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This memo has been prepared to provide a summary of the field investigations 
conducted in July and August 2011.  James Leslie completed site assessments July 
26th to 29th, August 2nd to 5th, and again from August 17th to 19th, 2011. Matthew Ross 
also completed site assessments from August 2nd to 4th. The purpose of these site 
assessments was to develop ELC mapping, identify wetland boundaries based on 
OWES, and compile a summer botanical inventory with particular attention to possible 
rare species. Further, surveyors also documented all observed significant woodland and 
wildlife features (e.g. vernal pools, potential hibernacula, stick nests, etc.).  
 
Vegetation communities were delineated on aerial photographs and checked in the 
field; community characterizations were then based on the ELC system (Lee et al., 
1998).  Nomenclature largely follows Newmaster et al. (1998), with updates increasingly 
taken from published volumes of the Flora of North America Editorial Committee 
(1993+). Additional sources include Michigan Flora Online (2011), Tropicos, and 
Brouillet et al. (2010+).  English colloquial names generally follow Newmaster et al. 
(1998). 
 
In-field wetland delineations followed protocols outlined in the Ontario Wetland 
Evaluation System (OWES) 3rd Edition. Based on this, the principal criterion for 
determining the boundary of wetlands is the vegetation composition.  In general, the 
wetland – upland boundary was drawn through the zone of transition where upland 
species of trees and shrubs represent 50% of the woody species present. Where tree 
and shrub species were either not present or were inconclusive, the herbaceous layer is 
then used to assist in identifying the boundary. These boundaries were based on air 
photo interpretation and ground-truthing of most communities.   

Natural heritage information collected from the subject lands was evaluated to confirm 
potential significance.  Provincial significance of vegetation communities was based on 
the draft rankings assigned by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (Bakowsky, 
1996).  The provincial status of all plant species is based on Newmaster et. al (1998), 
with updates from the database of the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 
2001).  Identification of potentially sensitive plant species is based on assignment of a 
coefficient of conservatism value (CC) to each native species in southern Ontario (Oldham 
et al., 1995).  The value of CC, ranging from 0 (low) to 10 (high), is based on a species’ 
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tolerance of disturbance and fidelity to a specific natural habitat.  Species with a CC value 
of 9 or 10 generally exhibit a high degree of fidelity to a narrow range of habitat 
parameters. 
 
Vegetation Communities 

The vegetation communities, based on the ELC system for Southern Ontario, are 
shown on Figures 2.0-2.5, Appendix A.   
 
A generalized description of each vegetation community type is described in Table 1 
below. 
 

Table 1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 

ELC TYPE Community Description 

Forest (FO) 

Coniferous Forest (FOC) 

FOC2-1 
Dry-Fresh Red Cedar 
Coniferous Forest 

This young community was only observed on the mainland and was assessed 
from the roadside. Red cedar was the dominant canopy species with scattered 
occurrences of green ash. Understory species included canopy saplings, but 
largely consisted of grey dogwood. Ground cover included species such as 
goldenrods, asters, and common milkweed. 

Deciduous Forest (FOD) 

FOD4-4* 
Dry-Fresh Ironwood 
Deciduous Forest 

Only one of these community types was observed in the Study Area. The canopy 
was mid-age and consisted primarily of ironwood in association with green ash; 
ironwood was particularly abundant in the sub-canopy. Understory and ground 
cover species were sparse (i.e. <25% cover) but included wild red raspberry, 
lamb’s quarters, Canada goldenrod, herb robert, and enchanter’s nightshade. 
Based on this community’s size, location, and composition, it has likely been 
subject to cattle grazing in the recent past. 

FOD5 
Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple Deciduous 
Forest 

Access limitations prevented thorough assessments of these communities. 
Based on accessible sections or roadside assessments these communities often 
contained an abundance of sugar maple with admixtures of American basswood, 
and hickory, and ash. Understory and ground cover species observed may be 
more indicative of edge effect conditions and less reflective of their interiors as 
species often consisted of tatarian honeysuckle, common buckthorn, and garlic 
mustard.   

FOD5-1 
Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple Deciduous 
Forest 

One of these community types was identified within the Study Area. This was a 
mature community dominated by sugar maple, with infrequent associations of red 
oak, and white birch. Understory species were typically limited to saplings and 
wild red raspberry, while ground cover often included woolly sweet-cicely, black 
snakeroot, stellate sedge, enchanter’s nightshade, and herb-robert.  

FOD5-2 
Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple – Beech 
Deciduous Forest 

These were mature communities with an abundance of sugar maple and varying 
abundances of American beech, and American basswood. Understory species 
consisted of canopy saplings with associations of choke cherry and prickly 
gooseberry, while ground cover commonly included jack-in-the-pulpit, 



February 09, 2012 
Andrew Taylor 
Page 3 of 9  

Reference: General ELC Description and Botanical Summary; 
Amherst Island Wind Energy Project  

Table 1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 

ELC TYPE Community Description 

enchanter’s nightshade, woodland strawberry, and sedges.  
FOD7-2 
Fresh-Moist Ash 
Lowland Deciduous 
Forest 

These were among the most commonly encountered community types, where 
canopy maturity varied from young to mature. Canopy species were occasionally 
dominated by green ash, but did included associations of white elm, slippery elm, 
and freeman’s maple. The two most commonly observed shrubs in these 
communities were gray dogwood and narrow-leaved meadowsweet. Herbaceous 
species varied with soil moisture but often included scarlet strawberry, violets, 
white panicled aster, Canada goldenrod, Kentucky bluegrass, and fox sedge. 

FOD9 
Fresh-Moist Oak – 
Maple – Hickory 
Deciduous Forest 

These communities were generally mid-age to mature with canopies inclusive of 
bur oak, green ash, shagbark hickory, and freeman’s maple – varying in 
abundance. Understory composition included common buckthorn, and 
nannyberry, while ground cover often included white avens, woodland strawberry, 
hog peanut, violets, sedges, and wood reed grass.  

FOD9-3 
Fresh-Moist Bur Oak 
Deciduous Forest 

These communities consistently included bur oak with frequent associations of 
green ash. Understory species often included saplings with fewer occurrences of 
nannyberry. Ground cover species often included sensitive fern, dwarf raspberry, 
hog peanut, white panicled aster, sedges and grasses.  

FOD9-4 
Fresh-Moist Shagbark 
Hickory Deciduous 
Forest 

This community type was similar in composition to FOD9-3 but instead contained 
frequent occurrences of shagbark hickory in the canopy, with fewer occurrences 
of bur oak and green ash.  

Cultural (CU) 

Cultural Plantation (CUP) 

CUP3-12* 
White Spruce 
Coniferous Plantation 

These were generally mid-age communities with a canopy cover of approximately 
60-70% consisting predominantly of white spruce. Understory and ground cover 
species included primarily common buckthorn and reed canary grass with 
pockets of cultural meadow habitat. Assessments were completed remotely.  

Cultural Meadow (CUM) 

CUM1-1 
Old Field Mineral 
Cultural Meadow 

Cultural meadow habitat typically consisted of inactive or infrequently used 
agricultural land that had a mix of forb and graminoid species. Species 
composition varied with soil moisture but most commonly included awnless 
brome, timothy, Kentucky blue-grass, Canada goldenrod, calico aster, wild carrot, 
common milkweed, bird’s foot trefoil, tufted vetch, and scarlet strawberry. 
Admixtures of straw sedge, bebb’s sedge, red-top grass, and reed-canary grass 
were often observed where soil had higher moisture content.  

Cultural Thicket (CUT) 

CUT1-4 
Gray Dogwood 
Cultural Thicket 

This was the most commonly observed cultural thicket community. Tree cover 
was sparse but commonly included green ash and white elm. Gray dogwood was 
abundant to dominant with less common admixtures of narrow-leaved 
meadowsweet. Ground cover varied but consistently included Kentucky 
bluegrass, Canada bluegrass, timothy, red-top grass, wild carrot, scarlet 
strawberry, flat-topped bushy goldenrod, Canada goldenrod, common heal-all, 
and path rush. 

CUT1-7* This community type contained an abundance of prickly ash, with fewer 
associations of gray dogwood and Eastern red cedar. Ground cover typically 
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Table 1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 

ELC TYPE Community Description 

Prickly Ash Cultural 
Thicket 

included wild carrot, black medic, tufted vetch, timothy, and Canada bluegrass.  

CUT1-8* 
Meadowsweet Cultural 
Thicket 

Narrow-leaved meadowsweet sweet typically dominated these communities, 
which were often associated with varying degrees of livestock disturbance. 
Sparse tree cover included green ash, bur oak, and white elm, while ground 
cover generally included path rush, straw sedge, red-top grass, bluegrass, giant 
goldenrod, and flat-topped bushy goldenrod.  

CUT1-9* 
Willow Cultural Thicket 

Only one of these communities was observed, which occurred at a higher 
elevation than the surrounding terrain. Long-beaked willow, although normally 
found in wetland habitat was the dominant shrub with few associations of gray 
dogwood and red-osier dogwood. Ground cover most commonly consisted of 
timothy grass, with associations of awnless brome, red-top grass, wild red 
raspberry, wild carrot, bull thistle, and curly-leaf dock. No evidence of surface 
water accumulation was observed, and soil appeared to be dry to fresh.  This 
community was moderately grazed by cattle. 

Cultural Savannah (CUS) 

CUS1-1 
Hawthorn Cultural 
Savannah 

Only one of these communities was observed, consisting of approximately 25-
30% cover of predominantly hawthorn species. Confirmation of hawthorn species 
could not be determined due to property access constraints. Ground cover 
species included wild carrot, bird’s foot trefoil, blueweed, and awnless brome. 

Cultural Woodland (CUW) 

CUW1-1 
Red Cedar Cultural 
Woodland 

This community, assessed remotely contained primarily mid-age red cedar 
scattered throughout. Understory species included patchy occurrences of prickly 
ash, lilac, and gray dogwood, while the herbaceous layer was composed largely 
of species consistent with dry cultural meadow communities.   

CUW1-3* 
Mixed Cultural 
Woodland 

These young to mid-age communities contained a mix of canopy species, 
including eastern red cedar, green ash, sugar maple, and American basswood. 
Understory species included prickly ash, gray dogwood, and less commonly lilac. 
Ground cover generally consisted of species consistent with dry cultural meadow 
communities.  

CUW1-4* 
Sugar Maple Cultural 
Woodland 

While this community contained a canopy cover adequate for “forest” 
classification, it did not have a typical forest structure as it was heavily grazed by 
cattle. Canopy species included sugar maple, with infrequent occurrences of 
shagbark hickory and ash. No shrub species were observed, and the herbaceous 
layer, where identifiable, consisted of common dandelion, common burdock, and 
common motherwort.  

CUW1-5* 
Green Ash Cultural 
Woodland 

These communities were typically young to mid-age and either associated with 
open canopies or heavy livestock grazing. Understory and ground cover species 
varied in abundance in density but generally included gray dogwood, prickly ash, 
common buckthorn, wild red raspberry, enchanter’s nightshade, scarlet 
strawberry, avens, and Canada goldenrod. Soil generally had a moisture regime 
of 4-5.  

CUW1-6* 
Sugar Maple – White 
Pine Cultural 

While not actively grazed, this mature community was split by mowed paths up to 
4m wide. Canopy species included sugar maple, white birch, and white pine with 
an understory often dense with choke cherry. Ground cover was often limited in 
extent by wild red raspberry, but included enchanter’s nightshade, common 
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Table 1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 

ELC TYPE Community Description 

Woodland dandelion, common burdock, with fewer occurrences of herb-robert and common 
heal-all.  

CUW1-7* 
Black Locust Cultural 
Woodland 

Black locust was the dominant species in this canopy, with fewer occurrences of 
green ash. Understory species often included tatarian honeysuckle, lilac, and wild 
red raspberry, while ground cover was composed of species consistent with 
cultural meadow communities. The north half of this community occurred 
alongside residential property, while the south half was situated within active 
pasture land.  

Swamp (SW) 

Deciduous Swamp (SWD) 

SWD1-2 
Bur Oak Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp 

This community consisted of a dense, mature canopy made up of green ash, bur 
oak, and Freeman’s maple, with fewer occurrences of shagbark hickory and 
trembling aspen.  The subcanopy also consisted of green ash and bur oak, but 
black ash and slippery elm were also common.  Nannyberry, shagbark hickory, 
bur oak, and blue beech formed a thick understory, and the ground layer was 
dominated by sensitive fern along with dwarf raspberry, sedges, American hog-
peanut, and fowl meadow grass. 

SWD2-2 
Green Ash Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp 

These communities generally ranged from mid-age to mature stands with fairly 
thick canopy and ground layers, and patchy understories.  The dominant canopy 
species was typically green ash, followed by lower abundances of Freeman’s 
maple, and occasionally white elm.  Typical understory species ranged through 
silky dogwood, narrow-leaved meadowsweet, and nannyberry, while the ground 
layers consisted mainly of fowl meadow grass, fox sedge and other sedges, 
Northern water-horehound, panicled aster, and Virginia wild rye.  Soil was moist 
throughout, with some surface pools of no more than 10 to 15cm depth in the 
wettest communities. 

SWD3-3 
Swamp Maple Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp 

These mature communities generally consisted of canopies dominated by 
Freeman’s maple and green ash; American basswood was an occasional to rare 
occurrence among them.  The subcanopy composition typically included canopy 
species as well as blue beech and elm species.  Shrub species were infrequent 
and varied between communities but included gray dogwood, narrow-leaved 
meadowsweet, winterberry, and red-osier dogwood.  The ground layers were 
dense and consisted mainly of sedges, spotted touch-me-not, fowl meadow 
grass, sensitive fern, wood nettle, jack-in-the-pulpit, and panicled aster.   

Thicket Swamp (SWT) 

SWT2-2 
Willow Mineral Thicket 
Swamp 

This community consisted of a dense canopy of slender willow with infrequent 
occurrences of green ash.  The understory was a moderately thick layer of 
narrow-leaved meadowsweet, while the ground layer included redtop grass, fox 
sedge, timothy grass, and daisy fleabane. This community type was generally 
associated with or adjacent to culturally influenced habitat.     

SWT2-6 
Meadowsweet Mineral 
Thicket Swamp 

These communities consisted of thick canopies of narrow-leaved meadowsweet 
above ground layers consisting primarily of reed-canary grass and grass-leaved 
goldenrod.  Other less frequently observed species included swamp milkweed, 
sedges, and bulrushes. 

SWT2-9 This mid-age community was dominated by a dense understory layer of gray 
dogwood with scattered occurrences of narrow-leaved meadowsweet.  Rare to 
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Table 1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 

ELC TYPE Community Description 

Gray Dogwood Mineral 
Thicket Swamp 

occasional occurrences of green ash, Freeman’s maple, and white elm made up 
a sparse canopy.  The ground layer was thick and dominated by reed-canary 
grass, giant goldenrod, wild carrot, and an aster species. 

Marsh (MA) 

Meadow Marsh (MAM) 

MAM2-2 
Reed-canary Grass 
Mineral Meadow 
Marsh 

These communities generally consisted of a thick layer of reed-canary grass 
accompanied by varying mixtures of less commonly observed species such as 
wool-grass, sedges, grass-leaved goldenrod, swamp milkweed, and hedge 
bindweed.  Woody species were rare occurrences and consisted primarily of 
green ash, gray dogwood, and narrow-leaved meadowsweet. 

MAM2-5 
Narrow-leaved Sedge 
Mineral Meadow 
Marsh 

This young community consisted of a ground layer of herbaceous species with 
obvious evidence of livestock grazing.  The most abundant species were woolly 
sedge, redtop, path rush, blue vervain, Canada goldenrod, American water-
horehound, heal-all, grass-leaved goldenrod, fox sedge, and ragweed.  The 
community contained very small and shallow pockets of surface water as well as 
a natural drainage channel. 

Shallow Marsh (MAS) 

MAS2-2 
Bulrush Mineral 
Shallow Marsh 

This mid-age community consisted of a thick ground layer dominated by wool-
grass and containing occasional occurrences of path rush, soft rush, grass-
leaved goldenrod, and a sedge species.  There was no evidence of surface water 
at the time of the survey. 

MAS2-10* 
Sweet Manna Grass 
Shallow Marsh 

This mid-age community was dominated by a thick ground layer of sweet manna 
grass.  Green ash formed a very sparse canopy layer along with rare 
occurrences of Freeman’s maple and bur oak.  Snags were abundant throughout 
and some surface water was present. 

MAS3-1 
Cattail Organic 
Shallow Marsh 

This community was dominated by a ground layer consisting entirely of cattail, 
and was part of a PSW for which no property access was available. 

*ELC code not included in the First Approximation of ELC for Southern Ontario 

 

Vascular Plant Species  

258 species of vascular plants were recorded from the Study Area during the summer 
botanical inventory.  It must be recognized, however, that this number reflects all 
optioned properties surveyed, including property outside of the current 120m Zone of 
Investigation.  74% of these species are considered native.  

179 of the native species (95%) are ranked as S5 (common, widespread, and abundant 
in Ontario); 8 species are S4 (uncommon but not rare), and one species is S3 
(vulnerable in Ontario).  The S3 species observed was butternut (Juglans cinerea), an 
endangered species of tree with a declining population due to a non-native fungal 
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pathogen.  No additional surveys are required for the specimens observed as the 120m 
Zone of Investigation does not currently overlap with their locations. 

With the exception of the butternut, no nationally or provincially rare, threatened or 
endangered species were found.  

Many native plants have a numerical rank assigned to them (0 to 10) that signifies their 
fidelity to specific habitat or tolerance to disturbance.  This value is referred to as a 
Coefficient of Conservatism and was developed by Oldham et al. (1995).  Species 
found in a wide variety of plant communities, including disturbed sites, are assigned 
ranks of 0 to 3, while plants with a high degree of fidelity to a narrow range of 
synecological parameters are assigned a value of 9 to 10.  Of the 182 species within 
the Study Area that have a CC value assigned to them, two of them have a value 
between 9 and 10.  These species were: 

 Jack Pine (Pinus banksiana) – This S5 species has a CC value of 9.  A small 
stand of Jack pine was observed in “Owl Woods”, situated outside of the 120m 
Zone of Investigation. South of this woodland, three hedgerows were observed 
within a Cultural Meadow community where Jack pine was a co-dominant 
species (Tile 3). These hedgerows extend into the 120m Zone of Investigation 
along South Shore Road (east of Marshall Forty Foot Rd).   

 Torrey’s Bulrush (Schoenoplectus torreyi) – This is an S4 species with a CC 
value of 10. This species was not observed within the 120m Zone of 
Investigation.  It was observed only within the Amherst Bay ANSI.  

 

Incidental Wildlife Observations 

Wildlife species observed during field surveys were Giant Swallowtail, Northern 
Cardinal, Killdeer, Northern Leopard Frog, Eastern Cottontail, White-tailed Deer, 
Muskrat, Gray Catbird, American Robin, Red-tailed Hawk, Barn Swallow, Mourning 
Dove, Black-capped Chickadee, Field Sparrow, Turkey Vulture, Red Squirrel, Cedar 
Waxwing, Red-winged Blackbird, Green Frog, Monarch, House Wren, Song Sparrow, 
Black-billed Cuckoo, Blue Jay, Gray Tree Frog, American Woodcock, Eastern 
Chipmunk, American Crow, Eastern Kingbird, Eastern Wood-Pewee, Red-eyed Vireo, 
American Goldfinch, White Breasted Nuthatch, Rose Breasted Grosbeak, Bobolink, 
Eastern Towhee, Eastern Meadowlark, Yellow Winged Warbler, Common Yellowthroat, 
Alder Flycatcher, Hairy Woodpecker, Swamp Sparrow, Meadow Vole, and Rough-
legged Hawk. 
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