/L. 
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Appendix E – Raw Water Quality Data 
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Table 7: 2015-2020 Water Quality data from station 83012 

Month Total 
Chloride, 

(mg/L) 

Total 
Copper, 
(ug/L) 

Escherichia 
coli (E. coli) 

(CFU/100ml) 

Total 
Iron, 

(ug/L) 

Nitrates 
(mg/L) 

Phosphorus, 
Total (mg/L) 

Solids, 
Suspended 

(TSS) 
(mg/L) 

Total 
Zinc, 

(ug/L) 

2015 

1 1840 4.8 540 416 1.62 0.13 4.7 24.9 

2 1030 3.5 290 396 1.43 0.404 6.7 18.7 

3 1600 5.6 730 417 1.61 0.105 7 25.2 

4 760 24.7 540 487 1.54 0.101 18.9 18.6 

5 723 4.1 230 523 1.18 0.153 5.1 12.8 

6 419 3.15 1000 361 1.32 0.0763 8 10.1 

7 483 3.48 4260 393 1.02 0.125 5 11.5 

8 98.6 19.7 57500 1060 0.4 0.297 162 109 

9 368 3.19 560 309 0.98 0.172 2 10.5 

10 349 4.48 2180 343 0.93 0.136 2 16.5 

11 370 3.25 530 383 1.21 0.121 2 12.5 

12 328 4.2 1940 274 1.26 0.126 2 16 

2016 

1 727 16.4 690 1150 1.78 0.21 72 48.1 

2 2980 10.1 830 615 1.25 0.167 20 31.2 

3 751 5.97 460 302 1.44 0.0645 7 21.1 

4 826 4.24 7500 582 1.39 0.0653 2 10.3 

5 586 3.67 3370 360 1.37 0.082 2 10.2 

6 491 3.67 460 308 1.19 0.149 11 10 

7 415 4.45 880 336 0.2 0.163 6 11.5 

8 217 4.6 1740 344 0.58 0.111 11 12.5 

9 347 4.63 360 371 1.26 0.167 2 13.9 

10 208 8.58 5200 647 0.58 0.131 14 25.3 

11 2000 16.6 7800 1180 0.86 0.226 28 62 

12 1480 7.98 1700 689 1.42 0.11 2 19.9 

2017 

1 1090 19.5 9100 1320 1.59 0.199 97 95.5 

2 1780 4.69 350 548 1.71 0.0585 9 16.8 

3 1380 5.41 210 718 1.48 0.0564 6 14.6 

4 686 4.47 880 565 1.3 0.0516 14 11.9 

5 125 4.21 410 472 0.23 0.0569 5 10.5 

6 345 6.23 5000 824 1.06 0.183 54 24.1 

7 38.2 14.7 34000 1320 0.6 0.587 367 77.2 

8 260 4.07 710 284 0.88 0.11 3 20.2 

9 397 4.39 1510 382 1.52 0.17 3 10.8 

10 294 3.95 1400 278 1.01 0.0665 2 12.6 

11 350 3.18 1550 297 1.31 0.0701 2 13.8 
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Month Total 
Chloride, 

(mg/L) 

Total 
Copper, 
(ug/L) 

Escherichia 
coli (E. coli) 

(CFU/100ml) 

Total 
Iron, 

(ug/L) 

Nitrates 
(mg/L) 

Phosphorus, 
Total (mg/L) 

Solids, 
Suspended 

(TSS) 
(mg/L) 

Total 
Zinc, 

(ug/L) 

12 1410 5.29 2200 492 1.32 0.0717 3 27.8 

2018 

1 1420 5.87 1980 534 1.66 0.102 15 43.8 

2 1480 6.11 3350 671 1.67 0.117 33 28.6 

3 1160 4.41 1870 772 1.27 0.0662 4 16 

4 268 5.81 1880 702 0.84 0.0759 36 18.8 

5 660 4.81 520 422 1.03 0.0547 3 10.8 

6 552 4.29 630 455 1.46 0.0996 2 15.7 

7 336 3.98 1930 285 0.89 0.0987 3 10 

8 251 4.12 2220 360 1.52 0.0915 6 10 

9 295 4.95 2000 326 1.03 0.0888 2 13.4 

10 481 4.5 2230 377 1.19 0.0798 5 18.8 

11 647 3.44 410 502 1.66 0.091 2 15.5 

12 1790 5.2 2750 561 1.63 0.104 5 21.5 

2019 

1 2940 11.8 1900 986 0.86 0.256 108 52.5 

2 2590 6.52 1500 661 1.75 0.105 15 36.1 

3 1330 3.94 1500 379 1.72 0.0612 4 17.1 

4 710 4.41 560 338 1.38 0.0502 7 12.1 

5 609 3.63 1460 416 1.43 0.0409 4 10 

6 482 5.62 11700 526 1.16 0.147 13 17.6 

7 415 3.7 740 299 1.24 0.0545 8 10 

8 356 3.8 5400 429 0.79 0.11 21 12.6 

9 315 10.8 8900 553 0.97 0.148 15 30.5 

10 232 4.34 1280 318 0.76 0.0602 6 14.4 

11         

12 898 4.14 460 369 1.54 0.0458 6 17.3 

2020 

1 1270 3.62 1170 492 1.97 0.0519 2 17.3 

3 2450 8 1840 399 1.52 0.0619 14 42 

5 769 4.02 910 592 1.24 0.0767 9 13.2 

6 635 3.33 1410 405 1.21 0.0745 3 12 
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Appendix F - SAR Catchment Map 
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Figure 21: SAR Catchment Area Map 
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Appendix G – Species at Risk 
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Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentine) 

The Snapping Turtle is designated as Special Concern under the provincial Endangered Species Act as 

well as under the federal Species at Risk Act.  The Snapping Turtle is Canada’s largest freshwater turtle 

and although this species is widespread and still somewhat abundant, its life history (late maturity, great 

longevity, low recruitment), and its dependence on long warm summers to complete incubation 

successfully make it unusually susceptible to anthropogenic threats (Canada 2008).  Snapping Turtles 

spend most of their lives in water with only their noses exposed to the surface to breathe.  They prefer 

slow-moving water with a soft mud bottom and dense aquatic vegetation.  Snapping turtles nest from 

early to mid-summer.  Females travel overland to find gravelly / sandy areas to nest. Snapping Turtles 

often nest near streams, but they also take advantage of man-made structures such as roads with gravel 

shoulders and aggregate pits.  Threats to snapping turtles include illegal wildlife trade, mortality from 

vehicles (e.g. turtles cross roads frequently in search of mates, food, nests), routine road maintenance 

(e.g. grading which can destroy nests by exposing or crushing the eggs), and eggs are vulnerable to 

urban predators such as racoons and skunks  (https://www.ontario.ca/page/snapping-turtle). The 

Management Plan for the Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) in Canada can be found at:  

https://www.registrelep-

sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/mp_snapping%20turtle_e_proposed.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/snapping-turtle
https://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/mp_snapping%20turtle_e_proposed.pdf
https://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/virtual_sara/files/plans/mp_snapping%20turtle_e_proposed.pdf
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Appendix H – Measures to Avoid Causing Harm to Fish 

and Fish Habitat 
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Retrieved from: https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/measures-mesures-eng.html 

(Accessed August 27, 2020) 
 
To protect fish and fish habitat, including aquatic species at risk, efforts should be made to avoid causing 
serious harm. The following advice will help you avoid causing harm and comply with the Fisheries Act 
and the Species at Risk Act. 
 
Project Planning 
 
Timing 

• Time work in water to respect timing windows to protect fish, including their eggs, juveniles, 
spawning adults and/or the organisms upon which they feed. 

• Minimize duration of in-water work. 

• Conduct instream work during periods of low flow, or at low tide, to further reduce the risk to fish 
and their habitat or to allow work in water to be isolated from flows. 

• Schedule work to avoid wet, windy and rainy periods that may increase erosion and sedimentation. 
 
Site Selection 

• Design and plan activities and works in waterbody such that loss or disturbance to aquatic habitat is 
minimized and sensitive spawning habitats are avoided, and impacts to SARA-listed aquatic species, 
their residences or critical habitat are avoided. 

• Design and construct approaches to the waterbody such that they are perpendicular to the 
watercourse to minimize loss or disturbance to riparian vegetation. 

• Avoid building structures on meander bends, braided streams, alluvial fans, active floodplains or any 
other area that is inherently unstable and may result in erosion and scouring of the stream bed or 
the built structures. 

• Undertake all instream activities in isolation of open or flowing water to maintain the natural flow of 
water downstream and avoid introducing sediment into the watercourse. 

 
Containment and Spill Management 

• Plan activities near water such that materials such as paint, primers, blasting abrasives, rust solvents, 
degreasers, grout, poured concrete or other chemicals do not enter the watercourse. 

• Develop a response plan that is to be implemented immediately in the event of a sediment release 
or spill of a deleterious substance and keep an emergency spill kit on site. 

• Ensure that building material used in a watercourse has been handled and treated in a manner to 
prevent the release or leaching of substances into the water that may be deleterious to fish. 

 
Erosion and Sediment Control 
 
Develop and implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the site that minimizes risk of 
sedimentation of the waterbody during all phases of the project. Erosion and sediment control 
measures should be maintained until all disturbed ground has been permanently stabilized, suspended 
sediment has resettled to the bed of the waterbody or settling basin and runoff water is clear. The plan 
should, where applicable, include: 

• Installation of effective erosion and sediment control measures before starting work to prevent 
sediment from entering the water body. 

• Measures for managing water flowing onto the site, as well as water being pumped/diverted from 
the site such that sediment is filtered out prior to the water entering a waterbody. For example, 
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pumping/diversion of water to a vegetated area, construction of a settling basin or other filtration 
system. 

• Site isolation measures (e.g., silt boom or silt curtain) for containing suspended sediment where 
inwater work is required (e.g., dredging, underwater cable installation). 

• Measures for containing and stabilizing waste material (e.g., dredging spoils, construction waste and 
materials, commercial logging waste, uprooted or cut aquatic plants, accumulated debris) above the 
high water mark of nearby waterbodies to prevent re-entry. 

• Regular inspection and maintenance of erosion and sediment control measures and structures 
during construction. 

• Repairs to erosion and sediment control measures and structures if damage occurs. 

• Removal of non-biodegradable erosion and sediment control materials once site is stabilized. 
 
Shoreline/bank re-vegetation and stabilization 
 

• Clearing of riparian vegetation should be kept to a minimum: use existing trails, roads or cut lines 
wherever possible to avoid disturbance to the riparian vegetation and prevent soil compaction. 
When practicable, prune or top the vegetation instead of grubbing/uprooting. 

• Minimize the removal of natural woody debris, rocks, sand or other materials from the banks, the 
shoreline or the bed of the waterbody below the ordinary high water mark. If material is removed 
from the waterbody, set it aside and return it to the original location once construction activities are 
completed. 

• Immediately stabilize shoreline or banks disturbed by any activity associated with the project to 
prevent erosion and/or sedimentation, preferably through re-vegetation with native species suitable 
for the site. 

• Restore bed and banks of the waterbody to their original contour and gradient; if the original 
gradient cannot be restored due to instability, a stable gradient that does not obstruct fish passage 
should be restored. 

• If replacement rock reinforcement/armoring is required to stabilize eroding or exposed areas, then 
ensure that appropriately-sized, clean rock is used; and that rock is installed at a similar slope to 
maintain a uniform bank/shoreline and natural stream/shoreline alignment. 

• Remove all construction materials from site upon project completion. 

• Species at Risk Do not remove riparian vegetation if the riparian area is identified as part of critical 
habitat of an aquatic listed species at risk. 

 
Fish Protection 
 

• Ensure that all in-water activities, or associated in-water structures, do not interfere with fish 
passage, constrict the channel width, or reduce flows, or result in the stranding or death of fish. 

• Retain a qualified environmental professional to ensure appropriate protocols are applied, and 
applicable permits for relocating fish are obtained and to capture any fish trapped within an 
isolated/enclosed area at the work site and safely relocate them to an appropriate location in the 
same waters. Fish may need to be relocated again, should flooding occur on the site. 

• Screen any water intakes or outlet pipes to prevent entrainment or impingement of fish. 
Entrainment occurs when a fish is drawn into a water intake and cannot escape. Impingement 
occurs when an entrapped fish is held in contact with the intake screen and is unable to free 
itself. Consult the DFO Standards and Codes of Practice for End-of-Pipe Fish Protection Screens 
for Small Water Intakes in Freshwater. Consider the following best practices when installing a 
fish screen (DFO, 2020): 
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o Plan in water work, undertaking or activity to respect timing windows to protect fish 
including their eggs, juveniles, spawning adults and/or the organisms upon which they 
feed and migrate 

o Place screens away from natural or man-made structures that may attract fish that are 
migrating, spawning, or in rearing habitat 

o Place screens in waters with low concentrations of fish throughout the year 
o Orient the screen so any natural water flow passes across the surface of the screen 

material 
o Place screens a minimum of 30 cm above the bottom of the watercourse to prevent the 

entrainment of sediment and benthos that dwell in the substrate 
o Ensure all openings for guides and seals are smaller than the opening width of the 

screen material (2.54 mm) so fish cannot pass through 
o Ensure there is enough structural support to prevent sagging or collapsing of the screen 

panel 
o Account for the areas blocked by supports while meeting the effective screen area 

recommended in this code of practice 
o Protect large screens with trash racks fabricated of bar (150 mm spacing is typical) or 

grating in areas where there is debris loading (i.e. woody material, leaves or algae mats) 
o Check the approach velocity directly in front of the screen to ensure it does not exceed 

the designed approach velocity at any location 
o Avoid withdrawing water from the littoral zone when possible 
o When possible, avoid withdrawing water, or reduce the rate of water withdrawal, 

during critical timing windows to diminish the likelihood of entraining eggs and larval 
fish 

• Avoid using explosives in or near water. Use of explosives in or near water produces shock waves 
that can damage a fish swim bladder and rupture internal organs. Blasting vibrations may also kill or 
damage fish eggs or larvae. 

 
Operation of Machinery 
 

• Ensure that machinery arrives on site in a clean condition and is maintained free of fluid leaks, 
invasive species and noxious weeds. 

• Whenever possible, operate machinery on land above the high water mark, on ice, or from a floating 
barge in a manner that minimizes disturbance to the banks and bed of the waterbody. 

• Limit machinery fording of the watercourse to a one-time event (i.e., over and back), and only if no 
alternative crossing method is available. If repeated crossings of the watercourse are required, 
construct a temporary crossing structure. 

• Use temporary crossing structures or other practices to cross streams or waterbodies with steep and 
highly erodible (e.g., dominated by organic materials and silts) banks and beds. For fording 
equipment without a temporary crossing structure, use stream bank and bed protection methods 
(e.g., swamp mats, pads) if minor rutting is likely to occur during fording. 

• Wash, refuel and service machinery and store fuel and other materials for the machinery in such a 
way as to prevent any deleterious substances from entering the water. 

• Species at Risk: Do not ford, place crossing materials or operate machinery on the bed of a 
waterbody where SARA-listed shellfish occur, or critical habitat or residences of freshwater SARA-
listed aquatic species occur. 

 

https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/timing-periodes/index-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/timing-periodes/index-eng.html
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Standards and Codes of Practice 

In addition to implementing measures to protect fish and fish habitat, DFO Standards and Codes of Practice 

should also be consulted for further measures or advice on how to protect fish and fish habitat. You many 

need to request a project review if these standards and codes of practice don’t apply or aren’t applicable to 

your works, undertakings and activities. Currently, there are six Standard Codes of Practice outlined by the 

DFO which relate to the follow types of work: 

• Beaver Dam Removal; 

• Culvert Maintenance; 

• End-of-Pipe Fish Protection Screens for Small Water Intakes in Freshwater; 

• Routine Maintenance Dredging; 

• Temporary Cofferdams and Diversion Channels; and 

• Temporary Stream Crossing. 

Each code of practice is divided into 6 sections:  

• Section 1 describes the works, undertakings and activities addressed by the code of practice and the 

potential impacts on fish and fish habitat which best practices may alleviate.  

• Section 2 helps determine if you can apply the code of practice to your works, undertakings and 

activities.  

• Section 3 outlines measures to follow for your works, undertakings and activities. Review the 

complete set of measures and only apply the measures that area applicable to your works, 

undertakings and activities.  

• Section 4 requests that you notify DFO* when you use the code of practice.  

• Section 5 provides contact information in case you have further questions.  

• Section 6 provides a glossary to ensure that key terms are understood.  

 

*It should be noted that Section 4 lays out the requirements for notifying DFO. When making use of any of 

the codes of practice you are required to submit a Notification Form to your regional DFO office.  

Further information on DFO Standards and Codes of Practice as well as Notification Forms can be accessed 

from the following location: http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/practice-practique-eng.html. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/practice-practique-eng.html
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Appendix I – Potentially Applicable Environmental Policy 

 

Policy is subject to change at any time. Please ensure that the information provided below is still 

valid / has not changed during the course of this project. Current as of March 24, 2020.  

Municipal Policy 

City of Toronto Official Plan 

The City of Toronto Official Plan (OP) is comprised of seven Chapters and four Schedules. The most 

recent OP consolidation of Chapters 1 to 5 and Schedules 1 to 4 is in effect as of February 2019. The 

most recent consolidation of Chapters 6 and 7 is in effect as of June 2015 (Toronto 2019). 

 

Site-specific context 
Many land use designations exist in the general project area; however, “Neighborhoods” make up the 

majority (Figure 22). There is no secondary plan for the project area. The project area is also designated 

as Parkland and Natural Heritage System (Figure 23). 

 

 

Figure 22: Snapshot from Land Use Plan (dated February 2019) from City of Toronto OP Map 13. Red 

polygon indicates the general project area.  
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Figure 23: A) City of Toronto Parkland. Official Plan Map 8a. B) City of Toronto Natural Heritage System. 

Official Plan Map 9.  

Special Policy Area 
The TRCA implements three approaches, in accordance with Provincial policies and standards, for 

managing river or stream valley flood hazards: One Zone Concept, Two Zone Concept and Special Policy 

Areas. The Special Policy Area approach is employed by the Province in appropriate cases where it has 

been demonstrated that the One Zone and Two Zone approaches are too restrictive. A Special Policy 

Area is an area within a community that has historically existed in the floodplain and where site-specific 

Provincial Polices area intended to provide for the continued viability of existing uses. Where a Special 

Policy Area is adopted, the TRCA, Municipality and the Province agree to relax provincial flood proofing 

and technical standards. Special Policy Areas are not intended to allow for new or intensified 

development and site alterations if a community has feasible opportunities outside the flood plain. 

Application of a Special Policy Area requires the approval of the Province (TRCA 2014). 

 

Site-specific context 

Rockcliffe Park is an approved Special Policy Area and is within the boundaries of the project area 

(Figure 24). For a complete list of site-specific polices affecting work conducted within the Rockcliffe 

Park Special Policy Area or further information on the three approaches to managing flood hazards 

please consult the Living City Policies available at: https://trca.ca/planning-permits/living-city-policies/. 
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Figure 24: Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area 
 

Ravine and Natural Feature Protection Bylaw 
The entire project area falls within the Ravine and Natural Feature Protection By-law boundary (Figure 

25). The Ravine & Natural Feature Protection Bylaw is officially called, City of Toronto Municipal Code 

Chapter 658, Ravine & Natural Feature Protection. The bylaw is a tool to protect features (trees and 

landform) and functions (ecology and hydrology) of the ravine and natural feature system by 

encouraging environmentally responsible management.  A permit is required to: 

• Injure, destroy or remove trees; 

• Place or dump fill or refuse; and / or 

• Alter the grade of land. 

A permit application must the following:    

1. The applicant's name, address and telephone number 

2. The purpose for which the permit is required.  

3. In the case of an application to injure or destroy a tree:  

A. An inventory of trees and other vegetation.  

B. A tree protection plan.  

C. A tree removal plan.  

D. A tree replacement, woodland management, stewardship, or rehabilitation plan.  

4. In the case of an application to dump fill or refuse or to alter the grade of land:  

A. A grading plan showing existing and proposed conditions.  
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B. A drainage plan.  

C. A geotechnical report. 

A copy of the bylaw can be downloaded from:  

https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/municode/1184_658.pdf 

 

 

 
Figure 25: Ravine and Natural Feature Protection Bylaw Permitting Area 
(http://map.toronto.ca/maps/map.jsp?app=TorontoMaps_v2). 
 

Ravine, Pollinator Protection, and Biodiversity Strategies 
In addition to the above policies, works should have regard for the following Strategies: 

• Toronto Ravine Strategy  
o https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/9183-

TorontoRavineStrategy.pdf 
• Pollinator Protection Strategy  

o https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/9676-A1802734_pollinator-
protection-strategy-booklet.pdf) 

• Biodiversity Strategy (draft)   
o https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2018/pe/bgrd/backgroundfile-116043.pdf 

 
Site and Area Specific Policies 
Chapter 7 of the City of Toronto Official Plan outlines Site and Area Specific Policies. These are areas that 

vary from one or more of the provisions of the Official Plan and may require a further layer of local 

policy direction. These policies generally reflect unique historic conditions for approval that must be 

recognized for specific development sites. The Site and Area Specific Policies provide direction on land 

use. Figure 26 shows the Specific Policy Area boundaries and their restrictions. For more information on 

Site and Area Specific Policies visit: https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-

development/official-plan-guidelines/official-plan/chapter-7-site-and-area-specific-policies/. 

 

https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/municode/1184_658.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/9183-TorontoRavineStrategy.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/9183-TorontoRavineStrategy.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/9676-A1802734_pollinator-protection-strategy-booklet.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/9676-A1802734_pollinator-protection-strategy-booklet.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2018/pe/bgrd/backgroundfile-116043.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/official-plan-guidelines/official-plan/chapter-7-site-and-area-specific-policies/
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/official-plan-guidelines/official-plan/chapter-7-site-and-area-specific-policies/
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Site-specific context 

The northern most section of the project area falls within Site and Area Specific Policy 53: Mount Dennis 

Area.  

 
Figure 26: Specific Policy Area 53: Mount Dennis Area. Red polygon indicates the project area.  
 
 
 
 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA: Baseline Conditions Report  

 Toronto and Region Conservation Authority          86 

 

Conservation Authority  

The Conservation Authorities Act was reviewed and modernized in 2017. The Act was originally created 

in 1946 to ensure the conservation, restoration, development and management of Ontario’s natural 

resources through programs that balance human, environmental and economic needs. The Province is 

currently proposing additional changes to the Conservation Authorities Act which you can read about 

here:  https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/013-5018. 

 
Site-specific context 

The entire project area is within TRCA’s regulated area (Figure 27). The following TRCA regulations and 

policies apply to regulated areas:  

• Ontario Regulation 166/06 - Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 

Shorelines and Watercourses. Through this regulation, the TRCA regulates activities in natural 

and hazardous areas (e.g. areas in and near rivers, streams, floodplains, wetlands, and slopes 

and shorelines).  

• The Living City Policies (TRCA 2014) and associated Planning and Development Procedural 

Manual (TRCA 2008). These documents provide the context for TRCA’s planning and permit 

review practices as well as their technical guidelines.   

 

 

 

Figure 27: TRCA regulated area. 
 

Provincial Policy  

Provincial Policy Statement 
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (PPS) is a consolidated statement of the Ontario government’s 

policies on land use planning. It applies province-wide and provides provincial policy direction on key 

https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/013-5018
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land use planning issues that affect communities, such as: 

• protecting the environment and resources including farmland, natural resources (e.g., wetlands 

and woodlands) and water; 

• ensuring the appropriate transportation, water, sewer and other infrastructure is available to 

accommodate current and future needs; and 

• protecting people, property and community resources by directing development away from 

natural or human-made hazards – such as flood prone areas (Ontario 2020). 

 

The PPS defines areas where development and site alteration shall not be permitted unless it has been 

demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological 

functions. These areas include: 

• significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; 

• significant coastal wetlands; 

• significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E; 

• significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E; 

• significant wildlife habitat; 

• significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and 

• coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E 

 

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage 

features and areas identified above unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been 

evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features 

or on their ecological functions. In addition, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 

fish habitat or the habitat of endangered species and threatened species except in accordance with 

provincial and federal requirements. Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near 

sensitive surface water features and sensitive ground water features such that these features and their 

related hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or restored. Mitigative measures and / or 

alternative development approaches may be required in order to protect, improve or restore sensitive 

surface water features, sensitive ground water features, and their hydrologic functions. 

Site-specific context 

The project area falls within Ecoregion 7E. 

 

Endangered Species Act 

Species at risk (SAR) designated as Threatened or Endangered along with their habitats are legally 

protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA).  The Committee on the Status of Species at 

Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) designates SAR in Ontario. The official Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list is 

provided in Ontario Regulation 230/08.   

The two key provisions in the ESA to protect wildlife are: 

• Section 9 - describes prohibited activities (e.g., kill, harm, harass, possess, collect, buy and sell) 

for species listed as extirpated, endangered or threatened on the SARO List. 
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• Section 10 - prohibits the damage or destruction of protected habitat of species listed as 

extirpated, endangered or threatened on the SARO List. 

 
If you can work around protected species and habitats so that you won't have any adverse effects on 

them, you won't need an authorization under the Endangered Species Act for your activity. Ways to 

work around protected species 

• timing — conducting the activity at certain times of the year (e.g. by removing brush in the 
spring or fall when migrating birds have flown south, you can avoid interfering with their nests 
and young) 

• location — moving the activity to a slightly different location or reducing the size of the area 
affected  

• method — Some ways of performing the same activity are often better than others (e.g. building 
a floating or pipe dock rather than a crib dock to avoid adverse effects to the shoreline habitat of 
at-risk fish species) 

 

Site-specific context 

Records of snapping turtle were identified in the NHIC database. 

 
The Greenbelt Act 
The Urban River Valley Designation applies to lands within the main corridors of river valleys connecting 

the rest of the Greenbelt to the Great Lakes and inland lakes. The lands in this designation are 

characterized by being:  

• Lands containing natural and hydrologic features, including costal wetlands 

• Lands designated in official plans for uses such as parks, open space, recreation, conservation 

and environmental protection.  

 

Section 6 of the Greenbelt Plan (2017) outlines the polices pertaining to Urban River Valley’s. For lands 

falling within the Urban River Valley, the following policies shall apply:  

• Only publicly owned lands are subject to the policies of the Urban River Valley designation. Any 

privately owned lands within the boundary of the Urban River Valley area are not subject to the 

policies of this designation. Publicly owned lands means lands in the ownership of the Province, 

a municipality or a local board, including a conservation authority. 

• The lands are governed by the applicable official plan policies provided they have regard to the 

objectives of the Greenbelt Plan. 

• All existing, expanded or new infrastructure which is subject to and approved under the 

Environmental Assessment Act, or which receives a similar approval, is permitted provided it 

supports the needs of adjacent settlement areas or serves the significant growth and economic 

development expected in southern Ontario and supports the goals and objectives of the 

Greenbelt Plan (2017). 

In addition to the polices described in Section 6, there are 2 polices listed in Section 3, Protected 

Countryside, which also apply and are described below: 
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Section 3.2.6 External Connections 

• To support the connections between the Greenbelt’s Natural System and the local, 

regional and broader scale natural heritage systems of southern Ontario, such as the 

Lake Ontario shoreline including its remaining costal wetlands, agencies and stake 

holders should:  

o Consider how activities and land use change both within and abutting the 

Greenbelt relate to the areas of external connections and Urban River Valley 

areas identified in the Greenbelt Plan (2017) 

o Promote and undertake appropriate planning an design to ensure that external 

connections and Urban River Valley areas are maintained and / or enhanced 

o Undertake watershed planning, which integrates supporting ecological systems 

with those systems contained in the Greenbelt Plan (2017) 

• The river valleys that run through existing or approved urban areas and connect the 

Greenbelt to inland lakes and the Great Lakes are a key component of the long-term 

health of the natural system. In recognition of the function of the Urban River Valleys, 

municipalities and conservation authorities should:  

o Continue with stewardship, remediation and appropriate park and trail 

initiatives with maintain and, to the extent possible, enhance the ecological 

features and functions found within these valley systems 

o Strive for a planning approach that establish or increase the width of vegetation 

protection zones, increase or improve fish habitat, increase the ability of native 

plants and animals to use the valley and seek to avoid or minimize adverse 

impacts associated with the quality and quantity of urban runoff 

o Integrate watershed planning and management approaches taking into 

consideration the goals and objectives of protecting, improving and restoring 

the Great Lakes.  

 

Section 3 Parkland, Open Space and Trails 

• The Province should, in partnership with municipalities and conservation authorities: 

o Encourage development of a system of publicly accessible parkland, open space 

and trails 

o Encourage development of a trail plan 

o Promote good stewardship practices for public and private lands within the 

Greenbelt.  

 

Site-specific context 

The project area falls within the Urban River Valley designation (Figure 28) and therefore, activities 

within these lands should abide by the policies listed in Section 6 and Sections 3.2.6 and 3.3 of the 

Greenbelt Plan (Ontario 2017). 
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Figure 28: Urban River Valley Designation 
 
Heritage Act 

Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.O.18 outlines the need for conservation of resources 

for sites of archaeological value. Before approving a land development project regulated by legislation, 

the approval authority for the project requires an archaeological assessment of all lands that are part of 

the project. Assessments are required when the land is known to have an archaeological site on it or has 

the potential to have archaeological resources. Archaeological assessments must be carried out by 

consultant archaeologists. The TRCA’s Archaeology department is home to licensed Archaeologists who 

perform surveys of study areas with the potential of archeological significance 

 

For more information, please refer to:  

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18?search=Heritage+act#BK90. 

https://trca.ca/conservation/archaeology/ 

http://map.toronto.ca/maps/map.jsp?app=TorontoMaps_v2 

 

Site-specific context 

Areas of archaeological potential exist within the project area as defined by City of Toronto (Figure 29).  

https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90o18?search=Heritage+act#BK90
https://trca.ca/conservation/archaeology/
http://map.toronto.ca/maps/map.jsp?app=TorontoMaps_v2
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Figure 29: Area of archeological potential 

 

Public Lands Act 

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) manages these lands under the Public Lands Act. 

The Public Lands Act applies to the use of provincial Crown land and shore lands. There are some 

exceptions, including provincial parks and conservation reserves. The Act does not apply to the use of 

federal lands and waterbodies (e.g., the Trent-Severn and Rideau Canal waterways). In Ontario, the 

beds of most water bodies are Crown land. 

 

Site-specific context 

Maintain, repair, or replace erosion control structures.  

You will need a work permit if you want to build a new, or expand an existing, erosion control 

structure (see O. Reg 239/13). You may not need a work permit to maintain, repair or replace erosion 

control structures, if you follow the rules listed below and you register with the Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Forestry. 

 

You do not need a work permit under the Public Lands Act, if you follow all of these rules: 

1. You are the waterfront property owner or conducting work on behalf of the property owner 

2. Keep the same length, width and footprint of the original structure 

3. Properly install and maintain sediment controls around the area if sediments (e.g., sand, silt) will be 

disturbed, and remove them only when work is completed, and sediments have settled 

4. Dispose of the plants/material you remove on dry land to prevent it from re-entering the water 

5. Use, operate or store any wheeled or tracked machinery/equipment on dry land, or on a barge or 

vessel 

6. Always register your work with MNRF at least 10 business days before work begins 

7. Keep the confirmation of registration onsite and make it available, if requested 
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8. Do not carry out work during fish spawning season or during the time of other critical fish life stages 

as set out in the In-water Work Timing Window Guidelines 

 

For more information, please refer to: 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/maintain-repair-or-replace-erosion-control-structures-shore-lands 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/natural-resources-registration-guide 

 

Federal Policy  

Migratory Bird Convention Act 

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

species of migratory birds and their nests and eggs anywhere in Canada. The MBCA and MBR protect 

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

areas frequented by them. The MBR includes an additional prohibition against ‘incidental take’, which is 

the inadvertent harming or destruction of birds, nests or eggs. 

 

Migratory birds, including their nests and / or eggs, can be harmed directly by a variety of activities. 

Activities that do not primarily target at bird, but may cause harm, could include clearing of trees or 

other vegetation or draining water from land (Canada 2019a). Compliance with the MBCA and MBR is 

best achieved by identifying and assessing the risk the proposed activity may pose to migratory birds, 

and developing mitigation measures that follow the Guidelines to reduce risk to migratory birds and 

Beneficial management practices information on the Environment Canada website (Canada 2019a, 

2019b). 

 

Species at Risk Act 

The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) was proclaimed in June 2003. The purposes of the SARA are to 

prevent wildlife species in Canada from disappearing, to provide for the recovery of wildlife species that 

are extirpated (no longer exist in the wild in Canada), endangered, or threatened as a result of human 

activity, and to manage species of special concern to prevent them from becoming endangered or 

threatened. SARA applies to federal land that includes land that belongs to Her Majesty in right of 

Canada, the internal waters of Canada; and reserves and any other lands that are set apart for the use 

and benefit of a band under the Indian Act. Similar to the provincial ESA, SARA applies to wildlife 

species that has been classified as an Endangered or Threatened species. The List of Wildlife Species at 

Risk is set out in Schedule 1. Schedule 2 lists species that are being assessed and Schedule 3 lists Species 

of Concern. 

 

With respect to water, approval from Fisheries and Oceans Canada is required if you want to undertake 

an activity that affects an aquatic species at risk in a way that is prohibited by SARA. An aquatic species 

is a fish, shellfish, crustacean, marine animal or marine plant. If your project may impact other species at 

risk (e.g. frogs, turtles, reptiles, freshwater plants), approval from Environment and Climate Change 

Canada may be necessary. 

 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/maintain-repair-or-replace-erosion-control-structures-shore-lands
https://www.ontario.ca/page/natural-resources-registration-guide
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Fisheries Act 

The federal Fisheries Act has recently been amended.  Information about the transition to the amended 

act can be found at:  https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/guidance-eng.html.   

 

The main changes to the Act were: 

• protecting all fish and fish habitats; 

• restoring the previous prohibition against “harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish 

habitat” (HADD); and 

• restoring a prohibition against causing “the death of fish by means other than fishing”. 

 

The changes were passed and received Royal Ascent on June 21, 2019.  Some of the changes became 

part of the law in Canada on that date including:  the new purpose of the Act (section 2.1), new 

Indigenous provisions (sections 2.3 and 2.4), and new considerations for decision making (section 2.5).  

Additional information on the changes can be found at:  https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/campaign-

campagne/fisheries-act-loi-sur-les-peches/protection-eng.html.  The new Fish and Fish Habitat 

Protection Provisions of the Fisheries Act came into force on August 28, 2019.  The new Fish and Fish 

Habitat Protection Provisions include: 

o new factors to take into account (section 34.1)  

o authorities to publish standards and codes of practice (section 34.2)  

o the management of obstructions (section 34.3)  

o the new death of fish (section 34.4) and HADD prohibitions (section 35) 

o the designation of projects (section 35.1) 

o the establishment of ecologically significant areas (section 35.2) 

o the habitat banking provisions (sections 42.02-42.04) 

o the establishment of a public registry (sections 42.2 and 42.3) 

Applications submitted on or after August 28, 2019 will be assessed under the amended Fisheries Act. 

This means that an authorization will be needed to carry on works, undertakings, or activities that 

contravene the new HADD and death of fish prohibitions: 

• 34.4 (1) No person shall carry on any work, undertaking or activity, other than fishing, that 

results in the death of fish 

• 35 (1) No person shall carry on any work, undertaking or activity that results in the harmful 

alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat 

 

Work, undertaking, or activity where DFO review is not required: 

• A project review is not required if the primary purpose of the project is to prevent, control or 

eradicate an aquatic invasive species.  Rather, the project apply to prevent, control or eradicate 

an aquatic invasive species at:  http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/ais-eae/apply-

appliquer/page01-eng.html 

• If the project can follow the ‘Measures to protect fish and fish habitat’ (http://www.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/measures-mesures-eng.html).  At this time, the measures can be applied 

to: clear span bridges, bridge maintenance, decking repairs for docks, piers, wharves and 

bridges  

https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/guidance-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/campaign-campagne/fisheries-act-loi-sur-les-peches/protection-eng.html
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/campaign-campagne/fisheries-act-loi-sur-les-peches/protection-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/ais-eae/apply-appliquer/page01-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/species-especes/ais-eae/apply-appliquer/page01-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/measures-mesures-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/measures-mesures-eng.html
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• In artificial waterbodies that are not connected to a waterbody that contains fish at any time 

during any given year (e.g. private ponds, stormwater management ponds) 

• Any other waterbody that doesn’t contain fish at any time during any given year and isn’t 

connected to a waterbody that contains fish at any time during any given year  

For more information, please refer to:  http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/reviews-revues/request-

review-demande-d-examen-003-eng.html 

 

Site-specific context 

The survey site is considered fish habitat if it is connected to a waterbody that contains fish (Humber 

River). A request for project review is required.  

http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/reviews-revues/request-review-demande-d-examen-003-eng.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/reviews-revues/request-review-demande-d-examen-003-eng.html
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