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Executive Summary 
GHD Limited (GHD) was retained by Puslinch Development GP Inc (Client) to complete an Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS) for the Estill Innovation Community (Project) located at 4631 Side Road 20 North, in the Township of 
Puslinch (Township), Ontario (Site). 

The Site is approximately 25.47 hectares (62.94 acres) in size and comprises a former residential dwelling, a shed, 
and a former barn structure. The purpose of the EIS is to document existing natural heritage features and functions on 
and adjacent to the Site, consider potential impacts resulting from the proposed development, and provide 
recommendations on mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts. This EIS was completed in accordance with 
comments received from the Township of Puslinch and County of Wellington in response to the Development 
Pre-consultation Request, Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) EIS Guidelines, and the Terms of Reference 
(TOR). 

The Site Plan dated February 7, 2025, includes five buildings (three industrial, one gym, and one daycare), 894 car 
parking spaces (including 26 barrier free parking spaces), trailer parking spaces, short term bike spaces, a trail 
network, a septic field, and a stormwater management pond.  

The ecological land classification for the site identified six vegetation communities through field investigations 
conducted in 2022 and 2024. These communities included Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD4-1), Submerged 
Shallow Aquatic (SAS), Dry – Moist Old Field Meadow (CUM1-1), Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1), Active Agriculture 
(OAG), and Hedgerow (Hedge). Flora inventories identified a total of 106 vascular plant species, with varying 
proportions of native and non-native species across the different communities. No plant species at risk (SAR), plant 
species of conservation concern (SCC), or locally rare plant species were identified during the investigations. 

Amphibian call count surveys, breeding bird surveys, tree inventory, significant wildlife habitat (SWH) assessment, and 
bat maternity roost surveys and acoustic analysis were completed as per the TOR. These surveys produced the 
evidence of two SAR on-Site: eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna) and barn swallow (Hirundo rustica). It was also 
determined there is one candidate SWH feature on-Site for barn swallow (buildings) but no evidence of nesting, 
therefore no confirmation of use. Surveys to confirm presence or absence of nesting on these structures are 
recommended if demolition does not occur prior to the next breeding season. 

A Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) is present within the southern portion of the Site; this area was flagged by 
GHD ecologists and later field verified with GRCA ecologists during 2023. Due to the relevant legislation brought 
forward in this report, this PSW and surrounding 30 m were not included in the developable area. 

Impacts to vegetation, wildlife and wildlife habitat, aquatic resources, surface water, and groundwater were considered 
during impact assessment and mitigation. Though the proposed development includes a large developable area, the 
vast majority of said area is within currently disturbed / cultural habitats such as OAG, Hedge, and CUM1-1, which 
limits the natural heritage impacts associated with the development. Mitigation measures have been included to offset 
potential unavoidable impacts to natural heritage features on-Site, such as revegetating disturbed areas in a timely 
manner post-construction, adhering to species timing windows, and ensuring development does not encroach on the 
30 m PSW buffer. 

It has been determined that this project will be in in conformity with all relevant policy and legislation, assuming all 
relevant impact and mitigation measures are adhered to.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 
GHD Limited (GHD) was retained by Puslinch Development GP Inc (Client) to complete a scoped Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS) for the Estill Innovation Community (Project) located at 4631 Side Road 20 North, in the Township 
of Puslinch (Township), Ontario (Site). The Site is approximately 25.47 hectares (ha; 62.94 acres) in size and 
comprises a former residential dwelling, a shed, and a former barn structure. The Study Area includes the Site and a 
120 metre (m) buffer.  

A Due Diligence assessment was completed in 2022 flagging any potential natural heritage features. The purpose of 
this EIS is to document existing natural heritage features and functions on and adjacent to the Site, consider potential 
impacts resulting from the proposed development, and provide recommendations on mitigation measures to minimize 
potential impacts. This EIS built upon the Due Diligence assessment and was completed in accordance with 
comments received from the Township of Puslinch and County of Wellington in response to the Development 
Pre-consultation Request (August 21, 2023), Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) EIS Guidelines (GRCA 
2005), and the Terms of Reference (TOR; Appendix A). 

The draft TOR was submitted to the GRCA on August 29, 2023, and to the Township on October 16, 2023, to confirm 
the policy framework, study objectives, timing and process, and site-specific study requirements for the EIS. The 
revised TOR was issued on January 15, 2024 with revisions based on received agency comments. The final TOR was 
submitted to the relevant agencies on February 6, 2024. 

1.2 Scope and limitations 
This report has been prepared by GHD for Puslinch Development GP Inc and may only be used and relied on by the 
Puslinch Development GP Inc for the purpose agreed between GHD and the Puslinch Development GP Inc as set out 
in Section 1.1 of this report. 

GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Puslinch Development GP Inc arising in connection 
with this report. GHD also excludes implied warranties and conditions, to the extent legally permissible. 

The services undertaken by GHD in connection with preparing this report were limited to those specifically detailed in 
the report and are subject to the scope limitations set out in the report.  

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on conditions encountered and 
information reviewed at the date of preparation of the report. GHD has no responsibility or obligation to update this 
report to account for events or changes occurring subsequent to the date that the report was prepared. 

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on assumptions made by GHD 
described in this report. GHD disclaims liability arising from any of the assumptions being incorrect. 

Accessibility of documents 

If this report is required to be accessible in any other format, this can be provided by GHD upon request and at an 
additional cost if necessary. 

2. Policy Framework 
The following sections outline the legislation, policies, and regulations relevant to natural heritage features and 
functions applicable to the Study Area. 
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2.1 Federal Legislation 
2.1.1 Migratory Birds Convention Act 
The Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA; 1994) and Migratory Birds Regulations (MBR; 2022) protect most species 
of migratory birds and their nests and eggs. Under the MBR it is now prohibited to damage, destroy, disturb or remove 
migratory bird nests when they contain a live bird or viable egg and prohibit the deposit of harmful substances in 
waters and areas frequented by them. For 18 species of migratory birds identified on Schedule 1, the MBR provide 
year-round nest protection until they can be deemed abandoned. The Schedule includes certain migratory birds who 
either re-use their own nests from one year to the next (colonial species), or whose nests are commonly re-used by 
other species of migratory bird species. If the nest of a Schedule 1 species has not been occupied by a migratory bird 
for the entirety of the waiting time indicated in the MBR, it is considered to be abandoned, and to no longer have high 
conservation value for migratory birds. 

If you are not able to wait the designated period to destroy or relocate a nest of a species listed on Schedule 1 or need 
to destroy or relocate a nest of another species of migratory bird when it contains a live bird or viable egg, and have 
taken appropriate mitigation, a permit may be available. The MBR continue to allow for the issuance of Damage and 
Danger as well as Scientific permits, which may apply in specific limited situations. 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC; 2023) implements policies and guidelines to protect migratory 
birds, and guidance on the Environment Canada website is provided to help to minimize the risk of detrimental effects 
to migratory birds and to achieve compliance with the law. Compliance with the MBCA and MBR is best achieved 
through a due diligence approach based on a site-specific analysis in consideration of the avoidance guidelines on the 
ECCC website, such as the implementation of timing restrictions to ensure migratory birds and their young have left an 
area before it is disturbed due to construction or prior to vegetation removal. 

The Study Area has been identified to be within Zone C2 (ECCC 2018) and as such this area of southern Ontario 
typically has migratory birds nesting between April 1 to August 31 of each year. 

2.1.2 Species at Risk Act 
The Species at Risk Act (SARA; 2002) incorporates a number of prohibitions to protect individuals of listed Threatened 
(THR), Endangered (END), or Extirpated (EXT) Species at Risk (SAR) – as designated by the Committee on the 
Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). Per Section 34, Section 58 and Section 61, these prohibitions 
apply to aquatic species and migratory birds protected by the MBCA on all lands, and any other listed wildlife species 
when on federal lands, or any lands if recommended by the Minister of the ECCC to the Governor in Council.  

2.1.3 Fisheries Act 
Fish and fish habitat are protected under the federal Fisheries Act (FA; 1985) which is managed by the Fisheries and 
Oceans, Canada (DFO). The FA was last amended on August 28, 2019. The protection provisions of the FA apply to 
all fish and fish habitat throughout Canada and the Act sets out authorities for the regulation of works, undertakings or 
activities that risk harming fish and fish habitat. Specifically, the protection provisions include two core prohibitions. 
One is against persons carrying on works, undertakings or activities that result in the “death of fish by means other 
than fishing” (subsection 34.4[1]), and the other is “harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat” 
(subsection 35[1]; also referred to as “HADD”). The protection provisions are applied in conjunction with other 
applicable federal laws and regulations related to aquatic ecosystems, including the SARA. 

Fish habitat is defined in subsection 2(1) of the FA to include all waters frequented by fish and any other areas upon 
which fish depend directly or indirectly to carry out their life processes. The types of areas that can directly or indirectly 
support life processes include, but are not limited to, spawning grounds and nursery, rearing, food supply and 
migration areas. Under subsection 35(1) a person may carry on such works, undertakings or activities without 
contravening this prohibition, provided that they are carried on under the authority of one of the exceptions listed in 
subsection 35(2), and in accordance with the requirements of the appropriate exception. In most cases, this exception 
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would be Ministerial authorizations granted to proponents in accordance with the Authorizations Concerning Fish and 
Fish Habitat Protection Regulations under the Fisheries Act.  

Proponents are responsible for planning and implementing works, undertakings or activities in a manner that avoids 
harmful impacts, specifically the death of fish and HADD. Where proponents believe that their work, undertaking or 
activity will result in harmful impacts to fish and fish habitat, DFO will work with proponents to assess the risk of their 
proposed work, undertaking or activity resulting in the death of fish or HADD of fish habitat and provide advice and 
guidance on how to comply with the FA. 

2.2 Provincial Legislation, Policies and Guidelines 
2.2.1 Endangered Species Act 
The provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA; 2007) provides protection for provincial SAR and their habitats in 
Ontario. Species are classified into one of four levels of risk (Extirpated [EXT], Endangered [END], Threatened [THR], 
Special Concern [SC]) through science-based assessment via the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in 
Ontario (COSSARO). Species classified as THR or END on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list are afforded 
protection under the ESA. 

Protection under the ESA prohibits the "killing, harming, harassing, possessing, buying, selling, trading, leasing or 
transporting species listed as THR, END or EXT". The ESA also includes preparation of recovery strategies for 
species ranked as THR or END, and management plans for those ranked as SC.  

Protection for SAR and their habitats are provided under the ESA by restricting activities that may affect them. Where 
a proposed activity will impact protected species or habitat, changes to timing, location and methods of the proposed 
activity should be considered, wherever feasible, to avoid impacts to SAR. Where impacts cannot be avoided or 
mitigated, a permit or authorization process can be entered into. The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) administers the ESA.  

2.2.2 Invasive Species Act 
The provincial Invasive Species Act (ISA; 2015) sets out rules to prevent and control the spread of invasive species. 
Species regulated under the ISA pose a risk to Ontario’s natural environment and are divided into two classes: 
prohibited and restricted. It is illegal to import, possess, deposit, release, transport, breed, grow, buy, sell, lease or 
trade prohibited invasive species, and it is illegal to import, deposit, release, breed, grow, buy, sell, lease or trade 
restricted invasive species. The ISA is administered by the Ministry of Natural Resources1 (MNR). 

2.2.3 Conservation Authorities Act 
The purpose of the Conservation Authorities Act (CAA; Government of Ontario 1990) is to provide for the organization 
and delivery of programs and services that further the management of natural resources and hazards in watersheds in 
Ontario. Conservation Authorities are governed by the CAA which is administered by the MECP. 

Section 28 of the CAA prohibits interference with watercourses and wetlands and development in areas within the 
jurisdiction of the Conservation Authority. Section 28.1 provides that a permit to carry out prohibited activities can be 
granted by the Authority if the following conditions are met: 

1. the activity is not likely to affect the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches or unstable soil or bedrock; 
2. the activity is not likely to create conditions or circumstances that, in the event of a natural hazard, might 

jeopardize the health or safety of persons or result in the damage or destruction of property; and 
3. any other requirements that may be prescribed by the regulations are met. 

 
1 The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) reverted to the naming convention of Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) in 2024. 
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Ontario Regulation (O. Reg) 41/24 - Prohibited Activities, Exemptions and Permits under the CAA defines the 
Regulation Limits for each Conservation Authority, implementation requirements, and procedural requirements for 
permitting. 

2.2.3.1 Grand River Conservation Authority 
The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) is responsible for implementing the CAA, including Section 28, and 
O. Reg. 41/24 – Prohibited Activities, Exemptions and Permits2.  

The Site contains GRCA Regulated area and as such any development or alteration within these areas or within 30 m 
of these areas would require prior written approval and a permit from the GRCA. The wetlands located on Site are part 
of the Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex, a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW), and are within the 
regulation limit of the GRCA, as are the wetlands of the surrounding lands. As such, the development plan has been 
adjusted to avoid the PSW and its 30 m buffer to avoid disturbing GRCA regulated area and therefore remove the 
requirement for consultation and a permit from the GRCA. 

2.2.4 Provincial Planning Statement 
The Provincial Planning Statement (PPS), which took effect October 20, 2024, is a consolidated statement of the 
Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing’s (MMAH) policies on land use planning (MMAH 2024). The PPS 
2024 is a streamlined land use planning policy framework that replaces the Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH 
2020a) and A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (MMAH 2020b) while building upon 
housing-supportive policies from both documents. The PPS 2024 is issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act and all 
decisions affecting land use planning matters ‘shall be consistent with’ the PPS 2024 (MMAH 2024). Municipalities use 
the PPS 2024 to develop their official plans and to guide and inform decisions on other planning matters.  

The Study Area is located within Ecoregion 6E. Policy Section 4.1 of the PPS 2024 outlines policies for Natural 
Heritage, and portions relevant to this project include:  

1. Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term.  
2. The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term ecological function and 

biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, 
recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and ground 
water features.  

3. Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E & 7E, recognizing that natural heritage systems will 
vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural areas, and prime agricultural areas. 

4. Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  
a. significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; and  
b. significant coastal wetlands.  

5. Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  
a. significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; 
b. significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Marys River); 
c. significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Marys River);  
d. significant wildlife habitat;  
e. significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and  
f. coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 that are not subject to policy 4.1.4.b),  

unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their 
ecological functions.  

 
2 As of April 1, 2024, O. Reg. 41/24 – Prohibited Activities, Exemptions and Permits superseded O. Reg. 150/06 – Development, Interference with 
Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses. 
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6. Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and 
federal requirements.  

7. Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species and threatened species, 
except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.  

8. Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage features and 
areas identified in policies 4.1.4, 4.1.5, and 4.1.6 unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been 
evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their 
ecological functions. 

2.3 Municipal Legislation, Policies and Guidelines 
2.3.1 County of Wellington Official Plan  
The County of Wellington (County) Official Plan (OP; as updated June 1, 2022) includes policies related to the natural 
environment through the conservation and enhancement of the County’s sensitive natural areas and native 
biodiversity, and the promotion of informed stewardship. The Greenlands System includes:  

– Wetlands  
– Environmentally sensitive areas  
– Streams and valley lands  
– Ponds, lakes and reservoirs  
– Areas of natural and scientific interest  
– Woodlands  
– Fish and wildlife habitat  
– Flood plains and hazardous lands  
– Threatened or endangered species  

Within the Greenlands System certain areas have greater sensitivity or significance. These areas have additional 
policies and protections, are identified in the Core Greenlands designations and include: 

– PSWs 
– All other wetlands 
– Habitat of endangered or threatened species and fish habitat 
– Hazardous lands  

The OP Schedule B7 Puslinch map designates the Site as part of the PA7-1 Regionally Significant Economic 
Development Study Area. This area is intended to “service the Township by providing locations for economic activity 
and employment opportunities. This area is the predominant location for business and industry in the Township, but 
does not preclude the establishment of small-scale activities outside of concentrations elsewhere in the Township.” 

According to the OP Schedule A7 Puslinch map, the Site contains Core Greenlands, Secondary Agricultural, and 
Rural Employment areas. Section 5.4.1 of the OP states “All wetlands in the County of Wellington are included in the 
Core Greenlands. Development and site alteration will not be permitted in wetlands which are considered provincially 
significant." The Core Greenlands present on Site is a section of the Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex (PSW) 
within the southern portion.  

Section 5.6.2 of the OP states that “Where development is proposed in the Greenland system or on adjacent lands, 
the County or local municipality shall require the developer to:  

a) identify the nature of the features potentially impacted by the development;  

b) prepare, where required, an environmental impact assessment to ensure that the requirements of this Plan 
will be met, and consider enhancement of the natural area where appropriate and reasonable.  
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c) address any other relevant requirements set out in Section 4.6.3 Environmental Impact Assessment.  

No development will be approved unless the County is satisfied that the Greenland and Environmental Impact 
Assessment policies are met.” 

Section 6.5.3 of the OP states that “Permitted uses and activities in Secondary Agricultural Areas may include:  

a) all uses allowed in the Prime Agricultural Area;  

b) small scale commercial, industrial and institutional uses;  

c) public service facilities” 

The proposed development may not be considered “small-scale”. Section 6.5.5 states “…large scale proposals or 
proposals involving more than one lot will require an official plan amendment.” 

Section 6.8.1 of the OP also states that “In all cases, rural employment areas will be used by “dry” industrial and 
limited commercial uses which do not use significant amounts of water in their operation and which do not produce 
significant amounts of effluent, consistent with rural servicing levels which rely on private water and sewage systems.” 

Although the Wellington County Draft Natural Heritage System mapping is not part of the OP, it was created to help 
inform future policy and stewardship initiatives. The Draft Natural Heritage System mapping identifies enhancement 
linkages within the Site (GRCA 2018). These are considered Stewardship Components and are identified as areas 
with the potential to connect and enhance the overall ecological and hydrological health of the existing features and 
the Natural Heritage System. Enhancement Linkages are areas where voluntary stewardship activities can improve 
local linkages.  

Consideration should be given to the planning criteria and requirements for the Site under these OP designations, and 
ecological studies are required to determine impacts form the proposed development on Core Greenlands. 

2.3.2 Township of Puslinch Official Plan 
The Township operates under the County OP, which gives direction over the next 20 years to the physical 
development of the County, its local municipalities such as Puslinch, and the to the long term protection of the County 
resources. Applicable policies from the County OP are previously discussed in Section 2.3.1. 

2.3.3 Township of Puslinch Zoning By-Law 
Under Section 34 of the Planning Act, the Township Zoning By-Law regulates the use of land and the character, 
location and use of buildings and structures within the Township. By-Law No. 023-18 and Township Comprehensive 
Zoning Map identifies the Site as Agricultural and Natural Environment. Schedule A and Schedule B-1 (Environmental 
Protection Overlap) further designates the Natural Environment portion of the Site (the wetland) as Environmental 
Protection.  

The Environmental Protection Overlay of the Puslinch Zoning By-Law corresponds to the Greenlands designation in 
the County OP. The purpose of this designation is to identify that a physical feature is present that may require further 
review or permissions prior to development approvals. The Township Zoning By-Law states that when the Greenlands 
feature is within a CA regulated area, as is the case with the wetland on-Site, the written approval from the applicable 
CA is required prior to the development of a building or structure.  

3. Study Approach and Methodology 
Information pertaining to natural heritage resources within the Study Area was obtained through a review of available 
background studies, databases, and field investigations. 
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3.1 Background Review 
Available secondary source information was obtained and reviewed to compile known natural heritage information for 
the Study Area. The sources reviewed are outlined in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 Secondary Source Information Reviewed 

Source Information Reviewed 

Government of Canada The Atlas of Canada - Toporama 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and 
Parks (MECP) 

SAR records for the Study Area 

Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) Natural Heritage Features data layers from Land Information Ontario (LIO) 
and the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database 
Aquatic Resource Area (ARA) data 

Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) Applicable regulations and policies 
Regulated Areas 
Natural heritage data and species records for Study Area 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Aquatic SAR Maps  

County of Wellington Official Plan Land Use Designations and Natural Heritage Systems Mapping 
Environmental Management Guidelines 
Applicable By-Laws 

Township of Puslinch Zoning Applicable Zoning By-Laws and mapping 

Provincial Policy Statement Natural Heritage Policies 

Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas Species records for the Site 

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Breeding bird data for the Site 

Ontario Butterfly Atlas Species records for the Site 

Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario Checked for records of rare mammals in the Study Area 

Bat Conservation International Referenced range maps in species profiles for the four listed bat species that 
occur in Ontario 

Distribution and Status of the Vascular Plants 
of Southwestern Ontario (Oldham 1993)  

Species records and rarity within local landscape. 

Local Status Wellington Dufferin (Riley 1989)  Species records and rarity within local landscape. 

E-Bird Species record for SAR or Locally Rare 

iNaturalist Species record for SAR or Locally Rare 

3.2 Agency Consultation 
Consultation has been ongoing with the GRCA, MECP, MNR, and the Township to determine natural heritage 
considerations for the Study Area and to confirm permitting requirements for the proposed works. All email 
communications are presented in Appendix B.  

3.2.1 Grand River Conservation Authority 
Consultation with the GRCA commenced on October 19, 2023, to seek information on natural heritage, wetland 
evaluation reports, and general wildlife or aquatic information. They informed that no watercourses, fish habitat 
features, Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)’s, nor wildlife habitat values were present on the site. They also 
identified some species of concern within close proximity the site, outlined hydrological information, and confirmed the 
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presence of the Cranberry Oil Well Bog (PSW) on-Site. The GRCA recommended reaching out to the MNR regarding 
further PSW evaluation information.  

The GRCA was also consulted to confirm the wetland boundary on site, which was delineated in the field on 
September 8, 2023. See Section 3.4.8 and 4.4 for details. 

The draft TOR was submitted to the GRCA on August 29, 2023, for comments. The GRCA made recommendations to 
properly delineate the wetland boundary and setbacks on Site plan/construction drawings, as well as provided 
recommendations on how to comprehensively assess hydrologic impacts. The finalized TOR with integrated 
comments was submitted to the GRCA on February 6, 2024. The finalised TOR is presented in Appendix A.  

3.2.2 Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
Consultation with the MECP began on October 16, 2023. The MECP provided a guide for SAR screening, outlined the 
processes required for exemption or authorization under the ESA, and outlined situations in which an Information 
Gathering Form (IGF) is necessary.  

3.2.3 Ministry of Natural Resources 
Consultation with the MNR began on October 16, 2023, to request any additional information on natural heritage 
features present on-Site. The MNR confirmed the presence of the Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex (PSW) 
within the Site limits. They also provided the Provincial Evaluation of the Cranberry Oil Well Bog, which was completed 
on January 1, 2003.  

3.2.4 Township of Puslinch 
Consultation with the Township commenced on October 16, 2023. Following integration of comments from the GRCA, 
the draft TOR was submitted to the Township for review. On November 3, 2023, the Township provided their ecology 
consultant’s, Aboud & Associates Inc., peer review of the TOR. The peer review included comments on policy 
considerations, SAR occurrences, Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) considerations, and ecology survey 
recommendations. The finalized TOR was submitted to the Township on February 6, 2024. The finalised TOR is 
presented in Appendix A.  

3.3 Screening for Species at Risk 
Species at Risk (SAR) in Ontario may be protected by provincial and/or federal SAR legislation. The applicable acts 
are the provincial ESA and federal SARA. A list of SAR with potential to occur on or adjacent to the Study Area was 
compiled from the background review and agency consultation, and is presented in Appendix C. Records from the 
past 20 years were included in the background review (historical records older than 20 years were not). Following the 
field investigation, further evaluation was completed for SAR probability of occurrence based on the observed habitat 
characteristics.  

3.4 Field Survey Methodology 
GHD ecologists completed field investigations to inventory the flora and fauna of the Site (Table 3.2). Preliminary field 
surveys were conducted in 2022 as part of the Due Diligence assessment. Supplemental and additional field surveys 
were conducted in 2023 and 2024 for the EIS, as established in the TOR. 
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Table 3.2 Summary of Field Surveys Completed 

Field 
Investigation 

Dates Temperature 
(°C) 

Wind 
(Beaufort 
Scale) 

Precipitation GHD Staff 

Site 
reconnaissance  

May 19, 2022 10 1 None J. Caldwell 

ELC and flora 
inventory 

August 17, 2023  
May 13, 2024 
August 26, 2024 

24-2618-24 
27-29 

2-3 
3 
2 

None 
None 
None 

J. Caldwell, K. Shelly 

Calling amphibian 
monitoring 

May 25, 2022 
June 16, 2022 
April 10, 2024 
April 30, 2024 
June 18, 2024 

13 
21-22 
10 
12 
25 

4 
0-1 
2 
1 
1 

None 
None 
None 
None 
None 

A. Douglas, Z. Kelly, S. Sadiora, 
K. Shelly, M. Lobbezoo, J. de 
Vuyst 

Breeding bird 
surveys 

June 2, 2022 
June 16, 2022 
July 4, 2024 

10 
23-30 
18 

2 
3 
1 

None 
None 
None 

J. Caldwell M. Lobbezoo 

Tree inventory  May 3, 2024 
November 20, 2024 
January 10, 2025 

9-15 
7-9 
 
-10 _ -4 

2 
3 
 
3 

Rain 
None 
 
None 

J. Caldwell, M. Lobbezoo 

Bat maternity roost 
surveys (leaf-off) 

May 3, 2024 
November 20, 2024 
January 10, 2025 

9-15 
7-9 
 
-10 _ -4 

2 
3 
 
3 

Rain 
None 
 
None 

J. Caldwell, M. Lobbezoo 

Provisional bat 
acoustic surveys 

May 31 – June 11, 2024 - - - J. Caldwell 

Wetland staking  August 17, 2023 17-25 3-4 None J. Caldwell, K. Shelly 

Wetland 
delineation with 
GRCA 

September 8, 2023 13-17 2-3 None L. Lawlor, J. Caldwell 

SAR habitat 
assessment 

Collected during each 
Site visits 

- - - All Staff 

Incidental species 
observations 

Collected during each 
Site visit 

- - - All Staff 

3.4.1 Vegetation Communities and Flora 
Vegetation communities were initially mapped and described on June 16, 2022, following the Ecological Land 
Classification (ELC) System for Southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998). Information collected included dominant species 
cover, community structure, presence of indicator species, and other notable features. Representative soil sampling 
with a hand auger was completed to confirm community soil conditions and appropriate classifications. 

Two additional botanical surveys were completed on May 13 and August 26, 2024, to supplement those conducted for 
the Due Diligence. These were completed in conjunction with ELC by walking the Site and recording species 
observed. A comprehensive species list was compiled, and species status was assessed at the provincial and local 
levels for Wellington County. 
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3.4.1.1 Tree Inventory 
Tree inventory data was collected by a GHD International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) Certified Arborist on May 3 
and November 20, 2024, and January 10, 2025. All trees observed had their physical characteristics and GPS location 
recorded.  

The assessment was completed during leaf-off (May 3, 2024, November 20, 2024, and January 10, 2025) conditions. 
The area inventoried included all potential work areas and trees with a dripline within 6 m of these potential work areas 
(i.e., trees with the potential to be impacted). In general, the tree inventory was limited to trees with a trunk diameter at 
breast height (DBH) greater than 10 centimetres (cm). 

Inventoried trees were tagged with a metal ID tag for clear field identification. Tree inventory data collected by GHD 
included tree species, DBH, height, and estimated dripline radius. Each tree was assessed, assigned a condition 
rating (based on trunk integrity, canopy vitality, and canopy structure), and assigned an overall health rating (i.e., 
healthy, fair, poor, decline, or dead) based on the condition ratings and overall appearance of the tree. The DBH of 
inventoried trees was typically measured at 1.37 m above grade, except for trees with branch unions, large lateral 
branches, or deformities that would result in an unrepresentative DBH measurement if recorded at 1.37 m above 
grade. 

The assessment of trunk integrity included observations of trunk lean, cracks/splits/seams, presence of cavities or 
decay, presence of multiple stems, the presence of mechanical damage to the trunk or roots, and the presence of 
girdling roots. The assessment of canopy vitality included observation of the vigour and health of the canopy. Crown 
health and budding features were used as the primary indicator of crown vigour for deciduous trees. Bud density, 
wound callousing, twig elongation, twig dieback, epicormic growth, and the presence of pests and pathogens were 
also used as indicators of canopy vitality. Crown structure observations included the overall structural quality of the 
crown. Observations included the presence of codominant leaders, multiple branch connection points, epicormic 
growth, deadwood, and broken branches. 

3.4.2 Amphibian Surveys 
Calling amphibian surveys were conducted according to the Marsh Monitoring Protocol (BSC 2009) and were carried 
out at two stations in 2022 (May 25 and June 16); one by the wetland on-Site, and one near the forested area along 
the western boundary of the Site, within the Study Area (Figure 2). Three additional calling amphibian surveys were 
conducted in 2024 (April 10, April 30 and June 18) and included investigation for potential migration pathways 
between the Site and wetland to the west of Sideroad 20. Surveys were conducted between a half hour after sunset 
and midnight. At each station, experienced surveyors waited for 2 minutes in silence before starting the survey, then 
listened for frog and toad calls for a period of 3 minutes. During the survey, any frogs or toads heard calling were 
documented and a measure of 1, 2, or 3 for the abundance of each species within 50 m of the survey point, 50 – 100 
m of the survey point, or greater than 100 m of the survey point was applied. 

3.4.3 Bird Surveys 
Breeding Bird Surveys (BBS) were conducted between 5:00 am and 10:00 am during the breeding bird season when 
most birds are in their territories engaged in breeding activities. Surveys occurred within the timeframe of half an hour 
before sunrise and the 5 hours following, in accordance with the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Survey protocols 
(Cadman et al. 2007). A point count methodology was utilized, where a point count location was surveyed for 5-
minutes and all the species seen and heard were recorded. Breeding evidence was recorded to determine if the 
species was a possible, probable, or confirmed breeder following protocols of the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
(Cadman et al. 2007). Incidental species observations, including those of birds, were also collected on all Site visits. 

Two rounds of BBS were completed in 2022 (June 2 and June 13); a third was not completed at that time as eastern 
meadowlark (Sturnella magna; provincially and federally THR) were confirmed. An additional grassland BBS was 
completed on July 4, 2024, at the request of the Township,. Three breeding bird observation stations (BBS1, BBS2, 
and BBS3) were established to represent the dominant habitat types on-Site (Figure 2). Notably, the BBS2 station 
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captured the Moist Old Field Meadow community that exhibits suitable habitat for eastern meadowlark. Incidental 
species observations were also collected on all Site visits. 

3.4.4 Reptile Surveys 
No species-specific targeted reptile surveys were undertaken for the Site since the wetland does not retain water 
depths suitable for reptile overwintering. Additionally, the on-Site wetland and surrounding 30 m buffer is being 
retained during development. The 30 m buffer around the wetland consist of a deciduous willow swamp and exhibits 
the most suitable habitat for reptiles. Incidental observations of reptiles and evidence of reptile habitat were recorded 
by staff during all field visits to the Site.  

3.4.5 Mammal Surveys 
There are seven species of bats in Ontario that have been listed as END provincially, including the little brown myotis 
(Myotis lucifugus; END federally), eastern small-footed myotis (Myotis leibii; not assessed federally), northern myotis 
(Myotis septentrionalis; END federally), tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus; END federally), eastern red bat (Lasiurus 
borealis; note listed federally), silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans; not listed federally), and hoary bat 
(Lasiurus cinereus; not listed federally). These receive species and general habitat protection under the ESA. 

Many of the seven SAR bats in Ontario have different roosting habitat characteristics. Little brown myotis, northern 
myotis, and silver-haired bats roost in tree cavities, crevices, and under loose exfoliating bark in wooded areas located 
near water. Deciduous species with decay characteristics are often ideal for roost sites, however, coniferous species 
may be used depending on roost-tree characteristics such as tree size, height, roost aspect, and cavity temperature 
(COSEWIC 2023). The tri-colored bat most often roosts in foliage (both dead and alive) within or below the canopy. 
Often, oak species (Quercus spp.) are utilized for roosting because the leaves are retained longer in the fall season; 
however, maple species (Acer spp.) are also used. Eastern red bats and hoary bats may use both deciduous and 
coniferous forests of any age class, though they may avoid coniferous species when suitable deciduous species are 
present. As well, they tend to prefer large diameter and tall trees, reaching or exceeding the surrounding canopy. 
Eastern small-footed myotis roost in sunny, cave, karst, and rocky open habitats, such as along talus slopes or within 
rock crevices, and occasionally in buildings (Humphrey 2017). The location of suitable bat maternity roosting habitat, 
including snags, was identified following the modified methodology of the MECP Bats & Treed Habitat – Maternity 
Roost Surveys protocol (MECP 2022). This scoped assessment provided the likelihood that appropriate habitat for 
SAR bats was present; however, it did not confirm the presence or absence of any bat species. 

No other species-specific targeted mammal surveys were undertaken for the Site; however incidental observations of 
mammals and evidence of mammal habitat utilization (i.e., tracks, scat, hair, dens, etc.) were recorded by staff during 
all field visits to the Site.   

3.4.5.1 Bat Habitat Surveys 
On May 3, 2024, November 20, 2024, and January 10, 2025, GHD conducted leaf-off snag tree surveys following 
MECP 2022 guidance. Identifying suitable roost trees for little brown myotis, northern myotis, and silver-haired bats 
included recording the location of all snags that exhibit appropriate attributes including cavities, loose bark, cracks, or 
knot holes. Suitable roost trees for tri-colored bats, hoary bats, and eastern red bats include oak trees greater than 10 
cm diameter at breast height (DBH), maple trees greater than 10 cm DBH if the tree includes dead/dying leaf clusters, 
and any tree greater than 25 cm DBH. All snag or cavity trees observed were provided a unique code for identification 
and trees suitable for bats can be seen on Figure 2. Suitable roosting features for eastern small-footed myotis such as 
rockpiles were surveyed for and recorded during all site investigations. 

3.4.5.2 Bat Acoustic Surveys 
 GHD installed a single stationary acoustic monitoring device (bat detector, ID: WATS06) at one location near Tree 
119 on Site (Figure 2). Acoustic monitoring was conducted from May 31 to June 11, 2024, which satisfied the 
minimum of 10 nights during the maternity roosting period (according to protocol). The bat detector was deployed 
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where potentially suitable roosting habitat of SAR bats was most likely to occur within the Site as noted by the 
presence of cavity trees and karst features.  

The bat detector (SM4BAT+ model from Wildlife Acoustics) was set to record nightly from 30 minutes before sunset to 
30 minutes after sunrise. The bat detector was set to record wave files of up to 15 seconds in duration any time a 
sound in the frequencies typically emitted by bats was detected. 

A three-step process was utilized to analyze acoustic data to achieve the highest confidence in classification:  

1. The recorded ultrasonic data was analyzed in Sonobat 4 using the SonoVet and SonoBatch North northeastern 
US and Southern Ontario classifier to assign species identifications to each file. The period of deployment 
[May 31 – June 11, 2024 (11 nights)] was selected as an appropriate range of nights for call analysis (minimum of 
ten nights is required under existing protocols) based on observations of suitable weather during the majority of 
that period.  

2. The SAR bat calls identified by the program were manually verified by a qualified ecologist. Manual vetting occurs 
to confirm the patterns are consistent with the typical characteristics of a call for each species. Manual vetting and  
confirmation of the call characteristics was undertaken for each SAR species recorded.  

3. Where a recorded call was not consistent with the known typical characteristics of a bat species, or the recording 
was outside of the software’s classification confidence range, the analyser classified the call as high frequency 
(HiF), low frequency (LoF), or as “No ID”. No ID recordings can result from background noise such as vehicles, 
rustling plants, other wildlife, incomplete recordings, or calls which are outside of the range of the microphone. An 
extensive review of the No ID files was conducted to verify if calls could be identified as SAR bats. 

3.4.6 Insect Surveys 
Insect species encountered on Site during all field surveys were recorded incidentally. No targeted surveys were 
conducted. 

3.4.7 Incidental Wildlife  
All survey visits recorded incidental observations of mammals, reptiles, insects and other wildlife as well as evidence 
of habitat utilization (i.e., browse, tracks, trails, scat, burrows, remains, nests, vocalizations, etc.). Searches for 
chimney crayfish were also conducted during Site visits and involved walking around the perimeter of wetland 
communities and drainage features on Site looking for chimney burrows. During the terrestrial field investigation, a 
visual encounter survey was conducted for any significant species of reptiles or amphibians in brush piles, lumber, and 
deadfall within the Site. 

3.4.8 Aquatic Resource Surveys 
No aquatic habitat surveys were conducted on-Site as the wetland did not contain water continually throughout the 
year and was therefore not considered to be fish habitat. The GRCA also confirmed that no watercourses or fish 
habitat features were present on-Site. 

3.4.9 Wetland Staking and Delineation 
The Site includes a wetland of approximately 3,650 m2 located in the southern portion of the property. This wetland is 
part of the provincially significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex. In advance of conducting the wetland 
delineation with the GRCA, GHD ecologists certified under the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) (Ontario 
2014) flagged the wetland boundary on August 17, 2023. This wetland was then delineated with GRCA ecologists on 
September 8, 2023. 
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3.4.10 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Prior to the field surveys, a candidate list of SWH features were determined based on the Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015; Appendix D). During field surveys, GHD ecologists looked for 
evidence of those candidate SWH features (i.e., to determine presence/absence) and any other candidate SWH 
features not anticipated by the initial candidate screening. Upon compiling field data, further consideration was given 
candidate SWH classification. 

3.4.11 Species at Risk and Species of Conservation Concern 
Assessments for potential SAR and SCC habitat was conducted during all Site visits by GHD ecologists.  

For the purposes of this report, SAR include those species listed under the ESA as END or THR, or as END or THR 
under SARA and are an aquatic species or MBCA-protected migratory bird. 

As defined by the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) (OMNR 2010), SCC are species that are rare or are 
substantially declining, listed as SC on the SARO (MNRF 2023), with a S-Rank of S1 to S3, and species identified as 
nationally END or THR by COSEWIC, which are not protected in regulation under the ESA. Although SCC are not 
afforded protection under the ESA, their habitat may be considered SWH under the PPS.  

Natural areas were also assessed for their potential to provide habitat for those SAR and SCC identified during 
background review, agency SAR data requests, and habitat analysis. This included surveys of any avian SAR nesting 
activity within the grassland habitat.  

4. Existing Conditions 

4.1 Physical Environment 
4.1.1 Topography 
The Site is located within the Horseshoe Moraines physiographic region, specifically located on a till moraine. The 
bedrock geology is comprised of sandstone, shale, dolostone, and siltstone (Ministry of Mines 2022). The Site is 
generally flat, with a slight decline to the southeast characterized by elevation changes from 343 – 339 m (Canada 
2024). This majority of the Site is actively used for agricultural, with collections of meadow and thicket communities 
present in the north and southeast corners. There is also a small seasonal pond present in the southern portion of the 
Site, which is bordered by a deciduous swamp. This pond and swamp is part of the provincially significant Cranberry 
Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex. Adjacent lands to the Site include active agriculture, residential, deciduous 
woodlands, and industrial. 

4.1.2 Hydrogeology 
An assessment undertaken at the Site to characterize the current geological and hydrogeological conditions included: 

1. Assess current groundwater conditions and quantify existing and potential impacts to the local groundwater 
regime (quality and quantity). 

2. Evaluate whether the current groundwater conditions will be impacted by the proposed development. 
3. Estimate the quantity of water taking for the proposed development concept. 
4. Determine the need for and options for groundwater control during construction and long-term and determine the 

need for and nature of any mitigation measures. 
5. Address requirements related to stormwater management consideration which is part of a standalone document.  

GHD’s Hydrogeological Assessment Report (GHD 2025a) is provided in Appendix E. 
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4.1.3 Surface Water 
Surface water and shallow groundwater investigations were conducted within the wetland on-Site by GHD. Detailed 
results are prepared under a separate cover: Surface Water Monitoring Assessment – Puslinch Development Limited 
Partnership Innovation Community (GHD 2025b), and included as Appendix F. Detailed water balance results are 
prepared under separate cover: Technical Memorandum – Preliminary Site-Specific and Feature-Based Water 
Balance Assessment (GHD 2025c), and included as Appendix G. Results are discussed in Section 7.3. 

One surface water monitoring station (SW1/MP1) was established to assess surface water and shallow groundwater 
interactions, while field monitoring events were conducted each month between May and November 2024 to collect 
manual water levels. Analysis was conducted for water level and water temperature data collected from April 26, 2024, 
to November 26, 2024. Overall, there was no defined inlet or outlet flow path or active flow observed within the 
wetland. 

Surface water was observed at SW1/MP1 from April to August 2024; however, the wetland area was observed to be 
partially dry during the September 2024 monitoring event, and entirely dry during the October and November 2024 
monitoring events. Surface water level responses to precipitation events were observed at SW1/MP1, especially after 
large precipitation events. The interaction between the shallow groundwater and surface water over the monitoring 
periods indicates that a gaining wetland is present, meaning shallow groundwater is discharging into the wetland. As 
well, no surface runoff was observed leaving the wetland, and water loss was instead from evaporation and 
transpiration. 

In general, surface water and shallow ground water temperatures within the wetland were observed to follow the 
ambient air temperature, with very slow response time to warming and cooling conditions observed in shallow ground 
water. 

4.2 Vegetation Communities and Flora 
4.2.1 Ecological Land Classification 
The six vegetation communities were identified on Site during field investigations on June 16, 2022, May 13, 2024, 
and August 26, 2024 (Figure 2). A photographic log of the Site conditions is presented in Appendix H. 

SWD4-1: Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp 

This community was observed in the southern half of the Site. The community was dominated by black willows (Salix 
nigra) with a subcanopy of silver maple (Acer saccharinum), and an understory of red-osier dogwood (Cornus 
sericea), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), and invasive Tatarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica).  

SAS: Submerged Shallow Aquatic 

This wetland community was observed in the southern half of the Site. Species composition includes water plantain 
(Alisma sp.), fowl mannagrass (Glyceria striata), enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana) and tufted loosestrife 
(Lysimachia thyrsiflora) on the bordering edges of the SWD4-1.  

CUM1-1: Dry – Moist Old Field Meadow 

This community was observed in the southeastern portion of the Site. The community was dominated by smooth 
brome (Bromus inermis), perennial rye-grass (Lolium perenne), orchard grasses (Dactylis glomerata), and other 
unidentified grasses (Poaceae ssp.).  

CUT1: Mineral Cultural Thicket 

This community was observed in multiple locations of the Site. The communities located in the northern section 
consisted of primarily of staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), European buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and apple tree 
(Malus pumila). Other species identified in lower amounts include Manitoba maple (Acer negundo), riverbank grape 
(Vitis riparia), black walnut (Juglans nigra), trout lily (Erythronium americanum), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), 
balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera), common lilac (Syringa sp.), honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos), American 
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basswood (Tilia americana), common mullein (Verbascum thapsus), smooth bedstraw (Gallium molugo), common 
milkweed (Asclepias syriaca), wild carrot (Daucus carota), Norway maple (Acer platanoides), garlic mustard (Alliaria 
petiolata), American elm (Ulmus americana), wild cucumber (Echinosystis lobata), red-osier dogwood, black willow, 
and white spruce (Picea glauca). 

The CUT1 located in the southern limit consisted of unidentified grasses (Poaceae ssp.) undergrowth with cluster of 
shrubs. These included the invasive species European buckthorn and Tartarian honeysuckle. 

OAG: Active Agriculture  

This community was observed in the north and central portions of the Site and is actively managed. The species 
composition primarily consisted of planted winter wheat (Triticum aestivum) in 2022 and soybeans (Glycine max) in 
2024. 

Hedge: Hedgerow 

This community was observed along the boundary of the Site as well as between OAG communities which span much 
of the central portion of the Site. This community generally consisted of either tree species such as Manitoba maple, 
Norway maple, black walnut, and honey locust, or herbaceous ruderal species present adjacent the OAG communities 
such as wild chicory (Cichorium intybus), wild carrot, Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), and common ragweed 
(Ambrosia artemisiifolia). 

4.2.2 Flora Inventory 
Flora inventories were conducted on June 16, 2022, May 13, 2024, and August 26, 2024, in which a total of 106 
vascular plant species were detected. A full list of the vegetation recorded during the surveys is provided in 
Appendix I. 

SWD4-1: Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp 

In the SWD4-1 community 26 vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, 18 (69 percent) are native and eight (31 percent) are non-native. Of the native species, 16 (89 percent) 
have an S-Rank of ‘S5’, indicating they are ‘secure’ in the province and two (11 percent) have an S-Rank of ‘S4’, 
indicating they are ‘apparently secure’ in the province. 

Of the 18 native species identified in the SWD4-1 community, all 18 species have Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) 
values of 0-6, indicating they are tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance. No SAR, SCC, or locally rare species 
were identified during the field investigations. 

SAS: Submerged Shallow Aquatic 

In the SAS community nine vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, seven (78 percent) are native and two (22 percent) are non-native. Of the native species, all seven (100 
percent) have an S-Rank of ‘S5’, indicating they are ‘secure’ in the province. 

Of the seven native species identified in the SAS community, six species have Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) 
values of 0-6, indicating they are tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance. Tufted yellow loosestrife (Lysimachia 
thyrsiflora) is the only species to possess a ranking of 7-9 which indicates it has a low tolerance for disturbance. No 
SAR, SCC, or locally rare species were identified during the field investigations. 

CUM1-1: Dry – Moist Old Field Meadow 

In the CUM1-1 community 28 vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, nine (32 percent) are native and 19 (68 percent) are non-native. Of the native species, all nine (100 percent) 
have an S-Rank of ‘S5’, indicating they are ‘secure’ in the province. 

Of the nine native species identified in the CUM1-1 community, all nine species have Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) 
values of 0-6, indicating they are tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance. No SAR, SCC, or locally rare species 
were identified during the field investigations. 
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CUT1: Mineral Cultural Thicket 

In the CUT1 community 50 vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, 26 (52 percent) are native and 24 (48 percent) are non-native. Of the native species, 24 (92 percent) have 
an S-Rank of ‘S5’, indicating they are ‘secure’ in the province and two (8 percent) have an S-Rank of ‘S4’, indicating 
they are ‘apparently secure’ in the province. 

Of the 26 native species identified in the CUT1 community, 25 species have Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) values 
of 0-6, indicating they are tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance. Red pine (Pinus resinosa) is the only species 
to possess a ranking of 7-9 which indicates it has a low tolerance for disturbance. No SAR, SCC, or locally rare 
species were identified during the field investigations. 

OAG: Active Agriculture  

In the OAG community two vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, zero (0 percent) are native and two (100 percent) are non-native. No SAR, SCC, or locally rare species 
were identified during the field investigations. 

Hedge: Hedgerow 

In the Hedge community 47 vascular plants were identified to species level during field investigations. Of the species 
identified, 17 (36 percent) are native and 30 (64 percent) are non-native. Of the native species, 14 (82 percent) have 
an S-Rank of ‘S5’, indicating they are ‘secure’ in the province; one (6 percent) has an S-Rank of ‘S4’, indicating it is 
‘apparently secure’ in the province; one (6 percent) has an S-Rank of ‘S4?’, indicating it is ‘apparently secure’ in the 
province but there is uncertainty in this assigned rank; and 1 (6 percent) has an S-Rank of ‘S2?’, indicating it is 
‘imperilled’ in the province but there is uncertainty in this assigned rank. Honey locust is the species present in this 
community with an S-Rank of ‘S2?’; however, this species is commonly planted outside of its natural range and is a 
common urban tree. 

Of the 17 native species identified in the Hedge community, all 17 species have Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) 
values of 0-6, indicating they are tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance. No SAR, SCC, or locally rare species 
were identified during the field investigations. 

4.2.3 Tree Inventory 
A total of 292 trees were inventoried on Site. All of these trees that were observed had their physical characteristics 
and GPS location recorded. The tree inventory and results are presented in the Arborist Report (GHD 2025d; 
Appendix J).  

4.3 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
4.3.1 Amphibians 
Surveys were carried out at two stations in proximity to Site and nearby wetlands (Figure 2). Station AMP01 was 
located in close proximity to the mapped wetland; station AMP02 was located to the north, along the western 
boundary of the Site. Three additional calling amphibian surveys were conducted in 2024 at the same survey stations 
and included investigation for potential migration pathways between the Site and wetland to the west of Sideroad 20.   

The initial survey was conducted on May 25, 2022. The weather conditions were 13.0 degrees Celsius (°C), with a 
moderate breeze, and 50-60 percent cloud cover. There was no precipitation while surveying, but the grass was damp 
at both stations from earlier rainfall. The second survey was conducted on June 16, 2022; weather conditions were 
21.0 – 22.6°C, with a slight breeze, no precipitation, and 50 percent cloud cover. The results of the survey are 
provided in Table 4.1.  
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Table 4.1 2022 amphibian calling survey results 

Species 
Survey Point AMP01 Survey Point AMP02 

25-May-2022 16-Jun-2022 25-May-2022 16-Jun-2022 

Gray treefrog 
(Hyla versicolor) 

A-3 (FC)* A-3 (FC)* - - 

Spring peeper 
(Pseudacris crucifer) 

- A-1 (2) - - 

Notes: 

Format of table is “Species detected: Distance Code – Call Level (Abundance)” 
Distance: A: Within 50 m of the survey point; B: 50 - 100 m of the survey point; C: Greater than 100 m of the survey 
point. 
Call level: 1: Calls not simultaneous, number of individuals can be accurately counted; 2: Some calls simultaneous, 
number of individuals can be reliably estimated; 3: Full chorus, calls continuous and overlapping, number of individuals 
cannot be reliably estimated. 
Abundance: Numbers in parentheses indicate estimated abundance of species; FC: full chorus (cannot be estimated). 
* One group observed on each side of the survey area (i.e., two groups of that distance/call level/abundance within 
survey area). 

It should be noted that only two of the required three surveys denoted in the Marsh Monitoring Protocol (BSC 2009) 
were completed due to the timing of project initiation. This resulted in missing the first survey targeting early spring, 
cooler temperatures. Early breeding species such as western chorus frog (Pseudacris triseriata) and wood frog 
(Lithobates sylvaticus), may be present on Site, but were not identified during the two surveys conducted in 2022. 

Three additional calling amphibian surveys were conducted in 2024 to supplement the surveys completed in 2022, 
and to further investigate potential migration pathways between the Site and wetland to the west of Sideroad 20. The 
initial survey was conducted on April 10, 2024. The weather conditions were 10.0°C, with a slight breeze, no 
precipitation, and 50 percent cloud cover. The second survey was conducted on April 30, 2024; weather conditions 
were 11.9°C, with light air movement, no precipitation, and 70 percent cloud cover. The third survey was conducted on 
June 18, 2024; the weather conditions were 25.0°C, with light air movement, no precipitation, and 20 percent cloud 
cover. The results of the survey are provided in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 2024 amphibian calling survey results 

Species 
Survey Point AMP01 Survey Point AMP02 

10-Apr- 
2024  

30-Apr-
2024 

18-Jun-
2024 

10-Apr- 
2024  

30-Apr-
2024 

18-Jun-
2024 

American toad 
(Anaxyrus 
americanus) 

- B-1 (2) - - - - 

Gray treefrog 
(Hyla versicolor) 

- A-1 (2) - - - - 

Northern leopard 
frog (Lithobates 
pipiens) 

A-1 (1)* A-1 (1) - - - - 

Spring peeper 
(Pseudacris 
crucifer) 

A-2 (1) 
A-3 (FC)*  

A-1 (2) 
B-1 (2) 
B-2 (3) 

- A-3 (FC)** - - 

Wood frog 
(Lithobates 
sylvaticus) 

B-1 (1) - - - - - 

Notes: 
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Species 
Survey Point AMP01 Survey Point AMP02 

10-Apr- 
2024  

30-Apr-
2024 

18-Jun-
2024 

10-Apr- 
2024  

30-Apr-
2024 

18-Jun-
2024 

Format of table is “Species detected: Distance Code – Call Level (Abundance)” 
Distance: A: Within 50 m of the survey point; B: 50 - 100 m of the survey point; C: Greater than 100 m of the survey 
point. 
Call level: 1: Calls not simultaneous, number of individuals can be accurately counted; 2: Some calls simultaneous, 
number of individuals can be reliably estimated; 3: Full chorus, calls continuous and overlapping, number of individuals 
cannot be reliably estimated. 
Abundance: Numbers in parentheses indicate estimated abundance of species; FC: full chorus (cannot be estimated). 
* One group observed on each side of the survey area (i.e., two groups of that distance/call level/abundance within 
survey area). 
** Group observed very far away from survey point AMP02; likely originating from AMP01. 

4.3.2 Birds 
Three breeding bird observation stations were established within the Site (Figure 2). In 2022, two rounds of BBS were 
conducted: on June 2, 2022, during light winds, no cloud cover, and a temperature of 10.0°C, and on June 16, 2022, 
during light winds, 30 percent cloud cover, and 18.0°C. A total of 23 species were observed during the surveys, 
including one SAR. Eastern meadowlark (Sturnella magna; provincially and federally THR) was detected on June 2 
and 16, 2022 and is discussed further in Section 4.5. Eastern meadowlark was also observed incidentally during 2024 
tree inventory. 

On July 4, 2024, an additional BBS survey was conducted during light winds, 30 percent cloud cover, and 
temperatures of 18.0 – 20.0°C. A total of 24 species were observed during the survey, including one SAR. Barn 
swallow (Hirundo rustica; provincially SC; federally THR) was detected on July 4, 2024, and is discussed further in 
Section 4.5. 

Complete results of the breeding bird surveys are presented as Appendix K. 

4.3.3 Mammals 
4.3.3.1 Bat Habitat Surveys 
The location of suitable bat maternity roosting habitat, including snags, was identified following a modified 
methodology of the MECP Bats & Treed Habitat – Maternity Roost Surveys protocol (MECP 2022).  

Table 4.3 Bat Maternity Roost Survey Results  

Cavity 
Tree ID 

Tree 
Inventory 
Number 

Tree Species Size 
(DBH) Characteristics 

Proposed 
Action 

CT1 N/A* Unknown 40 No bark remaining. Large crack is not 
sheltered and is likely not suitable for 
bats 

Remove 

CT2 38 Malus sp. 33 10 cm wide opening at bottom hole, 
length of 1 m, opening at top is around 
8 cm wide. May be suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT3 119 Sugar maple 94 Straw like cavity at 2 m which goes up 
at least 4m the trunk, suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT4 152 Basswood 24.2 Cavity not suitable for bats due to 
limited protection from weather. Decay 
class is very low and likely not suitable 
to be used by bats 

Remove 



 

GHD | Puslinch Development GP Inc | 12618927 | Environmental Impact Study 19 
 

Cavity 
Tree ID 

Tree 
Inventory 
Number 

Tree Species Size 
(DBH) Characteristics 

Proposed 
Action 

CT5 172 Basswood 51.2 Cavity 12 cm wide 20 cm long, 5.5 m 
from ground, Decay class 1. May be 
suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT6 174 Sugar maple 110 Cavity 3.5m from the ground, 6 cm 
wide and goes up the trunk interior 
(unable to discern the distance). Cavity 
is not sheltered and is likely not 
suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT7 610 Sugar Maple 64 Offers suitable nesting habitat for birds, 
not suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT8 N/A** Unknown 30 Cavity in snag 6-7m from the ground, 
ideal for birds, depth not suitable for 
bats 

Preserve 

CT9 114 Sugar Maple 84.1 Large furrow down main trunk not 
suitable for bats 

Remove 

CT10 N/A* Basswood NA* Cavity not suitable for bats due to 
limited protection from weather. Decay 
class is very low and likely not suitable 
to be used by bats 

Remove 

Notes:   

* Snag was not tagged as part of the Tree Inventory 
** Tree not tagged as it is within PSW buffer and is within the vegetation protection zone (VPZ) 

4.3.3.2 Bat Acoustic Surveys 
Acoustic surveys were completed using an SM4BAT+ bat detector from Wildlife Acoustics that was deployed from 
June 1 to June 11, 2024. The location of detector deployment was near Tree 119 and can be found on Figure 2. Data 
recorded by the bat detectors were analyzed by an individual trained in the specialized software. The bat calls 
recorded during the survey are presented in Table 3.4. Complete bat acoustic monitoring results by nightly recording 
are presented in Appendix L. A total of five bat species were recorded; allof which are classified as Endangered 
under SARA and/or ESA Eastern red bat, hoary bat, and silver-haired bat were recommended by COSEWIC as END 
in May 2023, but not yet on Schedule 1 (SARA) as of January 2025  

Table 4.4 Bat Acoustic Survey Results  

Species/Classification SARA ESA Total Number of Vetted 
Calls 

% of Total Vetted 
Calls 

High Frequency (HiF) N/A N/A 5 2.5% 

Eastern red bat  
(Lasiurus borealis) END* END 1 0.5% 

Hoary bat  
(Lasiurus cinereus) END* END 9 4.4% 

Silver-haired bat 
(Lasionycteris noctivagans) END* END 23 11.3% 

Low Frequency (LoF) N/A N/A 79 38.7% 

Eastern small-footed myotis 
(Myotis leibii) — END 12 5.9% 
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Species/Classification SARA ESA Total Number of Vetted 
Calls 

% of Total Vetted 
Calls 

Little brown myotis  
(Myotis lucifugus) END END 5 2.5% 

Myotis sp* END END 27 13.2% 

TOTAL N/A N/A 204 100% 

Notes 

SARA: Species at Risk Act (END: Endangered) 
ESA: Endangered Species Act (END: Endangered) 
*: Recommended by COSEWIC in May 2023, but not on list as of January 2025. 
—: Not assessed 
Myotis sp.*: Identified as a Myotis sp. (possible little brown myotis, northern myotis or tri-colored bat), but cannot make 
determination. These species are listed as END under the SARA and ESA. 
N/A: Not applicable 

Station 1 recorded a total of 204 separate calls, with 120 of these calls being identified to genus or species; the 
remaining 84 calls were classified as low frequency or high frequency due to a lack of identification characteristics. 
Contributing factors to the unidentifiable calls may include vehicles, weather (wind or rain), indistinguishability of calls 
at certain frequencies, and/or non-bat species such as insects and other small mammals (mice). 

A time of night analysis was conducted for all recorded bat calls and is included as Appendix M. It was determined 
that there was a slight increase in call count during the first hour of sunset recordings (i.e. half an hour before sunset 
to half an hour after sunset). This increase may be indicative of roosting activity in the general local landscape but 
does not provide evidence to indicate there is a likely roost on site. 

4.3.4 Incidental Wildlife 
Incidental wildlife observed within the Site during the field investigation are listed in Table 3.5. Unidentified mammal 
burrows were observed during Site visits, and a small unidentified mammal was observed fleeing the area during the 
May 2022 amphibian survey. A fox carcass was observed in the north end of the Site. 

Table 4.5 Wildlife observed within the Site  

Species 
S-Rank SARA ESA 

Common Name Scientific Name 

American robin Turdus migratorius   S5B   

Eastern chipmunk Tamias striatus  S5   

Eastern meadowlark Sturnella magna S4B THR THR 

Fireflies (Glow-worms) Lampyridae sp.  SNR   

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus  S5B, S5N   

Turkey vulture Carthartes aura  S5B   

Notes:  

SARA: Species at Risk Act (THR: Threatened) 
ESA: Endangered Species Act (THR: Threatened) 
S-Rank (Sub-national Rank): 
   S4: Common in Ontario: apparently secure, usually more than 100 occurrences 
   S5: Very common in Ontario, demonstrably secure 
   B: Breeding confirmed 
   SNR: Species Not Ranked 



 

GHD | Puslinch Development GP Inc | 12618927 | Environmental Impact Study 21 
 

4.4 Wetland Staking and Delineation  
GHD ecologists certified under OWES flagged the wetland boundary on August 17, 2023, followed by a delineation 
with GRCA ecologists on September 8, 2023. The wetland is presented on Figure 2. This wetland was observed to be 
partially dry during the September 2024 surface water monitoring event, and entirely dry during the October and 
November 2024 surface water monitoring events. 

A wetland evaluation of the provincially significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex dated January 1, 2003, 
under the 3rd edition (provided by the MNR on October 16, 2023) details wetland specifics and scoring for the entire 
complex. In said evaluation, the presence of significant animal species such as the southern flying squirrel 
(Glaucomys volans), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), and great egret (Ardea alba) are noted within the wetland 
complex, though these species were not recorded on-Site during field investigations. A significant plant species, white-
fringed orchid (Platanthera blephariglottis), was similarly noted as present within the wetland complex though not 
observed on-Site during field investigations. It is anticipated these species are associated with the other wetlands 
within the complex or are no longer present. 

4.5 Species at Risk 
GHD evaluated the potential for SAR within the Site through a combination of secondary source review, agency 
consultation, and field investigations. Twenty nine (29) SAR with the potential to occur at the Site was developed from 
review of these sources. The full SAR screening, including species habitat requirements and probability of occurrence 
on-Site, is provided as Appendix C. 

Of the 29 SAR/SCC identified with the potential to occur at the Site, 13 are ranked as Special Concern under the ESA, 
or are only listed under SARA and are not aquatic species or birds. Therefore, these species are not afforded formal 
protection and are discussed in Section 4.6.  

Of the 16 SAR that are ranked as END or THR by the ESA, and therefore afforded protection, eight species were 
considered to have a low probability of occurrence because there is limited or no habitat available for them, and/or 
they were not identified during species-specific studies. The remaining eight species that are afforded protection were 
ranked as having a moderate or high probability to occur on-Site or were observed on-Site: 

– Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) is designated as THR both provincially and federally, is protected under the 
MBCA, and has a moderate likelihood of occurrence within the Study Area. This species was not observed during 
any field investigations. 

– Eastern meadowlark is designated as THR both provincially and federally and is protected under the MBCA. The 
species was confirmed on-Site at BBS2 and BBS3 during the BBS on June 2 and June 16, 2022. 

– Eastern small-footed myotis is designated as END provincially but is not listed federally, and was confirmed on-
Site through acoustic monitoring surveys.  

– Little brown myotis is listed as END both provincially and federally and was confirmed on-Site through acoustic 
monitoring surveys.  

– Northern myotis is listed as END both provincially and federally and has a moderate likelihood of occurrence 
within the Study Area, but was not detected during acoustic monitoring surveys.  

– Eastern red bat (Lasiurus borealis) is listed as END provincially (recommended by COSEWIC for federal END 
listing in May 2023, but not on list as of January 2025) and was confirmed on-Site through acoustic monitoring 
surveys.  

– Hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) is listed as END provincially (recommended by COSEWIC for federal END listing in 
May 2023, but not on list as of January 2025) was confirmed on-Site through acoustic monitoring surveys.  

– Silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans) is listed as END provincially (recommended by COSEWIC for 
federal END listing in May 2023, but not on list as of January 2025) was confirmed on-Site through acoustic 
monitoring surveys.  
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4.6 Species of Conservation Concern 
One species considered SCC was ranked as having a moderate or high probability to occur on-Site and was observed 
on-Site: 

– Barn swallow is designated as SC provincially and THR federally and is protected under the MBCA. This species 
was confirmed within the Study Area during the BBS on July 4, 2024, and suitable habitat is present on-Site.  

The full SAR screening, including species habitat requirements and probability of occurrence on-Site, is provided as 
Appendix C. 

5. Significant Natural Heritage Features 
Significant natural heritage features include those listed in the PPS (2024), NHRM (MNR 2000), SWH Technical Guide 
(MNR 2000), and the SWH Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015). Reference was also obtained from the 
natural heritage system from the County OP. The findings of the site investigations were cross-referenced with the 
criteria provided in these documents in order to identify the presence of or potential presence of significant natural 
heritage features.  

5.1 Woodlands  
No woodlands are present on the Site. The SWD is not considered a woodland since it consists of a narrow strip of 
trees around the SAS. 

5.2 Wetlands 
One wetland the provincially significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex) is located on Site. This wetland was 
delineated with GHD and the GRCA on September 8, 2023 (Figure 2). This area is accounted for and will be 
maintained according to current design drawings. 

No other wetlands were identified within the Study Area as confirmed by background sources (Land Information 
Ontario) and field verification. 

5.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
The assessment of SWH follows the guidelines in the NHRM (OMNR 2010), and criteria from the SWH Criterion 
Schedule for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015), with support from the SWH Technical Guide (OMNR 2000) as appropriate. 
There are four categories of SWH: 

– Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals 
– Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitat for Wildlife 
– Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 
– Animal Movement Corridors 

GHD analyzed the information collected from the ecological communities on-Site using the criteria for Significant 
Wildlife Habitat in Ecoregion 6E and identified one potential SWH classification within the Site:  

– Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species 

Details of this assessment are included in Table 5.1. 

All others were ruled out due to lack of suitable habitat meeting significance criteria and/or absence of significant 
species. 
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Table 5.1 Significant Wildlife Habitat – Candidate and Confirmed as identified within the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide 6E 

Wildlife 
Habitat Wildlife Species 

Candidate SWH Confirmed SWH Habitat found 
on-Site SWH Analysis / Rationale 

ELC Ecosite Habitat Criteria and Information Sources Defining Criteria 

Special 
Concern and 
Rare Wildlife 
Species  
 
Rationale: 
These species 
are quite rare 
or have 
experienced 
significant 
population 
declines in 
Ontario 

All Special Concern and 
Provincially rare (S1-S3, 
SH) plant and animal 
species. Lists of these 
species are tracked by the 
Natural Heritage Information 
Centre.  

All plant and animal 
element occurrences (EO) 
within a 1 or 10km grid. 
Older element occurrences 
were recorded prior to GPS 
being available, therefore 
location information may 
lack accuracy. 

When an element occurrence is identified within a 1 or 10 km grid 
for a Special Concern or provincially rare species; linking candidate 
habitat on the site needs to be completed to ELC Ecosites lxxviii 
Information Sources • Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) 
will have Special Concern and Provincially Rare (S1-S3, SH) 
species lists with element occurrences data. • NHIC Website “Get 
Information”: http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca • Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
• Expert advice should be sought as many of the rare spp. Have 
little information available about their requirements 

Studies Confirm: 
Assessment/inventory of the Site for the identified 
special concern or rare species needs to be 
completed during the time of year when the species 
is present or easily identifiable. 
The area of the habitat to the finest ELC scale that 
protects the habitat form and function is the SWH, 
this must be delineated through detailed field 
studies. The habitat needs be easily mapped and 
cover an important life stage component for a 
species e.g. specific nesting habitat or foraging 
habitat.  
SWHMiST cxlix Index #37 provides development 
effects and mitigation measures 

Buildings Candidate: Potentially suitable habitat for barn 
swallow nesting is present in the buildings on site. 
No evidence of nesting was observed during field 
studies. This should be confirmed should another 
breeding season occur prior to development. 
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5.4 Species at Risk 
Twenty-nine (29) SAR were identified through background review as having potential to occur within the Study Area. 
Of these 29 SAR with the potential to occur within the Study Area, 13 are listed as END or THR under the ESA. Eight 
of these species have a moderate or high likelihood of occurrence within the Study Area, with six species being 
confirmed on-Site including: 

– Eastern meadowlark 
– Eastern small-footed myotis 
– Little brown myotis 
– Eastern red bat 
– Hoary bat 
– Silver-haired bat 

5.5 Species of Conservation Concern 
These species do not receive formal protection under the ESA or the SARA; however, populations and habitats of 
species listed as SC under the ESA may be considered SWH. Onespecies considered SCC (barn swallow)   was 
confirmed on-Site.Additionally. candidate SWH for  barn swallowwas noted on-site and is discussed in Section 5.3.  

6. Description of Development 
The proposed development is located on 4631 Side Road 20 North, in the Township of Puslinch, Ontario. The Site 
Plan dated February7, 2025, illustrates the proposed Site plan footprint and is shown in Appendix N. This plan 
includes five buildings (three industrial, one gym, and one daycare), 894 car parking spaces (including 26 barrier free 
parking spaces), trailer parking spaces, short term bike spaces, a trail network, a septic field, and a stormwater 
management pond. The proposed limit of disturbance for the Site is presented on Figure 3. 

7. Impact Assessment and Mitigation 
An impact analysis is a process that considers direct and indirect impacts at both short-term and long-term timelines. 
This is achieved through characterizing the existing natural environment (Section 4) and cross referencing the 
significant natural heritage features or functions to the proposed development (Section 5). Once the potential impacts 
have been identified, the analysis provides recommended mitigation measures to address identified impacts (including 
avoidance, enhancement, restoration, and compensation opportunities). 

7.1 Vegetation and Wetlands 
7.1.1 Potential Impacts 
Vegetation would be directly impacted through permanent loss due to construction activities and would be restricted to 
the footprint of the developments and associated parking lots. This includes removal of approximately 6.14 ha of 
CUM1-1, 3.29 ha of CUT1, 0.73 ha of Hedge, and 13.03 ha of OAG which totals to 23.2 ha of disturbance. 
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The southern portion of the Site has been mapped and field verified by the GRCA to contain a PSW (Cranberry Oil 
Well Bog Wetland Complex). The proposed development does not encroach into the PSW and therefore will not result 
in a direct impact through community removal (Figure 2; Appendix N). 

Natural communities that could be indirectly affected by the proposed development include the SWD4-1 and SAS 
communities in the southern portion of the Site. Indirect impacts may include construction phase impacts such as 
spills or sedimentation if mitigation measures are not followed.  

7.1.2 Mitigation 
A 30 m protective buffer (Vegetation Protection Zone; VPZ) from the GRCA verified wetland has been recommended 
to further mitigate any potential impacts to this wetland feature and to the SWD4-1 and SAS communities. 
Encroachment into the VPZ is not anticipated within the proposed Site plan. The GRCA may also provide 
recommendations for post-development monitoring programs, where required.  

Potential impacts to the wetland as a result of siltation and temporary altered flow from grading works during 
construction can be mitigated through installation and maintenance of heavy-duty erosion and sediment controls, such 
as large diameter siltsoxx. Temporary erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures and a stormwater management 
plan should be implemented to provide short- and long-term controls, respectively. The temporary ESC measures are 
intended to provide controls for the construction period until the long-term stormwater management measures are in 
place and fully functional and until exposed areas have established vegetative cover. The temporary ESC measures 
proposed include the following: 

– Implement construction Best Management Practices when handling material to minimize siltation and erosion 
potential. 

– Vegetate disturbed areas with native seeds and plants as soon as practical to reduce erosion potential. 
– Installation and maintenance of enhanced erosion and sediment controls. Enhanced heavy duty silt fence with 

geo-textile-wrapped straw bales or biodegradable coir logs, or large diameter siltsoxx should be included as part 
of the erosion and sediment control protection measures around the retained wetland. 

– Construction phase vehicle fuelling, storage, and maintenance should occur off-site. 
– All vehicles and construction machinery are cleaned and maintained as per Clean Equipment Protocol for 

Industry (Halloran et al. 2013) prior to arrival on-site and prior to departing site to prevent the introduction of 
pollutants or invasive species. 

– ESC measures should be kept in place and be routinely inspected, modified as required, and maintained during 
the construction and vegetation establishment period. 

– Areas disturbed by construction should be restored using native vegetation to provide a natural buffer from the 
development ultimately enhancing the connectivity in the landscape. Planting plans should be reviewed by a 
qualified ecologist to confirm suitability of species used on Site. 

Measures to mitigate impacts to vegetation include the following: 

– A qualified ecologist is recommended to be present on-Site during project start-up to participate in the clear 
delineation of the construction area and flag any high sensitivity areas for avoidance. Staging areas should be 
kept to a minimum to reduce unnecessary vegetation clearing and situated in existing disturbed areas.  

– Site preparation/vegetation clearing to occur outside of the breeding bird window (April 1 to August 31). 
– Post-construction planting and landscaping efforts will be timely and include native trees, shrubs, and herbaceous 

species. This minimizes bare soils and prevents the establishment/spread of invasive plant species. 
– An invasive species management plan is recommended to be established to endeavour revegetated areas 

maintain an appropriate native species composition. 
– An Arborist Report (GHD 2025d) has been prepared to determine compensation planting required and to identify 

appropriate measures to protect trees which will be retained. 
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7.3 Groundwater and Surface Water 
7.3.1 Potential Impacts 
The works associated with the proposed development have the potential for impacts to groundwater through infiltration 
of contaminants. 

Potential impacts to surface water may be due to contaminated runoff and increased sediment. The works associated 
with the proposed development are not anticipated to be in proximity to the surface water feature (SAS; provincially 
significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex). As there are no in-water works anticipated, any potential 
disturbance is anticipated to be temporary and indirect in nature during construction and would consist of potential 
impacts to surface water quality from sedimentation or contamination. 

7.3.2 Water Balance 
Site-specific and feature-based water balance analyses were completed to characterize the impact of the proposed 
development on groundwater recharge and the on-Site wetland feature in comparison to pre-development conditions, 
respectively, and to recommend Low Impact Development (LID) control measures to meet pre-development condition 
infiltration volumes. Detailed results are provided in Appendix G. 

The assessments included a sub catchment delineation, monthly water balance calculations, and a comparison of 
predicted infiltration and runoff volumes under pre- and post-development conditions. 

Through investigations, a Site-wide infiltration deficit was identified under post-development (uncontrolled) conditions. 
As such, it was recommended to use LID control measures to capture and infiltrate anticipated increased runoff 
generated from the proposed industrial and community building rooftops, and outlet treated stormwater to the on-Site 
wetland. To maintain appropriate water levels and hydroperiod in the on-Site wetland, an overflow structure will be 
built from the on-Site wetland to the municipal storm-sewer at an appropriate elevation. Details will be developed and 
confirmed at the Site Plan Application stage.  

7.3.3 Other Mitigation 
The following mitigation measures are recommended to be implemented where relevant, in order to minimize potential 
impacts to groundwater and surface water during construction activities: 

– The Contractor should implement the erosion and sediment control measures identified in the contract, 
specifically in OPSS 805 (and 182), and all associated contract drawings. 

– All construction-related activities should be controlled so as to prevent entry of any petroleum products, debris or 
other potential contaminants/deleterious substances (in addition to sediment as outlined above), to the waterbody 
as outlined in OPSS 805 and in accordance with a Spills Prevention and Emergency Response Plan. The Plan, 
as well as appropriate emergency response materials, should be kept on site throughout construction and 
employees made aware of its requirements and response protocols. 

– Any temporarily stockpiled soil, debris or other excess materials, and any construction-related materials, should 
be properly contained (e.g., inside silt fencing) in areas separated at least 30 m from the waterbody in 
accordance with OPSS 180. Construction materials, excess materials, and debris should be removed and 
appropriately disposed of following construction. 

– No equipment or personnel shall ford or otherwise enter the waterbody. 

To accommodate for the anticipated increased runoff during construction, an overflow structure within the on-Site 
wetland to convey stormwater south to Concession Road 4 will be incorporated during detailed design. The proposed 
development will adhere to the 30 m VPZ from the on-Site wetland (Figure 3, Appendix N). Groundwater and surface 
water inputs to the natural features of the Site (i.e., provincially significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Wetland Complex) 
will be maintained in a post-development state. 
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8. Policy and Legislative Compliance 
The following section describes how the proposed development will be in conformance with the relevant federal, 
provincial and other regulatory legislation, policies, OP’s and OP amendments that are applicable and relevant to the 
Study Area. This assessment of compliance was completed to support the information GHD has been provided. 

Table 8.1 Policy Compliance 

Applicable 
Legislation/Policy Summary of Findings Policy 

Compliance 

Migratory Bird 
Convention Act 

No migratory birds protected by the MBCA should be impacted as a result of the 
proposed development. Timing windows to avoid nests and vegetation clearing 
during the nesting season (April 1 – August 31) will be implemented and adhered to. 

Yes  

Species at Risk Act  The lands are not federally owned and are not lands recommended by the Minister 
of the ECCC to the Governor in Council. No federally listed species, aquatic 
species, or migratory birds protected by the MBCA are anticipated to be impacted 
as a result of the proposed development as discussed in Section 6 of this report. 

Yes 

Fisheries Act As there is no potential fish habitat on-Site, the Fisheries Act is not applicable to this 
Site. 

N/A 

Endangered Species 
Act 

One provincially THR species was observed on-Site, eastern meadowlark. This 
species was observed displaying evidence of probable breeding on-Site in 2022 
and was incidentally observed in 2024. Mitigation measures outlined in Section 7.2 
will limit impacts of the proposed development on breeding habitat for this species. 
Furthermore, the applicable permit/registration process under the ESA will be 
adhered to. 
Provincially END bat species (including eastern small-footed myotis, little brown 
myotis, eastern red bat, hoary bat, silver-haired bat) were detected on-Site through 
acoustic monitoring. Mitigation measures, including limiting construction to outside 
the timing window for bat maternity roosting (April 1 to September 30) outlined in 
Section 7.2 will limit impacts to END bat species. Furthermore, consultation with 
MECP will be carried out to clarify further requirements under the ESA. 

Yes 

Invasive Species Act A limited number of invasive species were identified within the Site Limits; however, 
recommendations in Section 7.1 will reduce the impacts of invasive species on-
Site. 

Yes 

Grand River 
Conservation Authority 
Regulation 41/24 

Portions of the Site fall within the GRCA regulation limit and GRCA has confirmed a 
permit would be required for work within these regulated areas. As such, the Site 
Plan has been adjusted to avoid GRCA regulated areas and therefore no permit 
from the GRCA is anticipated to be required. 

Yes 

Provincial Planning 
Statement 

A 30 m VPZ is to be established around the PSW on-Site to limit development 
encroachment on this feature. Section 7 demonstrates that no negative impacts on 
the PSW are anticipated as a result of the proposed development. 
Candidate SWH for Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species was identified on-
Site .for barn swallow. It is recommended if another breeding season occurs prior to 
building demolition that any evidence of nesting of barn swallow on the building be 
screened and a compensation structure erected if nests are found.  

Yes  

County of Wellington 
Official Plan 

Core Greenlands and adjacent lands were identified within the Site and Study Area. 
A 30 m VPZ has been applied (and respected by the Site Plan) to the Core 
Greenlands (wetlands) on-Site.  
Section 4.6.3 of the County OP outlines how environmental impact assessments 
are to be used to evaluate the impacts a proposed development may have on the 
natural environment and the means by which negative impacts may be reduced or 
eliminated. As the proposed development encroaches on Core Greenlands and 
adjacent lands, an EIS is required. The findings of this EIS provide rationale that the 
limited encroachment to Core Greenlands and adjacent lands complies with the OP. 

Yes 
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Applicable 
Legislation/Policy Summary of Findings Policy 

Compliance 

Township of Puslinch 
Official Plan 

The Township OP operates under the County OP, ceding direction and protection of 
county resources to the policies within the County OP. As the findings of this EIS 
comply with the County OP, they also comply with the Township OP. 

Yes 

Township of Puslinch 
Zoning By-Law 

Required approval from the GRCA for development encroaching into the GRCA 
regulated area (Core Greenlands, wetland on-Site) has been recommended. In 
doing so, the proposed development is compliant with the Township Zoning By-
Law. 

Yes 

9. Conclusions 
The Site comprises agricultural fields along with vacant sheds, remnants of a former residential dwelling, and barn 
structure. Mapped Site features include the provincially significant Cranberry Oil Well Bog Complex, GRCA regulation 
limit, and Provincial Natural Heritage System Area. GHD has reviewed existing natural heritage data and 
supplemented those findings with field investigations to determine the Natural Heritage Features or Functions of both 
the Site and adjacent lands. Key features include wetlands and woodlands. A 30 m VPZ has been utilized to support 
protection of the wetland. The proposed development footprint plans to develop approximately 23.2 ha of land, while 
maintaining the integrity and ecological function of the PSW present on-Site. 

Amphibian call count surveys, breeding bird surveys, tree inventory, SWH assessment, and bat maternity roost 
surveys and acoustic analysis were completed as part of this EIS. These surveys produced evidence of two SAR on-
Site: eastern meadowlark and barn swallow. It was determined there is candidate SWH feature on-Site for barn 
swallow (buildings) but no evidence of nesting, therefore no confirmation of use. Surveys to confirm presence or 
absence of nesting on these structures are recommended if demolition does not occur prior to the next breeding 
season.The confirmed presence of eastern meadowlark with evidence of breeding will warrant activity registration 
under the ESA for alteration or removal of the southeast grassland habitat. MECP will also be consulted through an 
IGF to confirm permitting or mitigation requirements for bats. 

A certified arborist has prepared an Arborist Report to determine compensation planting required and identifies 
appropriate measures to protect trees that are to be retained (GHD 2025d). Compensation plantings are to provide a 
no net loss option and the opportunity to enhance the environment on-Site. Identification of and implementation of 
various timing, planting, and enhancement measures may reasonably be expected to mitigate the loss of natural 
heritage function from the potential higher density redevelopment of these lands.  

This EIS has been prepared for review by the Township, County, and GRCA for approval in advance of any significant 
activities on-Site. It is GHD’s opinion that the proposed development will not result in notable impacts to the natural 
environment, including associated species, features, or functions. This is primarily because construction activities are 
largely confined to lands currently used for agriculture and mitigation measures have been developed to reduce 
potential impacts of construction and the ultimate building configuration. 
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Natural Heritage Due Diligence 
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