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Initial Environmental Impact Study Ruby Road Waste DisposalSite
1. Introduction

The Municipality of Bonnechere Valley Township is undgitg a preliminary
environmental screening of a potential expansion of the Ralayl waste site in
accordance with Ontario Regulation 101/07 under the Envirotangssessment Act.

This study is for the initial Environmental Impact StudietS)). The studies objectives
are first to assess for the presence of all naturabe features as well as other natural
features on the site, the potential lands of purchaseeh as the adjacent areas out
120m from the waste site and in a more general manaeutihounding area out to a
distance of one kilometre. The studies second objeisticeassess for possible impacts
to any natural heritage features from the potential udeeddite and expansion of the site
for the placement of municipal waste and whether potent@acts may present an
obstacle to the municipality to use the site for plaeenof municipal waste.

Where sufficient information was not available toydksess particular features or to
assess potential impacts to those features then suppédisieidies are suggested to
accomplish these objectives.

2. Description of Site

The Ruby Road waste disposal site is located at 2213 Rulay|&zsied on part lot 27
con 9 within the geographic township of South Algona in thalgamated township of
Bonnechere Valley in Renfrew County. The site istedapproximately 10 km east of
the village of Killaloe.

The licensed waste site is a 0.5 ha area that receettipal waste until December
2003 (Cambium 2007). Presently the Ruby Road location is beingssediaste
transfer site.

There is a 33 ha area on lot 27 con 9 extending in &edydirection from the waste
site that are potential lands for purchase for theacoimant attenuation zone.

The Renfrew County soils map (Gillespie et al. 1964) ateis that the soils on the waste
site and the 33 ha potential expansion property are pdré &vhite Lake group
characterized as a gravely sandy loam. The paresefriaiaif the soil is calcareous
coarse gravel and rock with good drainage.

The 0.5 ha waste site is located in a former gravelTi#e site is surrounded by an area
of former agricultural land that is now rough pasturevsiaeverting back to a forested
habitat.

Field work at the Ruby Road site was carried out on Aprilritb1®, 2008. It was early
in the season for field work and although snow coverdisappeared from open areas
approximately half of the forested areas on site widrsisow covered. Spring green-up
had not started. April 15th and 16th appeared to be at omseamum water levels as
assessed from weather and flood reports.
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Photo 1. Ruby Road waste site viewed from entrance gate

3. Study Rationale

The natural features of this project were reviewed unaegtidance of the Natural
Heritage Section (Sect 2.1) of the Provincial Politat&ment (PPS) (MMAH 2005) that
was issued under section 3 of the Planning Act. The Natarithge features examined
are significant wetlands, fish habitat, Areas of Naltand Scientific Interest (ANSI’s),
threatened and endangered species habitat, significant wdsdtagnificant valleylands
and significant wildlife habitat.

In addition linkages between natural features were irgegstil. Vegetation communities
for treed upland sites within the study area were caiegbaccording to the
methodology of the Forest Ecosystems of Central t@n{€hambers et al 1997) and non
treed sites were categorized according to the Ecololgisad Classification (ELC) (Lee
et al 1998).

Study focus occurred on several levels. The most iMedesvel was the present 0.5 ha
waste site. The next level of inspection was dictetethe 33 ha expansion area. A
review of all available resource information combinechvaitcomplete on site inspection
with vegetation community mapping of the property.

The Natural Heritage section of the Provincial Politgt&ment (MMAH 2005) refers to
the adjacent areas of natural heritage features aochamanly used adjacent distance
(MNR 1999) is 120m. As a result a 120m adjacent study areaelected for the Ruby
Road site and all natural features within 120 m of theensitt was reviewed. The 120
m area was inspected closely where it fell on the 33tenpal lands for purchase but
where the 120 m adjacent area fell on private propketyatea was inspected from the
edge of the expansion property and from Ruby Road. Vemgetmmunities were
extended across the 120m adjacent area onto private gropsed on information from
resource mapping and from visual inspection from the propddg.

In order to understand the general setting of the Ruby Reatk site a more general
review of features within 1 km of the Ruby Road waste(fdgares 1 and 2) was
undertaken. A review of all available information of MBIR, the NHIC and other
sources that occurred within the 1km radius were reviewahicipal roads were

Snider’s Ecological Services 2
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travelled and adjacent vegetation assessed. All vateses that crossed a municipal
road within a 1 km radius were inspected.

4. Vegetation Communities

Identification of vegetation communities forms the fdaton of an environmental
assessment and permits insight into ecological procasselinkages operating within
the study area. An assessment of vegetation commualioegs an assessment of what
significant species may occur in particular portionthefstudy area.

Vegetation communities on the property were categoriziag tise methodology of the
Field Guide to Forest Ecosystems of Central Ontariw(bers et al.1997). In order to
classify non forested communities the Ecological L&kabsification (ELC) of Southern
Ontario (Lee et al 1998) was used. There is no methggasimilar to the ELC for

central Ontario. The ELC is intended specificallydopregions 6E and 7E however the
Ruby Road waste site is in the southern portion of ggmmesE. It was considered that
the ELC would be a suitable vehicle for assessing nomstiedleregetation communities at
the Ruby Road site.

4.1 Vegetation Communities On Study Area
Community 1

Community 1 is an extensive area (figure 3) of open nogsted habitat (photo 2)
identified as an old field meadow tyg#&JM1-1 (Lee et al 1998) of cultural origins.

The community represents an agricultural site thatasepitly being used for rough
pasture. The community is well drained with light sasolys.

The community is being invaded by shrub and tree species pyinvaite pine.

Community 1 was the only non-forested community evaluatedrding to the
methodology of the ELC (Lee et al 1998).

Photo 2. Old field/meadow habitat

Snider’s Ecological Services 3
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Community 2

Community 2 (figure 3) was identified as a White Pine-Re@ EicositeES11.1 The
community represents an invasion of the old field hakitdt the natural regeneration of
white pine. The process is continuing and the amowvhdé pine forest (photo 3) is
continuing to expand.

Photo 3. Edge of white pine community
Community 3

This community (figure 3) is an extensive area of hardwaoadsinated by beech and
sugar maple with varying amounts of large-tooth aspen (ph@odyonwood. The
community was identified as a Sugar Maple-Beech-Red Oakite&S25.1 There was
no red oak in this community.

This community shows the effects of logging and thestocemmunity is fairly young.
The community is located on the south facing slope anelisdrained. The community
is available to cattle but the forest does not showsamyficant impact of cattle.

Photo 4. Community 3 a young beech, sugar maple stand

Snider’s Ecological Services 4
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Community 4

This community (photo 5) is Sugar Maple-Hemlock-YellowcBiEcositeES 28.1 The
community is located lower (figure 3) on the slope inaaermoist site.

Yellow birch did not occur in the community as a funeéibcomponent. Present in the
community were beech and large-tooth aspen. The shmposent was dominated by
striped maple. This community is also fairly young assault of past logging.

T T ST

Photo 5. Community 4 a young hemlock, beech and large-tooth aspearsl
Community 5

Community 5 was identified as a Sugar Maple-White Bircpl#te White Pine Ecosite
ES 27.1 This community is located (figure 3) on the north siiRuby Road on an
north facing slope.

This community was a variable community (photo 6) wiffedent proportions of sugar
maple, large-tooth aspen and beech. White pine and irahwere minor components
in the community.

Photo 6. Community 5 a sugar maple, large-tooth aspen and beestand

Snider’s Ecological Services 5



Initial Environmental Impact Study Ruby Road Site

Abandoned Gravel Pit

The abandoned gravel pit is adjacent to the wastefigiteg 3) on the south and on the
east.

The old gravel pit can be seen as two areas. Thaatka south of the waste site is an
older site and has completely re-vegetated with grass @nd small shrubs. A second
smaller area is located to the south east. Thisveasamore recently used for aggregate
extraction and hasn’'t completely re-vegetated (photo d'}lzere are areas of exposed
gravel with several small exposed banks.

Photo 7. Old gravel pit next to waste site
5. Significant Wetlands

The Pembroke MNR District did not indicate the presefa@my evaluated wetlands in
the area of the landfill site. The NHIC websiteHIi€ 2008) (figure 4) did not have any
evaluated wetland occurrences in the vicinity of thetevdsposal site.

Silver Creeka provincially significant wetland is located to the $oot the site in lot 28
con 8 and is approximately 1.5 km from the proposed waste Eiie MNR Pembroke
identified the Silver Creek Wetland (figure 5) and indicated the least bittern a
threatened species was identified there as well asethge wren (S4).

Other unevaluated wetland habitat was identified to théhseest of the potential lands
for purchase (figure 1 and 3) approximately 365m. from thegsegpwaste site. This
wetland habitat is limited in size and lacks any knowgmnificant features relating to the
wetland and it is unlikely that this wetland would be avproially significant wetland if
evaluated.

Field investigation of the proposed waste site, the 3®bential purchase lands and the
120m adjacent areas to the waste site indicatedréed tvas no wetland habitat and that
these lands are well drained.

Snider’s Ecological Services 6
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6. Fish Habitat

The proposed waste site, the 33 ha potential purchasedandsll as the 120m adjacent
area to the waste site have no watercourses iderifieohy maps of the area. Field
investigation of the proposed waste site and the 33 hatd{gmrchase lands did not
identify any watercourses on these lands and investigatidicated that these areas are
well drained.

The MNR provided a map of watercourses in the general drea closest watercourse
mapped (figure 5) was the wetland habitat that was meassi@@bam from the proposed
waste site. This habitat was viewed from a distancgprih 15, 2008 and was seen as a
grassed shrub wetland. This wetland habitat was not flood@thdte spring freshet of
April 15 and 16 and therefore is probably not a watercourke. closest confirmed
watercourse would be the watercourse identified as numbas i €rosses Ruby Road
(figure 1 and 2). This watercourse identified as intermtitoe the MNR mapping (figure
5) was 535 m from the proposed waste site. The wateecauanst through a 36 inch (91
cm) culvert (table 1) with a water level filling of 5 cm

All of the small watercourses shown on figures 1 and 12 wgamined at road crossings
in the field visit of April 15 and 16 at a time of high spriifow. Characteristics of
watercourses are provided in table 1 and are shown lo$Bo9 and 10.

Photo 8. Watercourse identified as #77 (photo April 15, 08)

Snider’s Ecological Services 7
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Photo 9 Watercourse identified as #78 (photo April 15, 08)

Photo 10. Watercourse identified as #121 (photo April 15, 08)
Fish were looked for in all watercourses but no figherseen.

The watercourses flow to Golden Lake and the MNR indct#tat many of the
watercourses flowing to Golden Lake were cold waterHeshitat.

It is not apparent from the field visit whether the evaburse to the west represented by
77, 78 and 121 (figure 1 and 2) is an intermittent watercoutrsepossible that the
watercourse is permanent and may represent cold wshdndbitat. The other identified
potential watercourses within 1 km indicated by 120 and 80 weramittent
watercourses. The MNR in their values letter (appehylindicated that the watercourse
to the west and north although mapped as intermittentheapatential of being
permanent.
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7. ANSIs (Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest)

The NHIC website (NHIC 2008) and the MNR screening lettdrraapping (appendix 1
and figure 4) indicate that there is no ANSI on the pseg waste site, the 33 ha
potential purchase lands, the 120m adjacent area to the si&sor within a 1km radius
of the waste site.

The closest potential ANSI is the Silver Creek Peatlaviush is a candidate
provincially significant life science ANSI. A candidgieovincially significant ANSI is
one that is recommended for provincial significance.

The Silver Creek Peatlands is superimposed on the esdl&dter Creek Wetland and is
over 1.5 km from the waste site.

8. Threatened and Endangered Species Habitat

The NHIC website (NHIC 2008) (figure 4) indicated that theese no identified
threatened or endangered species sightings on the propasedsite, the 33ha waste
disposal expansion property, the 120m adjacent area veadte site or within a 1km
radius of the site.

The Pembroke MNR District has no information of occueces of any threatened or
endangered species in the area of the waste disp@sall$ie Pembroke District
identified that the least bittern a threatened spec#ssigentified in the Silver Creek
Wetland to the south (1.5km) of the study area. The Redalistrict indicated that
American ginseng and butternut two endangered species av@ km@ccur in this
general area of Renfrew County.

The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA 2007) has an extendatabase of breeding
bird information on a 10X10 km square grid pattern. UTM 18UR14, d@® square,
that includes the study area was investigated on lin@adtfound that there were no
identified threatened or endangered bird species in this sfpudhe last atlas period of
2001 to 2005. The species of breeding birds and the lebeteding evidence in UTM
square 18UR14 is presented in table 2.

The field investigations of April 15 and 16, 2008 showed no buitérees in the study
area.

9. Significant Woodlands

Significant Woodlands in the Provincial Policy Statet@tMAH 2005) refers to
Significant Woodlands south and east of the CanadiidSspecifically in Ecoregions
6E and 7E. The Ruby Road study area is in Ecoregion 5& si@hificance of the
woodlands on site were assessed for characteriséitsdhld be interpreted as significant
even though the study area is outside Ecoregion 6E and 7E.

The size of the forest that occurs next to the wdistmsal site is large and continuous.
Large size is considered as adding ecological valuevmoaland (MNR1999) however
the importance of woodland size is related to the prayodf forest cover in the
municipality with even small woodlots being significamimunicipalities with only a

9
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small amount of forest cover (i.e. <5%) such as retyudeccurs in south western
Ontario. The Township of Bonnechere Valley is lardetgsted and therefore the large
size of the forest located next to the waste dispasal\@ould not be considered to
greatly improve its value.

The treed vegetation communities identified in the studs avere considered as
common and secure in Ontario.

The forest vegetation did not appear to have significantarms of age with most of the
forest in the expansion property showing evidence wahigabeen logged in the last 20
years the forest is not old aged forest and it did antasn significant species of trees.

Based on the above characteristics none of thetfarea in the study area is considered
as having potential for being considered significant woodlands.

10. Significant Valleylands

Significant Valleylands are identified in the PPS fuyde areas south of the Canadian

Shield specifically in Ecoregions 6E and 7E. The signifieaof the valleylands on site

were assessed for characteristics that could be ieterpas significant even though the
study area is not in Ecoregion 6E or 7E.

The study area would not be considered as potentiallyfisemi VValleyland it has no
recognized natural riparian vegetation or recognized floadrddimit or other features
used as significant Valleyland criteria by the MNR (1999).

11. Significant Wildlife Habitat

Significant wildlife habitat is not identified by the MR\but is to be identified by the
municipality. Significant wildlife habitat has not eelentified in the township or in
Renfrew County. The MNR has provided Ontario’s municialiguidance in
identifying significant wildlife habitat in several docune iMNR 1999, 2000). Wildlife
habitat suggested as significant by the MNR includes 8acafauna as well as
significant habitat communities such as rare prairighaar habitats. The habitat
guidelines are wide ranging providing diverse options fonimpalities.

The Pembroke MNR office provided a screening letter (apgedhat contained some
information regarding significant wildlife habitat. &ldistrict stated that they had
mapped the area as a winter deer yard. The distraciddstified the following species
of Special Concern: milksnake, red-headed woodpeckeheroullying squirrel, eastern
wolf, red-shouldered hawk and monarch butterfly.

A general guideline description of significant wildlifebiitat is provided in the Natural
Heritage Reference Manual (MNR 1999) under four categories:

seasonal concentrations of animals
rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats ildiife
habitats of species of conservation concern and

10
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wildlife movement corridors
These 4 categories were investigated for possible signde

Seasonal concentrations of animals

At certain times of the year some species of waddife highly concentrated within
relatively small areas. Examples of seasonal atratons provided by the MNR (2000)
are; bird breeding colonies, hibernation sites for basmiakes, migration stopover spots
for both birds and butterflies and winter deer yards.

Winter deer yards are one type of seasonal concemtrigiat has importance in central
Ontario (MNR 2000) and is the one most often consideMNR districts generally have
mapping or knowledge of traditional winter deer yards. Hémbroke MNR District
indicated that the study area is located in a deer yatdstinrounds Golden Lake. The
MNR further indicated that the FRI forest typing (fig@)ewould suggest that the
hemlock trees located in the 33 ha potential lands for paecbould be providing winter
cover for deer.

Field investigations indicated that there was no evidehsgnificant deer wintering
activity in the 33 ha potential lands for purchase. Thene no winter deer droppings,
or heavy browsing activity on food shrubs. The lot didtam some areas of hemlock
that could provide thermal cover but it was clear that deee not using the hemlock.

Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife

Rare vegetation communities could be prairie or savahahbitat or alvar or rare forest
community types.

No rare prairie, savannah, alvar, bog, fen or othrervagetation type was noted in the
study area.

The vegetation communities were all considered comamoinvidespread in the area.

Habitats of species of conservation concern

Species of conservation concern may include provinaiatly species (i.e. S1, S2 and S3
species) or species of Special Concern (SC):

S1 Critically imperilled — often 5 or fewer occurrences
S2 Imperilled — often 20 or fewer occurrences
S3 Vulnerable — often 80 or fewer occurrences

SC A species of special concern - a species with ctaistics that make it sensitive to
human activities or natural events

A geographic query of the NHIC database did not indicaetasence (figure 4) of any
tracked (rare or at risk species) species. No othemmafbon suggested a significant
seasonal concentration for a wildlife species.

The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA 2008) has an extendatabase of breeding
bird information on a 10X10 km square grid pattern. UTM 18UR42 (d.0®n
square) includes the study area was investigated on lkhi¢ was found that there are no

11
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significant bird species identified in this square for Hst atlas period (2001 to 2005).
The species of birds identified on UTM 18UR42 is shown laeta.

The Pembroke District indicated that the following speof special concern (SC) are
known to occur in the general area of the landfiluteern flying squirrel, redheaded
woodpecker, eastern milksnake, eastern wolf, red-shoultiex and monarch
butterfly. The red-shouldered hawk and the redheaded woodpbeksro SC bird
species identified by the MNR were not identified in@mario Breeding Bird Atlas
(table 2) square 18UR42.

No species of special concern or provincially rare iggewsere identified in the study
area. Stick nests of some raptor or crow or ravemvete identified in 3 groupings and
information on these nests is provided in table 3. Ndrtke 8 nests were being used at
the time of the April visits.

Photo 11. Two stick nests identified in beech trees (#103 a#id 04)

Wildlife movement corridors

Wildlife movement corridors are elongated naturally vegetaarts of the landscape
used by animals to move from one habitat to another (MNR 20065 general area
surrounding the study area is a mix of forested land and noasghre land without major
topographic or vegetation restrictions that will furmvddlife in their movement from
one habitat to another.

Streams, rivers or lakes can act as movement corffioloesjuatic or semi aquatic
species. There are no watercourses on the proposezlsitasor on the 33 ha potential
lands for purchase or the 120m adjacent area. Thiiateamittent nature of adjacent
watercourses within 1km of the proposed waste site suggestimal importance as
travel corridors. The area does not appear to prasgghificant wildlife movement
corridor function.

Significant wildlife habitat conclusions

Significant wildlife habitat guidelines (MNR 1999, 2000) are wigleging being
designed to be of value for municipalities across theipce in many different
ecological settings both urban and rural. Present metdmdicates that wildlife habitat

12
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present on and adjacent to the site is not significeierms of features, functions,
representation or amount.

However appropriate seasonal studies would be requiretdedull assessment of
significant species of flora and fauna within the stugyaan important aspect would be
to specifically search for species of Special Conceomiged by the Pembroke MNR
District.

12. Natural Linkages

The surrounding area is largely forested and as a masslt of the natural features are
linked by the extensive areas of forested habitat. Tdrerao identified significant
linkages within the study area or in the surrounding area.

13. Scavengers

Municipal waste sites attract scavengers both wild amaedtic. Perhaps the most
important scavenger in rural Ontario waste sitesastack bear.

Other commonly attracted scavengers include gulls (pilyrramged bill and herring)
ravens, crows and turkey vultures. Mammals include rax;@kunks, red foxes,
coyotes and eastern wolves. Feral species includedoags and Norway rats.

Black bears are often the most serious problem becawssdety concerns and also their
ability to dig up buried refuse that can be blown offsitearried off by bears or other
scavengers.

The presence of old claw marks on several poplar indesates the probable presence of
bears during the former operation of the waste site.

At present the transfer site is well maintained witHitter spread around. The transfer
site was not attracting scavengers and none wereosegpril 15 and 16, 2008.

14. Other significant Areas

There were no provincial or federal parks identifiethim vicinity.

Important Bird Areas of Canada (IBA) designated by Bindits Canada and Nature
Canada (http://www.bsc-eoc.org/iba/canmap.jsp) was sediantd there are no IBAs in
the general area.

International Biological Sites (IBP), Crown Game $&nwes and Conservation Reserves
are present in Renfrew County but none of these featmedscated in the general
vicinity of the waste site.

The Silver Creek Peatland approximately 1.5 km south oiveste site has been
identified in several ways; as a provincially significaretland, a candidate life science
ANSI as well as a Conservation Reserve.

The waste site is designated as a waste site inffleiaOPlan and the 33 ha potential
lands for purchase is designated as mineral aggregate Retifrew County Official
Plan.

13
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The county has not identified any Environmental Protecii@a (EPA) anywhere in the
general vicinity of the waste site.

A county forest known as the Ruby Tract is located ¢onibrth (figure 5 and 6) of the
proposed waste site well within a 1km radius of the Sitge Ruby Tract is one of 51
forest properties owned by the county that are being mdrfagéorest products and
public recreational uses.

15. Summary of 7 Natural Heritage Features

The summary of findings in this study as applied to thatidral heritage features is
presented below in table 4.

Table 4. Status of Natural Heritage Features in Study Area
Natural Heritage Feature In Study Area Comments
Significant Wetland No
Threatened or Endangered None known Complete seasonal studies
Species Habitat not conducted.
Fish Habitat There are no A small watercourse mapped

watercourses on | as intermittent is located
waste site the 535 m from the waste site.
waste expansion | This watercourse may be

area or within permanent and may be cold
120m of waste | water fish habitat.
site.

Significant Woodlands No

Significant Valleylands No

Significant Wildlife Habitat None known Complete seaasl studies

not conducted

Significant ANSI No

16. Potential Impacts

No significant features were noted in the study area wema mid April field visit is not
adequate to assess all features and therefore it asible to fully address all potential
impacts.

Bears will probably be attracted to any future wasteasithis location. Besides the
human safety concern bears create a problem by cgnnyaterials off site as well as

14
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digging down through soil to expose waste materials kieat are blown off site or are
removed by bears and other scavengers.

The potential of large numbers of wildlife being drawndavenge at the future waste
site could possibly have a local impact on the small malsiand birds utilizing the
surrounding habitat through predation or competition. A$large quantities of waste
material being spread offsite can have an impact on graegetation in areas outside
the waste site boundaries.

These potential impacts would be considered as potentidllgpns of most small rural
waste sites across Ontario.

Within 120 m of the waste footprint is a mix of natunad @ultural origin habitats
including old field and abandoned aggregate sites. Therenvedentified significant
features within this 120m adjacent areas however fullgp@ate seasonal studies have
not been done.

The closest watercourses were 535m away. All watereswvighin a 1km radius were
mapped as intermittent by the MNR. However the MNR (agpel) stated that the
watercourse to the west of the waste site although magspmdermittent may be
permanent and may support coldwater fish habitats. Fe&siigations at this time
could not confirm if the watercourse(s) referred to alsme represented by numbers 77,
78 and 121 were intermittent or permanent or coldwaterdtabMppropriate seasonal
studies would need to be carried out to determine thesactbastics.

Present work on the leachate plume by Cambium (2007) indittsiethe leachate plume
is directed to the north east. It is a long distandéis direction to any watercourses and
to Golden Lake.

17. Recommendations

It is important to ensure that surface drainage off angntiatl future landfill cap is
managed to allow infiltration off site and to not allomyaurface drainage to form
erosion channels. Good stormwater management prashtioe&l be employed on site.

The recent implementation of electric fences at isgV@ndfill sites in Ontario offers an
opportunity to reduce the potential problems of bears arad stavengers by keeping
bears out of any potential waste site.

It is recommended that an electric bear fence be Inoglintained and monitored to keep
bears from the potential waste site in order to rethespread of materials from the
waste site into the adjacent areas and to also as#i& reduction of other associated
scavengers.

A robust program of covering waste is important to furtkeuce the level of scavenging
and reduce the attraction of large numbers of scavengers.

An inventory of plant species should be carried out to oheterthe presence of
provincially significant species including the speciessi ientified by the MNR
Pembroke District.
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A breeding bird inventory should be done to determine thepcesof any provincially
significant species breeding within the study area.

It is recommended that a small study be undertaken tonglatethe characteristics of the
watercourses to the west (identified as 77, 78 and 121).

18. Proposed Studies

Breeding Bird Survey

A breeding bird survey of the study area in order to agsesise presence for bird
Species at Risk (threatened and endangered S1, S2 S3 and SC)

Bird observations would follow the methodology of tliedaling bird atlas of Ontario.
The study focus on the peak breeding period from May 24 tertth@f June. The study
should provide a list of breeding birds found in the studg @and nearby areas, best
breeding evidence observed for each species and thet ltabitanunities that each
species was observed in.

Vascular Plant Survey

A plant survey within the study area would provide ansssent of plant Species at
Risk identified by the Pembroke District as well as offessible provincially rare
species and Species at Risk.

Plant surveys could be carried out in June or July.h EBemntified vascular plant species
should be listed to the community in which it was lodatad its provincial level of
significance indicated.

Other Possible Species at Risk

All species of reptiles, amphibians and mammals detebtmaddbe listed with the
community in which they were observed and their provireia! of significance
presented.

Invertebrates at Risk should also be identified.
Fish Habitat

The watercourse(s) identified with the numbers 77, 78 andHi®idsbe investigated in
July during a period of hot weather. The channel shoulteberibed and water flow
characterized. Water temperatures should be taken awgaodihe methodology of
Stoneman and Jones (1996) for assessing stream tempeegiores: Stream
invertebrates should be sampled and identified and fispledmwith a dip net and fish
traps.

A Scientific Collectors permit would need to be obtdiftem the Pembroke MNR
District in order to carry out fish sampling.
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Table 1 Characteristics of watercourses in the area of t

he Ruby Road Waste Site

Site number Location Culvert Amount of Comments
diameter flow
77 18 T 316966 36" 2" Channel
5045195 present, clear
water
78 18 T 316893 36" 4 Channel
5045299 present, clear
water
79 18 T 316499 32" Half full
5045816
407 trickle Not permanent
Grassy swale
80 18 T 318299 No culvert seen | Wet area but Seasonal wet
5044629 could be no detectable area with no
hiddened flow channel
81 18 T 317031 18” 6" Not permanent
5044138 grassy swale
82 18 T 316431 18" Half full but little
5043929 flow
121 18 T 317835 29" Quarter full Channel
5045897

present, clear
water

18




Initial Environmental Impact Study Ruby Road Site

Table 2. OBBA breeding bird species in the 10X10km

UTM square 18UR14

Breeding Species Breeding

Species Category Category
Common Loon PROB Sedge Wren PROB
Pied-billed Grebe POSS Marsh Wren PROB
Double-crested Cormorant CONF Ruby-crowned Kinglet PROB
American Bittern PROB Eastern Bluebird PROB
Mallard PROB Veery PROB
Blue-winged Teal PROB Hermit Thrush POSS
Common Merganser CONF Wood Thrush POSS
Broad-winged Hawk POSS American Robin CONF
Red-tailed Hawk POSS Gray Catbird POSS
American Kestrel POSS Brown Thrasher PROB
Merlin POSS European Starling CONF
Ruffed Grouse CONF Cedar Waxwing POSS
Wild Turkey PROB Nashville Warbler PROB
Killdeer POSS Yellow Warbler PROB
Wilson's Snipe PROB Chestnut-sided Warbler PROB
American Woodcock POSS Magnolia Warbler POSS
Herring Gull CONF Black-throated Blue Warbler POSS
Mourning Dove PROB Yellow-rumped Warbler POSS
Ruby-throated Hummingbird POSS Black-throated Green Warbler PROB
Belted Kingfisher CONF Blackburnian Warbler POSS
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker POSS Pine Warbler POSS
Downy Woodpecker POSS Black-and-white Warbler PROB
Hairy Woodpecker POSS American Redstart PROB
Northern Flicker POSS Ovenbird CONF
Pileated Woodpecker PROB Northern Waterthrush PROB
Eastern Wood-Pewee PROB Mourning Warbler POSS
Alder Flycatcher PROB Common Yellowthroat PROB
Least Flycatcher PROB Chipping Sparrow PROB
Eastern Phoebe POSS Savannah Sparrow PROB
Great Crested Flycatcher PROB Song Sparrow PROB
Eastern Kingbird PROB Swamp Sparrow PROB
Blue-headed Vireo POSS White-throated Sparrow CONF
Warbling Vireo PROB Rose-breasted Grosbeak POSS
Red-eyed Vireo PROB Indigo Bunting POSS
Blue Jay PROB Bobolink POSS
American Crow POSS Red-winged Blackbird CONF
Common Raven POSS Eastern Meadowlark PROB
Tree Swallow POSS Common Grackle PROB
Barn Swallow PROB Brown-headed Cowbird POSS
Black-capped Chickadee POSS Baltimore Oriole PROB
Red-breasted Nuthatch POSS American Goldfinch POSS
White-breasted Nuthatch POSS

Brown Creeper POSS

House Wren PROB

Winter Wren POSS
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Table 3. Stick nests found on April 15 and 16, 2008

3 Nest
Groupings

Site number

Location

Tree

species

Tree
diameter

Nest
height
(estimated)

Community

A

59

18T
317688
5045087

beech

19cm

12m

Community 3

59B

Close to
59

beech

28cm
(estimated)

18m

Community 3

67

18T
317652
5044749

beech

17cm

17m

Community 3

68

18T
317665
5044755

beech

1l4cm

15m

Community 3

69

18T
317653
5044728

beech

19cm

11m

Community 3

102

18T
317725
5044709

white
birch

20cm

15m

Community 3

103

18T
317725
5044709

beech

22cm

18m

Community 3

104

18T
317725
5044709

beech

22cm

15m

Community 3

105

18T
317725
5044709

hemlock

25cm

14m

Community 4
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Appendix 1 MNR values letter to Cambium Environmental (Feb 2008)
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