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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Sage Earth has been retained by Gres Developments Ltd & Dudo Developments Ltd to conduct an 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for three proposed lot severances at 1988 7th Line, in the Town of 

Innisfil, Ontario. Gres Developments Ltd & Dudo Developments Ltd proposes to sever three lots along the 

frontage of 7th Line in order to build three single family residences. The lot severances are proposed to be 

0.625 acres each, for a total of 1.875 acres.  

 

Applications for development and/or site alteration within or adjacent to Natural Heritage Features shall 

require the submission of an Environmental Impact Study. The Environmental Impact Study shall address 

the protection of the related Natural System to show that the development and/or site alteration will have 

no negative impact on the natural features or on their ecological functions.  

 

To assess natural science concerns and provide support for any required approvals, Sage Earth has 

conducted a background review of the proposed works and has conducted field investigations which 

included surveying the existing flora and fauna and associated habitats within the proposed development 

envelope and adjacent lands. A consolidation of the data is presented within the following report which 

provides an overview of the existing site conditions, identifies any environmental constraints and 

opportunities and provides mitigation and compensation recommendations for the study area.  

 

1.1 STUDY AREA LOCATION 

The subject property is located directly to the north of the municipal address at 1988 7th Line in the Town 

of Innisfil, Ontario. Figure 1 provides a key plan to illustrate the location of the study area in a regional 

context. The three lots that are proposed to be severed are located on 1.875 acres (0.625 acres each), on the 

southern portion of the legal parcel. Figure 2 shows the parcel that is associated with the address and the 

properties that are labelled as “lands to be severed.” 

 

1.2 STUDY SITE DESCRIPTION 

The study site includes 1.875 acres of agricultural land that is proposed to be severed from the existing legal 

parcel. The proposed lot severance area is surrounded by limited residential development to the south and 

to the east, and by woodland, wetland and meadow to the north and northwest. An agricultural field is 

located to the west of the proposed lot severance area.  
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Lovers Creek
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Figure 1: Key Plan - 1988 7th Line Innisfil
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1.3 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 

The project put forth by Gres Developments Ltd & Dudo Developments Ltd, owner of the subject property, 

proposes an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) and Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) for a residential 

development of 1.875 hectares. Gres Developments Ltd & Dudo Developments Ltd proposes to sever three 

lots (0.625 acres each) within the legal parcel in order to build three single family residences, for a total of 

1.875 acres. Each of the lot severances are proposed to contain a single-family residence of approximately 

2,700 ft2, with a driveway and septic system. Figure 2 shows the site plan for the project.  

1.4 FORMAT  

The Environmental Impact Study will be concurrently submitted to the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 

Authority and the Town of Innisfil to determine if the proposed development meets the requirements of the 

Town of Innisfil Official Plan (2006) and the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). 
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2.0 METHODOLOGIES 

2.1 TERRESTRIAL ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGIES 

This Environmental Impact Study is designed to assess the potential impacts of the proposed changes to 

terrestrial natural heritage elements. The purpose of the Environmental Impact Study is to: 

 

• Explain the nature of the proposed development; 

• Conduct field surveys for flora, wildlife, habitat features, and Species at Risk; 

• Identify, locate, delineate and comment on significant natural heritage features including Species at 

Risk individuals and habitat, ecological functions and linkages;  

• Identify and discuss the expected impacts of the proposed works; and, 

• Indicate how aspects of the proposed project could proceed without negatively affecting flora and 

wildlife species or significant habitat features by providing mitigation measures and recommendations. 

 

The following tasks were followed to complete the Environmental Impact Study: 

 

1) Facilitate the Environmental Impact Study and review process with Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 

Authority and Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry personnel of the reviewing and 

commenting agencies to the conclusion of the approval process. 

2) Procure and review existing documentation of the site’s natural heritage.  

3) Address site sensitivities. 

4) Provide buffering strategies where applicable.  

5) Present the above information in a document suitable for circulating to the Lake Simcoe Region 

Conservation Authority and Town of Innisfil. 

 

2.2 NAME AND QUALIFICATIONS  

2.2.1 Environmental Technician – Sarah Bradley, Hon. B.E.S., Dip. Env Technician 

Ms. Bradley obtained her Honours Bachelor of Environmental Studies degree from York University and is 

a graduate of the Environmental Technician (Sampling and Monitoring) program at Seneca College. Ms. 

Bradley has a strong background in a variety of aquatic and terrestrial projects which have involved 

environmental research, detailed field investigations, data collection, reporting, and monitoring programs. 

Ms. Bradley has worked for various organizations in Ontario and Costa Rica and has a broad experience in 

wildlife surveys, with a particular strength in ornithology. Ms. Bradley has successfully completed 

certifications for Geographic Information Systems (York University), Level 2 Ontario Fish Identification 

(MNRF), Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring, Backpack 2 Electrofishing and Ontario Stream Assessment 

Protocol (Crew Leader). 

2.2.2 President, Terrestrial and Restoration Ecologist – Dan Barcza, Hon. B.Sc. 

Mr Barcza has nineteen years of experience as a Terrestrial Ecologist, Botanist, Restoration Ecologist, 

Dendrologist, Horticulturalist, Wildlife Biologist and Species-at-Risk Biologist. He has managed numerous 
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small-scale projects including Environmental Assessments, Environmental Impact Studies and Natural 

Heritage Evaluations. Mr. Barcza has been a key contributor in numerous large-scale projects including 

Environmental Assessments, Environmental Impact Studies, Natural Heritage Evaluations, Watershed 

Studies, Park Management Plans, Environmental Monitoring Programs, Aggregate Resource Assessments, 

Forest, Edge, Sediment and Erosion Management Plans, and Environmental Restoration Plans. His 

contributions include management, field investigations, environmental documentation preparation, 

secondary source review & coordinator of reports. Dan completed the Ecological Land Classification for 

Southern Ontario Training Course in September 2005, the Ontario Wetland Evaluation Training Course in 

June 2006, Butternut Health Assessor Course in 2014, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Freshwater 

Mussel Identification Course and is a Board of Director of Tallgrass Ontario. Dan graduated as a certified 

RX-100 certified Forest Firefighter in April 2010 and Herbicide Technician in October 2009. 

2.2.3 Environmental Technician – Jennifer Neill, Hon. Dip. 

Ms. Neill is a graduate from the environmental technician sampling and monitoring program at Seneca 

College. Jennifer is certified under the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol (OSAP) and Ontario Benthos 

Biomonitoring Network (OBBN). She has demonstrated a high level of competence using the Ontario 

Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) and Ecological Land Classification (ELC). Her ability to analyze data 

using various statistical methods is an asset to her field skills. Jennifer has been a valuable team member in 

various large-scale environmental projects. Her contributions for the Detroit River International Crossing 

(DRIC) project included Species at Risk (SAR) habitat evaluation, botanical inventories, identification and 

monitoring of SAR transplant locations and preparation of restoration sites. During the Grand River 

Environmental Monitoring project Jennifer was responsible for macro-invertebrate benthic identification, 

sorting and quantification of river samples. She has also participated in small-scale projects such as the 

Seneca College Greenhouse Milkweed Initiative, which involved propagation and monitoring of various 

milkweed species and the identification and preparation of transplant locations. While with the Toronto 

Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) Co-op placement Jennifer assisted with vegetation monitoring and 

inventory surveys for several vegetation communities. The information collected was used for ecological 

land classification (ELC). 

2.3 PROTOCOL FOR VEGETATION COMMUNITY AND STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 

The geographical extent, composition, structure and function of vegetation communities within the 

proposed lot severances area were first identified through air photo interpretation and then confirmed 

through field investigations. Air photos were interpreted to determine the limits and characteristics of 

vegetation communities.  

 

Vegetation communities were classified according to the Ecological Land Classification for Southern 

Ontario: First Approximation and Its Application (Lee et al. 1998). The communities were sampled using 

a plotless method for the purpose of determining general composition and structure of the flora and the 

vegetation communities within the study area. An extensive vascular plant list was compiled, as well as the 
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height and cover of each layer and the dominant species in each layer. Plant species status was reviewed 

for Ontario (OMNR 2009). Vascular plant nomenclature follows FOIBIS (Newmaster 2005).  

 

The vegetation communities that are located within close proximity of the proposed lot severance area were 

surveyed thoroughly and classified as per ELC protocol. The vegetation communities in the adjacent lands 

(to the north) were classified by the dominant vegetation species present, however, they were not thoroughly 

surveyed because they will not be impacted by the proposed lot severance.  

 

2.4 WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Wildlife species and habitat data were collected via field investigation and knowledge of Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) vegetation communities present. Ecological Land Classification was utilized to 

describe wildlife habitat, where appropriate. Wildlife species were identified through direct observation, 

vocalizations, or evidence such as tracks, scat and browse. Special focus was placed upon searching for 

Species at Risk individuals, habitat and habitat features such as vernal pools, dens, burrows (small and 

large), snake thermoregulation areas, tree cavities, chimney stack crayfish burrows, and basking sites.  

 

2.5 SPECIES AT RISK SURVEY METHODS 

Field surveys were carried out to determine the potential population and distribution of Species at Risk 

individuals and to delineate the habitat and habitat features within the study area. The survey was carried 

out to provide detailed and reliable information on Species at Risk presence or absence, suitable habitat, 

habitat features, location, distance from the proposed development, population size, management concerns 

and to ensure that the proposed development does not contravene the Endangered Species Act, 2007. 

 

The search efforts were focused on inspecting sites and features with a high probability of supporting 

Species at Risk. When documenting each Species at Risk specimen/population, habitat or habitat feature 

the following data was recorded on paper and on a Global Positioning System (GPS):  

 

• Species (scientific name);  

• habitat or habitat feature; 

• location (Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) co-ordinates); and,  

• relative abundance. 

  

Points were used to delineate the location. UTM coordinates were recorded on hand-held GPS units, 

downloaded to a computer and mapped on an ortho-rectified digital air photo using a Geographic 

Information System (GIS). 
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3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS – NATURAL HERITAGE 

3.1 FIELD SURVEY 

3.1.1 Dates 

Sage Earth carried out terrestrial investigations of the proposed lots to be severed on September 28, 2017 

and October 16, 2017. During these field visits, vascular plants, vegetation communities, mammals, birds, 

amphibians and reptiles as well as Regulated Habitat and habitat features were searched for and recorded. 

 

3.1.2 Weather  

The local temperature on September 28, 2017 was 150 C with part sun and moderate winds. The local 

temperature on October 16, 2017, was 40 C with overcast skies and moderate winds.  

 

3.2 PHYSICAL SETTING 

3.2.1 Physiography and Soils 

According to the Ontario Soils Survey, Report No. 11 (Richards and Caldwell 1949) the soil within the 

study area is composed of Bondhead Sandy Loam –Stony Phase (BS-b). Bondhead Sandy Loam –Stony 

Phase is a well-drained soil and is characteristic of Grey-Brown Podzolic Soils. It is a light grey, calcareous 

loam and sandy-loam till, and is slightly to very stony.  

 

3.2.1.1 Sage Earth Soil Core 

One soil core was taken in the closest vegetation community to the proposed lots to be severed to assess 

whether the Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAMM1-3) community should be 

considered a wetland or terrestrial system. The soil core had an effective texture of Silty Clay Loam (SiCL) 

and a soil moisture regime of 5 (Moist). Depth to Mottles was 35 cm and depth to gleys was 60 cm. The 

analysis of the soil core confirmed that the Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh 

(MAMM1-3) is a wetland system. Photo 1 shows the profile of the soil core, and the location of the soil 

core can be seen in Figure 4.  
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Photo 1: Soil core taken in the Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-

3) Community. 

3.2.2 Topography 

The topography within the lots that are proposed to be severed is considered to be Tableland. According to 

Lee et al. (1998): Tableland is a “Site on a more or less level plain, not associated with any marked 

topographic feature.” The tableland is consistent throughout the lots to be severed and where the proposed 

development is to occur.  

 

3.2.3 Hydrology 

The study area is situated within the Lovers Creek subwatershed, a subwatershed of the Lake Simcoe 

watershed. The total area of Lover’s Creek subwatershed is 59.95 km2, and the total area of the Lake Simcoe 

watershed is 3,400km2. There are no hydrological features within the lots to be severed, however, there are 

hydrological features in the adjacent lands. There is a small pond (0.07 ha in area) located approximately 

32 m north of the proposed severance area (Photo 2). A branch of Lover’s Creek is located 140 m north of 

the proposed severance area, and Lover’s Creek Swamp, a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW), is 

located approximately 43 m to the northwest of the proposed severance area. The two western lots are 

within the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority Regulated Limit. The location and extent of the 

hydrological features are displayed in Figure 4. 
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Photo 2: The pond located to the north of the proposed lot severance area. 

 

3.2.4 Designated Significant Natural Areas 

There are no designated significant natural areas on the lands to be severed. The development itself will be 

located within an existing agricultural field (Figure 3). The NHIC Online Mapping Utility indicates that 

natural heritage features occur in the lands adjacent to the proposed severance area. Lover’s Creek Swamp, 

a Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW), is located approximately 43 m to the northwest of the proposed 

severance area. A woodland feature is located to the northwest of the proposed lot severances (Figure 3).  

 

The location of Lover’s Creek Swamp and the Significant Woodland in relation to the lots to be severed is 

shown in Figure 4. Based upon Sage Earth field investigations. There are wetland vegetation communities 

to the north and northwest of the proposed lots to be severed. The 30m buffer prescribed by the Town of 

Innisfil Official Plan falls within the two western most lots. The development envelopes for all three lots 

are beyond the 30m buffer.  

  



Moisture Regime 
5 - Moist

OAG

SWDM4-3
MAMM1-3

SWTM3

SWTM3

Hedgerow

MAMM1-3

Figure 4: Existing Conditions - 1988 7th Line Innisfil

¹

0 50 100 150 200 25025
m

Legend
Legal Parcel
Lots to be severed
Development Envelopes
Woodland
Provincially Significant Wetland
LSRCA watercourses

!> Soil Core
30m wetland buffer
LSRCA Regulation Limit

Lover's Creek

OAG
MAMM1-3
SWTM3
SWDM4-3
Hedgerow

Open Agriculture
Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type
Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket Swamp Ecosite
White Birch Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp Type

ELC Vegetation Communities 1:2,000
Date: 05 December, 2017
Figure #: 4
Scale: 
Creator: John Tress



1988 7th Line, Innisfil  Environmental Impact Study 
 

 

  Page 13 

3.3 FLORA AND VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

3.3.1 Vegetation Communities 

3.3.1.1 Disadvantages of Height Mowing 

Field investigations confirmed that there are no natural ELC vegetation communities within the proposed 

lot severance area. The proposed lot severance area is located on an existing agricultural field, which was 

classified as Open Agriculture (OAG) (Photo 3).  

 

 
Photo 3: Approximate location of the proposed lots to be severed in the Open Agricultural (OAG) field 

with hedgerows in the background 
 

3.3.1.2 Hedgerow 

There is a narrow hedgerow located on the southern and eastern border of the lots to be severed. This area 

does not meet the ELC size requirement of 0.5 ha to map it as vegetation community polygon. The 

hedgerow consists of Northern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus 

cathartica), Common Apple (Malus pumila), New England Aster (Aster novae-angliae), Queen Anne’s 

Lace (Daucus carota), Reed-canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea), Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia), Grass-

leaved Goldenrod (Euthamia graminifolia), Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus stolonifera).   

 

3.3.1.3 Adjacent Vegetation Communities 

There are three ELC communities in the lands that are adjacent to the proposed lot severances; a Reed-

canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-3), a White Birch—Poplar Mineral 

Deciduous Swamp Type (SWDM4-3) and a Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket Swamp Ecosite (SWTM3). 
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These three ELC communities are discussed in detail below, and Figure 4 delineates the extent of the ELC 

vegetation communities adjacent to the lots to be severed. 

 

3.3.1.4 Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-3) 

The Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-3) is located to the north and 

northwest of the proposed lot severance area. This community was thoroughly surveyed because it is 

located within close proximity to the proposed lot severances. This community is dominated by Reed-

canary Grass, with abundant New England Aster, Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca), Heath Aster 

(Aster ericoides ssp. ericoid), Awnless Brome (Bromus inermis), and Flat-topped Goldenrod (Euthamia 

graminifolia) (Photo 4).  

 

 
Photo 4: The Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-3) 

 

3.3.1.5 White Birch—Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp Type (SWDM4-3) 

The White Birch—Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp Type (SWDM4-3) community is located in the 

woodland that is approximately 43 m to the northwest of the proposed lot severance area. This community 

was not thoroughly surveyed because it will not be impacted by the proposed lot severances, and was 

classified by the dominant vegetation species present. This community is dominated by White Birch (Betula 

papyrifera), Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides), and Balsam Poplar (Populus balsamifera).  

3.3.1.6 Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket Swamp Ecosite (SWTM3) 

The Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket Swamp Ecosite (SWTM3) is located to the north of the proposed 

lots to be severed. This community was not thoroughly surveyed because it will not be impacted by the 
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proposed lot severances, and was classified by the dominant vegetation species present. This community is 

dominated by Reed-Canary Grass, with occasional Bebb’s Willow (Salix bebbiana) and Pussy Willow 

(Salix discolour). Photo 5 shows the typical conditions within this community.  

 
Photo 5: The Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket Swamp Ecosite (SWTM3) 

 

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF ELC VEGETATION COMMUNITIES IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO 

SEVERANCE AREA 

Abbreviation Vegetation Type Species Association Comments 

REED-CANARY GRASS GRAMINOID MINERAL MEADOW MARSH TYPE 

MAMM1-3 Reed-canary 

Grass Graminoid 

Mineral Meadow  

Marsh Type 

Ground Cover: The ground cover is dominated by 

Reed-canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea), with 

abundant New England Aster (Aster novae-angliae), 

Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca), Heath Aster 

(Aster ericoides ssp. ericoid), Awnless Brome (Bromus 

inermis), and Flat-topped Goldenrod (Euthamia 

graminifolia). 
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3.3.2 Flora 

A total of 60 vascular plant taxa were recorded within the lots to be severed and on the adjacent lands 

(Table 2). Of the 60 species of plants identified, 33 (57%) are considered native in Ontario, while 25 species 

(43%) are classified as introduced and non-native. 

 

TABLE 2: OBSERVED VASCULAR PLANT LIST 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 

S
-R

A
N

K
1 

C
O

S
E

W
IC

2 

C
O

S
S

A
R

O
3 

Acer x freemanii Freeman's Maple SNA   

Agrostis gigantea Redtop SE5   

Ambrosia artemisiifolia Annual Ragweed S5   

Anagallis arvensis Scarlet Pimpernel SE4   

Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed S5   

Aster ericoides ssp. ericoides Heath Aster S5   

Aster lanceolatus ssp. lanceolatus Panicled Aster S5   

Aster lateriflorus var. lateriflorus Calico Aster S5   

Aster novae-angliae New England Aster S5   

Aster puniceus var. puniceus Purple-stemmed Aster S5   

Betula papyrifera Paper Birch S5   

Bromus inermis ssp. inermis Smooth Brome SE5   

Chrysanthemum leucanthemum Oxeye Daisy SE5   

Cichorium intybus Chicory SE5   

Cirsium arvense Creeping Thistle SE5   

Cirsium vulgare Bull Thistle SE5   

Conyza canadensis Fleabane S5   

Cornus stolonifera Red-osier Dogwood S5   

Cynanchum rossicum European Swallow-wort SE5   

Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass SE5   

Daucus carota Queen Anne's Lace SE5   

Digitaria sanguinalis Hairy Crabgrass SE5   

Epilobium ciliatum ssp. glandulosum Northern Willow-herb SU   

Erigeron philadelphicus ssp. philadelphicus Philadelphia Fleabane S5   

Erigeron strigosus Daisy Fleabane S5   

Eupatorium maculatum ssp. maculatum Spotted Joe-pye Weed S5   

Euthamia graminifolia Grass-leaved Goldenrod S5   

Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5   

Hypericum perforatum St. John's-wort SE5   

Linaria vulgaris Butter-and-eggs SE5   

Malus pumila Common Apple SE5   

Medicago sativa ssp. sativa Alfalfa SE5   

Oenothera biennis Common Evening-primrose S5   

Oxalis stricta Upright Yellow Wood Sorrel S5   

Panicum capillare Old Panic Grass S5   

Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass S5   

Plantago major Nipple-seed Plantain SE5   

Polygonum persicaria Lady's Thumb SE5   
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TABLE 2: OBSERVED VASCULAR PLANT LIST 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status 

S
-R

A
N

K
1 

C
O

S
E
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IC

2 

C
O

S
S

A
R
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Populus balsamifera ssp. balsamifera Balsam Poplar S5   

Populus tremuloides Quaking Aspen S5   

Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn SE5   

Salix bebbiana Bebb's Willow S5   

Salix discolor Pussy Willow S5   

Salix eriocephala Heart-leaved Willow S5   

Salix petiolaris Meadow Willow S5   

Setaria pumila Yellow Foxtail SE5   

Solidago altissima var. altissima Tall Goldenrod S5   

Solidago canadensis Canada Goldenrod S5   

Stellaria media Common Starwort SE5   

Thuja occidentalis Northern White Cedar S5   

Tragopogon dubius Meadow Goat's-beard SE5   

Trifolium pratense Red Clover SE5   

Trifolium repens White Clover SE5   

Tussilago farfara Colt's Foot SE5   

Typha angustifolia Narrow-leaved Cattail S5   

Typha latifolia Broad-leaf Cattail S5   

Urtica dioica ssp. dioica Stinging Nettle SE2   

Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch SE5   

Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape S5   
1 S-Rank (provincial rank): S1 (Critically Imperiled); S2 (Imperiled); S3 (Vulnerable); S4 (Apparently Secure); S5 

(Secure); S#? (Rank uncertain); and, SE# (Exotic). 
2 The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) 
3 The Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO)  
 

3.3.3  Plant Species of Conservation Concern and Provincially Significant Plant Species 

No plant Species of Conservation Concern, nor Provincially Significant Plant Species were observed in the 

lots to be severed nor in the adjacent lands during Sage Earth’s field investigation.  

 

3.4 FAUNA AND WILDLIFE HABITAT 

A total of 11 wildlife species were identified on or adjacent to the lots to be severed during Sage Earth field 

investigations. These species were identified either through visual observations or through evidence of 

occurrence. Of the 11-species identified there were; nine bird species, one amphibian species, and one insect 

species (Table 3). Figure 4 shows the ELC vegetation communities that the various fauna was located in.  

 

3.4.1 Birds 

Nine species of birds were recorded during Sage Earth’s field investigation, both on the lots to be severed 

and on the land adjacent to it. Species identification was confirmed through unique vocalizations (calls) 

and by direct observation. All species of birds that were encountered during Sage Earth’s field 
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investigations are tolerant of fragmented habitats and anthropogenic disturbance. Of the nine species of 

birds that were observed on or adjacent to the lots to be severed, six species are protected under the 

Migratory Bird Convention Act (MBCA), which protects and conserves migratory birds and their nests 

during the breeding bird season. Two species receive provincial protection under the FWCA, the Blue Jay 

(Cyanocitta cristata), which is included in Schedule 8 - Specially Protected Birds (Other Than Raptors), 

and the Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura), which is included in Schedule 7 –Specially Protected Birds 

(Raptors). One species; the Common Grackle (Quiscalus quiscula), receives no federal or provincial 

protection.  

 

3.4.2 Herpetofauna 

A total of one amphibian species was recorded within the lots to be severed during field investigations. No 

reptile species were observed within the proposed severance area.   

 

3.4.2.1 Amphibians 

The Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas indicates records (historical and recent) of the following 

amphibian species within the survey square that encompasses the proposed severance area (square 

17PK10): American Toad (Anaxyrus americanus), Green Frog (Lithobates clamitans), Northern Leopard 

Frog (Lithobates pipiens), and Mink Frog (Lithobates septentrionalis). While these species have been 

observed within the survey square that encompasses the lots to be severed, it is possible that the records 

may occur outside of the more defined project study area in adjacent lands/surrounding habitats.  

 

One species of amphibian, the American Toad, was observed calling in the Reed Canary-grass Graminoid 

Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAMM1-3) during Sage Earth’s field investigation. The American Toad is 

considered secure in the province of Ontario, and can be found in a wide variety of terrestrial habitats. It is 

possible that other species of amphibians such as the Northern Leopard Frog may be present in the proposed 

severance area. Habitat features in the hedgerow and the small area of naturalized vegetation are suitable 

for supporting amphibian foraging requirements, however, no suitable amphibian breeding habitat was 

observed within the proposed severance area.  There are suitable habitats in the adjacent lands that could 

support amphibian breeding requirements, such as Lover’s Creek PSW to the northwest and the pond 

located to the north, outside of the proposed severance area. These areas will not be impacted by the 

proposed development, as it will occur well outside of these aquatic features. 

 

3.4.2.2 Reptiles 

The Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas indicates records of the following reptile species within the 10km 

X 10km survey square that encompasses the proposed severance area (square 17PK10): Midland Painted 

Turtle (Chrysemys picta marginata) and Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina). While these species have 

been observed within the survey square that encompasses the proposed severance area, some of the records 

may occur outside of the more defined project study area. As both Snapping and Painted Turtles occur in 

wetland habitats, the nearest locations for them to exist would be in the PSW located to the northwest or in 

the pond to the north of the proposed severance area. Both species require sandy soil for nesting and eat 

aquatic organisms, so likely would not be found far away from a body of water in a dry agricultural field. 

No turtles were observed during surveying. 

 

3.4.3 Insects 

One species of insect was observed during Sage Earth’s field investigations; the Common Eastern 

Bumblebee (Bombus impatiens). The Common Eastern Bumblebee was observed in the Reed Canary-grass 
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Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAMM1-3), and the population is Secure to Apparently Secure in the 

province of Ontario.  

TABLE 2: OBSERVED WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Status Protection  Location  
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Carduelis tristis American Goldfinch SNA    ^  

Cathartes aura Turkey Vulture S5B   S   

Cyanocitta cristata Blue Jay S5   S   

Empidonax minimus Least Flycatcher S4B    ^ ^ 

Melospiza melodia Song Sparrow S5B    ^  

Picoides pubescens Downy Woodpecker S5    ^ ^ 

Poecile atricapillus Black-capped Chickadee S5    ^  

Quiscalus quiscula Common Grackle S5B      

Scolopax minor American Woodcock S4B    ^  

Turdus migratorius American Robin S5B    ^  

AMPHIBIANS 

Anaxyris americanus American Toad S5      

INSECTS 

Bombus impatiens Common Eastern Bumblebee S4S5      

1 S-Rank (Provincial): S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled), S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure), 

S#B (breeding), SNA (species not suitable target for conservation activities) 
2 The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC): END (Endangered); THR 

(Threatened); SC (Special Concern); NAR (Not at Risk) 
3 Committee on the Status of Species at Risk Ontario (SARO): END (Endangered); THR (Threatened); SC (Special 

Concern); NAR (Not at Risk) 
4 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA): G (Game species); F (Furbearers); S (Specially protected species) 
5 Migratory Bird Convention Act (MBCA) Species Protection 

 

3.4.4 Movement Corridors and Connectivity  

The natural habitats in the proposed severance are relatively limited in size and in quality, and appear to be 

poorly connected to each other. The presence of the large, tilled Open Agricultural (OAG) field serves as a 

barrier between the habitats to the north and south of the proposed lot severance area. Given the lack of 

suitable cover in the agricultural field, it is unlikely that smaller species of mammals, amphibians, and 

reptiles could travel between the Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Type (MAMM1-

3) community to the north, and the hedgerow to the south. The presence of three, new residential 

developments will have a positive impact on wildlife movement corridors and connectivity due to 
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improvements in cover from landscaping and other features that wildlife use to move between habitats. 

Therefore, the proposed lot severances and associated development will not impact wildlife movement 

corridors and connectivity, as they are already fairly limited within the study area. 

 

4.0 EVALUATION OF ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS 

4.1 NATURAL HERITAGE  

4.1.1 Vegetation and Vegetation Communities 

The proposed severances will occur entirely on the tablelands of the subject property, which are 

anthropogenic in origin. This area primarily includes an open agricultural field with some non-natural 

vegetation. The nearest natural vegetation community is a Reed-canary Grass Marsh Meadow (MAMM3-

1) to the north of the proposed lot severance area, however, this community is located well outside the 

severance area.  

The two western most lots will be within the 30m buffer from the wetlands prescribed by Section 3.1.2.5 

of the Town of Innisfil Official Plan: 

“3.1.2.5 Notwithstanding Policy 3.1.1.7, in the case of wetlands, seepage areas and springs, fish 

habitat, permanent and intermittent streams, lakes and significant woodlands, a minimum 

vegetation zone or buffer will be established of 30 metres wide measured from the outside boundary 

of the key natural heritage feature or key hydrologic feature” 

 The development envelopes will be outside of the 30m buffer and there will be no impacts on the wetlands 

as a result of the lot severances and subsequent residential developments. Refer to Figure 4 for the location 

of the proposed lots to be severed and the development envelopes in relationship to the 30m wetland buffer.    

4.1.2 Wildlife 

During Sage Earth’s field investigations, the species encountered within the area to be severed were 

common faunal species that were expected to be present. These generalist species are tolerant of edge 

habitats, fragmentation and anthropogenic alteration. The location of the proposed severance area on the 

agricultural field will leave abundant habitat for specialist avian and faunal species to traverse through the 

natural corridor that is the Lover’s Creek system. Furthermore, it is likely that the development of three 

new residences will improve wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity due to improvements in cover from 

landscaping and other features that wildlife use. Currently, the wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity are 

very limited in the existing open agricultural field. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan in relation to 

the ELC communities and potential wildlife habitat. 
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5.0 POLICY AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNATIONS 
ANALYSIS 

Various pieces of environmental legislation were reviewed in order to meet the regulatory requirements 

under the Provincial Policy Statement (2014), the Planning Act (1990), the Endangered Species Act (2007), 

the Conservation Authorities Act (1990), and the Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994). The site is located 

in the Town of Innisfil and falls under the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) 

jurisdiction, and as such, the LSRCA regulations were referred to for this Environmental Impact Study. The 

Town of Innisfil Official Plan (OP) and Simcoe County Official Plan were reviewed in a separate planning 

rationale report prepared by Bousfields Inc.  

5.1 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The Endangered Species Act (2007) (ESA) affords protection to species listed under Ontario Regulation 

230/08 Species at Risk in Ontario List. As there are Natural Heritage Features and Hydrologically Sensitive 

Features adjacent to the site, they are anticipated to potentially support flora and fauna Species at Risk and 

their associated habitat.   

The three proposed lot severances and their associated developments are not anticipated to trigger the ESA 

(2007) due to the location of the entire proposed development envelope being completely within an 

agricultural field. The area proposed for development will be completely outside of the physical boundaries 

of the closest vegetation community to the north, the Reed-canary Grass Meadow Marsh (MAMM1-3).  

Species at Risk were searched for during Sage Earth’s field surveys. The surveys were completed 

throughout the entire proposed lot severance area, as well as the hedgerow to the south and east, and the 

adjacent lands to the north. No Species at Risk, nor Provincially Significant species were observed during 

Sage Earth’s 2017 field investigations.  

5.1.1 Natural Heritage Information Centre  

The NHIC inventory of Species at Risk for the 1 km x 1 km square for the proposed severance area has the 

following records of Species at Risk (Table 4); Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna). Special care was 

taken to look for Species at Risk individuals, habitat features and suitable habitat during 2017 field work. 

The Eastern Meadowlark was not observed during Sage Earth’s field investigations, nor was suitable 

Eastern Meadowlark breeding habitat noted to be present in the area that is proposed to be severed. The 

size of the Open Agricultural Field (OAG) is too small to serve as Eastern Meadowlark breeding habitat, 

and the presence of surrounding swamp and hedgerow create a fragmented habitat that would not be suitable 

for this area sensitive grassland bird species. Since no species at risk individuals were observed, nor any 

regulated habitat, the proposed development is not anticipated to trigger the ESA (2007)  
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TABLE 4: SPECIES AT RISK NOTED BY NHIC 

Scientific Name Common Name 

S
-R

A
N

K
1 

C
O

S
E

W
IC

2 

C
O

S
S

A
R

O
3 

S
u

it
ab

le
 H

ab
it

at
 o

r 
F

ea
tu

re
 

Potential Habitat Description in 
Legal parcel 

O
b

se
rv

ed
 D

u
ri

n
g

 2
01

7 
F

ie
ld

 

S
u

rv
ey

 

NHIC 1 km Search Species 

Sturnella magna Eastern Meadowlark 
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 There is no suitable Eastern 

Meadowlark breeding habitat on 

the lots to be severed.  

N
O

 

1 S-Rank (Provincial): S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled), S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure), 

S#B (breeding), SNA (species not suitable target for conservation activities) 
2 The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC): END (Endangered); THR 

(Threatened); SC (Special Concern); NAR (Not at Risk) 
3 Committee on the Status of Species at Risk Ontario (SARO): END (Endangered); THR (Threatened); SC (Special 

Concern); NAR (Not at Risk) 

 

5.2 PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT, 2014 

The Planning Act establishes that Council, when making decisions that affect a planning matter, “shall be 

consistent with” the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) issued under The Planning Act. As noted in 

Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement, 2014;  

“to achieve long-term prosperity, environmental health and social well-being, the province must 

depend on protecting its various resources; natural heritage, agricultural, water, mineral, 

archaeological and cultural.” 

 Section 2.1 in the PPS (2014) deals with Natural Heritage resources. These policies are further expanded 

and described in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Sections 5-11) (Ontario Ministry of Natural 

Resources, 2010). 

5.2.1 Natural Heritage 

Subsection 2.1.2 

Subsection 2.1.2 of the PPS (2014) states that: 

 

“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….” 

 



1988 7th Line, Innisfil  Environmental Impact Study 
 

 

  Page 23 

The proposed development envelopes for the three single family residences are situated on a previously 

cleared open agricultural field, therefore, the connectivity of the natural features in the adjacent lands 

(Lovers Creek PSW and the Significant Woodland) will not be impacted by the proposed development.  

Subsection 2.1.4 

Subsection 2.1.4 of the PPS (2014) states that; 

 

“Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

a) significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1; and  

b) significant coastal wetlands.” 

 

The proposed lot severance area and associated development envelopes do not occur within a significant 

wetland or a significant coastal wetland. Therefore, Section 2.1.4 of the PPS does not apply.  

Subsection 2.1.5 

Subsection 2.1.5 of the PPS (2014) states that; 

 

“2.1.5 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

a) significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1;  

b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and 

the St. Marys River)1;  

c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and 

the St. Marys River)1;  

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 2.1.4(b)  

 

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

their ecological functions.” 

 

There are no significant natural features located within the proposed lot severance area. Therefore, there 

will be no impacts to the natural features listed under Subsection 2.1.5 of the PPS (2014). 

Subsection 2.1.6 

Subsection 2.1.6 of the PPS (2014) states that; “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 

fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.” 

There is no fish habitat within the lots that are proposed to be severed. There are hydrological features in 

the adjacent lands, however, these will not be impacted by the proposed severances. The hydrological 

features on the adjacent lands are located a considerable distance from the proposed lots to be severed. 

Additionally, there are buffers of vegetation between these features and the proposed lot severance area to 

protect any potential fish habitat from any negative impacts of future development.  

Subsection 2.1.7 

Subsection 2.1.7 of the PPS (2014) states that; 
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“Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species and 

threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.” 

 

No Endangered nor Threatened species were identified by Sage Earth on the proposed lots to be severed 

and the adjacent lands during field investigations in 2017. Therefore, the proposed lot severances and 

associated development will not impact the habitat of Endangered or Threatened species as per Subsection 

2.1.7 of the PPS (2014).  

Subsection 2.1.8 

Subsection 2.1.8 of the PPS (2014) goes on to state;  

 

“Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage 

features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 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.” 

 

According to Section 4.4 of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2005), the appropriate distance for 

considering any potential negative impacts to a Significant Wetland and Significant Woodland is 120 m. 

Two of the proposed lots severances and the westernmost development envelope fall within 120 m of the 

Lovers Creek Swamp PSW and the Significant Woodland to the northwest. There will be no negative 

impacts to the ecological function of the PSW and the Significant Woodland, as the proposed lot severances 

are to occur in a previously cleared open agricultural area with little to no existing ecological function. 

Furthermore, the proposed development envelopes have been situated as far away from the PSW and 

Significant Woodland as possible and will not require the clearing of any natural vegetation. Therefore, the 

proposed lot severances and their associated development envelopes will not impact the ecological function 

of the PSW and the Significant Woodland in the adjacent lands. Refer to Figures 3 and 4 for the location 

of the PSW and Significant Woodland in relation to the proposed lots to be severed.  

5.3 CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 

The Conservation Authorities Act provides the framework to prevent, eliminate and minimize risk to life 

and property from flood and erosion hazards and encourage the conservation and restoration of natural 

resources. It empowers the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) to regulate development 

and activities in or adjacent to watercourse and wetlands under Ontario Regulation (O. Reg) 179/06.   

5.3.1 Ontario Regulation 179/06 

The LSRCA acts as a regulatory body for the protection and restoration of the natural resources within the 

watershed that fall within their jurisdiction, and under O. Reg 179/06, any proposed development, 

interference or alteration to watercourses or wetland within a Regulated Area requires a permit from 

LSRCA.  

Section 2(1) (d) of O. Reg 179/06 states that: 
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“Subject to section 3, no person shall undertake development or permit another person to undertake 

development in or on the areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority that are… 

(e) other areas where development could interfere with the hydrologic function of a wetland, 

including areas within 120 meters of all provincially significant wetlands, and areas within 

30 meters of all other wetlands.” 

 

The northwest corner of the proposed lot severances and the westernmost development envelope is within 

the LSRCA Regulated Area. The two western lots are within the 30m buffer associated with the MAM1-3 

vegetation community that is considered to be a wetland. All three development envelopes will be beyond 

the 30m wetland buffer and there should not be any impact on the wetland feature as a result of the 

subsequent residential development. Figure 4 displays the location of the regulated area in relation to the 

lots to be severed. Prior to any works commencing on the land, a 179/06 permit application must be 

submitted.  

5.4 MIGRATORY BIRDS CONVENTION ACT 

Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) is intended to implement a convention for the protection and 

conservation of migratory birds, for populations and individual birds, in Canada and the U.S.A.  Its primary 

purpose is to prohibit the destruction of wildlife habitat during nesting season.  Environment Canada 

administers the requirements under the MBCA for appropriate breeding season window.  

No tree or shrub clearing is allowed during the breeding bird window to protect the bird species that are 

regulated under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA). If trees or shrubs are to be cleared prior to 

construction, clearing should not take place between April 1 and August 15 in order to avoid destruction of 

active bird nests protected by the Migratory Birds Convention Act.  Alternatively, a nest search should be 

conducted by a qualified ornithologist in the area designated for clearing, and any active nests found should 

not be disturbed by work activity until the young have fledged. Vegetation clearing should take place no 

later than three days after the nest search; otherwise the nest search should be repeated. 

 

6.0 MITIGATION, AND COMPENSATION 

6.1 LOT SEVERANCE AREA 

The proposed lot severances are located in a previously cleared open agricultural area, indicated on Figure 

4 as Open Agriculture (OAG). There are no natural features or natural vegetation communities within the 

proposed lots to be severed. This area was chosen because development here will have the least possible 

impact on the natural heritage system of the site. Minimal vegetation clearing will occur and minimal site 

grading will be required. 

In order to minimize impacts to the natural heritage features and potential natural heritage system outlined 

in Sections 3 and 4, an integrated planning ecology approach has been adopted by siting the development 

area as far away from the natural features as possible.  The three proposed lot severances and their 
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associated development envelopes have been placed in the least sensitive location in the southern portion 

of the lot, while avoiding the natural features to the north.  

A number of ecological considerations have been taken into account in designing the site plan: 

1. The development area has been kept as close to 7th Line as possible.  

2. The lot severances will be outside of the natural lands to the north. It will be located as far away 

from the Lover’s Creek watercourse and PSW as possible.  

3. The development area will not impact any known: 

o Species at risk, habitat features or regulated habitat; 

o Provincially significant vegetation communities or wildlife habitats; or 

o Provincially significant species. 

4. Development in small scale: 

o Each of the lot severances are proposed to contain a single-family home with limited 

development envelopes, building footprint and driveway.  

6.2 LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT (LID) 

The northwest corner of the proposed lot severances and the westernmost development envelope is within 

the LSRCA Regulated Area (Figure 4). Hence, mitigation measures in the form of Low Impact 

Development (LID) should be implemented to offset some of these effects. If implemented effectively, the 

LID mitigation measures will help to offset impacts from the new development and thereby minimize 

impacts to the natural features and their associated functions. The following LID techniques should be 

implemented in the design, construction and maintenance practices of the three proposed lots:  

1. Permeable Driveway; 

2. Rainwater Harvesting; and, 

3. Downspout Disconnection 

 

6.2.1 Permeable Driveway 

The driveway should be composed of permeable gravel substrate. Gravel allows stormwater to drain 

through it and allows the water to infiltrate into the underlying native soil. The native soil is Bondhead 

Sandy Loam with an effective texture of Silty Clay Loam (SiCL).  Silty Clay Loam has a pore pattern of 

very retentive. Pervious driveways are an ideal solution to retain the groundwater recharge capacity of the 

lots to be severed, and is highly recommended to be implemented. 

6.2.2 Rainwater Harvesting 

Rainwater harvesting is the process of intercepting, conveying and storing rainfall for future use. Rainwater 

harvesting conserves potable water and reduces stormwater runoff. The rain that falls upon the roof should 

be collected and conveyed into a storage tank in the form of rain barrels. The captured rainwater should be 

used for irrigation of the gardens and lawn. The rain barrels will be decommissioned annually, prior to the 

onset of freezing temperatures. Rainwater harvesting helps to retain the groundwater recharge capacity of 

the legal parcel. 
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6.2.3 Downspout Disconnection  

Downspout disconnection involves directing flow from the roof downspouts to a pervious area that drains 

away from buildings. The downspouts provide for even distribution of run-off.  Disconnected downspouts 

can drain either to a splash pad, a rain garden or an infiltration trench. The option to direct roof run-off to 

a rainwater harvesting system also exists, providing overflow is directed to a pervious area.  

Downspout disconnection is a practice that can achieve partial water balance benefits and partial water 

quality benefits. Run-off reduction is a function of soil type, slope, vegetative cover and flow path length 

across the pervious surface.  As such, downspout disconnection should be used in conjunction with another 

LID BMP’s. Simple downspout disconnection requires a minimum flow path length across the pervious 

area of 5 m, with a discharge location at least 3 m from the building foundation. Additionally, pervious 

areas that will be used to attenuate the runoff should be graded to have a slope of 1% to 5% directed away 

from the home. 

It is recommended that the new proposed dwellings have downspout disconnection systems. Downspout 

disconnection placement should be considered during building design. If the systems are installed, property 

owners should be educated on their routine operation and maintenance needs. 

6.3 GOOD HOUSEKEEPING AND CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES 

The magnitude of potential negative effects to the natural features is related to the extent, timing and 

duration of the project. Implementation of good housekeeping and construction practices before, during and 

post construction will reduce the potential for spills or other materials/equipment entering the natural 

heritage features. The following measures are recommended to be employed: 

1. The contractor should be confined to the minimum area necessary to perform the work by: 

I. minimizing the width of disturbance, wherever possible (i.e. maximum of 15 m width for 

the driveway and avoid the 30m buffer);  

II. reducing temporary working easements; and, 

III. Limiting equipment storage areas and vehicle turning points to the open agricultural areas 

away from trees/natural features that are to be preserved and protected. 

2. The size of the disturbed area (development envelope) must be limited by minimizing non-

essential clearing and grading. 

3. Construction should commence only when all materials required for construction are at hand 

to minimize the duration of work.  

4. Construction should be staged in phases to minimize the duration of soil exposure and to be 

responsive to the variable locations of development.  

5. All equipment maintenance and refueling should be controlled to prevent any discharge of 

petroleum products. 

6. Construction material, excess material, construction debris, and empty containers should be 

stored as far away as possible from the natural features. 
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7. A “Spill Response Plan”, as well as the appropriate contingency materials to absorb or 

contain any petroleum products, major/minor spills, and landscaping chemicals and fertilizers 

that may be accidentally be discharged, should be on the site at all times. 

8. Include emergency contacts for wildlife biologist in case of conflict with wildlife during 

construction: Dan Barcza (Sage Earth) (519) 200-8146 danbarcza@hotmail.com 

7.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the results of the Environmental Impact Study, the following conclusion and recommendations 

are presented:  

1. The proponent proposes the creation of three new lots, and three new single family detached 

dwellings (including septic systems, and driveways) at 1988 7th Line, in Innisfil, Ontario.  

2. The proposed lot severances and their associated development envelopes will be located in the least 

sensitive parts of the property from a Natural Heritage perspective. Specifically, on an open 

agricultural field that consists of bare soil as far away as possible from the Significant Woodland, 

Provincially Significant Wetland and other wetlands to the northwest of the development envelope.  

3. The proposed lot severances and their development envelopes will be located outside of the 

physical boundaries of all the natural features mentioned in Section 3.  

4. It is Sage Earth’s understanding that limited vegetation removal will be required for this project. 

Limited trees will have to be removed from the hedgerow along 7th Line.  

5. The following Low Impact Development Measures will be implemented, rainwater harvesting, 

downspout disconnection and permeable driveway in order to mitigate for the impacts of increased 

runoff due to a larger surface area of impermeable materials.  

6. Good Housekeeping and Construction Practices will be followed to reduce the working area, to 

avoid spills and to avoid damaging the adjacent Woodland and Wetlands.  

 

It is reasonable to conclude that there will no adverse impacts to the natural features that are located adjacent 

to the subject property. There will be no impacts to Species at Risk individuals nor Species at Risk regulated 

habitat. The proposed area for the three lot severances and the three-new single family detached dwellings 

and driveways will have no ecological impacts relative to the entire legal parcel and will be located in the 

least sensitive area available for development. Mitigation measures outlined in this report must be followed 

in order to prevent any negative environmental impacts.  The proposed development thus conforms to the 

intent of the Provincial Policy Statement and thus it is recommended that the application be approved. 
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