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1. Introduction 

Beacon Environmental Limited (Beacon) and C. Portt and Associates were retained by Nestlé Waters 
Canada (NWC) to undertake terrestrial and aquatic monitoring at the company’s Aberfoyle property 
located at 101 Brock Road South in the Township of Puslinch (Figure 1). A Site Context Map is included 
as Figure 2. The biological monitoring program for the property was initiated in 2007 as a condition of 
a Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) Permit to Take Water (PTTW) (#7043-
74BL3K) for the onsite wells that service their bottling operations. Biological monitoring remains a 
condition of the current PTTW (#1381-95ATPY).  
 
Condition 4.4 of the PTTW states: 
 

The Permit Holder shall undertake wetland monitoring and redd surveys as 
recommended in "2010 Biological Monitoring Program Final Report" by C. Portt and 
Associates* dated January 28, 2011. Results from the wetland and redd surveys shall 
be submitted to the Director as a part of the annual monitoring report… 
  
*Note: Authorship of the 2010 report should be attributed to Dougan & Associates and C. 
Portt and Associates.  
 

The objectives of the biological monitoring program are to:  
 

1. Characterize existing aquatic, wetland and terrestrial resources; and  
2. Document potential long-term changes to the site’s biological resources. 

 
Existing or baseline biological conditions on the Aberfoyle property were established through surveys 
and inventories completed between 2007 and 2009 which fulfilled the first objective. To achieve the 
second objective, there has been ongoing biological monitoring with annual reports submitted to the 
MECP as per the PTTW conditions. The type and frequency of biological monitoring is variable and 
based on the recommendations provided in each year’s annual monitoring report.   
 
Between 2007 and 2020, biological monitoring has included the following:  
 

• Electrofishing surveys of Aberfoyle Creek; 

• Salmonid spawning (redd) surveys of Aberfoyle Creek; 

• Ecological Land Classification (ELC); 

• Vascular plant surveys; 

• Permanent vegetation monitoring plot surveys; 

• Amphibian call surveys; 

• Breeding bird surveys; 

• Odonate (dragonfly/damselfly) surveys; 

• Owl surveys; 

• Turtle surveys; 

• Marsh surveys (assessment of surface hydrology); and 

• Invasive species mapping - Common Reed. 
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Biological monitoring completed on the property between 2007 and 2020 is summarized in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Summary of Biological Monitoring Program (2007-2020) 

Year Aquatic Vegetation Wildlife 
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2007   X X         

2008 X  X X X   X X    

2009  X X X  X X X X    

2010   X  X X X X X X X X 

2011   X   X X X X X X X 

2012   X        X X 

2013   X  X X X      

2014   X  X        

2015   X     X X  X  

2016   X  X  X X X  X  

2017   X    X X X  X  

2018   X     X X  X  

2019   X X X   X X  X  

2020   X     X X  X  

 
 
The 2019 Aberfoyle Biological Monitoring Program Report (Beacon 2020) recommended that core 
wildlife monitoring (amphibian, reptiles and birds) be completed in 2020. Additionally, it recommended 
Salmonid spawning surveys in Aberfoyle Creek will be conducted as required in 2020 by C. Portt and 
Associates. The recommended biological monitoring was completed in 2020. C. Portt and Associates 
completed aquatic monitoring, consisting of salmonid spawning (redd) surveys. Beacon completed 
terrestrial monitoring which consisted of wildlife monitoring. 
 
This report summarizes the methods and findings of the biological monitoring program that has taken 
place from 2007 to 2020 and compares the data with that of previous years to identify changes or trends 
in selected monitoring parameter or indicators over the long term. 
 
 

2. Methods 

2.1 Aquatic Survey 

C. Portt and Associates has surveyed Aberfoyle Creek for evidence of Brown Trout (Salmo trutta) or 
Brook Trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) spawning, from its confluence with Mill Creek upstream to the limit 
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of the Nestlé property (Figure 2) annually, beginning in 2007. In 2020, the surveys were conducted on 
October 22 and November 9. On these dates, this entire reach of the creek was walked and searched 
for spawning fish or areas of disturbed substrate that could be indicative of salmonid spawning.  
 
 

2.2 Vegetation Surveys 

2.2.1 Ecological Land Classification 

Ecological communities associated with the subject property were classified in accordance with the 
Ecological Land Classification System for Southern Ontario (ELC) (Lee et al. 1998). ELC is the 
provincial standard for classifying ecological communities.  Ecological communities are classified based 
on their biophysical parameters such as vegetation composition and structure as well as physical site 
conditions such as topography, slope, soil, moisture and drainage. Information on these parameters is 
collected from each polygon to confirm the appropriate classification using the ELC community 
catalogue.  
 
Ecological communities were initially described and mapped by Dougan & Associates in the fall 2007. 
As the mapping was more than ten years old, Beacon reviewed the boundaries of the various ecological 
communities on July 23, 2019 to confirm their classifications, adjust boundaries and update the mapping 
where necessary. 
 
ELC classification and mapping is generally conducted only once a decade as the rate of vegetation 
change is relatively slow and was therefore not repeated in 2020. 
 
 
2.2.2 Floristic Surveys 

A floristic survey of the property was initially completed by Dougan & Associates in the fall of 2007 to 
establish baseline conditions and develop a checklist of vascular plants for the subject property. The 
checklist has been variably amended over the years based on data collected from the vegetation plots 
and incidental observations. To update this checklist, Beacon completed a floristic survey of the subject 
property on July 23, 2019. 
 
Floristic surveys are generally completed every five to ten years as the rate of vegetation change is 
relatively slow and was therefore not repeated in 2020. 
 
 
2.2.3 Vegetation Plot Sampling 

To monitor changes to vegetation resources on the property over time, six permanent vegetation 
sampling plots were established in 2007 in representative wetland communities. The UTM coordinates 
for each plot in NAD83 are provided in Table 2 and mapped on Figure 3. 
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Table 2.  Locations of Permanent Vegetation Monitoring Plots 

Plot No. UTM Zone UTM Easting UTM Northing 

1 17T 569227 4812889 

2 17T 569075 4812948 

3 17T 568804 4812731 

4 17T 568500 4812482 

5 17T 568500 4812482 

6 17T 568892 4812956 

 
 
The vegetation plots are circular and 100 m2 in area. The centre of each plot is marked with a steel T-
bar. The plots were sampled in the summers of 2008, 2010, 2013, 2014, 2017 and 2019. No plot 
sampling occurred in 2020. A handheld GPS is used to locate the plots. The outer boundaries of each 
sample plot were delineated by attaching a 5.64 m length of rope to the T-bar centre post and 
temporarily marking the plot perimeter with flagging tape Within each sampling plot, information is 
collected on the composition and structure of the vegetation, by estimating the cover abundance at 
various height classes.  
 
Vegetation data collection methods follow the standardized vegetation sampling protocols of the 
Ecological Land Classification System (ELC) for Southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998).  Within each plot, 
all observed species are documented, and the percent cover estimated by assigning a cover value of 
1-4 (1) <10%; 2) 10-25%; 3) 25-60%; and 4) >60%) to each species for each vegetation layer it occurs 
in. Vegetation layers corresponded with the following height classes 1) <0.5 m; 2) 0.5-2 m; 3) 2-10 m, 
and 4) >10 m). 
 
As in previous sampling years, vegetation plot data was subjected to a Floristic Quality Assessment 
(FQA) and provides a metric for monitoring change over time (Oldham et al., 1995). The FQA is 
determined from total number of species (species richness) in a given area (e.g. sampling plot) and 
summing their conservatism values.   Species conservatism is considered a measure of “the degree of 
faithfulness a plant displays to a specific habitat or set of environmental conditions” (Oldham et al., 
1995).  More conservative species display a higher degree of fidelity to particular habitats or ecological 
conditions and are relatively intolerant of disturbance. Less conservative species tend to be habitat 
generalists and more tolerant of disturbance.  In Ontario, plant species have been assigned a coefficient 
of conservatism value (CC) value ranging from 0-10. A description of how these values were assigned 
is provided below: 
 

0-3:  Species found in a wide variety of habitats including disturbed sites; 
4-6:  Species found in specific habitats, but tolerate moderate disturbance; 
7-8:  Species found in advanced successional communities with minor disturbance; or 
9-10:  Species found in high quality natural areas and/or limited to a narrow range of 

environmental conditions. 
 

The FQA is used to establish a Floristic Quality Index (FQI) value. Generally speaking, higher FQI 
values are indicative of higher floristic quality and lower levels of disturbance, whereas lower FQI values 
indicate poorer quality and higher disturbance. FQI values were determined for each of the six 
monitoring plots by calculating the mean CC for each plot and multiplying it by the square root of the 
total number of species. FQI values were calculated using both the total number of species per plot and 
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for native species only. The FQI values were then used to compare changes over time both within and 
among vegetation plots.  
 
In addition to the FQI, a Wetness Index was also calculated for each plot and the site as a whole.  Each 
plant species in Ontario has been assigned a Coefficient of Wetness (CW) based on their probability of 
occurring in wetlands. CW values range from -5 to 5. Species with negative CW values favour wetter 
conditions and typically occur in wetlands; species with positive CW values prefer drier conditions and 
tend to occur in uplands.  The Wetness Index is calculated by averaging the CW values of each species 
observed in the plot.  A Wetness Index for the site was obtained by averaging the CW of each plot. The 
wetness index could potentially be used as an indicator of hydrological changes.   
 
Vegetation plot sampling is generally completed every three years as the rate of observed vegetation 
change is relatively slow and was therefore not repeated in 2020. 
 
 
2.2.4 Marsh Surveys 

Marsh surveys were undertaken by Dougan & Associates in 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2013. The purpose 
of these surveys was to check moisture levels and to confirm these classifications of ELC communities. 
This was done by determining the approximate depth of standing water (if present) versus the presence 
of saturated soil, moist soil or dry soil. This level of detail is sufficient to differentiate a Shallow Marsh 
and a Meadow Marsh within the ELC system (Lee et al. 1998). A key difference between the two 
communities is the presence of standing water for much or all of the growing season within a Shallow 
Marsh compared to the seasonally flooded meadow marsh. However, this level of detail is not sufficient 
for correlating long term trends with any degree of certainty, as moisture levels in wetlands vary 
seasonally and annually depending on factors such as precipitation, average temperature, etc. For 
these reasons, the surveys have not been repeated.  
 
 
2.2.5 Invasive Species Mapping 

There are several colonies of Common Reed (Phragmites australis) present on the subject property. 
Common Reed is a highly invasive non-native plant species that is known to displace native wetland 
vegetation.  Since 2007, the colonies on the property have been observed to be expanding. Colonies 
of Common Reed were originally mapped in several locations on the property in 2009, 2010, 2011, and 
2013 by Dougan & Associates to track changes in the size of the colonies. The edges of the colonies 
were mapped using a high-resolution GPS. The Common Reed colonies were re-surveyed and mapped 
again by Beacon in 2016 and 2017 using an RTK (Real-Time-Kinematic) GPS to facilitate comparison 
with prior years. The Common Reed colonies were not surveyed in 2020. 
 
Common Reed is ubiquitous in the adjacent landscape. It is prevalent in roadside ditches next to the 
property and is also present on neighbouring properties. The species is very difficult to control. The 
most effective control method is chemical treatment using herbicide. While such treatments are 
considered safe and pose minimal risk to the environment when appropriately applied, NWC has elected 
not to implement a treatment program due to the proximity of the colonies to the production well (TW3-
80).  Common Reed will continue to be monitored and alternative management approaches researched 
to inform potential future management actions.   
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2.3 Wildlife Surveys 

2.3.1 Amphibian Surveys 

Amphibian call surveys were undertaken to document species richness and abundance of frog and toad 
populations associated with the subject property. Because there is variation in the breeding periods 
during which different frog and toad species frogs are calling and detectable, surveys were completed 
at three different periods between April and June to ensure coverage of the full range of early to late 
breeding species. These surveys were conducted by Dougan and Associates in 2008, 2009, 2010 and 
2011, and Beacon conducted these surveys in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019.  
 
In 2020, Beacon conducted surveys on April 25, May 22, and June 9 using the survey protocols 
developed for the Marsh Monitoring Program (MMP) (Bird Studies Canada, 2009). On each occasion 
the subject property was visited at least 0.5 hours after sunset during suitable weather conditions to 
listen for calling frogs and toads using three permanent monitoring stations that were established in 
2008. The locations of these amphibian monitoring stations are illustrated in Figure 3. Amphibians 
observed or heard calling in other locations on the property during these and other surveys were also 
recorded as incidental observations. 
 
Surveys were conducted using the point count method whereby the surveyor stands at a set point or 
station for a specific period of time and records all species that can be heard calling within the sample 
area. A minimum of three minutes was spent listening at each station. The approximate locations of 
calling amphibians were noted on a standard MMP data sheet and chorus activity for each species was 
assigned a call code as follows: 
 

0 - No calls; 
1 - Individuals of one species can be counted, calls not simultaneous; 
2 - Calls of one species simultaneous, numbers can be reliably estimated; and 
3 - Full chorus, calls continuous and overlapping, individuals indistinguishable. 

 
In addition to recording species and call levels, weather conditions (i.e., air temperature, precipitation, 
wind speed, and cloud cover) at the time of survey were also recorded. Weather conditions for the 2020 
surveys are summarized in Table 3. 
 

Table 3.  Amphibian Survey Details 

 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 

Date:  April 25, 2020 May 22, 2020 June 9, 2020 

Start time:  20:47 21:16 21:35 

Temperature:  9 °C 19 °C 26 °C 

Wind speed: 1-11 km/h 1-5 km/h 0 km/h 

Cloud cover:  80% 90% 15% 

Precipitation: None None None 
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2.3.2 Breeding Bird Surveys 

Breeding bird surveys were undertaken in 2020 by Beacon to document the diversity and abundance 
of avian populations associated with the subject property. Previous surveys were completed in 2008, 
2009, 2010 and 2011 by Dougan & Associates, and in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019 by Beacon. 
There are five permanent point count stations that were established in 2008 that provide coverage for 
the majority of the property. Each point count station is positioned so the observer can detect calling 
birds up to a distance of 125 m. The locations of the point count stations are illustrated in Figure 3. A 
handheld GPS was used to locate the plots. 
 
A modified point count methodology, based on protocols established for the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
for point counts (Cadman et al. 2007), Forest Bird Monitoring Program (CWS, 2006) and a standard 
method recommended for monitoring songbird populations in the Great Lakes Region (Howe et al. 
1997), was utilized to complete breeding bird surveys.  The following is a detailed description of the 
modified approach utilized to complete these surveys: 
 

• Surveys should be conducted a minimum of one week apart (CWS 2006); 

• Point count stations will be at least 250 m apart (Howe et al. 1997 & CWS 2006); 

• Since the Nestlé Waters Canada property in Aberfoyle is relatively small, a randomized site 
selection approach will not be required. The majority of natural features on the site are 
covered by the 5- point count station survey areas; 

• Survey duration for each point count will be 10 minutes, consistent with the Forest Bird 
Monitoring Program (CWS 2006) and Howe et al. (1997) and will not be restricted to forested 
habitats; 

• The location of each individual adult bird will be recorded on a field sheet as per the layout 
and symbols used by the Forest Bird Mapping Protocol (CWS 2006) or Howe et al. (1997). 
Bird flying overhead (i.e. not directly associating with the survey area) or otherwise not 
showing any breeding evidence will be distinguished from the other breeding birds; 

• Observations recorded on the field maps will be transferred into a summary table. All birds 
observed or heard within suitable habitat were assumed to be breeding; and 

• Breeding evidence is to be documented according to the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
protocols (Cadman et al. 2007). 

 
Birds that were observed between the point count surveys were noted separately on a field map to help 
ensure that no bird species present on the property were missed as the point count circles do not cover 
the entire property. 
 
Weather conditions (i.e., air temperature, precipitation, wind speed, and cloud cover) at the time of 
survey were recorded (see Table 4). 
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Table 4.  Breeding Bird Survey Details 

 Survey 1 Survey 2 

Date:  June 2, 2020 June 18, 2020 

Start time:  6:30 6:00 

End Time: 9:00 8:15 

Temp:  13-15 °C 14 °C 

Wind: 1-5 km/h 0-5 km/h 

Cloud cover:  90-100 % 15 % 

Precipitation: Very short period of light rain None 

 
 
2.3.3 Owl Surveys 

Barred Owl (Strix varia) was reported from the north east portion of the subject property in August 2009 
by Dougan & Associates. To confirm this record, two surveys were completed in 2010 and an addition 
survey was completed in 2011. The survey consisted of broadcasting Barred Owl calls using a portable 
compact disc (CD) player. In 2011, Northern Saw-whet Owl (Aegolius acadicus) calls were also 
broadcast prior to the Barred Owl calls. A period of silence was included following each series of calls 
to allow the surveyor to listen for a response.  The surveys were completed from two stations in forested 
habitats in the vicinity of the original observation. No additional owl surveys have been undertaken since 
2011.  
 
 
2.3.4 Basking Turtle Survey  

The ponds on the subject property are known to support populations of Midland Painted Turtle 
(Chrysemys picta marginata) and Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina). Snapping Turtle was assigned 
“Special Concern” status in Canada in 2008 and Ontario in 2009. Snapping Turtle was originally 
observed in the large pond near the western property boundary in 2008, which is labelled as Pond 1 on 
Figure 3.  
 
To monitor these populations, basking surveys were completed by Dougan & Associates annually 
between 2010 and 2012, and by Beacon between 2015 and 2019.  
 
In 2020, basking turtle surveys on the property were focused on Pond 1. The surveys consist of slowly 
walking along the outer edge of the pond using binoculars to scan its perimeter and other potential 
basking sites within the pond. Surveys were completed between 8:00 am and 5:00 pm during sunny 
periods when the air temperature was greater than water temperature and after inclement weather. 
Brief surveys of the other ponds on the subject property were also completed at the time of this survey. 
Details of these surveys, including weather conditions, are included in Table 5. 
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Table 5.  Basking Turtle Survey Details 

 Survey 1 Survey 2 Survey 3 

Date: April 25, 2020 May 21, 2020 September 16, 2020 

Start time: 11:20 10:45 11:00 

End time: 12:30 11:45 12:00 

Temp: 12-13 °C 16-20 °C 20-21 °C 

Wind: 0-11 km/h 0 km/h 0-6 km/h 

Cloud cover: <10% 0% 0% but with a haze 

Precipitation: None None None 

 
 
2.3.5 Odonate Surveys 

While not included in the original monitoring program, it was felt that baseline surveys for dragonflies 
and damselfly surveys could be used to supplement the baseline biological data available for the site. 
In 2010, 2011 and 2012, Dougan & Associates conducted odonate surveys for select habitats on the 
subject property, while in 2009 they were recorded incidentally. Surveys were informally conducted 
during ideal weather conditions simultaneously to turtle basking surveys using a net. Any individuals 
caught were immediately examined with a 10x (power) hands lens and then released following 
identification. No individuals were collected, and no microscopic analysis was conducted. When 
needed, identifications were confirmed using Jones (2008) and Lam (2004). The surveys were brief, 
and the findings were not considered a comprehensive list of species potentially present. No additional 
odonate surveys have been undertaken since 2012. 
 
 
2.3.6 Other Wildlife Observations 

Other wildlife species observations and habitat encountered over the course of the 2020 field season 
were recorded as incidental observations. When encountered, the species and locations of the wildlife 
were noted. 
 
 

3. Results 

3.1 Aquatic Survey 

No evidence of salmonid spawning was observed along Aberfoyle Creek on the subject property in 
2020. This is consistent with the findings of previous surveys completed annually from 2007 through 
2019. 
 
 

3.2 Vegetation Surveys 

No vegetation surveys were conducted in 2020. The discussion presented below provides a summary 
of previous surveys. It is expected that vegetation surveys will be conducted again in 2022. 
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3.2.1 Ecological Land Classification Mapping 

No significant changes to any of the ecological communities were observed during the 2019 review, 
however minor adjustments were made to the boundaries of several communities. The changes are as 
follows:  
 

• ELC unit 22 changed from Cultural Woodland (CUW1) to Fresh-Moist White Cedar 
Coniferous Forest (FOC 4-1) due to increased size and dominance of Eastern White Cedar; 
and 

• ELC Unit 11 changed from Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2) to Cattail Mineral Shallow 
Marsh/Reed Canary Grass Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAS2-1/MAM2-2) due to a shift in 
dominance of cattails and reed canary grass. 

 
The revised ELC mapping is presented in Figure 4 and a table summarizing the various ecological 
communities in presented in Appendix A. 
 
 
3.2.2 Flora 

Floristic surveys completed between 2007 and 2019 have documented a total of 255 vascular plant 
species. Of these, 242 have been determined to the species level and 13 could only be determined to 
genus for various reasons.  An updated checklist is provided in Appendix B.  Of the species identified, 
56 are considered non-native to Ontario and represents 23% of the total site flora. Native species are 
ranked S4 or S5 by the NHIC, indicating that they are generally common and secure in Ontario. 
 
Two regionally rare and six regionally uncommon species have been documented on the subject 
property, which are summarized in Table 6. 
 

Table 6.  Regionally Rare and Uncommon Plants Species 

Scientific Name  Common Name Region Status1 

Asplenium platyneuron Ebony Spleenwort Rare 

Brachyelytrum erectum Long-awned Wood Grass Rare 

Symphyotrichum urophyllum Arrow-leaved Aster Uncommon 

Cardamine pensylvanica Pennsylvania Bitter-cress Uncommon 

Equisetum sylvaticum Woodland Horsetail Uncommon 

Cinna latifolia Slender Wood Reedgrass Uncommon 

Ranunculus pensylvanicus Bristly Crowfoot Uncommon 

Symphyotrichum pilosum Frost Aster  Uncommon 
1Draft Wellington Country Vascular Plant List (Cecile 2017) 

 
 
3.2.3 Vegetation Plot Sampling 

A total of 115 plants were recorded from the six vegetation plots in 2019, including five that were 
identified to genus. Of the 110 species identified, 85 (85%) are native, and 16 (15%) are considered 
non-native in Ontario. The proportion of native/non-native is similar to previous years with 88% native 
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in 2008, 87% in 2010, 85% in 2013, 87% in 2014, and 92% in 2016. Photograph 1 shows a portion of 
Plot 5 that was surveyed in 2019. 
 
Data for individual vegetation plots has not included in this report but is on file with Beacon. 
 

 

Photograph 1.  Representative Photograph of Plot 5 on August 12, 2019 

 
 
3.2.3.1 Floristic Quality Assessment 

FQA values for each plot between 2008 and 2019 is summarized in Table 7.  A comparison of FQA 
values averaged across all plots is provided in Table 8.  Species richness is noticeably lower in 2008 
compared to the following five monitoring years. The data show a spike in species richness and a 
corresponding increase in FQI between 2008 and 2010. After 2010, the numbers decrease somewhat 
and generally level off between 2013 and 2019.   
 

Table 7.  FQA Summary by Plot for 2008-2019 

Plot Variable/ Parameter 2008 2010 2013 2014 2016 2019 

1 

Total Species 22 52 41 44 39 35 

Native Species 19 43 31 36 31 30 

Introduced Species 3 9 10 8 8 5 

Wetness Index -2.18 -2.33 -1.24 -1.93 -1.49 -2.26 

Mean Total CC 3.32 2.98 2.20 2.65 2.59 3.17 

Mean Native CC 3.84 3.60 2.90 3.51 3.26 3.60 

Total FQI 15.56 21.49 13.86 17.55 16.17 18.76 

Native FQI 16.75 23.64 16.16 21.09 18.15 19.72 
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Plot Variable/ Parameter 2008 2010 2013 2014 2016 2019 

2 

Total Species 30 53 40 41 41 41 

Native Species 27 48 34 38 34 35 

Introduced Species 3 5 6 5 7 6 

Wetness Index -1.93 -2.52 -1.73 -1.93 -1.61 -1.78 

Mean Total CC 3.23 3.88 3.08 3.32 3.1 3.12 

Mean Native CC 3.59 3.51 3.62 3.78 3.74 3.66 

Total FQI 17.71 25.55 18.14 21.24 19.85 19.99 

Native FQI 18.67 26.85 21.09 22.67 21.81 21.64 

3 

Total Species 23 62 47 50 48 47 

Native Species 20 55 39 45 42 41 

Introduced Species 3 7 8 6 7 6 

Wetness Index -1.09 -1.86 -1.26 -2.18 -2.10 -1.89 

Mean Total CC 3.26 3.60 3.21 3.62 3.42 3.57 

Mean Native CC 3.75 4.05 3.97 4.11 3.90 4.10 

Total FQI 15.64 28.45 20.36 25.60 23.7 24.5 

Native FQI 16.77 30.33 24.18 27.29 27.27 26.24 

4 

Total Species 17 30 28 31 37 39 

Native Species 15 27 25 29 32 34 

Introduced Species 2 3 3 3 5 4 

Wetness Index -0.29 -1.63 -1.61 -1.42 -1.27 -1.33 

Mean Total CC 4.00 4.17 3.82 4.10 3.97 3.92 

Mean Native CC 4.53 4.63 4.28 4.54 4.59 4.50 

Total FQI 16.49 22.82 18.92 22.81 24.13 24.5 

Native FQI 17.56 24.06 21.4 24.00 25.98 26.24 

5 

Total Species 21 46 37 36 41 47 

Native Species 19 39 33 34 36 42 

Introduced Species 2 7 4 3 5 5 

Wetness Index -1.19 -0.48 -0.95 -0.75 -1.15 -1.26 

Mean Total CC 4.05 3.85 3.78 3.88 3.71 3.77 

Mean Native CC 4.47 4.54 4.24 4.33 4.27 4.21 

Total FQI 18.55 26.10 21.6 23.27 23.74 25.82 

Native FQI 19.50 28.34 24.37 24.89 25.32 27.31 

6 

Total Species 16 29 26 28 24 24 

Native Species 14 21 20 22 19 20 

Introduced Species 2 8 6 6 5 4 

Wetness Index -1.00 0.21 -0.46 -0.32 -0.1 -0.63 

Mean Total CC 3.06 2.45 2.62 2.86 2.92 2.71 

Mean Native CC 3.50 3.38 3.40 3.64 3.68 3.25 

Total FQI 12.25 13.18 12.85 15.12 14.31 13.27 

Native FQI 13.10 15.49 15.21 17.06 16.04 14.53 
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Table 8.  Comparison of Floristic Quality Assessment scores averaged across all plots, 
2008-2019 

Parameter 2008 2010 2013 2014 2016 2019 

Average Total Species Richness 21.50 45.33 36.50 38.33 38.33 38.83 

Average Native Species richness 19.00 38.83 30.33 34.00 32.33 33.67 

Average Non-native Species Richness 2.50 6.50 6.17 5.17 6 5.16 

Average Wetness Index -1.28 -1.44 -1.21 -1.42 -1.29 -1.52 

Average Native CC 3.95 3.95 3.74 3.99 3.90 3.89 

Average Total CC 3.49 3.49 3.12 3.41 3.28 3.38 

Average Native FQI 17.06 24.79 20.40 22.83 22.1 22.61 

Average Total FQI 16.03 23.04 17.62 20.93 20.31 21.14 

 
 
The fluctuations in the floristic parameters could be attributed to various environmental factors such as 
precipitation, herbivory, competition from dominant species, and natural dieback, which can vary on a 
seasonal and annual basis. Based on the monitoring data available, it is not possible to directly attribute 
the observed changes to specific environmental factors or variables. Some of the variability observed 
is likely attributable to observer bias, especially in plots where certain species occur in low numbers 
and can be easily overlooked or are not reliably detected.  
 
Overall, there have been some minor shifts in species composition and abundance from year-to-year, 
which is to be expected within a dynamic natural environment.  The general composition and structure 
of the vegetation within the plots have not changed substantially and the observed changes are within 
the expected range of natural variation for the wetland community types present.  
 
 
3.2.4 Marsh Surveys 

As part of the ELC confirmation work completed by Dougan & Associates in 2009, marshes on the 
subject property were assessed and recorded, and some ELC was updated from 2008 to 2009. These 
surveys were again conducted by Dougan & Associates in 2010, 2011 and 2013 (not in 2012). The 
resulting predominant vegetation species and the biophysical characteristics of each marsh surveyed 
have been included in Dougan and Associates’ annual monitoring reports. 
 
In 2010, the overall conditions that had been recorded in 2009 had not changed substantially. However, 
ELC Unit 7 (Figure 4) appeared drier due to lack of deep standing water and a new moisture gradient 
was observed in ELC Unit 29. No changes or re-classifications to ELC communities were made in 2010. 
 
Again, the hydrologic conditions and vegetation composition observed in 2011 were not significantly 
different from 2010. Common Reed had spread, but the abundance of hydrophilic species (which would 
be indicative of changing wetland conditions) did not significantly change. No changes or re-
classifications to ELC communities were made in 2010. 
 
The conditions of the marshes observed in 2013 were slightly drier in comparison to what was noted in 
2010 and 2011. Dougan & Associates attributed these changes to the much lower than average level 



 

 
2 0 2 0  B i o l o g i c a l  M o n i t o r i n g  P r o g r a m  N e s t l é  W a t e r s  C a n a d a  

A b e r f o y l e  P r o p e r t y  

 

 
Page 14 

 
 

of precipitation in 2012 and the slightly lower than average precipitation in 2013. No changes or re-
classifications to ELC communities were made in 2013. 
 
Dougan & Associates note that ELC Units 3, 29, 5 and 6 are impacted by discharge of water from the 
complex of small ponds west of the parking lot. The water level in these ponds are being artificially 
regulated, which could explain fluctuations. Dougan & Associates also noted that the variation in 
vegetation in marshes could also be a result of plant responses to variations in weather patterns and 
environmental conditions rather than permanent trends.  
 
 
3.2.5 Invasive Species Mapping 

Since monitoring was initiated on the property, colonies of Common Reed have been slowly expanding 
(Figure 5). Patch sizes were recorded in 2013, 2016 and 2017 (Table 9).  
 

Table 9.  Comparison of Common Reed Patch Size between 2013, 2016 and 2017 

Colony 
Size (m2) 

Difference (m2) Difference (%) 
2013 2016 2017 

A 172.28 254.43 255.04 0.61 0.24% 

B 1,698.69 1,813.99 1,964.49 150.50 8.30% 

C 1,920.17 1,401.47 2,886.44 266.24 10.16% 

D 1,511.74 1,218.73 - - - 

E 3,095.25 1,913.31 2,439.94 526.63 27.52% 

F 1,061.60 202.67 123.36 -79.31 -39.13% 

G 101.73 84.08 118.58 34.50 41.03% 

H - 127.31 162.44 35.13 27.59% 

I - 4.92 7.55 2.63 53.46% 

J - 25.05 18.73 -6.32 -25.23% 

K - 1,655.91 1,456.14 199.77 -12.06% 

L - 182.24 210.49 28.25 15.50% 

M - - 16.77 - - 

N - - 70.55 - - 

O - - 132.15 - - 

P - - 62.52 - - 

Q - - 6.23 - - 

Total 9,561.46 8,884.11 9,931.42 1,047.31 11.79% 

 
 
Monitoring of the Common Reed colonies in 2016 revealed a decrease in the rate of expansion of these 
colonies, but an increase in the colony size was observed in 2017. Between these two years, the 
following changes in Common Reed on the property were documented: 
 

• Notable increases in colonies B, C (which has now joined with colony D), E and K; 
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• Small increases in colonies A, G, H, I and L; 

• Small decreases in colonies F and J; 

• Five new colonies, M through Q, were identified; and 

• 32 additional points that were too small to map as polygons were identified. 
 
The change in cover of Common Reed on the subject property increased by 1,047.31 m2, or 11.79% 
between 2016 and 2017. The Common Reed cover in 2017 was similar to that of the patch size recorded 
in 2013. It is anticipated that Common Reed will continue to spread throughout suitable open habitat on 
the property. An area being invaded by Common Reed in shown in Photograph 2. 
 

 

Photograph 2.  Common Reed within Colony E on December 18, 2017 

 
 

3.3 Wildlife Surveys 

3.3.1 Breeding Amphibians 

Four frog species and one toad species were recorded from three stations on the subject property 
during the 2020 nocturnal amphibian call surveys. Species include American Toad (Anaxyrus 
americanus), Green Frog (Rana clamitans), Gray Tree Frog (Hyla versicolor), Spring Peeper 
(Pseudacris crucifer) and Wood Frog (Lithobates sylvaticus). The findings of these amphibian breeding 
surveys are summarized in Table 10.  
 
The primary amphibian breeding areas on the property are: Pond 1 at west end of the property and the 
group of three small ponds/shallow aquatic features (“fire ponds”) located just west of the parking lot.  
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Amphibians observed incidentally during other field surveys included: Green Frog, Gray Tree Frog and 
Bull Frog (Lithobates catesbeianus). Photograph 3 shows a Green Frog that was noted during a 
basking turtle survey in Pond 1.  
 

Table 10.  Breeding Amphibian Survey Results (2020) 

Location (Figure 3) Round 1 (April 25, 2020) Round 2 (May 22, 2020) Round 3 (June 9, 2020) 

1 0 SPPE - 1(1) * 
 

GRFR - 1(3) 
GRTR - 1(1) * 

2 
SPPE - 2(9) 
WOFR - 1(1) 

AMTO - (2(3) 
GRFR - 1(1) 
GRTR - 2(4) 
SPPE - 2(10) 

GRFR - 1(2) 
GRTR - 2(10) 

3 0 AMTO - 1(2) 
GRFR - 2(8) 

GRTR * 

* = Call recorded from outside of station area 
AMTO = American Toad, GRFR = Green Frog, GRTR = Gray Tree Frog, SPPE = Spring Peeper, WOFR = Wood Frog 
Code 0 - No calling 
Code 1 - Individuals can be counted; calls not simultaneous.  Estimated number of individuals indicated in brackets 
Code 2 - Calls distinguishable; some simultaneous calling.  Estimated number of individuals indicated in brackets 
Code 3 - Full chorus; calls continuous and overlapping.   

 

 

Photograph 3.  Green Frog in Pond 1 on May 21, 2020 
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The 2020 amphibian breeding surveys are generally comparable to those of previous years (2008-2011 
and 2015-2019) as shown in Table 11. Spring Peeper, Gray Tree Frog, and Green Frog have been 
observed each year monitoring has been completed. Wood Frog, previously heard only in 2008, was 
detected again in 2015, 2017, 2019 and 2020, but not in 2018. Northern Leopard Frog was not noted 
on the subject property in 200, but it was observed incidentally on the property in 2010, 2016, 2018 and 
2019, and was documented calling during the nocturnal amphibian surveys at Pond 1 in 2017 and 2019. 
American Bullfrog called in Pond 1 during the second breeding bird survey in 2020. Previous, it had 
been heard calling during the third breeding survey in 2017 and 2019 within the pond just east of the 
property, and incidental observations were recorded in 2015 and 2018.  
 

Table 11.  Breeding Amphibian Monitoring Results (2008-2020) 

Year SPPE GRTR GRFR CHFR WOFR AMTO NLFR BUFR 

2008 X X X X X - - - 

2009 X X X - - - - - 

2010 X X X - - - X - 

2011 X X X X X X - - 

2015 X X X - X - X X 

2016 X X X - X X X - 

2017 X X X - X X X X 

2018 X X X - - X - - 

2019 X X X - X X X X 

2020 X X X - X X - X 

SPPE = Spring Peeper, GRTR = Gray Treefrog, GRFR = Green Frog, CHFR = Western Chorus Frog, WOFR = Wood Frog, 

AMTO = American Toad, NLFR = Northern Leopard Frog, BUFR = American Bullfrog 

 
 
Overall the results of these surveys have been relatively consistent with minor variations from year to 
year which are to be expected based on the types of habitat present on the property and daily and 
annual species variations as some adult amphibian species are very mobile and often travel over upland 
areas to other suitable habitats. 
 
 
3.3.2 Breeding Birds 

A total of 47 species of birds (Appendix C) were documented on and directly adjacent to the subject 
property in 2020. Of the 47 species documented, 35 exhibited evidence of breeding and are considered 
to be breeding on the subject property.  
 
During the field surveys in 2020, species that were observed flying or foraging over the property, or 
observed during migration and not considered to be breeding on the property, included: Double-crested 
Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), Great Blue Heron (Ardea Herodias), Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), 
Ring-necked Duck (Aythya collaris), Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura), Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis), American Woodcock (Scolopax minor) Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis),  Belted 
Kingfisher (Ceryle alcyon), Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), Northern Rough-winged 
Swallow (Stelgidopteryx serripennis), and Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia). These species were either 
observed flying overhead or were using the property to forage (e.g. swallow species). 
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Of the 35 species that exhibited breeding evidence, no species are designated as Special Concern, 
Threatened or Endangered. All have a conservation rank of S5 (Secure) or S4 (Apparently Secure) 
(NHIC 2020). Typically, Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens), which is designated as Special 
Concern under the federal Species at Risk Act (2002) and provincial Endangered Species Act (2007), 
has been noted on the property. It was not recorded during the 2020 breeding bird surveys. 
 
Five of the 35 bird species that displayed some level of breeding evidence on the property are 
considered to be “priority landbird species” in Bird Conservation Region (BCR) 13, the Lower Great 
Lakes – St. Lawrence Plain. Priority species are those that meet Partners in Flight criteria for Species 
of Continental or Regional Importance, because of high conservation concern / vulnerability and/or high 
stewardship responsibility scores (OPIF 2008). Species include: 

 
1. Northern Flicker (Colaptes auratus); 
2. Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii); 
3. Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus tyrannus); 
4. Rose-breasted Grosbeak (Pheucticus ludovicianus); and 
5. Baltimore Oriole (Icterus galbula). 

 
Northern Flicker was heard calling from the wooded feature south west of Pond 1. One Willow 
Flycatcher was recorded within breeding bird monitoring station 5, and also heard within the vegetation 
south west of Pond 1. Eastern Kingbird was noted at breeding bird monitoring station 1 and Rose-
breasted Grosbeak was noted at stations 3 and 5. Baltimore Oriole was recorded at breeding bird 
monitoring station 5  and south west at Pond 1. 
 
Seven of the 35 breeding bird species are considered significant in Wellington County (Dougan & 
Associates 2009). These species included: 

 
1. Northern Flicker; 
2. Willow Flycatcher; 
3. Eastern Kingbird; 
4. Pine Warbler (Setophaga pinus); 
5. American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla); 
6. Rose-breasted Grosbeak; and 
7. Baltimore Oriole. 
 

One Pine Warbler was heard at breeding bird monitoring station 5. American Redstarts were 
documented on the property at breeding bird monitoring stations 1, 3 and 5. 
 
Two of the 35 breeding bird species observed in 2020 are considered area-sensitive. These species 
included: 
 

1. Pine Warbler (Setophaga pinus); and 
2. American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla). 

 
Area-sensitive species require larger areas of suitable habitat in order to sustain their populations 
(OMNR 2000) and are therefore considered more sensitive to habitat loss and fragmentation. All four 
species are associated with the forested habitats on the site. 
 
These numbers, which are similar those obtained from the 2008 (40 total / 34 breeding), 2010 (48 total 
/ 36 breeding), and 2019 (44 total / 34 breeding) breeding bird surveys, are in the average range of 
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birds that have been recorded / recorded as breeding on the property since the implementation of the 
wildlife monitoring program in 2008. A detailed comparison of number of birds recorded each year on 
and directly adjacent to the subject property is shown in Table 12. 
 

Table 12.  Breeding Bird Monitoring Results (2008-2020) 

Monitoring Year Number of Total Bird Species Number of Breeding Bird Species 

2008 40 34 

2009 45 39 

2010 48 36 

2011 50 38 

2015 39 33 

2016 48 40 

2017 51 37 

2018 39 32 

2019 44 34 

2020 47 35 

 
 
Breeding bird species that were not recorded this year were primarily woodland species that breed in 
the forested habitat north of the plant. Birds in this area can be difficult to hear from the point count 
stations if wind levels are towards the higher end of what is permitted for breeding bird surveys.   
 
However, the overall results of the breeding bird surveys in 2020 are similar to the results of breeding 
bird surveys that were completed in previous years at the site. Differences in the results of these surveys 
can be attributed to minor variations in survey techniques, daily and annual species variations. 
 
 
3.3.3 Owl Surveys 

During the two owl surveys conducted in 2010, no Barred Owls were recorded. However, during the 
second owl survey in 2010 on July 27, a Northern Saw-whet Owl was recorded calling continuously for 
5 minutes in the north east corner. The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas states that this species breeds in a 
variety of forest types but is most abundant in coniferous forests (Cadman et al. 2007). Therefore, the 
NWC Aberfoyle property provides suitable habitat for this owl species. Northern Saw-whet Owl is 
considered locally rare in Wellington County (Dougan and Associates 2009) and ranked as “apparently 
secure” (S4) by NHIC (2020). 
 
As a result of this record, the 2011 field surveys included broadcasting calls for Northern Saw-whet 
Owls, as discussed in Section 2.3.3. However, in 2011, no owls were heard during the survey, and no 
formal owl surveys or incidental observations of owls have occurred since.  
 
 
3.3.4 Basking Turtle Survey 

The results of the basking turtle surveys are shown below in Table 13. Pond locations are shown on 
Figure 3. Additionally, two Midland Painted Turtles (Chrysemys picta marginata) were noted incidentally 
in Pond 1 on June 18, 2020 during a breeding bird survey. 
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Table 13.  Basking Turtle Survey Results (2020) 

 

Survey 1 (Apr. 25, 2020) Survey 2 (May 21, 2020) Survey 3 (Sept. 16, 2020 

Pond 1 Pond 2 
Fire 

Ponds 
Pond 1 Pond 2 

Fire 

Ponds 
Pond 1 Pond 2 

Fire 

Ponds 

Midland 

Painted Turtle 

(Chrysemys picta 

marginata) 

7 0 0 17 0 0 10 0 0 

Snapping 

Turtle 

(Chelydra 

serpentina) 

0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 

 
 
The majority of the turtles that were observed on the subject property were Midland Painted Turtles, all 
of which were observed in Pond 1 (Figure 2). Two Midland Painted Turtles can be seen basking in 
Pond 1 in Photograph 4 below. This species is not considered significant at the local (Dougan & 
Associates 2009), regional (Plourde et al. 1989), or provincial (NHIC 2018) level. In April 2018, the 
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) updated this species’ status 
to Special Concern due to loss of wetlands in Ontario; the Species at Risk Act (2002) has not created 
a schedule yet for Midland Painted Turtle. 
 
The number of Midland Painted Turtles seen in 2018-2020 is lower than what has previously been 
recorded (refer to Table 14). This is likely due to the growth of Common Reed and Willow species 
around the edge of Pond 1, which could inhibit this species’ basking habitat. When the water levels 
were lower on May 21, 2020, more basking habitat was present, and more Midland Painted Turtles 
were recorded. 
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Photograph 4.  Midland Painted Turtle Basking in Pond 1 on April 25, 2020 

 
 
Six Snapping Turtles were observed on the subject property during the second turtle basking survey. 
Four were recorded basking under some foliage or along the edge within the three small ponds/shallow 
aquatic features (“fire ponds”) located just west of the parking lot (as can be seen in Photograph 5). 
Additionally, two Snapping Turtles were observed basking in Pond 1 on rocks in the middle of the 
feature. These types of basking behaviour are typical for Snapping Turtles, which typically only leave 
the water to migrate between suitable habitats or to lay their eggs. Additionally, predated Snapping 
Turtle nests were observed adjacent this Pond 1 and Pond 2.  In 2019, NWC staff indicated that 
Snapping Turtle a frequently observed and that they occasionally install fencing over the nests to 
mitigate predation.  
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Photograph 5.  Snapping Turtle Basking in Fire Ponds on May 21, 2020 

 
 
A summary of the basking turtle survey results from the NWC monitoring program on the Aberfoyle 
property are shown below in Table 14. 
 

Table 14.  Basing Turtle Monitoring Results (2008-2020) 

Year Snapping Turtle* Midland Painted Turtle* 

2008 1 0 

2010 0 8 (5) 

2011 1 38 (23) 

2015 2 (1) 80 (36) 

2016 5 (4) 42 (23) 

2017 5 44 (25) 

2018 1 30 (13) 

2019 4 (2) 34 (22) 

2020 6 34 (17) 

* Maximum number observed per survey event are noted in parentheses. 

 
 
3.3.5 Odonate Surveys 

Baseline odonate surveys were completed by Dougan & Associates in 2010 and 2011 in the vicinity of 
Pond 1. The following taxa were observed: 
 

• Common Green Darner - Anax junius;  

• Northern/Vernal Bluet - Enallagma annexum/E. vernale; 
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• Rainbow Bluet - Enallagma antennatum; 

• Boreal Bluet - Enallagma boreale; 

• Marsh Bluet - Enallagma erbium; 

• Unidentified Bluet species - Enallagma sp.; 

• Eastern Pondhawk - Erythemis simplicicollis; 

• Eastern Forktail - Ischnura verticalis; 

• Dot-tailed Whiteface - Leucorrhinia intacta; and 

• Unidentified Spreadwing species - Sympetrum sp. 
 
Additionally, Canada Darner and Eastern Pondhawk were noted incidentally in 2009. 
 
Dougan & Associates note that this list in likely quite conservative since the survey was focussed in the 
Pond 1 area, and there are likely many other taxa present on the subject property.  Common Green 
Darner, Boreal Bluet, Marsh Bluet, Eastern Pondhawk, Eastern Forktail and Dot-tailed Whiteface are 
ranked as “secure” (S5) while Rainbow Bluet, North Bluet and Vernal Bluet are ranked as “apparently 
secure” (S4) (NHIC 2020). Both Northern and Vernal Bluets are also considered Significant in 
Wellington County (Dougan & Associates 2009). 
 
No additional odonate surveys are proposed in the near future. 
 
 
3.3.6 Other Wildlife Species Observations 

Other wildlife that were recorded on the subject property, during the 2020 field season included: 
 

• Bat species; 

• Coyote (Canis latrans);  

• Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus);  

• Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis);  

• Raccoon (Procyon lotor);  

• Smallmouth Bass (Micropterus dolomieu); and 

• Sunfish (Crapet sp.).  
 

A bat flew over staff at amphibian station 1 on April 25, 2020; a Coyote was also heard, and a Racoon 
was seen in this area on that date. The Eastern Cottontail was noted incidentally on the subject property 
during amphibian and basking turtle surveys on April 25, 2020 in close proximity to Pond 2 and again 
on June 2, 2020 during breeding bird surveys. The Garter Snake was an incidental observation during 
basking turtle surveys on April 25, 2020 near Pond 2. 
 
Smallmouth Bass was recorded within the group of fire ponds during the basking turtle survey on May 
21, 2020. Additionally, Sunfish were noted within Pond 1 during the basking turtle survey on April 25, 
2020. 
 
These incidental wildlife observations are similar to that noted in previous years. 
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations 

This annual monitoring report describes the methods and findings of the 2020 biological monitoring field 
programs for the NWC Aberfoyle property. Aquatic and terrestrial monitoring completed in 2020 
included: 
 

• Salmonid spawning (redd) surveys in Aberfoyle Creek; 

• Stream temperature monitoring; 

• Amphibian breeding surveys; 

• Breeding bird surveys; and 

• Turtle basking surveys. 
 
Consistent with the required aquatic monitoring program, salmonid spawning surveys were completed 
along Aberfoyle Creek in 2020 by C. Portt and Associates. No evidence of spawning was observed. 
These findings are consistent with those of previous years (2007-2019). 
 
Amphibian breeding surveys completed in 2020 documented five species and an additional species 
were documented incidentally. These findings are consistent with previous survey years and there are 
no significant changes to the resident breeding populations.  
 
Breeding bird surveys were completed in 2020. Thirty-five (35) species were noted to be breeding on 
the property, which is consistent with numbers observed in 2008, 2010 and 2019. These numbers are 
average in comparison to other years and are consistent with normal year to year variation. 
 
Turtle basking surveys of the pond habitats on site were completed in 2020 and confirmed that Painted 
Turtle and Snapping Turtle are actively using the site for basking, breeding and over-wintering. While 
the survey methodologies employed have been standardized, year to year variation in numbers 
observed remains relatively high.  
 
Floristic surveys of the property were completed in 2019 to update the overall plant species checklist 
which was last updated in 2011. A total of 255 species were documented. Over 77% of the species 
present are considered native to Ontario and is reflects the quality of the ecological communities 
present.  
 
In 2019, ecological communities on the subject property were verified and ELC mapping updated. The 
last update was in 2009. No significant changes were observed to warrant re-classification; however 
the boundaries of several communities were adjusted slightly.  
 
Monitoring of vegetation in the six permanent sampling plots located in select wetland communities was 
completed in 2019. The data indicate that while there have been minor shifts in species composition 
and abundance from year-to-year, that most of this variation is attributable to sampling biases and does 
not reflect changes related to altered hydrology or disturbance; although there is some evidence to 
suggest compositional changes in some plots are related to expansion of Common Reed colonies.  
 
No vegetation surveys were conducted in 2020. It is expected that vegetation surveys will be conducted 
again in 2022. 
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In summary, the findings suggest that there have not been any significant changes to the various 
terrestrial and aquatic parameters being monitored on the Aberfoyle property. Species richness, 
abundance, and distribution are generally within the range expected and attributable to natural variation 
and succession. The subject property continues to support high quality terrestrial and wetland habitats 
that support a diverse range of native wildlife. The aquatic environment is strongly influenced by the 
thermal loading from the Aberfoyle Mill Pond.  
 
Based on findings of the 2020 biological monitoring program, we recommend that Core wildlife 
monitoring (amphibian, reptiles and birds) be completed in 2021. Additionally, Salmonid spawning 
surveys in Aberfoyle Creek will be conducted as required in 2021 by C. Portt and Associates. 
 
 
Prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 
 

 
  

Reviewed by: 
Beacon Environmental 
 

 
 

Anna Cunningham, B.Sc. (Hons.) 
Ecologist 
 

Ken Ursic, B.Sc., M.Sc. 
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A p p e n d i x  A  

Key Biophysical Attributes of the Vegetation Communities in the Study Area1 

 

Unit. 1 2 3 4 5 

ELC Code SAM1 CUM1 MAM2 FOM7 CUP3 

Vegetation Type 
Mixed Shallow Aquatic Ecosite Mineral Cultural Meadow Ecosite Mineral Shallow Marsh Ecosite Fresh-Moist White Cedar - Hardwood 

Mixed Forest Ecosite 

Coniferous Plantation Ecosite 

Overstorey Composition 

Salix sp Thuja occidentalis, Populus tremuloides, 
Populus deltoides ssp. deltoides, 

Alnus incana spp. rugosa, Thuja 
occidentalis, Sambucus nigra ssp. 
Canadensis, Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Fraxinus nigra 

Acer rubrum, Acer negundo, Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica, Thuja occidentalis, 
Populus tremuloides, Salix amygdaloides 

Pinus strobes, Pinus sylvestris, Thuja 
occidentalis, Betula papyrifera, Prunus 
serotina, Acer saccharum var. 
saccharum, Carya cordiformis, Fraxinus 
americana, Rhamnus cathartica, 
Lonicera tatarica 

Understorey 
Composition 

Polygonum hydropiper, Rumex crispus, 
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani, Typha 
angustifolia, Verbena 
hastata 

Salix eriocephala, Rhamnus cathartica, 
Lonicera tatarica, Salix purpurea, Cornus 
sericea ssp. sericea, Vitis riparia, Rubus 
idaeus ssp. Idaeus, Salix 
exigua 

Ribes triste Cornus sericea ssp. sericea Cornus sericea ssp. sericea, Salix sp, 
Rubus idaeus ssp. idaeus 

Rubus idaeus ssp. idaeus, Prunus 
virginiana var. virginiana 

Groundcover 
Composition 

Lemna minor Solidago Canadensis, Daucus carota, 
Aster sp, Symphyotrichum novae- 
angliae, Asclepias syriaca, Echium 
vulgare, Achillea millefolium var. 
millefolium, Oenothera biennis, Tussilago 
farfara, Verbascum Thapsus, Fragaria 
virginiana ssp. Virginiana, Anemone sp, 
Trifolium sp 

Typha latifolia,Carex stricta,Solanum 
dulcamara, Phalaris arundinacea, 
Thalictrum dioicum, Laportea 
canadensis, Mentha sp, Solidago rugosa 
ssp. Rugosa, Onoclea sensibilis, Carex 
intumescens, Eupatorium maculatum var. 
maculatum, Eupatorium perfoliatum, 
Symphyotrichum puniceum var. 
puniceum, Impatiens capensis, 
Lysimachia thyrsiflora, Ranunculus 
hispidus var. hispidus, Glyceria striata, 
Leersia oryzoides, Carex sp 

Equisetum arvense, Tussilago farfara, 
Phalaris arundinacea 

Asarum canadense Solidago flexicaulis 
Maianthemum canadense Tussilago 
farfara 
Eurybia macrophylla Carex granularis 
Sanguinaria canadensis 

Diameter Range N/A N/A 1 1– 2 2– 3 

Structural Diversity 1 1 2 2 2 

Canopy Closure N/A 1 1 2(3) 3 

Relative Age 2 1 2 2 2 

Soil Texture L L Om 15/ L L – rip/rap LfS 

Drainage Class 3 1 3 1 1 

Slope Class 1 1 1 2 2– 3 

Topographic Class 1 1 2 1 1 

Botanical Quality 1 1 2 1 1 

  

 
1 Appendix A is based off the 2011 Biological Monitoring Program - Final Report (Dougan & Associates 2012) with minor updates from work done by Beacon in 2019. 
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Unit. 6 7 8 9 10 

ELC Code FOC4-1 MAS3 FOD6 SWD SWM4-1 

Vegetation Type 
Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Organic Shallow Marsh Ecosite Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple Deciduous 
Forest Ecosite 

Deciduous Swamp White Cedar - Hardwood Organic Mixed 
Swamp 

Overstorey Composition 

Thuja occidentalis Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica Acer saccharum var. 
saccharum 

Thuja occidentalis, Betula papyrifera, 
Ulmus americana, Fraxinus nigra, Betula 
alleghaniensis, Acer saccharum 
var.saccharum Fraxinus pennsylvanica, 
Acer rubrum, Prunus serotina, Carpinus 
caroliniana ssp. virginiana, Tilia 
americana, 

Acer saccharum var. saccharum, Ostrya 
virginiana, Tilia americana, Thuja 
occidentalis, Betula alleghaniensis, 
Betula papyrifera, Tsuga canadensis, 
Fagus grandifolia, Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica, Fraxinus americana 

Fraxinus nigra Populus tremuloides 
Betula alleghaniensis Acer rubrum Tilia 
americana Thuja occidentalis Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica Fagus grandifolia 

Thuja occidentalis, Populus tremuloides, 
Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Ulmus 
americana, Fraxinus nigra, Betula 
papyrifera, Betula alleghaniensis, Acer 
rubrum, 

Understorey 
Composition 

Sambucus racemosa var. racemosa 
Cornus alternifolia Ribes sp 

Cornus sericea ssp. sericea, Rubus 
pubescens, Parthenocissus vitacea, 
Sambucus nigra ssp. canadensis 

- Sambucus nigra ssp. canadensis, Cornus 
sericea ssp. sericea 

Rhamnus cathartica, Rubus idaeus ssp. 
idaeus, Salix petiolaris, Amelanchier 
alnifolia, Hamamelis virginiana, Cornus 
sericea ssp. sericea, Sambucus nigra 
ssp. canadensis, Parthenocissus vitacea, 
Lonicera dioica, Prunus virginiana var. 
virginiana, Cornus alternifolia, Alnus 
incana spp. rugosa, Frangula alnus, 
Cornus racemosa, Rubus pubescens, 
Prunus serotina, 

Groundcover 
Composition 

Cystopteris bulbifera Tussilago farfara 
Carex communis Asarum canadense 
Onoclea sensibilis 

Phragmites australis, Thelypteris 
palustris var. pubescens, Carex 
hystericina, Solanum dulcamara, Scirpus 
atrovirens, Epilobium hirsutum, Onoclea 
sensibilis, Cicuta maculata, Bidens 
frondosa, Typha latifolia, Sium suave, 
Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum, Lycopus 
americanus, Agrostis stolonifera 

Carex pensylvanica, Onoclea sensibilis, 
Solidago flexicaulis, Tussilago farfara, 
Polystichum acrostichoides, 
Caulophyllum thalictroides, Asarum 
canadense, Anemone acutiloba, Carex 
pedunculata 

Phalaris arundinacea Carex sp Solidago 
rugosa ssp. rugosa Onoclea sensibilis, 
Boehmeria cylindrica Carex lupulina 
Euonymus obovata 

Solanum dulcamara,Agrimonia 
gryposepala, Thalictrum dioicum, 
Onoclea sensibilis, Oxalis stricta, Carex 
eburnean, Cystopteris bulbifera, Pilea 
pumila, Viola sororia, Clematis virginiana, 
Echinocystis lobata, Lysimachia 
thyrsiflora, Circaea lutetiana ssp. 
canadensis,, Phalaris arundinacea, Aster 
puniceus var. puniceus, Anemone 
virginiana var. cylindroidea, Dryopteris 
carthusiana, Echinocystis lobata 

Diameter Range 3 1 2– 3 2– 3 2– 3 

Structural Diversity 2 2 2 2 2 

Canopy Closure 3 1 3 3 3 

Relative Age 2 2 2 2 2 

Soil Texture LfS Om/SiL L L O/L 

Drainage Class 2 3 2 3 3 

Slope Class 2(3) 1 1– 2 1 1 

Topographic Class 2 2 1 2 2 

Botanical Quality 2 2 2 2 3 
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Unit. 11 12 13 14-merged with Polygon 11 in 2009 15 

ELC Code MAS2-1/MAM2-2 SWC3-2 SWC3-1 SWT2 FOC4-1 

Vegetation Type 
Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh/Reed 
Canary Grass Mineral Meadow Marsh 

White Cedar - Conifer Organic 
Coniferous Swamp 

White Cedar Organic Coniferous 
Swamp 

Mineral Thicket Swamp Ecosite Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Overstorey Composition 
Populus tremuloides, Thuja 
occidentalis 

Thuja occidentalis Larix laricina Thuja occidentalis, Populus 
balsamifera ssp. balsamifera 
Larix laricina, Betula papyrifera 

Thuja occidentalis Thuja occidentalis 

Understorey Composition 
Rhamnus cathartica Salix sp Salix 
petiolaris 
Ribes sp Cornus sericea ssp. sericea 

Lonicera tatarica Parthenocissus vitacea Lonicera 
tatarica 

Salix sp Parthenocissus vitacea - 

Groundcover Composition 

Typha latifolia, Phalaris arundinacea, 
Solidago canadensis var. scabra 
Tussilago farfara, Lysimachia 
thyrsiflora, Solanum dulcamara, 
Equisetum arvense, Carex hystericina, 
Carex stipata 
Aster puniceus var. puniceus, 
Eupatorium maculatum var. 
maculatum, Caltha palustris, Onoclea 
sensibilis, Impatiens capensis, Poa sp, 
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani, 
Cicuta maculate, Carex stricta 

Carex stricta, Carex pellita Dryopteris 
carthusiana 
Thelypteris palustris var. pubescens, 
Osmunda cinnamomea, Galium 
aparine, Equisetum arvense, Aster sp, 
Typha latifolia, Tussilago farfara, 
Fragaria virginiana ssp. virginiana, 
Caltha palustris, Solidago canadensis 
var. scabra, Thalictrum pubescens, 
Cypripedium parviflorum, Phragmites 
australis, Onoclea sensibilis 

Equisetum arvense, Tussilago farfara, 
Onoclea sensibilis Galium aparine, 
Solanum dulcamara, Carex stipata, 
Phalaris arundinacea, Aster puniceus 
var. puniceus 
Thalictrum pubescens Dryopteris 
carthusiana, Caltha 
palustris, Eupatorium perfoliatum, 
Impatiens capensis, Eupatorium 
maculatum var. maculatum, Carex 
rosea, Cypripedium parviflorum, 
Taraxacum officinale 

Typha latifolia 
Aster puniceus var. puniceus Phalaris 
arundinacea Solanum dulcamara 
Carex stipata Cicuta maculata 
Impatiens capensis 
Lysimachia thyrsiflora Onoclea 
sensibilis Thalictrum pubescens 
Asclepias syriaca Typha angustifolia 

- 

Diameter Range N/A 1– 2 2– 3 1 3 

Structural Diversity 2 2 2 2 2 

Canopy Closure N/A 2– 3 3 1 3 

Relative Age 2 2 2 2 2 

Soil Texture L Om Om L LfS 

Drainage Class 3 3 3 3 2 

Slope Class 1 1 1 1 1 

Topographic Class 2 2 2 2 2 

Botanical Quality 2 2 2 2 2 
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Unit. 16 17 18 19 20 

ELC Code FOC4-1 FOC4-1 SWD SWM4-1 FOM7 

Vegetation Type 
Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Deciduous Swamp White Cedar - Hardwood Organic 
Mixed Swamp 

Fresh-Moist White Cedar - 
Hardwood Mixed Forest Ecosite 

Overstorey Composition 

Thuja occidentalis Thuja occidentalis, Pinus strobus 
Populus tremuloides, Betula 
papyrifera, Prunus serotina Picea 
abies, Abies balsamea 

 
Fraxinus nigra Rubus idaeus ssp. 
idaeus 
Rubus pubescens Parthenocissus 
vitacea Rhamnus cathartica Thuja 
occidentalis Vitis riparia 
Frangula alnus Populus tremuloides 

Species composition similar to unit 10 Thuja occidentalis, tilia americana, 
Acer saccharum ssp saccharum, 
Ostrya virginiana, Tsuga canadensis 

Understorey Composition 
- Prunus virginiana var. virginiana 

Rhamnus cathartica 
- -  

Acer saccharum ssp saccharum 

Groundcover Composition 

- Carex flacca, Danthonia spicata, 
Solidago nemoralis 

Anemone canadensis Solanum 
dulcamara Geum sp 
Thalictrum pubescens Circaea 
lutetiana ssp. canadensis Arisaema 
triphyllum ssp. triphyllum 
Galium sp 
Solidago rugosa ssp. rugosa 

- Carex pensylvanica, Dryopteris 
carthusiana, Asarum canadense 

Diameter Range 2– 3 2– 3 1– 2 2– 3 2– 3 

Structural Diversity 1 1 2 2 2 

Canopy Closure 3 3 2 3 3 

Relative Age 2 2 1 2 2 

Soil Texture L L L O/L L 

Drainage Class 1 1 3 3 2 

Slope Class 1 1 1 1 1– 2 

Topographic Class 2 2 2 2 2 

Botanical Quality 2 2 2 3 2 
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Unit. 21 22 23 24 25 

ELC Code FOC4-1 FOC4-1 CUM1 SWD2-2 MAM2 

Vegetation Type 
Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous 
Forest 

Mineral Cultural Meadow Ecosite Red Ash Mineral Deciduous Swamp Common Reed Mineral Meadow 
Marsh 

Overstorey Composition 

Populus tremuloides 
Thuja occidentalis Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica Fraxinus americana 
Acer saccharum var. saccharum 
Betula alleghaniensis 

Thuja occidentalis, Betula papyrifera 
Salix fragilis, Populus balsamifera ssp. 
balsamifera, Populus tremuloides, 

Acer negundo - Populus balsamifera ssp. balsamifera 
Acer negundo 

Understorey 
Composition 

- Salix purpurea, Cornus sericea ssp. 
sericea, Lonicera tatarica 

Rhamnus cathartica, Rubus idaeus 
ssp. idaeus, Vitis riparia 

- Vitis riparia, Parthenocissus vitacea 

Groundcover Composition 

Solidago canadensis Equisetum arvense, Solidago 
canadensis, Tussilago farfara, 
Taraxacum officinale 

Solidago canadensis var. scabra, 
Echium vulgare, Linaria vulgaris, 
Thlaspi arvense, Equisetum arvense, 
Symphyotrichum novae-angliae, 
Bromus inermis ssp. pumpellianus, 
Leucanthemum vulgare, Solidago 
canadensis, Arctium minus, Lotus 
corniculatus, Daucus carota, Cirsium 
arvense, Rumex crispus, Tussilago 
farfara, Anemone canadensis, 
Asclepias syriaca, Trifolium repens 

- Phalaris arundinacea Rumex crispus 
Anemone canadensis, Ranunculus 
acris, Phragmites australis 

Diameter Range 2– 3 2– 3 N/A 2– 3 N/A 

Structural Diversity 1 2 1 2 1 

Canopy Closure 3 3 N/A 3 N/A 

Relative Age 2 2 1 2 1 

Soil Texture L L L L L 

Drainage Class 1 1 1 3 2 

Slope Class 1 2 1– 2 1 1 

Topographic Class 2 2 1 2 1 

Botanical Quality 2 2 1 2 1 
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Unit. 26 27 28 29 30 

ELC Code SAM1 SWD2-2 FOD MAM2-2 MAM2-2 

Vegetation Type 
Mixed Shallow Aquatic Ecosite Green Ash Mineral Deciduous 

Swamp 
Deciduous Forest Reed Canary-grass Mineral Meadow 

Marsh 
Reed Canary-grass Mineral Meadow 
Marsh 

Overstorey Composition 

Salix exigua Fraxinus pensylvanica, Fraxinus nigra, 
Ulmus americana, Betula 
allegheniensis, Tilia Americana, 
Populus tremuloides 

Fraxinus pensylvanica, Populus 
tremuloides, Thuja occidentalis, Pinus 
strobus 

 
Thuja occidentalis, Fraxinus nigra 

- 

Understorey Composition 

- Rubus idaeus ssp melanolasius, 
Rhamnus cathyartica, Sambucus 
canadensis, Thuja occidentalis, 
Viburnum trilobum (R) 

Thuja occidentalis, Cornus sericea ssp 
sericea, Rhamnus frangula, abies 
balsamea 

Cornus sericea ssp sericea, Rubus 
idaeus ssp strigosus, Thuja 
occidentalis 

- 

Groundcover Composition 

Coronilla varia, Poa sp 
Achillea millefolium var. millefolium, 
Typha latifolia, Juncus effusus ssp. 
solutes, Silene vulgaris, Melilotus 
officinalis Rumex crispus, 
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani, 
Ranunculus sceleratus var. 
sceleratus 

Onoclea sensibilis, Solidago rugosa, 
Clematis virginiana, Cystopteris 
bulbifera 

Carex pensylvanica, Solidago 
canadensis var. scabra, Pteridium 
aquilinum,  solidago rugosa, Solanum 
dulcamara, Solidago rugosa 

Phalaris arundinacea -D, 
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum var. 
angustifolium, 
Eupatorium maculatum, Aster 
puniceus, Carex sp., 

Phalaris arundinacea -D, Aster 
puniceus-A, Typha angustifolia,Typha 
latifolia, 
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. 
lanceolatum, Cyperipedium parviflorum 
var. makasin 

Diameter Range N/A 2 1,2 (3) 1 1 

Structural Diversity 1 2 2 1 1 

Canopy Closure N/A 3 3 1 1 

Relative Age 1 2 1– 2 1 1 

Soil Texture L L L L L 

Drainage Class 3 2– 3 1 2– 3 2– 3 

Slope Class 1 1 1 1 1 

Topographic Class 1 1 1 1 1 

Botanical Quality 2 2 2 2 2 
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Unit. 31 32 

ELC Code FOD CUM1 

Vegetation Type Deciduous Forest Remnant Cultural Meadow 

Overstorey 
Composition 

Acer saccharum ssp saccharum, Tilia 
americana 

- 

Understorey 
Composition 

- - 

Groundcover Composition - Some areas manicured turf, some areas seeded; Medicago sativa, Melilotus sp, 
Daucus carota 

Diameter Range 2 1 

Structural Diversity 1 1 

Canopy Closure 3 1 

Relative Age 2 1 

Soil Texture L L 

Drainage Class 1 1 

Slope Class 1 1 

Topographic Class 1 1 

Botanical Quality 2 1 

 
LEGEND 

Diameter Range (1 = <15 cm dbh.; 2 = 15 – 30 cm dbh.; 3 = >30 cm dbh.) 

Structural Diversity (1 = strata 1 & 2; 2 = >2 strata; 3 = > 3 strata, old growth) 

Canopy Closure (1 = <25%; 2 = 25– 50%; 3 = >50%) 

Relative Age (1 = immature; 2 = mature; 3 = old growth) 

Soil Texture (sand/silt/clay/org) 

Drainage Class (1 = well-drained; 2 = imperfectly drained (1 – 3 mottles); 3 = poorly drained (>3 mottles) 

Slope Class (1 = <10%; 2 = 10– 25%; 3 = >25%) 

Topographic Class (1 = uniform; 2 = uneven; 3 = high variability (hummocky) 

Botanical Quality (1 = disturbed, exotics; 2 = low diversity; 3 = high diversity (sig spp. present)  

Edge Abbreviations: ( ) represent localized condition; D = Dominant (51– 100%); A = Abundant (21– 50%); F = Frequent (11– 20%); O = Occasional (5– 10%); S = Scarce (<5%) 
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Flora Checklist 

Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Alismataceae Alisma triviale Northern Water-plantain 1 -5 S5 - 

Alismataceae Sagittaria latifolia Broadleaf Arrowhead 4 -5 S5 - 

Anacardiaceae Toxicodendron rydbergii Western Poison Ivy 0 0 S5 - 

Apiaceae Cicuta bulbifera Bulb-bearing Water-hemlock 5 -5 S5 - 

Apiaceae Cicuta maculata Spotted Water-hemlock 6 -5 S5 - 

Apiaceae Daucus carota Queen Anne's Lace 0 5 SNA - 

Apiaceae Hydrocotyle americana American Water-pennywort 7 -5 S5 - 

Apiaceae Sium suave Hemlock Water-parsnip 4 -5 S5 - 

Apocynaceae Apocynum androsaemifolium ssp. androsaemifolium Spreading Dogbane 3 5 S5 - 

Araceae Arisaema triphyllum ssp. triphyllum Jack-in-the-pulpit 5 -2 S5 - 

Araliaceae Aralia nudicaulis Wild Sarsaparilla 4 3 S5 - 

Aristolochiaceae Asarum canadense Wild Ginger 6 5 S5 - 

Asclepiadaceae Asclepias incarnata ssp. incarnata Swamp Milkweed 6 -5 S5 - 

Asclepiadaceae Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed 0 5 S5 - 

Aspleniaceae Asplenium platyneuron Ebony Spleenwort 6 3 S4 R 

Asteraceae Achillea millefolium var. occidentalis Wooly Yarrow 0 3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Ambrosia trifida Great Ragweed 0 -1 S5 - 

Asteraceae Bidens frondosa Devil's Beggar's Ticks 3 -3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Cichorium intybus Chicory 0 5 SNA - 

Asteraceae Cirsium vulgare Bull Thistle 0 4 SNA - 

Asteraceae Erigeron philadelphicus var. philadelphicus Philadelphia Fleabane 1 -3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Eupatorium perfoliatum Common Boneset 2 -4 S5 - 

Asteraceae Euthamia graminifolia Grass-leaved Goldenrod 2 -2 S5 - 

Asteraceae Eutrochium maculatum var. maculatum Spotted Joe-pye Weed 3 -5 S5 - 

Asteraceae Hieracium sp. Hawkweed Species 0 0 - - 

Asteraceae Lactuca biennis Tall Blue Lettuce 6 0 S5 - 

Asteraceae Lactuca sp. Lettuce Species 0 0 - - 

Asteraceae Leucanthemum vulgare Oxeye Daisy 0 5 SNA - 

Asteraceae Solidago altissima var. altissima Tall Goldenrod 1 3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Solidago canadensis Canada Goldenrod 1 3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Solidago flexicaulis Broad-leaved Goldenrod 6 3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Solidago gigantea Smooth Goldenrod 4 -3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Solidago nemoralis var. nemoralis Field Goldenrod 2 5 S5 - 

Asteraceae Solidago rugosa ssp. rugosa Rough Goldenrod 4 -1 S5 - 

Asteraceae Sonchus arvensis ssp. arvensis Field Sowthistle 0 1 SNA - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Asteraceae Sonchus asper ssp. asper Spiny-leaf Sowthistle 0 0 SNA - 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lanceolatum ssp. lanceolatum Panicled Aster 3 -3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lateriflorum var. lateriflorum Calico Aster 3 -2 S5 - 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England Aster 2 -3 S5 - 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum pilosum var. pilosum Hairy Aster 4 2 S5 U 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum puniceum var. puniceum Purple-stemmed Aster 6 -5 S5 - 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum urophyllum Arrow-leaved Aster 6 5 S4 U 

Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion 0 3 SNA - 

Asteraceae Tussilago farfara Colt's Foot 0 3 SNA - 

Balsaminaceae Impatiens capensis Spotted Jewel-weed 4 -3 S5 - 

Berberidaceae Caulophyllum giganteum Blue Cohosh - - S5 - 

Berberidaceae Caulophyllum thalictroides Blue Cohosh 6 5 S5 - 

Betulaceae Alnus incana ssp. rugosa Speckled Alder 6 -5 S5 - 

Betulaceae Betula alleghaniensis Yellow Birch 6 0 S5 - 

Betulaceae Betula papyrifera Paper Birch 2 2 S5 - 

Betulaceae Carpinus caroliniana ssp. virginiana American Hornbeam 6 0 S5 - 

Boraginaceae Echium vulgare Common Viper's-bugloss 0 5 SNA - 

Boraginaceae Hackelia virginiana Virginia Stickseed 5 1 S5 - 

Boraginaceae Myosotis laxa Small Forget-me-not 6 -5 S5 - 

Boraginaceae Myosotis scorpioides True Forget-me-not 0 -5 SNA - 

Boraginaceae Symphytum officinale ssp. officinale Common Comfrey 0 5 SNA - 

Brassicaceae Cardamine diphylla Broad-leaved Toothwort 7 5 S5 - 

Brassicaceae Cardamine pensylvanica Pennsylvania Bitter-cress 6 -4 S5 U 

Brassicaceae Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum True Watercress 0 -5 SNA - 

Brassicaceae Thlaspi arvense Field Penny-cress 0 5 SNA - 

Campanulaceae Lobelia siphilitica Great Blue Lobelia 6 -4 S5 - 

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle 0 3 SNA - 

Caprifoliaceae Sambucus canadensis Common Elderberry 5 -2 S5 - 

Caprifoliaceae Sambucus nigra Eupopean Elderberry - - SNA - 

Caprifoliaceae Viburnum opulus Guelder-rose Viburnum 0 0 SNA - 

Caryophyllaceae Silene vulgaris Maiden's Tears 0 5 SNA - 

Celastraceae Euonymus obovatus Running Strawberry-bush 6 5 S5 - 

Clusiaceae Hypericum perforatum St. John's-wort 0 5 SNA - 

Convolvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis Field Bindweed 0 5 SNA - 

Cornaceae Cornus alternifolia Alternate-leaf Dogwood 6 5 S5 - 

Cornaceae Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood 2 -2 S5 - 

Cornaceae Cornus sericea ssp. sericea Red-osier Dogwood 2 -3 S5 - 

Cucurbitaceae Echinocystis lobata Wild Mock-cucumber 3 -2 S5 - 

Cupressaceae Thuja occidentalis Northern White Cedar 4 -3 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex bebbii Bebb's Sedge 3 -5 S5 - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Cyperaceae Carex bromoides Brome-like Sedge 7 -4 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex communis Fibrous-root Sedge 6 5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex flacca Heath Sedge 0 0 SNA - 

Cyperaceae Carex flava Yellow Sedge 5 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex gracillima Graceful Sedge 4 3 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex granularis Meadow Sedge 3 -4 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex hystericina Porcupine Sedge 5 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex intumescens Bladder Sedge 6 -4 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex lupulina Hop Sedge 6 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex pedunculata Longstalk Sedge 5 5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex pellita Woolly Sedge 4 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania Sedge 5 5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex radiata Stellate Sedge 4 5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex sp. Sedge Species 0 0 - - 

Cyperaceae Carex stipata Stalk-grain Sedge 3 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex stricta Tussock Sedge 4 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Carex vulpinoidea Fox Sedge 3 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani Soft-stemmed Bulrush 5 -5 S5 - 

Cyperaceae Scirpus atrovirens Woolgrass Bulrush 3 -5 S5 - 

Dennstaedtiaceae Pteridium aquilinum var. latiusculum Bracken Fern 2 3 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Athyrium filix-femina var. angustum Lady-fern 4 0 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Cystopteris bulbifera Bulblet Fern 5 -2 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris carthusiana Spinulose Wood Fern 5 -2 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris cristata Crested Wood Fern 7 -5 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris intermedia Evergreen Wood Fern 5 0 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris marginalis Marginal Wood Fern 5 3 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Matteuccia struthiopteris var. pensylvanica Ostrich Fern 5 -3 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Onoclea sensibilis Sensitive Fern 4 -3 S5 - 

Dryopteridaceae Polystichum acrostichoides Christmas Fern 5 5 S5 - 

Equisetaceae Equisetum arvense Field Horsetail 0 0 S5 - 

Equisetaceae Equisetum sylvaticum Woodland Horsetail 7 -3 S5 U 

Fabaceae Coronilla varia Crown-vetch 0 5 SNA - 

Fabaceae Lotus corniculatus Bird's-foot Trefoil 0 1 SNA - 

Fabaceae Medicago lupulina Black Medic 0 1 SNA - 

Fabaceae Trifolium repens White Clover 0 2 SNA - 

Fabaceae Trifolium sp. Clover Species 0 0 - - 

Fagaceae Fagus grandifolia American Beech 6 3 S5 - 

Geraniaceae Geranium maculatum Wild Geranium 6 3 S5 - 

Geraniaceae Geranium robertianum Herb-robert 0 5 S5 - 

Grossulariaceae Ribes cynosbati Prickly Gooseberry 4 5 S5 - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Grossulariaceae Ribes triste Swamp Red Currant 6 -5 S5 - 

Iridaceae Iris versicolor Blueflag 5 -5 S5 - 

Juglandaceae Carya cordiformis Bitternut Hickory 6 0 S5 - 

Juglandaceae Juglans nigra Black Walnut 5 3 S4? - 

Juncaceae Juncus effusus ssp. solutus Soft Rush 4 -5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Galeopsis tetrahit Brittle-stem Hempnettle 0 5 SNA - 

Lamiaceae Lycopus americanus American Bugleweed 4 -5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Lycopus uniflorus Northern Bugleweed 5 -5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Mentha arvensis Corn Mint 3 -3 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Nepeta cataria Catnip 0 1 SNA - 

Lamiaceae Prunella vulgaris ssp. lanceolata Self-heal 5 5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Prunella vulgaris ssp. vulgaris Common Heal-all 0 0 SNA - 

Lamiaceae Scutellaria galericulata Hooded Skullcap 6 -5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Scutellaria lateriflora Mad Dog Skullcap 5 -5 S5 - 

Lamiaceae Scutellaria sp. Skullcap Species 0 0 - - 

Lemnaceae Lemna minor Lesser Duckweed 2 -5 S5 - 

Liliaceae Allium tricoccum Wild Leek 7 2 S5 - 

Liliaceae Maianthemum canadense Wild-lily-of-the-valley 5 0 S5 - 

Liliaceae Maianthemum stellatum Starflower False Solomon's Seal 6 1 S5 - 

Liliaceae Polygonatum pubescens Downy Solomon's Seal 5 5 S5 - 

Liliaceae Trillium grandiflorum White Trillium 5 5 S5 - 

Liliaceae Trillium sp. Trillium Species 0 0 - - 

Lythraceae Lythrum salicaria Slender-spike Loosestrife 0 -5 SNA - 

Oleaceae Fraxinus nigra Black Ash 7 -4 S5 - 

Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash 3 -3 S5 - 

Onagraceae Circaea lutetiana ssp. canadensis Enchanter's Nightshade 3 3 S5 - 

Onagraceae Epilobium hirsutum Great-hairy Willow-herb 0 -4 SNA - 

Onagraceae Epilobium parviflorum Small-flower Willow-herb 0 3 SNA - 

Onagraceae Epilobium sp. Willow-herb Species 0 0 - - 

Orchidaceae Cypripedium parviflorum Small Yellow Lady's-slipper 7 -1 S5 - 

Orchidaceae Epipactis helleborine Eastern Helleborine 0 5 SNA - 

Osmundaceae Osmunda cinnamomea Cinnamon Fern 7 -3 S5 - 

Oxalidaceae Oxalis stricta Upright Yellow Wood Sorrel 0 3 S5 - 

Papaveraceae Sanguinaria canadensis Bloodroot 5 4 S5 - 

Pinaceae Abies balsamea Balsam Fir 5 -3 S5 - 

Pinaceae Larix laricina American Larch 7 -3 S5 - 

Pinaceae Pinus nigra Black Pine 0 -5 SNA - 

Pinaceae Pinus strobus Eastern White Pine 4 3 S5 - 

Pinaceae Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 7 3 S5 - 

Plantaginaceae Plantago lanceolata English Plantain 0 0 SNA - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Plantaginaceae Plantago major Nipple-seed Plantain 0 -1 SNA - 

Poaceae Agrostis gigantea Redtop 0 0 SNA - 

Poaceae Brachyelytrum erectum Long-awned Wood Grass 7 5 S4S5 R 

Poaceae Bromus ciliatus Fringed Brome 6 -3 S5 - 

Poaceae Bromus inermis ssp. inermis Smooth Brome 0 5 SNA - 

Poaceae Cinna latifolia Slender Wood Reedgrass 7 -4 S5 U 

Poaceae Danthonia spicata Poverty Oat-grass 5 5 S5 - 

Poaceae Echinochloa crusgalli Barnyard Grass 0 -3 SNA - 

Poaceae Elymus hystrix Bottle-brush Grass 5 5 S5 - 

Poaceae Elymus repens Quack Grass 0 3 SNA - 

Poaceae Elymus virginicus var. virginicus Virginia Wild-rye 5 -2 S5 - 

Poaceae Glyceria grandis American Manna Grass 5 -5 S4S5 - 

Poaceae Glyceria striata Fowl Manna Grass 3 -5 S5 - 

Poaceae Leersia oryzoides Rice Cutgrass 3 -5 S5 - 

Poaceae Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass 0 -4 S5 - 

Poaceae Phleum pratense Timothy 0 3 SNA - 

Poaceae Phragmites australis ssp. australis European Common Reed 0 -4 SNA - 

Poaceae Poa palustris Fowl Bluegrass 5 -4 S5 - 

Poaceae Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass 0 1 SNA - 

Poaceae Schizachne purpurascens ssp. purpurascens Purple Oat 6 2 S5 - 

Polygonaceae Polygonum hydropiper Water-pepper 4 -5 SNA - 

Polygonaceae Rumex crispus Curly Dock 0 -1 SNA - 

Polygonaceae Rumex orbiculatus Water Dock 6 -5 S4S5 - 

Primulaceae Lysimachia ciliata Fringed Loosestrife 4 -3 S5 - 

Primulaceae Lysimachia thyrsiflora Water Loosestrife 7 -5 S5 - 

Primulaceae Trientalis borealis ssp. borealis Northern Starflower 6 -1 S5 - 

Pteridaceae Adiantum pedatum Northern Maidenhair-fern 7 1 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Actaea pachypoda White Baneberry 6 5 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Anemone acutiloba Sharp-lobed Hepatica 6 5 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Anemone canadensis Canada Anemone 3 -3 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Anemone virginiana var. virginiana Virginia Anemone 4 5 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Aquilegia canadensis Wild Columbine 5 1 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Caltha palustris Marsh Marigold 5 -5 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Clematis virginiana Virginia Virgin-bower 3 0 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus abortivus Kidney-leaved Buttercup 2 -2 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus acris Tall Buttercup 0 -2 SNA - 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus hispidus var. caricetorum Swamp Buttercup 5 -5 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus pensylvanicus Bristly Crowfoot 3 -5 S5 U 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus recurvatus var. recurvatus Hooked Crowfoot 4 -3 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus sp. Buttercup Species 0 0 - - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Ranunculaceae Thalictrum dioicum Early Meadowrue 5 2 S5 - 

Ranunculaceae Thalictrum pubescens Tall Meadowrue 5 -2 S5 - 

Rhamnaceae Frangula alnus Glossy Buckthorn 0 -1 SNA - 

Rhamnaceae Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn 0 0 SNA - 

Rosaceae Agrimonia gryposepala Tall Hairy Agrimony 2 2 S5 - 

Rosaceae Fragaria virginiana Wild Stawberry 2 1 S5 - 

Rosaceae Geum canadense White Avens 3 0 S5 - 

Rosaceae Geum laciniatum Rough Avens 4 -3 S4 - 

Rosaceae Geum sp. Avens Species 0 0 - - 

Rosaceae Geum urbanum Clover-root 0 5 SNA - 

Rosaceae Malus sp. Apple Species 0 0 - - 

Rosaceae Prunus serotina Wild Black Cherry 3 3 S5 - 

Rosaceae Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus Wild Red Raspberry 0 -2 S5 - 

Rosaceae Rubus pubescens Dwarf Raspberry 4 -4 S5 - 

Rosaceae Spiraea alba Narrow-leaved Meadow-sweet 3 -4 S5 - 

Rubiaceae Galium aparine Cleavers 4 3 S5 - 

Rubiaceae Galium asprellum Rough Bedstraw 6 -5 S5 - 

Rubiaceae Galium palustre Marsh Bedstraw 5 -5 S5 - 

Rubiaceae Galium sp. Bedstraw Species 0 0 - - 

Salicaceae Populus balsamifera ssp. balsamifera Balsam Poplar 4 -3 S5 - 

Salicaceae Populus deltoides ssp. deltoides Eastern Cottonwood - - S5 - 

Salicaceae Populus tremuloides Quaking Aspen 2 0 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix alba White Willow 0 -3 SNA - 

Salicaceae Salix bebbiana Bebb's Willow 4 -4 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix discolor Pussy Willow 3 -3 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix eriocephala Heart-leaved Willow 4 -3 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix exigua Sandbar Willow 3 -5 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix fragilis Crack Willow 0 -1 SNA - 

Salicaceae Salix petiolaris Meadow Willow 3 -4 S5 - 

Salicaceae Salix purpurea Basket Willow 0 -3 SNA - 

Salicaceae Salix sp. Willow Species 0 0 - - 

Sapindaceae Acer negundo Manitoba Maple 0 -2 S5 - 

Sapindaceae Acer platanoides Norway Maple 0 5 SNA - 

Sapindaceae Acer rubrum Red Maple 4 0 S5 - 

Sapindaceae Acer saccharinum Silver Maple 5 -3 S5 - 

Sapindaceae Acer saccharum var. saccharum Sugar Maple 4 3 S5 - 

Sapindaceae Acer x freemanii Freeman's Maple - 0 S5 - 

Saxifragaceae Mitella nuda Naked Bishop's-cap 6 -3 S5 - 

Saxifragaceae Tiarella cordifolia Heart-leaved Foam-flower 6 1 S5 - 

Scrophulariaceae Chelone glabra Turtlehead 7 -5 S5 - 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name (FOIBIS) Coefficient of Conservatism Wetness Index S-Rank Wellington 

Scrophulariaceae Verbascum thapsus Common Mullein 0 5 SNA - 

Scrophulariaceae Veronica anagallis-aquatica Brook-pimpernell 0 -5 SNA - 

Scrophulariaceae Veronica officinalis Common Speedwell 0 5 SNA - 

Smilacaceae Smilax herbacea Smooth Herbaceous Greenbrier 5 0 S4 - 

Solanaceae Solanum dulcamara Climbing Nightshade 0 0 SNA - 

Thelypteridaceae Thelypteris palustris var. pubescens Marsh Fern 5 -4 S5 - 

Tiliaceae Tilia americana American Basswood 4 3 S5 - 

Typhaceae Typha angustifolia Narrow-leaved Cattail 3 -5 S5 - 

Typhaceae Typha latifolia Broad-leaf Cattail 3 -5 S5 - 

Ulmaceae Ulmus americana American Elm 3 -2 S5 - 

Ulmaceae Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm 0 5 SNA - 

Urticaceae Boehmeria cylindrica False Nettle 4 -5 S5 - 

Urticaceae Laportea canadensis Wood Nettle 6 -3 S5 - 

Urticaceae Pilea pumila Canada Clearweed 5 -3 S5 - 

Urticaceae Urtica dioica ssp. gracilis Slender Stinging Nettle 2 -1 S5 - 

Verbenaceae Verbena hastata Blue Vervain 4 -4 S5 - 

Violaceae Viola sororia Woolly Blue Violet 4 1 S5 - 

Violaceae Viola sp. Violet Species 0 0 - - 

Vitaceae Parthenocissus vitacea Thicket Creeper 3 3 S5 - 

Vitaceae Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape 0 -2 S5 - 

a - COSEWIC = Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada: END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern 

b - Species at Risk in Ontario List (as applies to ESA) as designated by COSSARO (Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario): END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern  

c - SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if: S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled),S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure) SNA (Not applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes non-

native species) 

d - Draft Wellington County Vascular Plant List (Cecile 2017). Status only shown if: R = Rare, U = Uncommon 
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Double-crested Cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus - - S5 - - - - - - - - - - F - - - - - - 

Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias - - S4 S,R - - - - - - - - - F - - - - - - 

Green Heron Butorides virescens - - S4 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 

Canada Goose Branta canadensis - - S5 - - X X - 1 - - - F 15 - - - - - 1 

Mallard Anas platyrhynchos - - S5 - - - - - - - - - - F - - - - - - 

Ring-necked Duck Aythya collaris - - S5 S,R - 30 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura - - S5 S,R - F - F - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis - - S5 - - F - - - - - - - - - - - F - - 

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus - - S5 - - - - 16F - - - - - 1 - - - 1 - 1 

American Woodcock Scolopax minor - - S4 - - x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis - - S5 S,R - - F - - - - - - - F - - - F - 

Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura - - S5 - - - - - F - - - - 3 - - - - - - 

Ruby-throated Hummingbird Archilochus colubris - - S5 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 

Belted Kingfisher Ceryle alcyon - - S4 S x - X - - F - - - - - - - - - - 

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus - - S4 S x - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 

Pileated Woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus - - S5 S - - X - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii - - S5 S x - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1 

Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus - - S4 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - 

Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus - - S4 S x - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - 

N. Rough-winged Swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis - - S4 - - - - - - - - - - F - - - - - F 

Bank Swallow Riparia riparia THR THR S4 S x - - - - - - - - F - - - - - - 

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata - - S5 - - - - X - - - 1 - - - 1 1 - - - 

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos - - S5 - - - X X 1 F - - - 1 - 1 1 - - - 

Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus - - S5 - - - - - 1 2 - - 1 - - 3 - - 1 1 

House Wren Troglodytes aedon - - S5 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 2 1 - 

American Robin Turdus migratorius - - S5 - - X X - 1 - - 1 - - 3 1 1 1 1 - 

Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis - - S4 - - X - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - 1 - 

Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum - - S5 - - - - - 4 F 3 - - - - - - - - 2 

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris - - SE - - - - - - - - - - 1 F - - 1 - 1 

Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus - - S5 - - - - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - - - - 

Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus - - S5 - - - - - - - 1 - 1 - - - 1 - - 1 

Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia - - S5 - - - X - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - - - 2 - 

Pine Warbler Setophaga pinus - - S5 S - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - 

American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla - - S5 S - - - - 1 - 1 - - - 1 - - - 1 - 

Northern Waterthrush Parkesia noveboracensis - - S5 - - - - - - 1 - 1 1 - - 1 - 1 1 - 

Common Yellowthroat Geothlyphis trichas - - S5 - - - - - 1 2 - 1 1 - 2 1 - - - - 
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Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis - - S5 - - - - - - 1 - - - 1 - 1 1 - - - 

Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus - - S4 S x - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 - 

Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea - - S4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - 

Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina - - S5 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - 1 

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia - - S5 - - X X X 2 1 3 1 - - 3 1 2 - 1 - 

Swamp Sparrow Melospiza georgiana - - S5 - - X - - - 2 - - - - 1 1 1 - - - 

Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus - - S4 - - X X - 6 1 1 1 3 3 4 1 1 2 5 - 

Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater - - S4 - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - 1 

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula - - S4 S x - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 

House Finch Haemorhous mexicanus - - SNA - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - 

American Goldfinch Spinus tristis - - S5 - - X X X 1 - F 2 1 - 1 1 1 1 1 - 

 
KEY 

a - COSEWIC = Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada: END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern 

b - Species at Risk in Ontario List (as applies to ESA) as designated by COSSARO (Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario): END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern  

c - SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if: S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled),S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure) SNA (Not applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes non-

native species) 

e - Significant Wildlife List for Wellington County from the City of Guelph Natural Heritage Strategy, Volume 2 (Dougan & Associates with Snell and Cecile 2009), last updated by the City of Guelph 2012. Status only shown if: S = Significant, R = Rare 

     Note that the following designations were excluded from this list:  

     ** = Only habitats that support or have recently supported active nests should be considered significant; 

     † = Bank Swallow: Significant only when found nesting in colonies equal to or greater than 100. However, recent OBBA data for Wellington County should be reviewed to see if this is appropriate. 

     † = Cliff Swallow: Significant only when found nesting in colonies equal to or greater than 8. However, recent OBBA data for Wellington County should be reviewed to see if this is appropriate. 

     ‡ = Being small and secretive, these species are often overlooked. When more information is collected, it is possible that they may not merit significant species status in the future. 

    ᴏ= Habitat protection should be considered only when larval habitat is present at or in close proximity to where adults were documented. 

     Δ = Considered significant at present, but may prove to be too common to be so regarded in the future. 

d - Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR). 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (Appendix G). 151 p plus appendices. 

 

Beacon Breeding Status classifications: 

     # - breeding pair 

     F- foraging/flyover 

     x- Species observed not breeding 

 


