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Site Investigation Report Project 112049
Dunlop Lake December-2014

1 Introduction

Tulloch Environmental, a division of Tulloch Engineering (Tulloch) has prepared this Natural
Heritage Site Investigation and Impact Assessment Report for the City of Elliot Lake, in support
of a change to the 2001 Dunlop Lake Management Plan (Elliot Lake Research Field Station,
2001), in which 5 of 169 previously approved lots on Dunlop Lake are proposed to be relocated
to another location on the lake. This report is meant to be read in conjunction with the Natural
Heritage Records Review and Feature Scoping Report for Dunlop Lake (Tulloch, 2014). The work
conducted through the site investigations are based on the results of the Record Review which
will be referred to frequently within this report. This report will be provided to the Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) for review and comment.

1.1 Project Description

The City of Elliot Lake is preparing an application to purchase blocks of crown land from the
Province of Ontario for the relocation of five previously approved shoreline cottage lots and the
development of an access road.

Dunlop Lake is located approximately 9 km northwest of the City of Elliot Lake, Ontario, in the
townships of Bouck and Beange (Figure 1). General UTM coordinates for Dunlop Lake are:
371836E and 5148626N (NAD 82, Zone 17N). There are five previously approved cottage lots on
Dunlop Lake proposed for relocation. These cottage lots will be road access (Figure 2) and
located on the eastern shore of Dunlop Lake. At present, Dunlop Lake has 169 approved
cottage lots most of which have been developed over the past years.

The proposed access road will be accessed via Pine Pond Road. The proposed right of way
(ROW) will be 18-20 m wide and constructed to municipal standards. Utilities will be contained
within the ROW corridor. At this time no communication towers or hydroelectric submarine
cables are proposed.

1.2 Natural Heritage Report Requirements

The Natural Heritage Assessment (i.e., Records Review Report, Site investigation and Impact
Assessment Report, Species at Risk Report) was completed by the City of Elliot Lake under the
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment in consultation with the MNRF. With the exception
of the Species at Risk Report, these reports are available to the public for review. Due to the
sensitive nature of the information contained within, and to protect any species at risk that may
be in the area, the Species at Risk Report will only be provided to the MNRF for review.

The following guidance documents were referenced to complete this work:

Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) and Appendices (MNR, 2000);
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Significant Wildlife Habitat Decision Support System (MNR, 2000)
Draft Significant Wildlife Habitat EcoRegion 5E Criterion Schedules (MNR, 2012)

1.3 Summary of Record Review - Targeted Species and Habitat

A complete list of the significant wildlife habitat carried forward from the Records Review to
the Field Investigation can be found in Table 4 of the Records Review Report (Tulloch, 2014).
Species listed as Threatened or Endangered under the provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007
and the federal Species at Risk Act, 2002 that were carried forward to the Site Investigation are
being considered in consultation with the MNRF. A separate report: Natural Heritage
Assessment: Species at Risk Dunlop Lake (Tulloch, 2014) including the record review, field
investigation and impact assessment of species at risk will be provided to the MNRF.

Section 3.2.6, Table 2, Table 3 and Table B1 of the Records Review (Tulloch 2014) outline the
significant wildlife habitat that could potentially exist in the study area. Habitats identified as
having a high potential of occurring within the study area were also the focus of the field
investigations. These included:

e Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern: Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
Rusty Blackbird (Euphagus carolinus), Canada Warbler (Cardellina canadensis), Golden-
winged Warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), Olive-sided Flycatcher (Contopus cooperi),
Monarch (Danaus plexippus), Milksnake (Lampropeltis triangulum), Snapping Turtle
(Chelydra serpentina);

e Wetlands;

e Seasonal Concentrations of Animals: winter deer yards, moose late wintering areas,
turkey vulture summer roosting areas, reptile hibernacula;

e Specialized Habitats for Wildlife: habitat for area-sensitive species, foraging areas with
abundant mast, amphibian woodland breeding ponds, turtle nesting habitat, turtle
basking areas, specialized raptor nesting habitat, moose aquatic feeding areas, cliffs;
and

e Animal movement corridors.

2 Site Investigation Methodology

The Dunlop Lake study area included the proposed lots, access road corridor (20 m), and land
and water within 120 m of these areas. The site investigation also included any potentially
significant natural heritage features as identified in the Records Review (Tulloch, 2014). Survey
effort varied depending on the potential for an area to possess significant wildlife habitat,
topography and homogeneity of the area. Typically an area was walked in a zigzag pattern with
adjacent points of the zigzag ranging in distance from 50 m — 150 m. Areas of interest were
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surveyed more closely. Survey locations (including reconnaissance tracks), dates, survey effort
(hours) and weather conditions encountered during these surveys were recorded. The site
investigations were conducted by two person field crews consisting of a senior/intermediate
biologist and a junior biologist/technician. Each crew had experience in the identification of
flora and fauna including SAR and their habitat, and the identification of significant wildlife
habitat (SWH) as described in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (OMNR 2000).
The method of data collection, quality control, targeted species and habitat, and targeted
surveys that were included in the reconnaissance survey are outlined below.

2.1 Data Collection and Quality Control

Field location data were collected using the Trimble Nomad handheld computer and ArcPad
software. The horizontal accuracy of the unit is between 1-5 m. Shapefiles of the study area
boundaries and confirmed and candidate SWH features were uploaded into the handheld
computer to provide on the ground navigation. Aerial imagery at a 1:1500 to 1:3000 scales was
also used to aid field navigation.

GIS point and polygon location data and attribute information were recorded for survey sites,
SAR sightings and other confirmed or candidate SWH. The tracks setting was enabled for the
duration of the field program so that exact survey routes and survey effort (time spent) were
recorded. All data were collected in UTM format (NAD 83, zone 17). The field investigation
data were then imported into ArcGIS to create maps of the study area indicating survey
locations, confirmed and candidate SWH, species of conservation concern sightings and
anything else deemed relevant.

Standardized field sheets and checklists were used to ensure that information was collected in
a complete and consistent manner. Checklists were reviewed each day and at the completion
of the Dunlop Lake Field Investigation.

Data were downloaded and field sheets were scanned or copied at the end of each field day to
provide electronic back up of hard-copy data and notes.

2.2 Targeted Surveys

2.2.1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and Botanical Surveys

As part of the Records Review (Tulloch, 2014), vegetation communities within the study area
were delineated. Delineation of vegetation communities was conducted by evaluating
variations in the imagery such as: canopy density, contrast, and colour changes. Each area
delineated was then surveyed at a representative point through the community and classified
with the ELC Methodology for the Great Lakes- St. Lawrence Region (Banton et al., 2009). If an
area was identified within the study area during site investigations that was not previously
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delineated but represented a significant area of variation, then an ELC survey was conducted
and a new polygon delineated. In addition to ELC, a botanical inventory was conducted for each
ecosite at each survey point and during general reconnaissance. The presence of milkweed
(Asclepias sp.), a prime habitat associate (key foraging and breeding associate) of the monarch
was also noted. Emphasis was placed on identifying plant SAR, provincially significant plants,
rare vegetation communities and other candidate significant wildlife habitat as identified in the
Records Review (Tulloch, 2014). ELC was used to help determine suitability for significant
wildlife habitat.

2.2.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat (SHW)

The Records Review (Tulloch, 2014) identified several SWH types that had the potential to occur
within the study area. Diagnostic characteristics and key features of SWH types were sought
during the general reconnaissance survey method as explained in Section 2. The ELC and
wetland classification and the methods described in the section below were also used to
determine and delineate candidate SWH.

2.2.3 Wetlands

The Records Review (Tulloch, 2014) did not reveal the presence of significant wetlands within
the study area; however, two unevaluated wetlands were identified based on aerial imagery
and topographic mapping. There areas, along with any other wetlands identified during the
field reconnaissance were investigated to determine boundaries (transition where woody
species were 50% wetland and 50% upland by area), so that the extent could be accurately
mapped. The boundaries of wetlands partially within the study area were determined only for
portions within the study area. Each wetland was classified using the ELC Methodology for the
Great Lakes — St. Lawrence Region (Banton et al., 2009).

2.2.4 Bird Point Count and Raptors

Point count surveys were used to determine habitat utilization by birds and to better
characterize the available habitat. Point count method surveys were completed based on the
protocols outlined in the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Guide for Participants (Bird Studies Canada
2001) and within the MNRF recommended migratory bird breeding window for the Elliot Lake
area (May 24 to July 10). Surveys were completed from dawn until five hours after dawn in
order to capitalize on the increased vocalization of avian species at this time. Surveys were only
completed during conditions conducive to hearing bird vocalizations (i.e. no rain, background
noise level 2 or lower and Beaufort Wind rating 3 or lower). Each survey was conducted for a
minimum of five minutes. Audible and visual observations of birds and bird activities as well as
a brief habitat description of the survey location were recorded.

Trees were scanned for stick nests, especially in areas that have super canopy trees, particularly
white pine and/or trembling aspen and the sky was scanned for soaring birds on warm and
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sunny afternoons. The road corridor was surveyed during leaf off period to identify the
presence of any raptor nests.

2.2.5 Reptiles

Turtle surveys involved looking for turtles basking in areas identified as potential habitat
(wetlands, streams, lake bays). When approaching potential turtle habitat, surveyors would do
so slowly and quietly, scanning with binoculars for basking turtles. Wetlands were scanned
from multiple points along the shoreline. Basking observations were made on warm sunny days
when basking is most likely to occur. Identifying snapping turtle was the focus of these surveys.
Evidence of nest depressions and eggshells was documented in potential nesting areas (open to
semi-open areas with a sand to gravel or loam substrate).

Snake habitat investigations included looking under woody debris, in rock crevices, and for
snakes basking on rocks on warm sunny afternoons. Surveyors also searched for potential
hibernacula during reconnaissance surveys.

2.2.6 Fish Habitat

Site investigation for fish habitat was scoped to include candidate fish habitat within the study
area. Fish habitat features had not been previously identified or mapped by the MNRF for
Dunlop Lake, however it is listed as a Lake Trout (Salvelinus namaycush) lake in the MNRF policy
document Inland Ontario Lakes Designated for Lake Trout Management (May 2006).

Section 3.2.9 Fish Habitat and Table 4 of the Records Review (Tulloch, 2014) describe the fish
species that inhabit Dunlop Lake. Aquatic species of concern that could potentially inhabit the
study area are also included although none have a high probability of occurring within the study
area. ldentifying candidate spawning habitat for lake trout was the focus of the fish habitat
surveys at Dunlop Lake but not exclusive of candidate spawning habitat for other common
sport fishes.

To identify candidate spawning habitat within Dunlop Lake the shoreline adjacent to and within
120 m of either side of proposed lots was surveyed by boat. Shoreline features (i.e. substrate,
vegetation) to a depth of 5 m were recorded. Areas identified as potential lake trout spawning
shoals were further delineated to a depth of 10 m. Potentially significant fish habitat features
were mapped. Criteria utilized to identify candidate lake trout spawning habitat included areas
as described by Scott & Crossman (1973):

Lake Trout
e Shoals and shorelines of boulders and large cobble or gravel 2.5 cm in diameter or
larger, and in approximately 0.25 - 12 m of water;
e Minimal vegetation;
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e Evidence of groundwater upwellings (abrupt change in water temperature, iron staining,
watercress, springs flowing from land into water); and

e Water movement, such as wind-swept shores and wave action, or pools near the base
of rapids/moving water.

Northern Pike
e Calm, sheltered bays and shorelines,
e Dense narrow emergent aquatic vegetation or floodplain areas with dense narrow
terrestrial herbaceous vegetation,
e Wetland areas or outlets with suitable vegetation.

Smallmouth Bass
e Visible nests,
e Clean substrate, typically large sand to small cobble (6 mm to 65 mm in diameter),
e Sheltered bays or shorelines, or exposed shorelines with suitable in-water cover (i.e.
logs, large boulders) for nest protection, and/or
e Minimal vegetation to allow for nest construction.

Walleye
e High water circulation:
0 Near the base of rapids, falls or dams,
0 Within or near the base of riffles or runs in rivers and stream, and
O Near the outlets of flowing streams or rivers etc.
e Clean, coarse substrate, typically from large gravel to small boulder, and/or
e Minimal vegetation.

The proposed access road did not cross any streams, therefore no stream assessments were
conducted for fish habitat.

3 Results of Site Investigation
The names and qualifications of all site investigators can be found in Appendix A.

Site investigation surveys were completed between May 21 and June 25, 2014 on days when
weather was conducive for the particular survey being completed. Survey dates, weather
conditions, biologists involved and duration of each survey can be found in Appendix B.

Figure 2 shows the field teams’ terrestrial reconnaissance tracks and the survey zones that
were covered during the field investigation program. Fish habitat assessment tracks were not
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logged; however, the zones investigated were similar but covered all water/shoreline within
120 m of the proposed lots, boat launches and access roads.

3.1 ELC and Botanical Survey

Deciduous, mixedwood and coniferous forests were all identified within the study area (Figure
3). The majority of the study area is composed of ecosite GO73Tt: Moist, Coarse: Sugar Maple
Hardwood. Non-forested areas, such as roadways and residential properties, will be discussed
with respect to representative species as they do not fit in the ecosite framework. No plant SAR
or species of conservation concern were observed. A detailed description of each ecosite found
within the Dunlop Lake study area as classified using the ELC Methodology for the Great Lakes-
St. Lawrence Region (Banton et al., 2009) can be found in Appendix C.

3.2 Wetland Classification

Two types of wetlands were identified within the study area, namely: G136TIl: Sparse Treed Fen,
and G148N: Mineral Shallow Marsh. During general field reconnaissance two wetland polygons
were mapped within the Dunlop Lake study area (Figure 3). No plant species of conservation
concern were observed. A detailed description of each wetland ecosite observed within the
Dunlop Lake study area, as classified using the ELC Methodology for the Great Lakes- St.
Lawrence Region (Banton et al., 2009), can be found in Appendix D.

3.3 Bird Point Counts and Raptors

Five point counts were conducted between 6 am and 10 am, on June 23 and 25, 2014 (Figure
4). No species of conservation concern were observed or heard during these surveys or during
general reconnaissance. Birds noted to occur within the study area included: Blackburnian
Warbler (Setophaga fusca), Red-eyed Vireo (Vireo olivaceus), Black-throated Green Warbler
(Setophaga virens), Philadelphia Vireo (Vireo philadelphicus), Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis
trichas), Yellow-rumped Warbler (Setophaga coronata), American Redstart (Setophaga
ruticilla), Hermit Thrush (Catharus guttatus), Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapilla), Blue-headed Vireo
(Vireo solitaries), and American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos). Point count field sheets listing
the date, time and species observed can be found in Appendix E.

Raptors
No stick nests were located during the reconnaissance field surveys which included scans of
canopy trees. Raptors were not observed or heard within the study area.

3.4 Reptiles

Snapping Turtle

Snapping Turtle were not observed during basking turtle surveys at the DU-WL-01 wetland. The
DU-WL-02 wetland was evaluated as not suitable for snapping turtle due to the limited open
water within the study area. This species is likely to inhabit open water habitats (e.g. lake) to
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move between wetland ecosites; therefore it is likely that snapping turtle would occur within
the shoreline areas of Dunlop Lake.

Other Reptiles

Opportunistic searches for other reptiles were conducted during general reconnaissance visits.
No snake or turtle species were observed within the Dunlop Lake study area during site
investigations.

3.5 Fish Habitat
Lake Trout
Suitable Lake Trout spawning habitat was not observed within the study area.

Smallmouth Bass
Neither Smallmouth Bass nests nor suitable spawning habitat were observed within the study
area.

Walleye
No suitable Walleye spawning habitat was observed within the study area.

Northern Pike
Suitable spawning habitat for northern pike was not observed.

3.6 Other wildlife

Evidence of White-tailed Deer (Odocoileous virginianus) including tracks and scat was noted to
occur within the study area. Black Bear (Ursus americanus) scat was also noted. A list of flora
and fauna observed in the Dunlop Lake study area can be found in Appendix F.

4 Candidate and Confirmed Natural Heritage Features

Based on the results of the site investigation the Natural Heritage Features identified as
potentially occurring within the study area during the Records Review (Tulloch 2014) have been
re-evaluated. A summary of the candidate and confirmed significant wildlife features is
provided below.

4.1 Species at Risk

Species listed as Threatened or Endangered under the provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007
that have potential to occur within the study area are being considered in consultation with the
MNREF. A report addressing SAR will be provided to the MNRF under a separate cover (Species
at Risk; Tulloch, 2014).
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4.2 Significant Wetlands

No significant wetlands were noted within the 120 m study area; however, two unevaluated
wetlands were identified during field investigations. Descriptions of these identified wetlands
are included in Appendix D. The unevaluated wetlands are noted in Figure 3.

4.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat

Following field investigations the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNR, 2000), with
supplementary guidance from the Draft Ecoregion 5E Criterion Schedules (MNR, 2012) were
used to determine significant and candidate significant wildlife habitat that may occur within
the study area.

No confirmed significant wildlife habitat was identified within the study area.
Candidate significant wildlife habitat was identified for the following:

e Canada Warbler (GO51Tt, GO73Tt)

e Olive-sided Flycatcher (GO48Tt)

e Rusty Blackbird (GO51Tt, G148N, G136Tl)
e Eastern Milksnake — (All ecosites)

e Common Snapping Turtle (Dunlop Lake)
e Eastern Wolf (All ecosites)

The candidate wildlife habitats listed above were not confirmed during field investigations.
Most candidate significant wildlife habitat features identified are not limiting in the region and
as a result, would likely not be significant if further investigated or evaluated. A summary of the
candidate and confirmed significant wildlife features and the rationales for determining
candidate habitat are included in Appendix G.

4.4 Fish Habitat

Suitable spawning habitat characteristics for the target fishes were not observed within the
study area. The habitat is likely to be used by fishes for other life processes (feeding, etc.) and
by other aquatic fauna.

4.5 Other Wildlife

No candidate significant wildlife habitat was identified for other wildlife that were observed
within the Dunlop Lake study area; however, due to the presence of Black Bears in the study
area it is strongly recommended that a bear management plan or other mitigation be
considered.
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5 Impact Assessment and Mitigation

The proposed developments will result in mainly low impacts to natural heritage, many of
which can be minimized through mitigation measures. General mitigation measures are
discussed in Section 5.1. There are, however, a few candidate significant natural heritage
features that will be impacted by the development, unless the development plan is altered to
avoid them. Impacts to specific natural heritage features are outlined in Section 5.2. The
greatest impacts to natural heritage are anticipated from road construction, lot development
and increased human presence. A brief summary of these impacts and the regulations
currently in place to minimize these impacts is provided below.

Access Road Development

The footprint of new access roads will decrease, fragment and degrade wildlife habitat. Short
term impacts of road construction can include noise, dust, clearing of vegetation, disturbance
of soils, direct mortality to wildlife, barriers to wildlife movement and increased erosion and
sedimentation to adjacent areas.

Lot Development

How landowners choose to develop their properties will have an impact on the natural
environment. Vegetation clearing, especially within the shoreline buffer area will have the
greatest impact not only on the vegetation community but also on migratory birds, fish and
many other animals which use this habitat. Choice of shoreline structures, retaining walls,
boathouses, docks will also impact the natural heritage of the property. Development within
proposed cottage lots is regulated by the City of Elliot Lake By-law 03-8. This By-law regulates
shoreline development within the Municipal boundaries by addressing the following:

e The number, type, size and location of dwellings;

e The coverage of buildings on the lot;

e The use of recreational vehicles as seasonal dwelling (temporary);
e \Water access; and

e Perimeter and shoreline buffers.

The sewage systems will be regulated by the Ontario Ministry of Health Class 4 standards. Class
4 includes septic tank and leaching beds with tertiary treatment units and chamber systems.

Shoreline and in-water works are restricted by the Public Lands Act, 1990, as administered by
the MNRF, and by the Fisheries Act, 1985, as administered by Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO). Permits from MNRF are required for docks and boathouses having a combined lake-
bottom footprint greater than 15 m? and for other in-water and shoreline undertakings such as
boat launch construction and the removal of aquatic vegetation. Significant shoreline
alterations such as infilling, dredging, retaining walls and sand beaches are generally
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discouraged due to a multitude of negative impacts. MNRF permits are not required for single
residential water intakes, any dock having no impact on the shoreline or lake bottom (e.g.,
floating docks) and docks or boathouses supported by open-faced cribs with a combined
footprint of 15m? (or less) on the lake bottom below the normal high water mark. In all cases,
works undertakings and activities must comply with the Fisheries Act and not result in serious
harm to fish including fish habitat. Guidance criteria intended to avoid serious harm to fish as a
result of various types of activities, works and undertakings have been developed by DFO.
Furthermore, when all of the criteria are met, individual proposal review by DFO would not be
required. These criteria are updated from time to time; the latest versions can be found at :
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/index-eng.html

More information should be obtained by property owners from both MNRF and DFO sources
before planning any in-water or shorelands projects; required approvals must be in-hand
before commencing.

All of the requirements listed above are good and will help to minimize the impact of lot
development on natural heritage; however future landowners may discover significant
flexibility within these guidelines in terms of (not) maintaining the natural heritage of their
property. Options that would enhance the protection of natural heritage features that could be
considered include a restriction on fertilizer and pesticide use and a stricter guideline on
shoreline buffer areas. By-Law 03-8 states that a shoreline buffer of 15 m from the high water
mark must be “...maintained in a natural state except for the following: i) removal of shrubs and
dead and decaying vegetation...” Shrubs and dead and decaying vegetation, especially within
close proximity to water are very productive communities that provide food and habitat to
many species, organic matter and nutrients to the soil and water and help protect the shoreline
from erosion. There is opportunity to amend the By-Law to not allow the removal of shrubs
and dead and decaying vegetation from the shoreline buffer, unless it is a safety hazard. Shrubs
can be pruned, rather than removed, to allow for sight lines to the lake. Dead standing trees
that pose a safety risk can be felled and left to decay on the forest floor providing habitat to all
kinds of wildlife. Public education illustrating the importance of identifying, maintaining and
enhancing natural heritage features on one’s property will go a long way.

Increased human presence

In some ways the impact of human presence will be the biggest to natural heritage; however it
also has the potential to be an opportunity for good stewardship practices. Once people have
enhanced access to an area, the following impacts to natural heritage will be increased: hunting
and fishing pressure, poaching, road mortality (especially for snakes and turtles), harassment of
wildlife, disturbance or inadvertent take of wildlife and nests (including the impacts of
household pets), trampling of vegetation and introduction of non-native and invasive species.
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Black Bear and human encounters may also increase with human presence, especially with less
than optimal food and garbage handling. Besides restricting access to certain areas, public
education is the best defence to minimize these types of impacts.

5.1 General Mitigation

This section outlines the best management practices and mitigation measures that will be
implemented during access road and boat launch construction to minimize potential negative
impacts to natural features. These mitigation measures are a recommendation to cottage lot
owners during the development of their lots, however will not be enforced by the city. This
material will be outlined in the “Shoreline Cottage Owner’s Manual”.

5.1.1 Vegetation Removal
Where vegetation removal is proposed the following mitigation measures will be employed to
minimize impacts to vegetation and wildlife:

e Vegetation removal will be minimized: Riparian vegetation removals will be avoided.
Existing trails will be used whenever feasible. If removal is necessary, clearing will be
minimized, adjacent vegetation will be protected and proper clearing techniques will be
used. Where possible techniques that allow the root system to stay intact will be used;
this will help bind the soil and encourage rapid colonization of low-growing plant
species.

e Native vegetation will be restored: Restorative plantings and seed mixes of species
common to the region will be used for erosion control and rehabilitation of disturbed
areas; and

e Original site vegetation will be used: If possible, original vegetation and topsoil will be
retained and reused for restorative planting.

e Destruction or disturbance of an active migratory bird nest will be avoided: Clearing
will be completed prior to the migratory bird breeding period (April 1 to August 30) as
identified by (CWS, 2011) to avoid destruction of active bird nests. Under the MBCA the
destruction of active migratory bird nests is prohibited.

5.1.2 Erosion and Sediment Control

The discipline of sediment and erosion control has grown in recent decades and along with it a
myriad of products, governing bodies and ‘certified’ professionals. In many projects there is
insufficient allocation of time, effort, expertise and/or budget required to properly plan, design,
implement and monitor a sediment and erosion control plan (ESC). To properly address the
potential impacts of construction-phase sedimentation and chronic erosion/deposition, a site-
specific plan must be prepared, implemented, monitored and amended as needed for the
access road development. Adequate budget must be available for all phases of a plan. An ESC
plan is highly recommended for each lot development within the Dunlop Lake watershed to
ensure contravention of the federal Fisheries Act, and Navigable Waters Protection Act as well
as the provincial Lakes and Rivers Act, Provincial Policy Statement and Planning Act does not
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occur. If an ESC plan is not developed it will be the responsibility of the contactor for each lot
development to ensure that appropriate erosion and sediment control measures are put in
place so that a spill does not occur.

As identified above, to minimize the potential for erosion and increased levels of sediment into
the natural features during road construction, grading and other construction activities, a site
specific erosion and sediment control plan will be developed and implemented prior to the
initiation of access road construction.

The site specific erosion and sediment control (ESC) plan will include the following:

e An evaluation of the erosive potential of the site based on historic weather data, soil
characteristics, topographic information and details of the proposed works,

e Consideration of the sensitivity of the surrounding natural heritage features,

e Instructions for the implementation of erosion control measures such as vegetation
cover, mulches, rolled erosion control products, check dams, slope drains and diversion
structures, as needed to minimize soil particle detachment and transport away from the
construction site,

e Instructions for the implementation of sediment control measures such as sediment
fences, stabilized construction entrances and sediment containment systems to capture
and retain sediment liberated from the construction site.

The specific ESC plan will be designed by an engineer during the detailed design stage to ensure
protection of adjacent natural features. All ESC will be implemented as scheduled in the plan,
regularly monitored by the Construction Supervisor, and will be maintained to ensure
effectiveness during and following construction. Amendments to a plan are often necessary
due to unforeseen site conditions, newly discovered values to protect, or changes in the
project; only the original plan author should make required revisions.

5.1.3 Other General Mitigation

e The release of substances harmful to migratory birds and fish into waters or adjacent
areas will be avoided:

0 Equipment: All equipment and associated materials will be operated, stored and
maintained (e.g., re-fuel, lubricate) in a manner that prevents the entry of any
deleterious substance to a water body. Any part of equipment entering the
water body or operating on the bank will be free of fluid leaks and externally
cleaned/ degreased.

0 Spills: A Spills Management Plan (including materials, instructions regarding their
use, education of contract personnel, emergency contact numbers) will be on
site at all times for implementation in event of accidental spill. The Ontario
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Ministry of the Environment operates the Spills Action Centre 24-hours a day; it
can be reached at 1-800-268-6060.

0 Chemicals: The use of chemical dust suppressants and pesticides/herbicides in
areas near or draining to water bodies will be avoided.

e The work area will be flagged: Access and activity will be limited to the designated work
area to minimize disturbance to adjacent wildlife habitat. This area will be delineated in
the field using stakes, tape etc. and removed when work is completed.

e The work area will be checked each day: Snakes and turtles are attracted to the
roadway, embankment, temporary stockpiles and machinery, as these surfaces absorb
heat from the sun and are suitable for reptile basking. The work areas will be checked
for reptiles prior to work each day. If in immediate danger (collision with
traffic/construction equipment) reptiles will be moved to adjacent habitat without harm
(to worker or reptile) by using a shovel or stick and bucket.

e Erosion control products with plastic netting will not be used: The "gillnet-like” mesh
associated with erosion control products can pose an entanglement hazard to wildlife
such as snakes, turtles, birds and other wildlife. Some manufacturers claim these plastic
components break down over time however this can take several months under ideal
conditions. The use of erosion control products containing any type of plastic mesh will
be avoided. Rock rip rap, various mulches, and polyethylene sheeting will be effective
alternatives. Some rolled erosion control products are also available without the plastic
mesh.

e Heavy duty silt fencing reinforced with mesh netting will not be used: Heavy duty silt
fencing constructed with nylon mesh netting reinforcement can pose an entanglement
hazard to snakes and other wildlife. The use of heavy duty silt fencing constructed with
nylon mesh netting reinforcement will be avoided. Silt fencing without the mesh netting
will be a suitable alternative.

e Temporary erosion control measures will be removed: When work is completed and
areas are stabilized temporary erosion control measures (sediment fencing, straw bales
etc.) will be removed from the work site. These devices can act as a barrier to wildlife
and impede their movement.

5.2 Feature Specific Impact and Mitigation

The proposed developments will result in mainly low impacts to natural heritage, many of
which can be minimized through mitigation measures. There are however a few candidate
significant natural heritage features that will be significantly impacted unless the development
plan is altered to avoid them. This section describes potential impacts and mitigation for
specific natural heritage features.

5.2.1 Significant Wetlands

There are two unevaluated wetlands within the study area (Figure 3). None of the wetlands are
positioned partially or entirely within a proposed lot. At its nearest point wetland DU-WL-01
comes within 80m of a proposed road and wetland DU-WL-02 comes within 50m at its closest
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point to the junction of the existing road and the new proposed road. DU-WL-01 comes within
100m of a proposed lot.

Potential Impacts

e C(learing of adjacent vegetation for access roads or lot preparation could result in
erosion, sedimentation and deterioration of the habitat.

e Changes in surface water flow, subsurface water flow and drainage could result from
the upgrading and construction of access roads and lot development.

e Alteration of surface water and groundwater quality may occur due to construction
activities, property use (septic beds), and increased traffic.

e If the access roads are gravel, there may be an increase in dust deposited within the
wetland.

e Introduction of invasive plants from new access roads, increased traffic, humans and
pets.

Mitigation

All proposed lots and the access road currently buffer wetlands by more than 30 m. The Stand
and Site Guide recommends 30 m buffer for all work adjacent to wetlands (OMNR, 2010). A
buffer of at least 30 m is the minimum setback distance in order to maintain water quality,
temperature, and microclimate of the wetland (Carolinian Canada, 2000). These wetlands are
assessed to not likely be significant as shown in Appendix D, due to their small size, minimal
complexity and lack of significant wildlife habitat or species at risk. As these wetlands are
assessed to not likely be significant, a buffer of 30 m should be adequate to protect the water-
quality, fish habitat and micro-climate of the wetland.

The following restrictions are currently in place:

e Wetlands adjacent to lots: The City of Elliot Lake’s By-Law No. 03-8 defines the
requirement for buffer areas on shorelines (15 m from high water mark), rear lot line
(min. 10 m) and any other lot line (10 m). This By-Law will ensure that a treed buffer of
at least 10 m remains intact to wetlands bordering or within close proximity to lots.

Net Effects
e Minimal impacts are anticipated to occur to the two wetlands within the study area
given the greater than 30m buffer distance between the wetlands and the proposed lots
and access road areas.
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5.2.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat

5.2.2.1 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern
Common Snapping Turtle
No confirmed snapping turtle habitat was identified within the study area; however it is likely

that snapping turtle may use the general open water throughout Dunlop Lake including the
shoreline adjacent to the proposed lots. Habitat does not appear limited within the general
area and any confirmed habitat within the study area would not likely be significant.

Potential Impacts
e Turtles are likely to be at an increased risk of accidental injury during construction.
e This species is somewhat adaptive to human disturbance and development and often
co-exists.

Mitigation
e Educational material will be made available to local residents regarding turtles in the
area and what to do if they are encountered.
e The mitigation listed under Section 5.2: Significant Wetlands will also ensure that impact
to snapping turtle habitat is minimized.

Net Effects
e Minimal impacts are anticipated to occur to snapping turtles within the study area as
the only identified habitat occurs within Dunlop Lake which will not be significantly
impacted to alter habitat for the turtles.
e Habitat for snapping turtle within the greater region does not appear to be limiting.

Forest Interior Birds (Canada Warbler, Olive-sided Flycatcher, Rusty Blackbird)

Candidate habitat for these birds occurs throughout many of the forest types identified within
the study area, especially near water. Habitat for these species does not appear to be limited
within the general area and any confirmed habitat within the study area would not likely be
significant.

Potential Impacts

e Habitat loss and fragmentation due to clearing of vegetation for access roads and lot
development. Fragmentation increases edge habitat which favours common, generalist
species, many of which are direct predators of nesting birds.

e Direct mortality (destruction of individuals and nests) may occur if vegetation removal
occurs during the active breeding period for these species.

e Canada Warbler is considered an area-sensitive species (OMNR, 2000) and may be more
susceptible to development then the Olive-sided Flycatcher and Rusty Blackbird. Forest
thinning due to anthropogenic activities (understory clearing for trails and property) can
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make the forest more attractive to deer, which can further decrease the density of the
understory and shrub layer available for species like the Canada Warbler.

e The Canada warbler is susceptible to human disturbance and development (Reitsma et
al., 2010). The Olive-sided Flycatcher is tolerant to some forest clearing practices but
may be disturbed by human development (Altman et al., 2012). Rusty Blackbird may be
susceptible to human development although, as habitat is often located away from
human disturbed areas, data is deficient (Avery, 1995).

Mitigation

e Vegetation loss will be minimized where possible and the creation of edge habitats and
reduction of understory will be minimized.

e C(learing of vegetation will occur outside of the migratory bird breeding period (April 1
to August 30) to avoid the destruction of bird nests and contravention of the Migratory
Bird Convention Act.

e By-Law No. 03-8 states that a shoreline buffer of 15 m from high water mark must be
“...maintained in a natural state except for the following: removal of shrubs and dead
and decaying vegetation...” Shrubs and dead and decaying vegetation, especially within
close proximity to water provide habitat to these species and other migratory birds. For
example Canada warbler prefers habitat consisting of dense understory shrubs and will
build its nest on the ground often on a bank, upturned tree roots, or within a hollow log
using dead plant material. This By-Law does not adequately protect the riparian
shoreline buffer as a habitat for these migratory birds. To help minimize the impact to
habitat, the removal of the understory, especially within the riparian areas of Dunlop
Lake should be minimized. Educational material will be made available to local
residents illustrating the importance of understory vegetation and riparian areas, both
as habitat and shoreline erosion control. There is also opportunity to amend the By-Law
and not allow the removal of shrubs and dead and decaying vegetation from the
shoreline buffer.

Net Effects

e The mitigation above will help to ensure that active bird nests are not destroyed during
vegetation clearing.

e Habitat loss and degradation will result from this development. Fragmentation and
forest understory removal are direct impacts of access road and cottage lot
development.

e The overall impact to these species is anticipated to be minimal as habitat within the
greater region does not appear to be limiting.
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Milksnake

Candidate habitat for Milksnake was identified in almost every ecosite in the study area. This
species is a generalist and often chooses to be in a variety of habitats to feed, nest, bask and
hibernate. Habitat for this species does not appear to be limited within the general area and
any confirmed habitat within the study area would not likely be significant.

Potential Impacts

e Habitat loss and fragmentation due to clearing of vegetation for access roads and lot
development.

e Increased vehicle activity will increase the risk of road mortality.

e Human persecution is a significant threat to the Milksnake. People may harm or kill
snakes fearing that they may have a poisonous bite or bring harm to them.

e Milksnake is adaptive to human disturbance and development and often coexists,
utilizing barns etc. (ROM, 2011).

Mitigation
e Signage indicating “Caution Wildlife” or “Break for Reptiles” may be posted along the
road corridor.
e Educational material will be made available to local residents regarding snakes in the
area and what to do if they are encountered.

Net Effects
e The overall impact to the Milksnake is anticipated to be minimal if the mitigation listed
above is implemented. Milksnake may even use some man-made structures, such as
beneath outbuildings, as habitat. Habitat for Milksnake within the greater region does
not appear to be limiting.

Eastern Wolf

Candidate habitat for Eastern Wolf was identified in most of the ecosites in the study area. This
species is capable of utilizing a variety of habitat types which often depends on the availability
of prey. This species also has a fairly large range. Habitat for this species does not appear to be
limited within the general area and any confirmed habitat within the study area would not
likely be significant.

Potential Impacts
e General habitat loss and fragmentation due to clearing of vegetation for access roads
and lot development.
e Eastern wolf is easily disturbed by human presence and activity (COSEWIC, 2001).

Mitigation
e General Mitigation outlined in Section 5.1
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Net Effects
e There will be some habitat loss and fragmentation; however the overall impact to
eastern wolf is anticipated to be minimal due to the low impact of the proposed
development and that habitat within the greater region does not appear to be limiting.

5.3 Fish and Fish Habitat

5.3.1 Lake Trout

Ontario’s Lake Trout populations south of the 51*" parallel are in decline (Lester et. al., 2003)
with the primary causes being over exploitation due to increased access, nutrient enrichment of
waters, and species introductions (Browne, 2007). Habitat alteration and sedimentation can
also negatively impact populations. Sites used for spawning are found in less than 12 m of
water and are often boulder — cobble areas where, once fertilized, the eggs remain in
incubation for four to five months before hatching (Scott and Crossman, 1973). Although other
substrate types are used to varying degrees, the most important factor for spawning site
selection is thought to be sedimentation rate, with lake trout choosing zones of low sediment
accumulation for egg deposition (Flavelle et al., 2002).

Candidate lake trout spawning habitat was not identified along the shoreline of Dunlop Lake,
within the study area, although spawning habitat has been identified to occur elsewhere within
Dunlop Lake. Dunlop Lake is listed in the policy document Inland Ontario Lakes Designated for
Lake Trout Management (MNR, 2006).

Potential Impacts

The potential impacts to lake trout resulting from the addition of the access road, and cottage
lots — along with the accompanying increased human presence, shoreline alterations, and land
use practices including cottage septic systems, are numerous. It has been demonstrated that,
over time, the development and/or creation of new access to lake trout lakes tends to result in
habitat degradation, diminished lake trout populations, and a lower quality fishing experience
(MNR, 2007). Negative impacts on Lake Trout populations have been highly evident in areas of
central Ontario experiencing rapid cottage development (Vander Zanden et. al. 2004b)

Exploitation: Angling pressure on the Lake Trout population may increase to a degree as new
seasonal residents will have direct access to Dunlop Lake from their shoreline properties. The
increase in fishing pressure is likely to be minor as the current proposal would relocate five pre-
approved lots on a lake that already has 169 approved cottage lots.

Eutrophication: As Lake Trout prefer the cold, deep, clear, oxygen-rich conditions found in

oligotrophic lakes, the addition of nutrients, especially phosphorous, to their low-productivity
waters is highly problematic. Land use practices such as the application of fertilizers to lawns
and gardens, the removal of the natural forest and riparian vegetation, and the installation of
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septic systems all contribute to the altering of nutrient cycles in the local watershed. Increased
nutrient loading leads directly to increases of macrophytic and algal growth and subsequent
decomposition. This decomposition has the effect of reducing dissolved oxygen levels in the
hypolimnion, upsetting a favourable condition that has allowed lake trout to persist in a given
body of water.

Species Introductions: Lake Trout are highly adaptable predators and will feed on zooplankton,
insects or fish depending on the forage base that is available. Where Yellow Perch or Cisco are
present adult Lake Trout will feed primarily on those species (Martin, 1970). Juvenile Lake
Trout feed primarily on minnows in the near shore areas and in lakes without deep water prey
species the adults will as well. However, should competing predators such as smallmouth bass
or rock bass be introduced, a decline in prey fish abundance occurs along with a reduction of 25
to 30% in Lake Trout growth rates (Vander Zanden et al. 2004a).

The Dunlop Lake fish community consists of Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), Lake Whitefish
(Coregonus clupeaformis), Round Whitefish (Prosopium cylindraceum), Rainbow Smelt
(Osmerus mordax), Longnose Sucker (Catostomus catostomus), White Sucker (Catostomus
ommersonni), Golden Shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas), Brown Bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus),
Burbot (Lota lota), Rock Bass (Ambloplites rupestris), Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus),
Smallmouth Bass (Micropterus dolomieu), Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens), and Walleye (Sander
vitreus). The preferred prey species of Lake Trout are present which is a positive; however, the
Smallmouth Bass and Rock Bass have unfortunately been introduced to Dunlop Lake, as have
Rainbow Smelt.

The introduction of non-native forage species can also have a negative effect on Lake Trout
populations. Rainbow Smelt, and other clupeid fishes such as the Alewife, are known to
contain high levels of an enzyme that reduces thiamine levels in salmonids — including Lake
Trout —resulting in early mortality syndrome (EMS). The Rainbow Smelt is a pelagic fish often
used by fisherman as bait while ice-fishing and is locally available in nearby tributaries to Lake
Huron. Once introduced, it is often preyed upon by Lake Trout and has been associated with
Lake Trout population decline for many decades (Scott and Crossman, 1973). Significant
negative effects to Dunlop Lake’s population of Lake Trout through species introduction due to
the proposed development are not likely.

Mitigation

Exploitation: Dunlop Lake is located within the MNRF’s Fishery Management Zone 10. Open
fishing-season durations, sanctuaries, possession restrictions and size limits are all tools
available for lake trout management in Ontario. These are established and enforced by MNRF
and are reflected in the annual Fishing Regulations Summary.
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e Education regarding sustainable fishing practices and regular enforcement of the
established management strategies are perhaps the best controls to prevent over-
exploitation on Dunlop Lake.

Eutrophication: One of the most commonly cited causes of eutrophication in lakes with
shoreline residential developments is increased phosphorous loading due to the addition of
cottage septic systems. Although the installation of each system is regulated, the cumulative
long-term effects can represent a significant negative influence on water quality, including
dissolved oxygen, for Lake Trout lakes. The Ministry of the Environment’s (MOE) Lakeshore
Capacity Assessment Handbook (2010) recommends a modelling approach to estimate
phosphorus inputs from shoreline development to lakes on the Canadian Shield. To protect
water quality MOE recommends that phosphorus increases are limited to < 50% over
background concentration, to a maximum of 20 pug/L. Additionally, MNRF policy protecting
Ontario’s lake trout habitat requires that the Mean Volume-Weighted Hypolimnetic Dissolved
Oxygen concentrations (MVWHDO) measured at the end of the summer remains above 7.0
mg/L (Evans, 2005). To address these policy guidelines the potential impact of shoreline
development on the water quality of Dunlop Lake was assessed — specifically phosphorus and
dissolved oxygen concentrations as they relate to lake trout habitat.

However, the lots currently being proposed are not new, in fact these were approved but not
developed in Phase | of the cottage program years ago therefore there will be no increase over
what was previously contemplated. Education programs directed at builders and cottage
owners can be implemented that promote the following good practices to reduce nutrient
inputs into Dunlop Lake:

e installing septic systems that exceed minimum requirements and strive for zero impact
e maintaining all septic systems in good working order

e discouraging use of fertilizers

e encourage maximum conservation (minimal removal) of forest and riparian vegetation
e encourage use of local species in site restorative plantings.

Species Introductions: The most significant vector for Rainbow Smelt, Rock Bass and
Smallmouth Bass introductions into shield lakes in Ontario has long been human activity.
Unsanctioned intentional ‘stocking’ of Smallmouth Bass into trout lakes has unfortunately
occurred on many occasions as has the introduction of various species brought into isolated
lakes as live bait. As climate change continues the waters of northern Ontario lakes are
becoming less hospitable to cold water fishes such as the Lake Trout and Round Whitefish and
more hospitable to warm water fishes such as the Smallmouth Bass and Rock Bass.
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e Public education continues to be an important strategy to prevent further species
introductions primarily by encouraging anglers to not dump surplus baitfish into lakes
and to use only legal species.

Net Effects

Exploitation: It is quite reasonable to expect an increase in fishing pressure on Dunlop Lake or
any lake that undergoes shoreline development. However, as these five lots were previously
approved during Phase | of the cottage lot development program and due to the previous
development on Dunlop Lake, the relocation of these five cottage lots is unlikely to result in
significant increases to fishing pressure.

Eutrophication: Based on the previously contemplated program for Phase | there will be no
increase in previous predictions as a result of the development of these five lots. This should
not preclude education programs which must be in place to promote good stewardship
practices and best choices for selecting / maintaining septic systems, conserving natural
vegetation and discouraging fertilizer use.

Species introductions: Fish species currently identified as occurring within the study area
indicate species introduction has already occurred in Dunlop Lake, including: Rainbow Smelt,
Rock Bass, and Smallmouth Bass. With the proposed relocation of five lots within the
development plan, any anticipated increase in species introduction is likely minimal. Angler
education regarding the responsible use of imported baitfish is required at a minimum.

As mentioned in the previous section Dunlop Lake has a fish community with at least a dozen
species other than Lake Trout. Although many of the impacts and recommended mitigation
measures listed for Lake Trout will also apply to the remainder of the fish community it is
important to note that the Lake Trout is the most sensitive to developmental impacts.

Potential Impacts / Mitigation

Exploitation: Other than Lake Trout: Brook Trout, Lake Whitefish, Round Whitefish, Burbot,
Walleye, Yellow Perch, and Pumpkinseed are considered to be game fish. Often taken while
ice-fishing for Lake Trout, Burbot are often overlooked by anglers as coarse fish. Enforcement
of regulations for FMZ 10 that apply to the greater fish community should be adequate to
maintain their respective populations and no additional mitigation is required.

Habitat Alterations: Shoreline developments may result in the harmful alteration or loss of
littoral habitat used by the fish community for spawning, nursery, rearing and feeding. Harm
can result from a variety of activities such as dredging, boat launch construction, creation of
cribs for docks/boathouses, breakwater construction, riparian vegetation clearing and the
relocation or removal of substrate and woody debris. As noted in 1.1 above, in-water works are
typically subject to permitting by MNRF and in all cases must comply with the federal Fisheries
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Act as administered by Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). Adhering to the shoreline
development constraints and requirements of both of these agencies will in most cases
conserve (non-lake trout) fish habitat. Guidelines for good stewardship practices regarding
some types of shoreline developments such as DFO’s Projects Near Water are available through
agency websites. Both the Ontario government’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR,
2010) and the City of Elliot Lake’s Zoning By-Law 03-8 (Elliot Lake, 2003) attempt to limit
shoreline development by stipulating the conservation of riparian buffers of 30 m and 15 m

respectively at shorelines however the former makes recommendations only and the latter
contains allowable exceptions that could be exploited.

Sediment / Eutrophication / Species Introductions: see lake trout (5.3.1)

Net Effects

By following existing guidelines and regulations developed under federal, provincial and
municipal laws, the populations and habitats of the greater fish community will likely undergo
minimal change. By implementing the more restrictive recommendations for Lake Trout, an
added degree of protection is applied that contributes to conserving the fish community and
habitat in general.

5.4 Other wildlife

Black Bear and human encounters may increase with human presence, especially with less than
optimal food and garbage handling. Given evidence of black bear activity within the area, it is
recommended that the City expand their Black Bear Hazard Assessment and Action Plan to
include the areas of proposed cottage lot development. Proactively addressing Black Bear
management can result in reducing human-bear conflict and improving safety; reduce
complaints about bear activity and save money and time responding to calls; and create a
cleaner community by placing rules around garbage disposal.

5.5 Summary of Mitigation
A summary of the mitigation measures and their importance to the identified natural heritage
features is provided in Table 1 below (1 = beneficial, 2 = very beneficial).
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Table 1. Summary of mitigation measures and their importance to the identified natural heritage features.

Feature

Benefitting

Mitigation
Measure
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Education of future landowners was a running theme for the mitigation section of this report.
It is a mitigation measure that can be easily overlooked and underestimated. Investing in public
education that illustrates the importance of identifying, maintaining and enhancing natural
heritage features on one’s property will greatly decrease the impact of the proposed
development. A Shoreline Property Landowners Manual that provides information on how to
be a low impact waterfront resident should be considered. This manual could be used as a
sales and marketing tool informing prospective buyers of the environmentally-aware setting
into which they are investing. It would be given to landowners when they purchase their
properties and required reading for all contractors involved in any aspect of road, lot and
cottage development including those conducting landscaping, septic system and shoreline
works. The manual could also be accessed from a website that would provide additional
resources and updates for those residents and prospective buyers that want to learn more.
Cottage developments generally attract people who want to be closer to the natural
environment so they can enjoy it. Given the right information and tools, most people will be
ambassadors for their lake community.

O
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Another common theme throughout this report is the recommendation to amend the zoning
bylaw to reduce potential impacts associated with vegetation removal and pesticide use on
shoreline properties. Amending and enforcing the bylaw will also increase protection of the
lakes’ natural heritage.

6 Summary
Tulloch has prepared this Natural Heritage Site Investigation and Impact Assessment Report for
the City of Elliot Lake, in support of a Natural Heritage Assessment of Dunlop Lake.

The observations and results obtained during the Natural Heritage Assessment Site
Investigation of Dunlop Lake are representative of the conditions encountered during the 2014
field surveys only. Many of the species surveyed are migratory and may occur within the
properties during some years and not others. Habitat (vegetation communities) also changes
over time and may become more or less suitable for SAR or other wildlife. Tulloch has used its
best professional judgement to interpret the survey results and provide accurate conclusions.

If you have any questions, please contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

il bt —

Kristan Washburn MES
Terrestrial Ecologist
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Table A1- Dunlop Lake site investigator qualifications.

Years of Field

Degrees and Professional Biology
Designations Experience Project Role Certifications
- Fish habitat
assessments

- General recon

- Migratory Bird Point |~ Ontario stream assessment protocol
- Fish and Wildlife
Amy Ingriselli ) 5 Counts - .
Technology Diploma ELC - Class | Backpack Electrofishing certification

certification

- Blanding’s turtle - Ontario Benthic Biomonitoring Certification

surveys
- Bat maternity
roosting surveys

- Fish habitat
- Masters of Environment assessments
and Sustainability - General recon
. - BSc Environmental Biology - Migratory Bird Point _ .
Kristan C - Ontario Wetland Evaluation System
and Technology 4 ounts . e
Washburn . . ELC - Ecological Land Classification
- Environmental Technician -
Protection and Compliance - Blanding's turtle
Diploma surveys

- Bat maternity
roosting surveys
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Table B1: Specific survey dates, weather conditions, biologists involved and duration of each survey conducted on Dunlop Lake.

Weather
'8“ Weather Conditions Conditions
5 (Field Observations)
c
(7, —
_ 5 . g E
o ® S & £ £ e =
I~ = =) = £
) S > 7 = (4 — o <
o - () 9 b S (@) = . ) £
e Q 2 c M O g— S~ e 2 =7
© = = = 2> < =
2 3 ) x s £ (<}
o = ) (] = o ~ o g T
& = c E ~ - ol Q
v 2 o - s = 2
= = = o 2 &
S = S o £ 3
5§ < e E
= 2
<
General
Terrestrial Reconaissance
13-May and Bat Al/KW | 9:30 AM 7h 10 5 Rain 10 17
Study Area .
Maternity
Roosting
Terrestrial Basking Turtle
21-May ' ng U AKW | 3:15PM | 1h | 21 0 0% 18 | 7
Study Area Survey
Terrestrial Basking Turtle
29-May & Al/KW | 9:20 AM 1h 19 0 10% 18 6
Study Area Survey

Terrestrial | ELC and General
12-un | Errestna anabenerall nkw | s:ooam | sh | 19 15 80% 16 | 9
Study Area Reconaissance

Terrestrial | ELC and General
25-jun | crrestna anabenerall kw | 10.00am | an | 19 12 80% 19 | 17
Study Area Reconaissance

T trial Breeding Bird

25gun | L oreena recaing =ird - akw | 800am | ah | 15 0 0% 19| 7
Study Area Point Counts

25-Jun Shoreline Fish Habitat Al/KW | 12:00 AM 2h 19 10 75% 19 12

*EC weather conditions were taken from the Gore Bay station, approximately 207 km from Elliot Lake

Total Survey Hours (2 person field crew): General Reconnaissance: 19hrs, Shoreline Fish Habitat: 2 hrs, Basking Turtle Survery: 2hrs, Breeding Bird: 4
hrs
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Table C1- Major and minor terrestrial Ecosites observed within the Dunlop Lake Study Area as classified using the Ecosite of Ontario — Great Lakes- St. Lawrence (Banton et al., 2009).

Ecosite

GO073Tt:

Moist Coarse: Sugar Maple
Hardwood

General Description

This ecosite consisted of
dominant sugar maple
and yellow birch trees.
Understory throughout
the forest was relatively
open with a moderately
poor shrub layer. There
were trails (foot and ATV)
throughout the ecosite
and evidence of a sugar
bush operation. Soils
were D5mn: deep, coarse
loamy, moist with
scattered coarse
fragments.

Vegetation

Canopy: Sugar maple,
yellow birch, balsam fir,
white birch, red oak

Shrubs: beaked hazel,
striped maple, fly
honeysuckle

Ground cover: false
solomon’s seal, hairy
solomon’s seal, kidney-
leaved violet, spinulose
wood fern, ground pine,
starflower, rose-twisted
stalk, Canada mayflower,
wild sarsaparilla, ground
pine




Natural Heritage Assesment- Appendix C

Dunlop Lake

Ecosite

GO51Tt:

Dry to Fresh, Coarse: Hemlock-
Cedar Conifer

General Description

This ecosite consisted of
dominant eastern white
cedar. Understory and
shrub layers were
moderately rich. Ground
consisted predominantly
of mosses and conifer
litter. There was bedrock
outcropping throughout
and variable coarse
fragments. Soils were
D4fn: Deep, Coarse
Loamy, Fresh.

Vegetation

Canopy: Eastern white
cedar, white birch,
balsam fir, sugar maple

Shrubs: American
mountain ash, striped
maple, mountain maple,
beaked hazel

Ground cover: wild
sarsaparilla, starflower,
reindeer lichen, lawn
moss, Ontario dicranum

Project 112049
December 2014

G048Tt:

Dry to Fresh, Coarse: Red Pine
— White Pine Conifer

This ecosite is a Red Pine
plantation over an old
sang/gravel pit. Trees are
evenly spaced with little
understory and ground
cover of mostly conifer
litter. Soils were
consistent with the rest
of the site: D4fn: Deep,
Coarse Loamy, Fresh.

Canopy: Red pine, white
spruce

Shrubs: Sugar maple
regeneration

Ground cover: hair cap
moss

C-2




Appendix D- Ecological Land Classification
Wetland Ecosites
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Dunlop Lake

Table D1. Terrestrial wetland ecosites observed within the Dunlop Lake Study Area as classified using Ecosite of Ontario: Great Lakes- St. Lawrence (Banton et al., 2009).
‘ Photo

Ecosite

‘ Vegetation

Wetland ID

Project 112049
December 2014

General Description

ES136TI: This fen wetland consisted of | Trees: Black spruce, tamarack, DU-WL-02
primarily ericaceous shrubs eastern white cedar, white pine
Sparse Treed Fen | with a number of stunted
trees, primarily black spruce | Shrubs: labrador tea, leatherleaf,
and tamarack. Ground cover | sheep laurel, mountain holly, bog
also consisted of an rosemary, sweet gale, small
abundance of herbaceous cranberry, bog laurel
plants and mosses. There
were several windows of Ground cover: pitcher plant,
open water closer to the marsh st. john ‘s wort, sundew,
open water wetland on the cotton grass, brown peat, midway
east side of the fen. peat, green peat
G148N: This wetland occurred in an Shrubs: Common blackberry DU-WL-01

Mineral Shallow
Marsh

opening in the GO73Tt: Sugar
maple hardwood forest. The
area appeared to hold water
all year round and consisted
of a monoculture of sedges
with black berry around the
wetland edge. Soils were L4:
Limnetic, Coarse Loamy.

Groundcover and aquatics:
Beaked sedge

Evaluation of Significance

Likely not Significant

SAR investigations to be conducted

Wetland is small (<3ha)

Not highly diverse (only 2 wetland types)

No rare plants or animals were identified

Significant wildlife habitat was not identified

Wetlands within 750m include: DU-WL-01 (290m away) and DU-
WL-03 (334m away)

Likely not Signficant

SAR investigations concluded absence of any SAR

Wetland is small (<1ha)

Not highley diverse (monoculture of plants and only one wetland
type

No rare plants or animals were identified

Significant wildlife habitat was not identified

Wetlands within 750m include: DU-WL-02 (290m away), DU-WL-
03 (184m away).
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Migratory Bird Point Count Field Data Sheet

oroject ID: {204 < Point Count
Coordinates: 3725582 £ &I |2 N oncoe
Surveyors
Survey Date: Survey Time (24h) O
Survey Conditions
Temperature °C
Wind , 0 Calm 1 air (2-6km/h) 2 Light breeze (7-11km/h})
3 Gentle breeze (12-19km/h) X Too windy 20+km/h

Precipitation { one 1 2Rain
Noise Level DNone (102 Moderate 3High 4 Excessive

Species Observed (Call, not Visual #of  Directions Notes (behaviour etc)

(y/n) Birds & Distance
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Migratory Bird Point Count Field Data Sheet

roject ID: Point Count
Coordinates 20 Y
rveyors D/ U0
rvey Date: Survey Time (24h)_O & : [
Survey Conditions
Temperature °C
Wind 0 Calm air (2-6km/h) 2 Light breeze (7-11km/h)
3 Gentle breeze {12-19km/h) X Too windy 20+km/h
on 1 2 Rain
Noise Level { 1 2 Moderate 3 High 4 Excessive
Species Observed (Call, not \(hys;:‘a)l :i:ifs 2';::::‘:: Notes (behaviour etc)
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Migratory Bird Point Count Field Data Sheet

‘roject ID: Point Count -
inates N Duﬂ \O\O :
urveyors
Date Survey Time (24 O
Conditions
Temperature °C
Wind 0 Calm (0-2km/h) 1 Light air (2-6km/h) 2 Light breeze (7-11km/h)
3 Gentle breeze (12-19km/h) X Too windy 20+km/h
Precipitation ONone 1 2Rain
Noise Level 0 None 12 Moderate 3 High 4 Excessive
Species Observed ::::cljll,t:z Visual # of Dir?ctions Notes (behaviour etc)
cail (y/n) Birds & Distance
Nar kA irmeevy T onib(oa ml V) 330
- e uad Vs calf f S 70
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Migratory Bird Point Count Field Data Sheet

Sroject ID: Point Count Location

nates 372724 ¢ N DONLoP
urveyors
urvey Date Survey Time (24
Survey Conditions
Temperature S °C
Wind 0 Calm (0-2km/h) 1 Light air breeze (7-11km/h)
3 Gentle breeze (12-19km/h) X Too windy 20+km/h
Precipitation /" None 1 2Rain
Noise Level None 21 rate 3 High 4 Excessive
~  Audito
Species Observed (call, nz Visual #_Of Dir(?ctions Notes (behaviour etc)
calll (y/n) Birds & Distance
nd-euad 13N il N | N
O XS 4 B Ied 1!/’J
Wk -Mnime o | N [ P50
A en Al A AyZe)
AN e 10 S call NP
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Migratory Bird Point Count Field Data Sheet

®roject ID: Point Count Location |
inates N
urveyors
3.~ Survey Time (24h)_0O &
Survey Conditions
Temperature °C
Wind 0 Calm (0-2km/h L )Xight air (2-6km/h) 2 Light breeze (7-11km/h)
3 Gentle breeze (12-19km/h) X Too windy 20+km/h
Precipitation (0 1 2 Rain
Noise Level { 1 2 Moderate 3 High 4 Excessive
Audito
Species Observed (Call, nchyt Visual #,Of Dire.ctions Notes (behaviour etc)
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Table G1: Species (or evidence of) observed in the Dunlop Lake Study Area during field investigations.

Common Name

Scientific Name

Green Peat Spagnum girgensohnii
Haircap Moss Polytrichum commune
Lawn Moss Dicarnum montanum
Midway Peat Sphagnum magellanicum

Ontario Dicranum

Dicranum ontariense

Reindeer Lichen

Ground Pine

Cladina rangiferina

Lycopodium dendroideum

Spinulose Woodfern

Beaked Sedge

Dropteris carthusiana

Carex utriculata

Canada Bluejoint

Calamagrosits canadensis

Cotton Grass

Eriophorum vaginatum

Grasses

Yarrow

Poaceae spp.

Achillea millefolium

Pearly Everlasting

Anaphalis margaritacea

Wild Sarsaparilla

Aralia nudicaulis

Sundew Drosera rotundifolia
Large-leaved Aster Eurybia macrophylla
Hawkweed Hieracium spp.

Canada Mayflower

Maianthemum canadense

False Solomon's Seal

Maianthemum racemosum

Common Plantain

Plantago major

Hairy Solomon's Seal

Polygonatum pubescens

Buttercup Ranunculus sp.

Sheep Sorrel Rumex acetosella
Pitcher Plant Sarracenia purpurea
Goldenrod Solidago spp.
Rose-twisted Stalk Streptopus lanceolatus
Dandelion Taraxacum spp.
Marsh St. John's Wort Triadenum fraseri
Starflower Trientalis borealis

Kidney-leaved Violet

American Mountain Ash

Viola renifolia

Sorbus americana

Striped Maple

Acer pensylvanicum

Mountain Maple

Acer spicatum

Bog Rosemary

Andromeda polifolia

Leatherleaf

Chamaedaphne calyculata

Beakedd Hazel

Corylus cornuta

G-1
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Common Name

Project 112049
December 2014

Scientific Name

Mountain Holly

llex mucronata

Sheep Laurel

Kalmia angustifolia

Labrador Tea Ledum groenlandicum
Fly Honeysuckle Lonicera xylosteum
Sweetgale Myrica gale
Chokecherry Prunus virginiana

Common Blackberry

Rubue allegheniensis

Wild Red Raspberry

Rubus idaeus

Small Cranberry

Vaccinium oxycoccos

Bog Laurel

Eastern White Cedar

Vaccinium oxycoccos

Thuja occidentalis

Spring Peeper

Balsam Fir Abies balsamea
Black Spruce Picea mariana

Red Oak Quercus rubra

Red Pine Pinus resinosa

Sugar Maple Acer saccharum
Tamarack Larix laricina

White Birch Betula papyrifera
White Pine Pinus strobus

White Spruce Picea glauca

Yellow Birch Betula alleghaniensis

Pseudacris crucifer

Leopard Frog

Lithobates pipiens

Blackburnian Warbler Setophaga fusca
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos
American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla

Black-throated Blue Warbler

Setophaga caerulescens

Black-throated Green Warbler

Setophaga virens

Blue-headed Vireo

Vireo solitarius

Common Raven

Corvus corax

Common Yellowthroat

Geothlypis trichas

Hermit Thrush

Catharus guttatus

Ovenbird

Seiurus aurocapilla

Philadelphia Vireo

Vireo philadelphicus

Red-eyed Vireo

Vireo olivaceus

Yellow-rumped Warber

Black bear

Setophaga coronata

Ursus americanus

White-tailed deer

Odocoileus virginianus
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Table G1- Summary of Candidate and Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat identified during field investigations, rationale for occurrence and need for further investigations. The characteristics of each habitat type were compiled from information found within the Significant Wildlife
Habitat Technical Guide (2000), and Ecoregion Criterion Schedules for 5E and 3E unless otherwise cited. The FEC ecosites identified during field investigations (Appendix C and D) were used to identify and delineate SWH.

Habitat Presence

Significant Wildlife

Habitat Description
Habitat Type P

Location
Adjacent
Confirmed

Many species of conservation concern are uncommon
or rare species that normally do not exhibit high

population densities and have fairly specialized habitat
requirements.

Candidate

and

Confirmed

SWH

See Table 12

Rationale

Additional Investigations Needed?

Rationale

The evaluation of candidate species of special concern habitat is included in the table below (Table
12).

No provincially tracked rare species, as listed in Table B1 of the Records Review (Tulloch, 2013), or
their habitat were identified during the field investigations.

See table 12

The Record Review (Tulloch, 2013) indicated a record for spotted sandpiper within the 17LM74
10km X 10km OBBA survey square (>1km away) to the southwest of the study area.

Dense stands of coniferous trees with canopy closure of None The 051Tt: Dry to Fresh, Coarse Hemlock- Cedar Conifer ecosite is a dense conifer stand. In addition | No. Not candidate.
Moose late greater than 60% and trees of at least 6 m tall. according to the SWHTG, late moose wintering habitats are characterized by stands greater than 4
wintering areas - - v ha with greater than 60% canopy cover, trees taller than 6 m. Although this ecosite appears to meet
g these criteria no evidence of moose utilizing the are (scat, tracks etc.) were observed. No moose
late wintering areas were identified though the records review or field investigations.
Include areas used by several species of heron, gulls, None No. Not candidate.
terns and swallows. Generally, herons nest in trees in . . . - . . s . .
.y Suitable habitat was not identified for bank, cliff and ground nesting colonial birds. Suitable habitat
. swamps and along large bodies of water. Gulls and terns . oo o Lo .
Colonial bird . . . . was identified for tree/shrub colonial bird nesting in the GO73Tt: moist Coarse, Sugar maple
L nest on the ground in colonies found on islands in large - - v . . N . . . . o
nesting sites . e hardwood ecosite, however nesting colonial birds and active or inactive nests of the identified
lakes and rivers. Swallows congregate on specific species were not identified within the study area
habitat types such as cliffs, banks and manmade P y ’
structures.
Migrating waterfowl prefer larger wetlands, especially None Suitable habitat for aquatic waterfowl stopover and staging areas was identified within the study No. Not candidate.
Waterfowl those adjacent to large bodies of water and relatively area including: G148N: mineral shallow marsh. The SWHTG states that larger wetlands associated
stopover and undisturbed shoreline with vegetation. v with shoreline attract larger concentrations of waterfowl and this type of wetland was not observed
staging areas within the Dunlop Lake Study area. No waterfowl species were observed within the identified
suitable wetland at during site investigations.
Relatively large, undisturbed upland areas with None No. Not candidate.
abundant ponds an.d wetla'nds. Most species nest in Areas suitable for upland waterfowl nesting (grasslands located near wetlands) identified within the
Waterfowl nesting | 82>V shrubl:')y f'elfj§ ad.Jacent to wetIaers. Some v study area included DU-WL-01. However, water fowl nesting was not identified during field
waterfowl nest in cavities in trees located in swamps or investigation. Waterfowl were not identified at this wetland during site investigations.
on the shorelines of waterbodies. Upland sites should
be at least 100m wide.
Great Lakes shorelines, with large and productive None No suitable areas for shorebird migratory stopover were identified within the study area. The No. Not candidate.
beaches. SWHTG states that in order for an area to function as a migration stopover area it must provide a
Shorebird stretch of undisturbed shoreline in areas of relatively abundant food. The shoreline of Dunlop Lake
. does not provide such habitat (ie: mud flats, long stretches of sandy beaches). No shorebirds were
migratory stopover - - v . - . P L
areas identified within the study area during field investigations.
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Habitat Type

Habitat Description

Habitat Presence

Location
Adjacent
Confirmed

Candidate
and
Confirmed
SWH

Rationale
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Additional Investigations Needed?
Rationale

!Rocky F"ff ledges and large, dead or partially dead trees None Suitable habitat was not idenitified in the study area during site investigations. Turkey vultures No. Not candidate.
Turkey vulture in undisturbed areas near open water. were not observed in the study area during site investigations.
summer roostin v . o . . . .
areas g - - The Records Review (Tulloch, 2014) indicated that turkey vultures were identified to inhabit the

17LM74 10 X 10km OBBA Survey square located to the northwest of the lake.

Animal burrows and rock crevices. Frequently found Candidate: e Wi . bi No. Not candidate.

among broken rocks at the base of cliffs or in karst Turtle Turtle Wintering Habitat

areas. Can generally be observed in congregations near Wintering G148N: Mineral shallow marsh wetland was determined to be candidate for turtle overwintering.

the hibernacula in spring and fall. Habitat However, no turtle species were observed within this wetland or the study area during site

None investigations.

Reptile hibernacula | Turtle wintering areas are generally located near core _ _ v Shak d Lizard Hib ;

habitat. Overwintering sites are permanent Reptile nake and Lizard Hibernaculia

waterbodies, large wetlands, and bogs or fens with Hibernacula Topography in the study area is conducive to hibernating snakes. Site investigations conducted in

adequate dissolved oxygen. Turtles will generally be (Snakes and the spring did not identify the presence of snake hibernacula and snake species were not observed

observed in congregations near these areas in spring Lizards) in the study area.

and fall. None

Deep caves and abandoned mines, with remote and None No. Not candidate.
Bat hibernacula restricted openings. Flowing water is often present. _ _ v Suitable habitat was not identified within the study area.

Primarily found in aquatic and marsh habitats. Bullfrogs None No. Not candidate.
Bullfro congregate in the late spring. . . . . _ .

& . gree pring Although suitable habitat for this SWH type exists within the study area (on the lake shoreline and

concentration - - v - ) . o
areas within G148N), large concentrations of bullfrogs were not identified.

slopes. Greater than 50% cover is composed of rocky
material.

Treed communities with >60% cover. Planning None . o . . o No. not candidate.
. . . " No forest types with provincial S-rank of S3 or lower were identified within the study area through
Rare forest types authorities may identify forest communities that may - - v s S
L S field investigations.
be significant by jurisdiction.
Characterized by blocks of limestone/dolostone, None No. Not candidate.
sandstone, or granite found at the base of cliffs or stee . - L P N
Talus slopes & P v Talus slopes were not identified within the study area during field investigations.

mature forest
stands

growth characteristics within the planning area.

growth forests and a large proportion of the trees within the study area were greater than 25cm

diameter at breast height (dbh) the area has evidence of disturbance and is surrounded by developed

Some wildlife species require large areas of suitable None Several area- sensitive species were identified within the study area including: blackburnian warbler, No. Not candidate.
habitat for long term survival. Forests should cover black-throated green warbler, american redstart, hermit thrush, and black-throated blue warbler. It is
Habitat for area- about 40% of the regional landscape to provide minimal v v expected that much suitable specialized habitat for wildlife exists in the Dunlop Lake area and that
sensitive species conditions for these species and there should be several - individual sites are less significant due to the abundance of potentially suitable habitat.
woodlands greater than 30 ha in size present to provide
enough suitable forest interior.
Old-growth or Forest stands that exhibit the greatest number of old None Although ecosites GO73Tt, GO51Tt and GO39Tt ecosites are considered candidate ecosites for old No. Not candidate.
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Candidate
Signific'ant Wildlife Habitat Description 5 *s' E ' Rationale Additional Inves.tigations Needed?
Habitat Type s £ Confirmed Rationale
§ =§ < SWH
o
land. in addition, the forest is less than 30ha with less than 10 ha of interior habitat and therefore not
suitable old growth forest.

Forests containing numerous large beech and red oak None Suitable large beech and red oak forests were not identified within the study area. No open areas No. Not candidate.

trees. Also more open areas, with large patches of with an abundance of berry-producing shrubs were idenitifed within the study area.

berry-producing shrubs (blueberries, raspberries,
Foraging areas with | huckleberries). v
abundant mast - -

Ponds used for breeding by several species of frogs and None Spring peeper and northern leopard frog species were identified within the study area during field No. Not candidate.

salamanders. May be small and ephemeral but investigations. Although suitable low lying forests were identified throughout the study area, no
Amphibian important to local amphibian populations. May be woodland breeding ponds were found. Wetlands within the study area did not contain an abundance
woodland breeding | found on the edges of ponds or within ponds or with - - v of young frogs, tadpoles or egg masses.
ponds surrounding closed-canopy woodlands with rather

dense undergrowth that maintains a damp

environment.
Turtl i Preferred nesting habitats for turtles are usually soft None Suitable open sand or gravel areas were not identified within the study area. Turtles were not No. Not candidate.
thit(;:es ne substrates that allow turtles to easily dig their nestsand | _ - v observed within the study area during site investigations although suitable habitat exists.

are located in open, sunny areas. Usually close to water.

May be found in all forested FEC ecosites and can be none During general reconnaissance in the leaf-off period (spring) canopy trees were scanned for stick No. Not candidate.
Specialized raptor | identified by the presence of stick nests within tops or nests and none were observed. Raptor species were not identified in the study area during site
nesting habitat crotches of trees. - - v investigations.

In mid-May solitary cow moose move to calving sites None Evidence of moose using the study area were not noted during site investigations. No. Not candidate.

. which are usually located on elevated areas. Islands and

Moose calving . .
areas peninsulas seem to be preferred, but shoreline and - - v

uplands are also used if they are relatively close to

water.

Ideal moose aquatic feeding areas provide abundant None Suitable wetlands for moose aquatic feeding were not identified within the study area. No. Not candidate.
Moose aquatic food, particularly pondweeds, water milfoil, and yellow v
feeding areas water lily, and have adjacent stands of lowland conifers - -

to provide shade and hiding cover.

Areas where moose congregate generally surrounded None Evidence of deer utilizing the study area was noted during field investigations, however mineral licks No. Not candidate.
Mineral licks by forest with little human disturbance. These sites are v or evidence of deer congregating in an area was not observed. The MNR also did not note any

rare, and occur most frequently in areas of sedimentary - - mineral licks within the study area.

and volcanic bedrock.

Mink prefer shorelines dominated by coniferous or None These species have been identified to potentially occur in the area, although they were not observed No. Not candidate.
Mink, otter, mixed forests for feeding and denning. Otters utilize during field investigations. No denning sites were identified during field investigations.
marten, and fisher undisturbed shoreline with abundant shrubby - - v
denning sites vegetation. Marten and fisher require large unbroken

tracts of coniferous or mixed forest with abundant large
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Habitat Presence

Candidate
Significant Wildlife . " c £ ° and . Additional Investigations Needed?
) Habitat Description o o £ . Rationale .
Habitat Type s 9 S Confirmed Rationale
2] < SWH
o
trees for maternal denning.
Groundwater sources that are part of a forest or some None No seeps or springs were identified within the study area. No. Not candidate.
other natural vegetation community and those
Seeps and Springs associated with the head waters of cold water streams - - v
and wetlands. Often support a high diversity of plant
species.
Elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the landscape None The SWHTG identifies amphibian, cervid, and furbearer movement corridors as candidate SWH. No. Not candidate.
used by animals to move from one habitat to another. v Animal movement corridors within the study area could exist to link specialized habitat for these

species, however no specialized habitat for these groups was identified within the study area. No
candidate animal movement corridors were identified.
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Table G2- Summary of the candidate and confirmed habitat of species of special concern (listed as special concern under the ESA) identified during field investigations, rationale for occurrence and need for further investigations. The habitat requirements of each species were compiled
from information found within the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000}, unless otherwise cited. The range information was gathered from the ROM website.

Species

Conservation Status

Present Candidate and

Confirmed
SWH

Common Name

(Scientific Name) Rationale

Habitat Requirements

Additional Investigation Needed?

ESA SRank

Location
Adjacent
Confirmed

Large continuous areas of deciduous No. Not candidate.
or mixed woods that surround large
lakes and rivers; require an area of No bald eagle were observed during site investigations.
Bald eagle 255 ha for nesting, shelter, feeding, No stick nests were located during the reconnaissance
. roosting and prefer open woods wi v ield surveys which included scans of canopy trees.
(Hahaegtus — SC S3B i d f ds with None field hich included f t
leucocephalus) 30 to 50% canopy cover; nest in tall - - Although suitable feeding habitat for these bald eagles
p trees 50 to 200 m from shore and may occur within the study area utilization of this habitat
require trees that are tall, dead, or was not observed.
partially dead within 400 m of nest for
perching
Wetlands, coastal or inland marshes No. Not candidate.
including, large cattail marshes,
marshy edges of rivers, lakes or
Black tern ponds, wet open fens, and wet y Species was not observed during field investigations and
(Chlidonias niger) — SC S3 meadows; return to the same area to - - None no suitable wetlands >20 ha in size were identified within
g nest each year in loose colonies; must the study area.
have shallow (0.5 to 1 m deep) water
and areas of open water near nests;
require marshes >20 ha in size.
Interior forest species; usually No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
requires >30ha of dense, mixed impact of development on this species. Habitat for this
coniferous, deciduous forests with . . . . species does not appear to be limited in this region.
Canada warbler closed canoby. wet bottomlands of Candidate : No Canada warbler were heard during migratory bird P PP g
(Cardelling THR sc $5B cedar or aldz\r/’and shrubb v GO51Tt point counts or general reconnaissance surveys although
canadensis) undergrowth in cool mois’:/mature - - GO73Tt suitable habitat exists within the G 051Tt and GO73Tt
ecosites.
woodlands. Canada warblers have
also been associated with riparian
habitat.
Mature deciduous woodlands of No. Not candidate.
Great Lakes- St. Lawrence and Suitable continuous habitat >100 ha was not identified
Cerulean warbler Carolinian forests; coniferous forests; y None within the study area. Reconnaissance and point count
(Dendroica cerulea) SC SC S3B swamps or bottomlands with large - - surveys within suitable habitat did not confirm its
trees; area sensitive species and presence and the study area is outside of this species’
requires extensive areas of forest known range.
>100 ha.
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Species
Conservation Status
Present Candidate and
Common Name . . . . - ..
. Habitat Requirements -] Confirmed Rationale Additional Investigation Needed?
(Scientific Name) P @
o 5 € SWH
',.: Q .=
SARA ESA SRank 8 8 s
o © o
- < o
. . Reconnaissance and point count surveys within suitable No. Not candidate.
Prefer open ground, including . o . .
. . habitat within the study area did not confirm its presence,
clearings in dense forests, ploughed . . s
. however dusk or night surveys (primary active time for
fields, gravel beaches, barren areas . .
. . . None common nighthawk) were not conducted. Suitable open
Common nighthawk with rocky soils, open woodlands and s
. . THR SC S4B - - woodlands were not observed within the study area.
(Chordelies minor) flat gravel roofs. They forage for
Insects ?t night and .ha\./e been known Records Review (Tulloch 2012) indicated higher potential
to nest in close proximity to outdoor . . -
. . . for this species to occur within the study area as stated by
lights which attract insects
MNR.
Early successional habitat that is Suitable habitat was not identified within the study area. No. Not candidate.
. shrubby, or grassy; abandoned fields Reconnaissance and point count surveys within this
Golden-winged . . . . . . . .
warbler with small deciduous trees bordered suitable habitat did not confirm this species’ presence.
(Vermivora THR SC S4B by low woodland; wooded areas - - None
found in alder bogs and deciduous, Records Review (Tulloch 2014) indicated higher potential
chrysoptera) . . . i
damp woods; requires greater than 10 for this species to occur within the study area as stated by
ha of continuous habitat. MNR.
Suitable habitat was identified throughout the study area No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
within G048Tt: Dry to fresh, coarse: red pine- white pine impact of development on this species. Habitat for this
Semi-open, conifer forest, spruce conifer. However, reconnaissance and point count surveys | species does not appear to be limited in this region.
Olive-sided flycatcher forests in partlcu'lar; usu:':\l'ly near Candidate: W|th!n SL'JItab|e habitat within the study area did not
. THR SC S5B ponds, lakes or rivers; utilize treed - - confirm its presence.
(Contopus cooperi) . GO048Tt
wetlands for nesting and dead trees
for perching. Records Review (Tulloch 2012) indicated higher potential
for this species to occur within the study area as stated by
MNR.
No. Not Candidate.
Suitable open deciduous forests were not identified
Red-headed . N L . . . s
Open, deciduous forests with little within the study area as being suitable habitat during field
woodpecker . . . o
(Melanerpes THR SC S4B understory, and pasture lands with - - None investigations. There are no pasture lands located within
P scattered large trees. the study area. Also, the study area is outside of the
erythrocephalus) .
species known range.
None No. Not candidate.
Peregrine falcon R.OCk cliffs, and crags, especially those Species was not found during field investigations. Suitable
. SC THR S2B situated near water; also areas with _ — . . . . L
(Falco peregrinus) - . cliff habitat was not identified within the study area.
tall buildings in urban centers.
Openings in coniferous woodlands Suitable habitat was identified near wetlands and No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
that border bodies of water, tree- coniferous forests adjacent to the lake. Reconnaissance impact of development on this species. Habitat for this
. bordered marshes, beaver ponds, Candidate: and point count surveys within suitable habitat did not species does not appear to be limited in this region.
Rusty blackbird .
(Euphagus carolinus) SC SC S5B muskegs, bogs, fens or wooded - - GO051Tt, G148N, confirm its presence.
phag swamps, stream borders with alder G139TI
and willow, and wooded islands on Records for this species were not identified within the
lakes. review area during the Records Review (2014).
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(Scientific Name)

Short-eared owl

Conservation Status

SARA

ESA

SRank

Habitat Requirements

Grasslands, open areas or meadows
that are grassy or bushy, marshes,
bogs or tundra; both diurnal and

Present

Location

Species

Adjacent

Confirmed

Candidate and
Confirmed
SWH

Rationale

Suitable open areas greater the 75 ha were not identified
during field investigations within the study area. General

Project 112049
December 2014

Additional Investigation Needed?

No. Not candidate.

grasses.

known range.

. — nocturnal and are ground nesters. - - one . . . . .
SC S2 land d N

(Asio flammeus) Home ranges for the species are 25 - reconnaissance and point count surveys did not identify

125 ha in size and they require 75-100 the species within the study area.

ha of contiguous open habitat.

No. Not candidate.
Species was not found during field investigations.
vellow rail Large freshwater grass and sedge
h ith i

(Coturnicops SC SC S4B ?r?ilﬁdiis Vl\gjlrjsehn:se ;zgrsz:irsnand - - None Suitable grass and sedge meadows were identified within
noveboracensis) & ! ! the G148N wetland. Study area is outside of the species

(Chelydra serpentina)

seen using soft soil or clean dry sand
on south-facing slopes for nest sites;
may nest some distance from water;
home range of approximately 28ha.

Records Review (Tulloch 2012) indicated higher potential
for this species to occur within the study area as stated by
the MNR and the Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas indicated
historic records of this species occurring within the
general Elliot Lake Area.

Moderately dense or open deciduous, None . . . - ol No. Not candidate.
- . 4 . P Suitable habitat was identified within the study area.
Common Five-lined mixed woodlands with logs and slash . .,
. . However, the study area is out of the species’ known
Skink SC SC S3 piles, open talus slopes, barren rock, - - v . L
. . range and the species was not found during field
(Eumeces fasciatus) shores of lakes and islands and on . S
investigations.
sandy beaches.
Dunlop Lake Opportunistic searches for reptiles were conducted during | No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
general reconnaissance visits. Snapping turtles were not impact of development on this species. Habitat for this
Permanent, semi-permanent fresh observed within the study area or during basking turtle species does not appear to be limited in this region.
water including: marshes, swamps or surveys. It is likely that snapping turtles occur within
Common snapping bogs, rivers and streams with soft y Dunlop Lake and potentially along the shoreline adjacent
turtle _ sc S5 muddy banks and bottoms; commonly to the cottage lots.
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Species
Conservation Status
Present Candidate and
Confirmed Rationale Additional Investigation Needed?
SWH

Common Name . .
Habitat Requirements

(Scientific Name)

SARA ESA SRank

Location
Adjacent
Confirmed

All ecosites Species was not observed within the study area. No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
impact of development on this species. Habitat for this
Due to the generalist nature of the species the majority of | species does not appear to be limited in this region.

Farmlands, meadows, hardwood or the study area was identified as suitable milksnake
Eastern milk snake aspen stands, pin(.e forest with brushy habi-tat includ.ing all .eco.sites d-uri.n-g fi(.eld investigations.
(Lampropeltis sc sc sa or woody cov_er, river bottoms and _ _ v Habitat for this species is not limiting in the general area.
triangulum) bog wood. Milk snake can be found

hiding under logs, stones, or boards or Records Review (Tulloch 2012) indicated higher potential

in outbuildings. for this species to occur within the study area as stated by

MNR and the Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas indicated
historic records of this species occurring within the
general Elliot Lake Area.

Moist, deciduous woodlands. Breeding None No. Not candidate.
habitat of the species only occurs
where toothwort (Dentaria diphylla,
— SC S3 Dentaria X maxima), a spring - - v
blooming plant found on the forest
floor, is located as this is the larvae’s
only food source.
Breedlng-habltat thatis chflned to None Monarch butterflies, and areas with milkweed were not No. Not candidate.
where milkweed grows, since the L

observed within the study area.
leaves of these plants are the sole
food of the caterpillars. Different
species of milkweeds grow in a variety
of environments, including meadows, - - v
along roadsides and in ditches, open
wetlands, dry sandy areas, short and
tall grass prairies, river banks,
irrigation ditches, arid valleys and
south facing hillsides.

West Virginia white
(Pieris virginiensis)

Species and suitable deciduous forest communities with
toothwort were not found within the study area.

Records Review (Tulloch 2014) indicated higher potential
for this species to occur within the study area as stated by
MNR and the butterfly atlas indicated records of monarch
butterflies occurring in the general Elliot Lake area.

Monarch S2N,
(Danaus plexippus) S4B

All ecosites The species or evidence of the species was not observed No. Mitigation will be implemented to minimize the
within the study area. The surrounding area to these impact of development on this species. Habitat for the
Deciduous and mixed forests in the proposed lots is disturbed and therefore may deter species does not appear to be limited in this region.
southern part of its range, and mixed eastern wolf from utilizing this habitat.
Eastern wolf and coniferous- forests further north; . . .
(Canis lupis lycaon) SC SC sS4 known to use linear features such as - - v The majority of the study area is made up of mixedwood
hydro right of ways (ROW) for forest and there are several linear features including road
movement corridors (James and and hydro lines throughout which may be suitable habitat
Stuart-Smith, 2000). for the eastern wolf.
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Conservation Status
2 Present Candidate and
o_mm.o-n Name Habitat Requirements - Confirmed Rationale Additional Investigation Needed?
(Scientific Name) c = 7]
S § £ e
ESA  SRank ® S €
o © O
- < o
Clear streams of varying sizes; prefer None No. Not candidate.
spawning on rocky or gravel substrate
within soft flowing waters or riffles
(COSEWIC, 2007); require a small None of the available wetlands within the study area or
amount of silt-free gravel, sand or were noted to be suitable for northern brook lamprey as
Northern brook some other fine material to which the substrates were primarily organic. No streams were noted
lamprey SC SC S3 eggs can adhere, unidirectional - - v to occur within the study area.
(Ichthyomyzon fossor) current and suitable water
temperatures (Manion and Hanson Species was not found during field investigations.
1980). Ammocoetes (juveniles)
require soft substrates usually
composed of silt and sand (Scott and
Crossman, 1998).
Clear rivers and lakes of varying size None No. Not candidate.
however migrate up streams to None of the available wetlands within the study area or
spawn. Spawning occurs in swift- were noted to be suitable for northern brook lamprey as
Silver lamprey flowing, unidirectional water over substrates were primarily organic. No streams were noted
(Ichthyomyzon SC SC S3 gavel or sand substrates (COSEWIC, - - v to occur within the study area.
unicuspis) Manion and Hanson, 1980).
Ammocoetes burrow in soft stream Species was not found during field investigations.
substrates, usually composed of silt
and sand (Scott and Crossman, 1998).
None No. Not candidate.
No suitable habitat was identified within the study area.
Upper great Ifa\lfes' k'iyi sc sc 3 Inhabit the Great Lakes _ _ v Species wa'.? not found during field investcigations. The
(Coregonus kiyi kiyi) study area is located outside of the species known range.
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