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1.0 Introduction 

Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) was retained in November 2018 by IBI Group on behalf 

of Columbia International College Canada to complete an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) for the Sisters of St. Joseph’s Convent property.  The client intends on converting the 

Convent into a private secondary school.  This EIS is required in support of proposed 

development of a new gymnasium building, additional above-ground parking areas, and septic 

system improvements to accommodate the change in land use.  The proposed development 

footprint is confined to existing land use and manicured areas consisting of mown lawn and isolated 

landscape trees.  NRSI previously completed an EIS for the subject property, dated December 

14, 2018, as part of an application package to temporarily permit students to use the existing 

on-site accommodations.  The subject property is located at 574 Northcliffe Ave. in the City of 

Hamilton, Ontario, and is located in Ecoregion 7E (Map 1).   

The subject property is 19.5ha in size and is approximately bounded by Northcliffe Ave. to the 

north, Highway 6 to the east, Highway 403 to the south, and natural features to the west.  The 

existing Convent facility is characterized by manicured lawns, landscape trees, buildings, 

parking areas, and common amenity areas.  Mature treed features occur on-site and are 

contiguous off-property in the east and west portions of the subject property.  The mature treed 

feature in the west is identified as a Core Area according to the Rural Hamilton Official Plan 

(RHOP 2016) Natural Heritage System mapping; this feature is concurrent with the Escarpment 

Natural Area land use designation within the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP) (2017).  

Watercourse features traverse the subject property in a north-south alignment within the east 

and west natural features and both are Conservation Halton (CH)-regulated tributaries of 

Grindstone Creek.  A hydro transmission corridor traverses the property in the north.  The 

natural features within and adjacent to the property are predominantly comprised of mature 

upland forested tablelands and ravines.  A small wetland feature exists within the property that 

may be associated with the existing septic bed of the Precious Blood facility, and three small 

wetland features exist on adjacent lands; all of these wetland features are unevaluated.  In 

addition to the municipal natural heritage system designations, natural features within the 

property qualify as key natural heritage and key hydrologic features according to NEP (2017) 

and are addressed herein. 
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The presence of designated natural heritage and hydrologic features within the subject property 

according to the RHOP (2016) and the NEP (2017), and CH-regulated features (i.e. erosional 

hazards, wetlands, watercourses) have triggered the requirement for an EIS.  Approval for the 

proposed development is subject to the policies of the RHOP (2016), NEP (2017), and CH 

Regulations (O. Reg 162/06).  This EIS has been developed in accordance with the City of 

Hamilton’s EIS Guidelines (2015), and both of CH’s EIS Guidelines (2005) and Guidelines for 

Ecological Studies (2017). 

 Project Scoping 

In order to determine a study approach for the EIS, existing natural heritage information was 

first gathered and reviewed to identify key natural heritage features and species that are 

reported from, or have potential to occur within the study area.  The term “study area” refers to 

the subject property, and lands surrounding the subject property, to include adjacent lands 

(120m), lands covered by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (1x1km squares) natural 

heritage background data, and the areas covered by the various wildlife atlases (10x10km 

squares). 

The following background information sources were reviewed to provide an accurate 

understanding of the physical and biological attributes within the study area: 

 Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC), Biodiversity Explorer (MNRF 2018a); 

 CH Planning and Permits Online Mapping (CH 2018); 

 Ontario Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) Species at Risk in 

Ontario (MECP 2019); 

 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Species at Risk in Hamilton 

Region (MNRF 2017); 

 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (BSC et al. 2008); 

 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2018); 

 Mammal Atlas of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994);  

 Ontario Butterfly Atlas (McNaughton et al. 2018); 

 Ontario Odonata Atlas (MNRF 2018b); 

 Hamilton Natural Areas Inventory and Database (Hamilton Conservation Authority 

2014), and 

 City of Hamilton Rural Official Plan (City of Hamilton 2016). 
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Initial wildlife species lists were compiled to provide information on species reported from the 

various atlases listed above. The atlases provide data based on 10x10km survey squares; 

information on species from the square that overlaps the subject property was compiled (square 

17NH89).   

Based on these initial species lists, a number of Species at Risk (SAR) and Species of 

Conservation Concern (SCC) were identified as having records from within the vicinity of study 

area.  SAR are those listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario List (MECP 2019).  These include 

species identified by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) as 

provincially Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern.  Species listed by COSSARO as 

Endangered or Threatened are protected by the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 2007, which 

includes protection to their habitat, and are referred to herein as “regulated SAR”.   

Species considered Special Concern are included in the definition of SCC, which includes the 

following: 

 species designated provincially as Special Concern,  

 species that have been assigned a conservation status (S-Rank) of S1 to S3 or SH by 

the NHIC, and 

 species that are designated federally as Threatened or Endangered by the Committee 

for the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), but not provincially by the 

COSSARO.  If these species are listed under the Species at Risk Act (SARA) under 

Schedule 1, they are protected by the federal Act, but not provincially by the ESA.  

 

An assessment was conducted to identify which of these species have suitable habitat within 

the subject property.  This involved cross-referencing the preferred habitat for reported species 

against habitats known to occur within the subject property or adjacent lands.  This was 

completed to ensure that the potential presence of all SAR and SCC within the study area was 

adequately identified in this EIS.  The SAR/SCC Assessment is provided in Appendix I. 

Similarly, an assessment for the presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) was also 

completed for the study area.  The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) is a 

guideline document that outlines the types of habitats that the MNRF considers significant in 

Ontario, as well as criteria to identify these habitats (OMNR 2000, MNRF 2015).  The SWHTG 

groups SWH into five broad categories: seasonal concentration areas, rare vegetation 



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 4 

Sisters of St. Joseph’s Convent, Gymnasium Environmental Impact Study Addendum  

communities, specialized wildlife habitat, habitats of species of Conservation Concern, and 

animal movement corridors.  The SWH Assessment is provided in Appendix II. 

Based on the approach described above, the EIS was scoped according to a draft Terms of 

Reference (TOR) document prepared by NRSI and initially submitted to City staff on April 5, 

2019, with subsequent circulation to CH and the Niagara Escarpment Commission (NEC).  

Following receipt of all agency comments, a revised final and satisfactory version was circulated 

to agency staff on July 31, 2019.  The final TOR document is appended to this report (Appendix 

III). 
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2.0 Relevant Policies, Legislation, and Planning Studies 

An overview of the relevant policies and legislation that were reviewed through this EIS are 

summarized below.  This review is provided in relation to the requirements for natural feature 

protection and mitigation for new development in Hamilton, Ontario. 

 Provincial Policy Statement 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 2014) 

provides direction for land use planning and development.  The PPS is issued under the 

authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act, which requires that decisions affecting planning 

matters be consistent with policy statements issued under the Act.  The PPS outlines a number 

of policies that apply to the proposed undertaking; these policies are summarized below. 

Section 2.1 of the PPS – Natural Heritage establishes clear direction on adopting an ecosystem 

approach to development and the protection of resources that have been identified as 

‘significant.’  These features are broadly defined within the PPS and rely on the MNRF, Ontario 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP), and the municipality to identify and 

delineate specific natural features.  These features include: 

 habitat of Endangered and Threatened species;  

 Significant Wetlands;  

 Significant Woodlands;  

 Significant Valleylands;  

 Significant Wildlife Habitat;  

 significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI); and  

 fish habitat. 

 

Section 2.1.4 of the PPS states that development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 

significant wetlands or significant coastal wetlands.   

Section 2.1.5. of the PPS states that development or site alteration shall not be permitted in 

Significant Wildlife Habitat, or other types of significant habitat unless it has been demonstrated 

that there will be no negative impacts on the features or their ecological functions.   

Section 2.1.6. of the PPS states that development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 

fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 
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Section 2.1.7 of the PPS states that development or site alteration shall not be permitted in 

habitat of Endangered or Threatened species except in accordance with provincial or federal 

requirements. 

Generally, development and/or site alteration is not permitted under the PPS on adjacent lands 

to the natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4 to 2.1.6.  If the ecological 

function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will 

be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions, development may 

occur (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 2014).  Several natural features 

identified under Section 2.1 of the PPS occur within the study area. 

 Endangered Species Act 

Endangered or Threatened Species and their habitats (either general or regulated) receive legal 

protection under the provincial Endangered Species Act (Government of Ontario 2007).  

Endangered and Threatened species were assessed as part of this EIS.  Numerous Species at 

Risk (SAR) are known to occur within the study area based on background information sources.   

 Greenbelt Plan 

The Greenbelt Plan identifies a large area of permanently protected land where urbanization 

should not occur in order to conserve agricultural land, and the ecological and hydrological 

features, areas and functions the land provides (Government of Ontario 2017a).  Protected land 

is referred to as Protected Countryside and the plan details goals, polices and implementation 

strategies as guidance for land management.  The plan also identifies a Natural Heritage 

System within the Protected Countryside, which includes areas that have the most sensitive 

and/or significant natural features and functions.   

The subject property does not contain any lands designated under the Greenbelt Plan, however 

Protected Countryside is located immediately adjacent to the southeast.  

 Niagara Escarpment Plan 

The NEP includes seven land-use designations, provides development criteria, and establishes 

objectives for the protection of the Niagara Escarpment.  It provides for the maintenance of the 

Niagara Escarpment feature and land in its vicinity as a continuous natural system and to 

ensure development is compatible with the sensitivities of the feature and adjacent lands.  

Similar to the Greenbelt Plan, the NEP identifies a natural heritage system (Escarpment Natural 
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Area), which includes the most sensitive and/or significant natural features within the planning 

area. 

The subject property contains two land designations under the NEP, Escarpment Natural Area 

and Escarpment Rural Area, both of which extend off-property. 

 Rural Hamilton Official Plan 

The RHOP (2016) provides direction and guidance for land use changes and development 

within the boundaries of the Plan (City of Hamilton 2016).  Schedule B of the RHOP maps the 

area’s Natural Heritage System and its components, including Core Areas.  Since the subject 

property is located within the NEP area, new development is not permitted within Core Areas.  

New development or site alteration within 120m of a Core Area is subject to the approval of an 

EIS that demonstrates no negative impacts to the ecological features and functions, and 

establishes a vegetation protection zone according to the RHOP policies (City of Hamilton 

2016).   

The large natural feature along in the western portion of the subject property is designated as a 

Core Area as per Schedule B – Natural Heritage System of the RHOP (City of Hamilton 2016).  

The Core Area is further refined with the following sub-designations: Significant Woodland 

(Schedule B-2), Environmentally Significant Area (Cootes Paradise, Schedule B-6), Key 

Hydrologic Feature Stream (Schedule B-8) (City of Hamilton 2016).  The Significant Woodland 

and Key Hydrologic Feature Stream designations are identified with 30m Vegetation Protection 

Zones (City of Hamilton 2016). 

 Halton Region Conservation Authority: Ontario Regulation 162/06 

CH regulates watercourses, floodplains, valley slopes, wetlands, and hazardous lands under 

Ontario Regulation 162/06.  CH ensures public health and safety and the protection of life and 

property with respect to natural hazards.  According to CH’s Permits and Planning Online 

Mapping resource (CH 2018), a large portion of the property is regulated by CH due to the 

presence of erosional hazards (stable top of bank; headwater floodplain), and wetland within 

adjacent lands. 
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3.0 Field Methods 

The type and scope of study methods was confirmed through the submission of a TOR and 

reviewed by agency staff including the City of Hamilton, CH, and the NEC.  Terrestrial and 

aquatic field surveys were undertaken within the subject property and portions of adjacent lands 

(i.e. within 120m) to characterize natural features and identify significant and sensitive natural 

heritage features and species that have potential to be adversely affected by the proposed 

development.  A total of 7 field visits were completed between November 2018 and July 2019.  

A variety of field surveys were undertaken which are summarized in Table 1.  The locations of 

specific monitoring stations are shown on Map 2.  Surveys conducted were undertaken in 

accordance with provincial and local guidance documents.   

During the field work program, all observations of mammals, herpetofauna, butterflies, 

dragonflies, and damselflies were documented on all field visits.  This included actual direct 

observations of individuals, as well as signs of wildlife presence (i.e. tracks, scats, dens, nests 

etc.).   

Table 1.  Field Survey Summary 

Survey Type Protocol Date Observer(s) 

2018 

Preliminary Site 
Investigation 

N/A 
November 
15 

Brett Woodman 
Andrew Dean 

2019 

Amphibian Call Survey; Bat 
Habitat (leaf-off) 

BSC 2009; MNRF 
2014a 

April 26 Andrew Dean 

Amphibian Call Survey; 
Ecological Land 
Classification, Spring 
Vascular Flora Inventory 

BSC 2009; Lee et 
al. 1998 

May 23 Andrew Dean 

Tree Inventory 
City of Hamilton 
2010 

June 4 
June 7 

Jeremy Bannon 

Aquatic Habitat Stanfield 2017 June 13 
Steve Burgin 
Kyle Davis 

Breeding Bird Survey OBBA 2001 June 15 Nathan Miller 
Amphibian Call Survey BSC 2009 June 19 Andrew Dean 
Ecological Land 
Classification, Summer 
Vascular Flora Inventory, 
Breeding Bird, Insects 

Lee et al. 1998; 
OBBA 2001 

July 3 
Andrew Dean 
Nathan Miller 

 Terrestrial Surveys 

3.1.1 Vegetation Surveys 
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Vegetation community delineation was completed using aerial photography and thorough field 

investigations, and was refined during the detailed seasonal vascular plant inventories.  

Vegetation communities were delineated according to the standard Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) System for southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998) and are shown on Map 2.  

ELC vegetation communities are consistent with the agency reviewed and surveyed feature 

boundaries (where applicable) as described in Section 3.1.6 of this report.  Details of vegetation 

communities were recorded including species composition, dominance, uncommon species or 

features, and evidence of human impact.  All observed species of vascular flora were recorded 

during multi-season inventories in each of the spring, summer, and fall. 

3.1.2 Tree Inventory 

An inventory of all trees within the subject property was carried out for trees >10cm diameter at 

breast height (DBH) on June 7, 2019.  The results of this inventory are detailed in Appendix IV 

along with a discussion of tree removal, compensation and protection. 

3.1.3 Breeding Bird Surveys 

Breeding bird surveys were completed according to standardized protocol which consisted of 

point counts and area searches between point counts, occurring between dawn and 1000hrs.  

Two surveys were undertaken at least 10 days apart and during suitable weather conditions.  All 

visual and auditory observations of birds were recorded throughout the subject property 

including the residential area, as well as the highest level of breeding evidence exhibited for 

each recorded species (OBBA 2001). 

3.1.4 Amphibian Surveys 

Evening anuran (frog and toad) call surveys were conducted according to the standardized 

Marsh Monitoring Program protocol (BSC 2009) at 3 stations.  Monitoring focused on calling 

frogs and toads during 3-minute call counts, which included call intensity and an estimated 

number of individuals.  Additional information, including survey time, air and water temperature, 

pH, wind speed, cloud cover, and ambient noise were recorded at each survey station. 

3.1.5 Mammal Surveys 

To address potential SAR bat habitat occurrence within the proposed development area of the 

property where trees are proposed for removal or may be otherwise impacted, NRSI staff 

undertook an assessment of suitable tree habitat features, including snags, cavities, exfoliating 

bark, and leaf clusters, in accordance with MNRF standardized protocol (MNRF 2014a).  The 

bat habitat assessment was initially completed during leaf-off conditions of trees.  A leaf-on 
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assessment was also completed during the tree inventory (report submitted under separate 

cover). 

3.1.6 Natural Feature Boundary Delineation 

Woodland dripline and wetland boundaries were collaboratively flagged and reviewed in the 

field with agency staff on August 1, 2019.  In conjunction with the woodland and wetland 

boundary delineation, the top-of-bank hazard limits were staked by CH staff.  All boundary limits 

were subsequently surveyed by an Ontario Land Surveyor (OLS).  

 Aquatic Survey 

An aquatic habitat assessment was conducted on June 13, 2019 within the subject property to 

assess any aquatic features.  The following information was recorded during the assessment:  

 channel morphology, 

 substrate composition, 

 water temperature,  

 in-stream cover and available habitat,  

 flow conditions, and 

 critical life stage areas (i.e. spawning, nursery habitat, etc.). 

 

The aquatic habitat assessment was used, in part, to determine permanency of each feature 

and to determine the presence or absence of fish habitat within the subject property. 
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4.0 Natural Environment Characterization 

 Soils, Terrain and Drainage 

Background information indicates that the surficial geology of the study area is comprised of 

clay to silt textured till derived from glaciolacustrine deposits and shale (MTE 2019a).  Soil 

conditions encountered by MTE (2019a) during their field investigations indicated topsoil 

underlain by sandy silt to silt and clay till, with red shale beneath.  NRSI biologists documented 

predominantly fine-textured soils of clay loam, silty clay loam, and silty clay up to 120cm depths 

during ELC and soil sampling surveys. 

The property contains relatively flat tableland terrain in the central portion, contiguous with the 

existing buildings and manicured areas.  Steeply sloped ravine features occur in the east and 

west portions of the subject property and extend off-site; the ravine features have been 

identified as erosional hazard lands (CH 2018).  The ravine features are characterized by 

extremely steep slopes and would pose a health and safety hazard for future student/faculty 

access.  The steep ravine slopes are also sensitive to erosion.  The subject property is within 

the Grindstone Creek watershed which is approximately 9,046ha in size (CH 2018).  Drainage 

features in the study area generally flow southeast, draining into Hamilton Harbour/Burlington 

Bay, and ultimately into Lake Ontario.   

According to MTE (2019a), the site elevation ranges from 123.3 meters above mean sea level 

(mAMSL) to 114.9mAMSL, sloping south/southeasterly towards Highway 403.  Both surface 

water and groundwater flows generally follow the south/southeasterly topography gradient.  

Some surface water infiltration occurs within the greenspaces in the eastern portion of the site. 

 Designated Natural Features 

The entire subject property falls within the NEP (2017) area, including the Escarpment Natural 

Area and Escarpment Rural Area land use designations.  The RHOP (2016) designates the 

large western natural feature as a Core Area and is consistent with the Escarpment Natural 

Area overlay.  The Greenbelt Plan (2017) Protected Countryside designation exists immediately 

adjacent to the south and east subject property limits.  Designated natural heritage features are 

shown on Map 1. 
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 Vegetation 

4.3.1 Vegetation Communities 

Existing natural features were characterized through ELC and vegetation surveys during the 

field work program.  The subject property natural features are generally characterized by mature 

upland forest ravines and tablelands; areas of culturally influenced habitats are also present.  A 

small wetland feature exists within the property, and three small wetland features exist on 

adjacent lands, all of which are unevaluated.  A summary of ELC communities identified within 

the study area is provided in Table 2 below and shown on Map 2.  ELC vegetation communities 

were refined and adapted from the Hamilton NAI (2014).   

Note that the only on-site wetland, located east of the Precious Blood building (MAM2 

vegetation community) was flagged and surveyed as a wetland constraint during the agency site 

meeting held on August 1, 2019.  It is possible that this wetland feature is associated with the 

existing septic disposal bed infrastructure for the Precious Blood building; further assessment by 

the study team is required to confirm.   

Table 2. Vegetation Communities Identified Within the Study Area 

ELC Ecosite 
Type ELC Description Environmental Characteristics 
Forest 
FOD2-4 Dry-Fresh Oak-

Hardwood 
Deciduous Forest 

Mature forested community occurring along the upper slopes of the 
east and west ravine features as well as the tablelands. 
 
Canopy: Red Oak (Quercus rubra), White Oak (Quercus alba), 
Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum ssp. saccharum) 
Sub-canopy: Red Oak, Ironwood (Ostrya virginiana), Hawthorn 
(Crataegus spp.) 
Understorey: Gray Dogwood (Cornus foemina ssp. racemosa), 
Witch-hazel (Hamamelis virginiana), Prickly Gooseberry (Ribes 
cynosbati) 
Groundcover: Pennsylvania Sedge (Carex pennsylvanica), Large-
leaved Aster (Eurybia macrophylla), Blue-stem Goldenrod (Solidago 
caesia) 
 

FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple-Oak 
Deciduous Forest 

Mature forested community occurring along the middle and lower 
ravine slopes. 
 
Canopy: Sugar Maple, Red Oak, Bitternut Hickory (Carya 
cordiformis), American Basswood (Tilia americana) 
Sub-canopy: Sugar Maple, Ironwood, Hawthorn 
Understorey: Choke Cherry (Prunus virginiana ssp. virginiana), 
Alternate-leaved Dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), Black Raspberry 
(Rubus occidentalis) 
Groundcover: Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis), Large-
leaved Aster, False Solomon’s Seal (Maianthemum racemosum 
ssp. racemosum) 
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ELC Ecosite 
Type ELC Description Environmental Characteristics 

Three distinct habitat inclusions occur within: Mineral Meadow 
Marsh (MAM2), Reed Canary Grass Mineral Meadow Marsh 
(MAM2-2), and Gray Dogwood Cultural Thicket (CUT1-4).  The 
MAM2 inclusion is dominated by cattails (Typha spp.); the MAM2-2 
inclusion is dominated by Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris 
arundinacea); the CUT1-4 inclusion is dominated by Gray Dogwood 
and Early Goldenrod (Solidago juncea) and is associated with the 
hydro transmission corridor. 
 

Wetland 
MAM2 Mineral Meadow 

Marsh 
Small isolated wetland unit occurring within the manicured lawn 
near the Precious Blood building.  Flows discharge into a tributary of 
the eastern ravine feature.  Possibly associated with the existing 
septic disposal bed. 
 
Canopy: n/a 
Sub-canopy: n/a 
Understorey: n/a 
Groundcover: Narrow-leaved Cattail (Typha angustifolia), Path Rush 
(Juncus tenuis), Soft Rush (Juncus effusus var. solutus), Fox Sedge 
(Carex vulpinoidea), Teasel (Dipsacus fullonum ssp. sylvestris) 
 

Cultural 
CUT1 Mineral Cultural 

Thicket 
Thicket community associated with the hydro transmission corridor 
traversing the study area.  Community is subject to periodic 
vegetation management (i.e. tree cutting or herbicide spraying) by 
the utility.  Sparse canopy and sub-canopy layers and high 
disturbance (i.e. non-native and invasive species) noted. 
 
Canopy: Black Walnut (Juglans nigra), White Ash (Fraxinus 
americana), Black Cherry (Prunus serotina) 
Sub-canopy: European Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Hawthorn, 
White Ash 
Understorey: European Buckthorn, Gray Dogwood, Choke Cherry, 
Multiflora Rosa (Rosa multiflora), Staghorn Sumac (Rhus hirta), 
Black Raspberry, Wild Red Raspberry (Rubus idaeus ssp. 
melanolasius) 
Groundcover: White Avens (Geum canadense), Garlic Mustard 
(Alliaria petiolata), Wild Strawberry (Fragaria virginiana ssp. 
virginiana), Dame’s Rocket (Hesperis matronalis) 
 

CUM1 Mineral Cultural 
Meadow 

Open meadow habitat located at the northern extent of the subject 
property.  
 
Canopy: n/a 
Sub-canopy: n/a 
Understorey: European Buckthorn, Gray Dogwood 
Groundcover: Kentucky Bluegrass (Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis), 
Meadow Fescue (Festuca pratensis), Tufted Vetch (Vicia cracca) 

 

4.3.2 Vascular Flora 

The vegetation inventory resulted in the identification of 234 species of vascular plants within 

ELC polygons that occur within the study area.  NRSI observed 4 provincially significant, and 2 

regionally significant (HCA 2014; Riley 1989) vegetation species within the subject property.  

Significant species observations are presented on Map 3 and summarized in Table 3 below.  A 
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complete list of species observed is provided in Appendix V.  Of the significant vegetation 

species observed, Butternut (Juglans cinerea) is the only regulated SAR. 

Table 3.  Significant Vascular Flora Observed in the Study Area  

Scientific 
Name 

Common 
Name 

SRANK1 
COSSARO2/
COSEWIC3 

Regional 
Status4/5 

Location(s) of Species 
Observation 

Amelanchier 

spicata 
Low Juneberry S5? -/- R3/- FOD2-4 (west) 

Calystegia 
spithamaea ssp. 

spithamaea 

Low Bindweed S4S5 -/- R5/- FOD2-4 (east) 

Carya glabra Pignut Hickory S3 -/- R3/R-10+ FOD5-3 (west) 

Juglans cinerea Butternut S2? END/E -/- FOD5-3 (west) 

Ranunculus 
hispidus var. 

hispidus 
Hispid Buttercup S3 -/- R4/- FOD2-4 (west) 

Symphyotrichum 
pilosum var. 

pilosum 
Hairy Aster S5 -/- -/R CUM1 

Thalictrum 

thalictroides 
Rue-anemone S3 -/- R2/- FOD2-4 (east and west) 

1,2MNRF 2019, 2Government of Canada 2018, 4HCA 2014, 5Riley 1989 

LEGEND 
SRANK Hamilton Natural Areas Inventory Status (HCA 2014) 
S2     Imperiled X     Present and Native 
S3     Vulnerable R     Native and Rare 
S4     Apparently Secure I      Introduced 
S5     Secure U     Uncommon 
COSSARO/COSEWIC Hamilton/Brant County Status (Riley 1989) 
END/E    Endangered X     Native, Present, and all Introduced 
 R     Native, Present, and Provincially or Otherwise Rare 

 

 Wildlife 

4.4.1 Birds 

A total of 122 species are reported from the OBBA square (17NH89) that overlaps with the 

study area (Bird Studies Canada et al. 2006).  The data found in the OBBA includes those 

species that have been observed in the area (10 x 10 km range), are known to nest in the area, 

and/or have exhibited some evidence of breeding in the area.  NRSI documented 47 of these 

species during the field work program, of which 3 are provincially significant and 2 regionally 

significant (HCA 2014).  Significant species observations are presented on Map 3 and 
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summarized in Table 4 below.  A complete list of bird species reported from the study area is 

provided in Appendix VI.  Of the significant bird species observed, Barn Swallow (Hirundo 

rustica) and Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) are both regulated SAR. 

Table 4.  Significant Bird Species Observed in the Study Area  

Scientific Name Common Name SRANK1 
COSSARO2/C

OSEWIC3 

Regional 

Status4 

Location(s) of Species 
Observation; Breeding 

Evidence 

Chaetura 

pelagica 
Chimney Swift S4B, S4N THR/T U 

Manicured Area; fly-over, 

no breeding evidence 

Contopus virens 
Eastern Wood-

pewee 
S4B SC C FOD5-3 (west); Probable 

Hirundo rustica Barn Swallow S4B THR/T C 
Manicured Area; fly-over, 

no breeding evidence 

Pandion 

haliaetus 
Osprey S5B -/- R 

Manicured Area; fly-over, 

no breeding evidence 

Thryothorus 

ludovicianus 
Carolina Wren S4 -/- R 

FOD5-3 (east and west); 

Probable 

1,2MNRF 2019, 2Government of Canada 2018, 4HCA 2014 

LEGEND 
SRANK Hamilton Natural Areas Inventory Status (HCA 2014) 
S2     Imperiled C     Common 
S3     Vulnerable U     Uncommon 
S4     Apparently Secure R     Rare 
S5     Secure  
COSSARO/COSEWIC  
THR/T    Threatened  
SC    Special Concern  

 

4.4.2 Herpetofauna 

According to the Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas, 29 species of herpetofauna are reported 

from the vicinity (approximately 10km) of the subject property (Ontario Nature 2018).  NRSI did 

not observe any species of herpetofauna during the field work program.  A complete list of 

herpetofauna species reported from the study area is provided in Appendix VII.   

4.4.3 Mammals 

According to the Mammal Atlas of Ontario, 46 mammal species are reported from within 10km 

of the study area (Dobbyn 1994).  NRSI documented evidence of 6 species within the study 

area: Eastern Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias striatus), Coyote 

(Canis latrans), Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Northern Raccoon (Procyon lotor), and 
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White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  None of the documented mammal species are 

provincially or regionally significant.  A complete list of mammal species reported from the study 

area is provided in Appendix VIII.   

As a result of the targeted bat habitat assessment within and adjacent to the proposed 

development footprint, no suitable bat habitat trees were identified among the isolated 

landscape trees of the existing Convent facility.   

4.4.4 Lepidoptera  

According to the Ontario Butterfly Atlas, 82 butterfly species are reported to occur within the 

10km atlas square that overlaps with the study area (MacNaughton et al. 2018).  NRSI 

documented evidence of 6 species within the study area: Least Skipper (Ancyloxypha numitor), 

Tawny-edged Skipper (Polites themistocles), European Skipper (Thymelicus lineola), Eastern 

Tiger Swallowtail (Papilio glaucus), Common Ringlet (Coenonympha tullia), and Pearl Crescent 

(Phyciodes tharos).  None of the documented butterfly species are provincially or regionally 

significant.  A complete list of butterfly species reported from the study area is provided in 

Appendix IX. 

4.4.5 Odonata 

According to the Ontario Odonata Atlas, 59 dragonfly and damselfly species are reported to 

occur within the 10km atlas square that overlaps with the study area (MNRF 2018b NRSI 

documented evidence of 7 species within the study area: Ebony Jewelwing (Calopteryx 

maculata), Slender Spreadwing (Lestes rectangularis), Common Green Darner (Anax junius), 

Dot-tailed Whiteface (Leucorrhinia intacta), Common Whitetail (Plathemis lydia), Ruby 

Meadowhawk (Sympetrum rubicundulum), and Black Saddlebags (Tramea lacerata).  None of 

the documented Odonata species are provincially or regionally significant.  A complete list of 

Odonata species reported from the study area is provided in Appendix X. 

4.4.6 Other Wildlife 

Other incidental wildlife documented by NRSI biologists included Two-spotted Bumble Bee 

(Bombus bimaculatus), and Common Eastern Bumble Bee (Bombus impatiens). 

 Aquatic Habitat 

The watercourse features within and adjacent to the subject property flow southwest and outlet 

along the west shoreline of Long Pond within the Royal Botanical Gardens.  Tributary 2 appears 

to originate within the subject property while Tributaries 1, 3 and 4 originate beyond the 
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boundaries of the subject property and either flow through it (Tributary 1 and Tributary 4) or 

adjacent to it (Tributary 3).  Each of these features have been described in more detail below. 

 

Tributary 1 

Tributary 1 originates to the northwest of the subject property and flows as a premanent feature 

along the western edge, within the properties boundary, generally parallel to the private road 

that runs to the Sister’s of St. Joseph building.  The tributary meanders along the bottom of a 

deep ravine through mature deciduous forest, which provides over 75% shade to the 

watercourse.  Tributary 1 flows over a relatively steep gradient through the northern and central 

parts of the subject property before transtioning to a more moderate gradient towards the 

southern section of the property.  Riffle, run, and pool features were noted with substrates 

characterized by relatively high proportions of gravel, pebble, and cobble, with areas of silt and 

clay, and occasional boulders.  Exposed shale bedrock is also present throughout the channel, 

particularly through the upper section.   

 

During the June 13 visit wetted widths were measured at between 1.2 and 3.3m with bankfull 

widths between approximately 1.0 and 14.5m.  In several locations the bankfull width was 

observed to cover the entire width of the valley bottom.  Water depths were relatively low 

throughout the tributary ranging from 3 to 10mm within riffle features and 13 to 30mm within 

pool features.  Several locations occurred where low water depths were observed over smooth 

shale substrate, which would create a barrier to upstream fish movement.  In addition to shallow 

water depths, several other physical barriers were observed throughout Tributary 1, including 

drops in elevation of up to 1.0m. 

 

The water temperature within Tributary 1 was 13.5°C at 9:00 with an air temperature of 15.0°C.  

Water was clear and areas of Water-cress (Nasturtium microphyllum) were observed along the 

channel, indicating the presence of groundwater infiltration.  In-stream vegetation was limited to 

small areas of Water-cress throughout the southern section of the subject property and riparian 

and bank vegetation was also relatively sparse.  Bank stability was noted to be poor throughout 

most of the channel and areas of slumping and erosion were common, which is likely to limit the 

establishment of vegetation.  The majority of vegetation was observed throughout the southern 

section of the subject property where the channel gradient is less steep. 
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Throughout the length of channel assessed, instream cover and habitat was available through 

pools, shallow riffles, cobble and boulder, and woody debris.  However, no fish were observed 

during the characterization of Tributary 1 and the available habitat is limited to the southern 

portion of the channel due to the multiple barriers that exist throughout the subject property.  It is 

unknown whether or not fish are able to access Tributary 1 north of Highway 403 from Long 

Pond. 

 

Tributary 2 

Tributary 2 originates along the east side of the Sisters of Precious Blood building.  The feature 

exists as a grassed swale that flows southeast through a small cattail marsh before entering 

mature deciduous forest where the channel transitions to a deeply cut feature with steep banks 

flowing over a relatively high gradient.  Water was observed in the tributary on June 13, 2019, 

but it appears that it may dry up at times throughout the year, indicating that the feature is likely 

intermittent.  Tributary 2 was noted to have poor bank stability, as evidenced by areas of 

excessive erosion throughout its length.  This poor stability limits the vegetation that is able to 

establish within the channel.  No in-stream vegetation was noted within the channel and both 

riparian and bank vegetation was absent along most of the channel, with the exception of the 

lower end where the channel transitions to a lower gradient.  Tributary 2 outlets to Tributary 3 at 

this location where the channel flows through mineral meadow marsh. 

 

The wetted width in Tributary 2 ranged from 0.4 to 1.0m with bankfull widths ranging from 0.4 to 

2.0m with water depths ranging from 0.04m in riffles to 0.07m in pools.  Substrates throughout 

the channel include cobble and bedrock with gravel, pebble, and boulder, and some areas of silt 

and sand.  Habitat features present throughout the channel include pools, riffles, woody debris, 

and cobble, but due to the high gradient of the majority of the tributary, numerous elevation 

drops, and shallow water depths, this tributary is not considered to provide fish habitat.  Water 

temperature was measured at 14.4°C with an air temperature of 16.0°C at 11:30. 

 

Tributary 3 

Tributary 3 originates northeast of the subject property and then flows southeast roughly parallel 

to Highway 6.  This feature occurs outside of the boundary of the subject property.  The feature 

appears to exist as an ephemeral roadside ditch where it flows parallel to the highway with a 

wetted width of approximately 0.2m and a banfull width of approximately 0.4m.  Terrestrial 
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vegetation was noted throughout the channel and a small amount of flow was observed on June 

13. 

 

Northeast of the mineral meadow marsh that is southeast of the subject property a large deep 

pool exists that appears to augment Tributary 3 and support a more permanent feature 

downstream through the marsh.  This pool was measured at approximately 2.0m in diameter 

and 0.8m at its deepest point.  Downstream from this pool the channel becomes more well 

defined for a short distance with a wetted width and bankfull width around 1.0m and water 

depths up to 0.05m.  Within the marsh the channel becomes braided and poorly-defined.  Water 

temperature within the cahnnel was measured at 13.2°C with an air temperature of 18.0°C at 

12:15.  Fish habitat is limited throughout Tributary 3 by the heavy vegetation associated with the 

meadow marsh.  No fish were observed during the assessment. 

 

Tributary 4 

Tributary 4 originates west of the subject property but flows to Tributary 1 within the boundary 

west of the Sisters of St. Joseph building.  Tributary 4 flows as a high gradient feature through 

steep valley slopes and appears to be fed by groundwater from the adjacent lands.  The lower 

portion of the tributary was measured with a wetted width of 1.1m, a bankfull width of 1.7m, and 

water depths up to approximately 0.03m.  No fish habitat was present within Tributary 4. 
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5.0 Significance and Sensitivity of Natural Features 

The natural environment constraints analysis is used to identify natural features that are 

sensitive to disturbance based on the rarity or significance of the feature or the 

functions/processes and/or policies inhibiting development within them.  These areas are 

identified as “constraints” and are discussed in the context of natural heritage policies governing 

their protection.  Conversely, opportunities for development may occur outside of these natural 

environment constraints within the subject property.  Results of this analysis have been 

provided as input to the proposed development plan in order to avoid and reduce impacts to 

natural features and functions.  A summary of this analysis for the study area is discussed 

below.  Significant natural features as documented during field studies or determined through 

this analysis are shown on Map 4; note that due to the multiple and overlapping significant 

designations, Map 4 has been simplified for improved readability.   

 Significant Wetlands  

Wetland features identified by NRSI biologists have not been designated as Provincially 

Significant Wetland (PSW) by MNRF according to the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System 

(OWES) (MNRF 2014b).  No significant features or functions were identified within all 4 wetland 

units that warrant consideration or treatment as PSW according to the OWES.  Refer to Section 

5.4 for further discussion of the identified wetland features in relation to NEP policies.   

 Significant Woodlands 

Significant Woodlands are shown on Schedule B-2 of the RHOP (2016), and are further 

identified and refined during site-specific studies where two or more discrete criterion are met.  

The western forested ravine feature (FOD5-3 and FOD2-4) is identified as Significant Woodland 

on Schedule B-2; this feature is concurrent with the City’s Core Area and the NEP’s Escarpment 

Natural Area mapping (Map 1).  Based on the results of field surveys completed within the 

scope of this study, the eastern forested ravine feature (FOD5-3 and FOD2-4) also qualifies for 

designation as Significant Woodland according to the RHOP (2016).  Significant Woodland is 

identified when two or more discrete criteria established in the RHOP (2016) are met.  

Specifically, the eastern forested area provides the following Significant Woodland functions: 

Proximity to Water, and Rare Species.  The Proximity to Water criteria is met by presence of the 

ravine watercourses.  The Rare Species criteria is met based on the presence of regionally and 

provincially significant species observations (refer to Section 4.4 and Map 3); a sizeable 

population of Rue-anemone in the eastern FOD2-4 vegetation community was documented. 
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 Environmentally Significant Areas 

Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) are shown on Schedule B-6 of the RHOP (2016), and 

are further identified and refined during site-specific studies where one or more discrete criteria 

are met.  ESAs are treated as Core Areas under the natural heritage system policies of the 

RHOP (2016).  The western forested ravine feature (FOD5-3 and FOD2-4) is identified as an 

ESA on Schedule B-6; this feature is concurrent with the City’s Core Area and the NEP’s 

Escarpment Natural Area mapping (Map 1).  Based on the results of field surveys completed 

within the scope of this study, the eastern forested ravine feature (FOD5-3 and FOD2-4) also 

qualifies for designation as ESA according to the RHOP (2016).  ESA is identified when one or 

more discrete criteria established in the RHOP (2016) are met.  Specifically, the eastern 

forested area provides the following ESA functions: habitat for regionally and provincially 

significant species (refer to Section 4.4 and Map 3), high native species diversity, seasonal 

concentrations of wildlife (refer to Section 5.5).  

 Key Natural Features 

The NEP (2017) identifies Key Hydrologic Features and Key Natural Heritage Features with 

policies governing development within and adjacent to these features in Section 2.6 and Section 

2.7, respectively.  Key Natural Heritage and Key Hydrologic Features as defined in the NEP 

(2017) are consistent with the RHOP (2016).  The following Key Natural Heritage Features 

occur within the study area: Wetland, Fish Habitat, Significant Woodland, Significant Wildlife 

Habitat.  The following Key Hydrologic Features occur within the study area: Permanent and 

Intermittent Stream, Seepage Area, Wetland.   

 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Based on background information review, desktop analysis, and field studies, 2 SWH types 

were confirmed as occurring within the subject property: Specialized Wildlife Habitat (Seeps and 

Springs) and Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern (Special Concern and Rare Wildlife 

Species, Eastern Wood-pewee, Pignut Hickory, Rue-anemone, Hispid Buttercup).  Three 

additional SWH categories were maintained as candidate for the study area: Seasonal 

Concentration Areas (Bat Maternity Colonies, Reptile Hibernaculum, Landbird Migratory 

Stopover Areas).  All other candidate SWH types were ruled out as not occurring within the 

study area.  Full results of the SWH assessment are provided in Appendix II.  
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5.5.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas 

Bat Maternity Colonies 

Bat maternity (or nursery) colonies are day roosts inhabited solely by females and juveniles/sub-

adults and are used for giving birth and raising young (OMNR 2011).  They can range in size 

from tens to hundreds of adult females and their young and some species form individual 

maternal roosts (OMNR 2011).  Maternity colonies can be located in human structures (e.g. 

barns and attics), in tree cracks and hollows, and under loose tree bark.  Guidelines for 

identifying candidate significant bat maternity colony are outlined by the MNRF (2015) and the 

SWHTG (OMNR 2000).  These documents outline that any deciduous or mixed forest or 

swamps communities should be assessed for cavity trees ≥25cm DBH which may be suitable 

for roosting bats.  All treed vegetation communities within the study area may provide suitable 

bat maternity colony habitat based on the potential presence of suitable cavity trees.  However, 

because the proposed development will be adequately setback from and not encroach upon any 

treed feature, a formal bat habitat assessment was not completed, and as such remains as 

candidate SWH. 

5.5.2 Rare Vegetation Communities 

No rare vegetation communities are found within the study area. 

5.5.3 Specialized Wildlife Habitat 

Seeps and Springs 

Areas of groundwater seepage were identified within the west study area associated with the 

FOD5-3 vegetation communities.  Groundwater seepage areas are often associated with 

headwater features and provide specialized habitat for a variety of wildlife including 

salamanders, Wild Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), Ruffed Grouse (Bonasa umbellus), and White-

tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  A single (estimated 10m2) seepage area was observed by 

NRSI biologists nearby the MAM2-2 vegetation community, with the expectation that seepage 

patterns are consistent along the entire length of the Tributary 1.  A large seepage pool was 

also observed east, and outside of, the subject property.  This pool appears to be fed through 

groundwater upwelling, and supports the MAM2 community. 

5.5.4 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 

Confirmed habitat for SCC may be considered Significant Wildlife Habitat (OMNR 2000).  Based 

on the results of wildlife-specific field surveys, Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species SWH 
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was confirmed within the subject property for the following 4 species: Eastern Wood-pewee, 

Pignut Hickory, Rue-anemone, Hispid Buttercup.  Refer to Sections 4.3 and 4.4 for full 

observational details of these significant species. 

5.5.5 Animal Movement Corridors 

Animal movement corridors are elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the landscape used by 

animals to move from one habitat to another (OMNR 2000).  They can include natural 

landscapes such as shorelines as well as anthropogenic features such as trails and hydro 

corridors.  The potential for animal movement corridors to occur in the subject property is 

contingent on confirming Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetland) SWH which was not identified 

within the study area. 

 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species 

Regulated SAR and their habitats are protected under the Endangered Species Act (2007).  A 

total of 5 Butternuts were observed within the study area, occurring entirely within the cool, 

shaded lower slopes of the western ravine feature.  Protected Butternut habitat is determined in 

consultation with MECP staff and can be a maximum of 50m as measured from the bole.  Since 

all Butternuts are located greater than 50m (i.e. minimum 70m) from the natural feature edge, a 

formal Butternut Health Assessment was not completed for any individuals.   

Confirmed habitat by other regulated SAR observed within the subject property, Barn Swallow 

and Chimney Swift, was not identified by NRSI biologists.  Notwithstanding, potential Barn 

Swallow nesting habitat is present throughout the subject property associated with the various 

buildings and other man-made structures.  Based on the development proposal, there is no 

impact potential to any potential Barn Swallow nesting habitats.  Potential Chimney Swift 

nesting habitat was not identified within the subject property as the existing chimney structures 

were deemed unsuitable. 

 Physical Constraints 

Both the eastern and western natural features of the study area are erosional hazards (i.e. 

steeply sloped ravines) regulated by CH.  The FOD2-4 vegetation communities occur on 

tablelands, sloping markedly into the FOD5-3 vegetation communities along a relatively well-

defined gradient.  The stable top-of-bank limits were staked by CH staff during the August 1, 

2019 site meeting.  Buffers for the stable top-of-bank are discussed in Section 6.0. 
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 Fish and Fish Habitat 

The aquatic features assessed within and adjacent to the subject property do not appear to 

provide fish habitat due to the high-gradient nature of these features, which create impassable 

barriers to upstream fish passage.  Additionally, elevation drops were observed through these 

features, Tributary 1 and Tributary 2 in particular, which further prevent upstream movement.  

The lower portion of Tributary 1 may provide direct fish habitat since the channel transitions to a 

slightly lower-gradient feature within the southwestern portion of the subject property; however, 

no fish were observed during the aquatic habitat assessment. 
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6.0 Recommended Buffers 

Buffers, or Vegetation Protection Zones, are required for natural heritage features such as 

woodlands, wetlands, and significant wildlife habitats to protect them from impacts during and 

post-development.  Natural feature buffers are required to protect their form and function and 

protect the species that inhabit them.  Physical constraints such as erosional hazards are also 

subject to development setbacks in accordance with municipal policy documents.  The outer 

limit of the buffers determines the outer boundary of the protected natural features and the 

constraints to guide development activities within the subject property.   

A 30m Significant Woodland buffer is recommended from the dripline edge of the east and west 

treed vegetation communities, which represents the outermost and closest natural feature 

constraint to the proposed development area.  A 15m woodland buffer is recommended for the 

smaller disconnected FOD2-4 vegetation community located immediately south of the Precious 

Blood building.  A 15m top-of-bank buffer is recommended from the staked limits, which is 

located inside (i.e. away from development area) the dripline edge and is therefore 

inconsequential to the development constraints.  A wetland buffer for the MAM2 vegetation 

community east of the Precious Blood building has not been recommended at this time as it is 

uncertain if the feature is naturally occurring or associated with the existing septic bed 

infrastructure.  In any case, the wetland limits are approximately 50m from the closest dripline 

edge of the adjacent Significant Woodland and is therefore inconsequential to the development 

constraints. 

Recommended buffers are shown on Maps 4 and 5; Significant Woodland and top-of-bank 

buffers are based on agency confirmed woodland dripline, and stable top-of-bank limits as 

staked and reviewed during the August 1, 2019 site visit.  The 15m woodland buffer is based on 

the ELC vegetation community boundary.  Recommended buffers are compliant with the City’s 

guidelines for setbacks for Core Areas outside of the Greenbelt Plan (2017) area. 

All significant feature types including Significant Woodland, ESA, Key Hydrologic Feature, Key 

Natural Heritage Feature, confirmed and candidate SWH types, and regulated SAR habitat will 

be adequately protected by the recommended woodland buffer.  The buffer recommendation is 

considered appropriate to sufficiently protect the natural features and their ecological functions 

from impacts associated with the proposed development and conform to the minimum buffer 

widths prescribed by the RHOP (2016).  Within the context of the proposed change in land use, 

it is appropriate to maintain buffer areas in the existing manicured state to accommodate access 
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to outdoor amenity areas for faculty and students; buffer enhancements such as naturalization 

plantings are therefore not recommended.   
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7.0 Impact Analysis and Recommendations 

Full details of the proposed development are included in the following supporting documents: 

Functional Servicing Report (IBI 2019), Hydrogeological Investigation (Draft, MTE 2019a), 

Tertiary Treatment System Design (MTE 2019b), and Geotechnical Investigation (MTE 2019c).  

Refer to Map 5 for the proposed development plan. 

 Description of the Proposed Undertaking 

The proponent is proposing to construct a new gymnasium building with connection to the 

existing motherhouse building, as well as additional surface parking areas.  The new 

gymnasium building will be approximately 1,716m2, and the court level will be approximately 

3.6m below final grade.  An improved wastewater treatment and disposal system is also 

proposed to support the change in land use into a private secondary school.  To meet the 

projected increased demand for wastewater flow to accommodate the change in land use to a 

secondary school, MTE recommends the existing north and south septic disposal beds be 

expanded by approximately 6,100m2 and 2,700m2, respectively (MTE 2019a). 

The proposed development is located within the existing Convent facility, and adjacent 

manicured areas, characterized by mown lawns, landscape trees, buildings, parking areas, and 

common amenity areas will remain.  The entire proposed development will not encroach into 

any adjacent natural features.  Buffer encroachment is possible during the construction phase 

only for both the north and south septic bed expansions, however the study team has 

configured the site plan to avoid the recommended buffers for the actual footprint of the 

expanded septic beds; the ultimate construction limits may extend minimally into the outer 

woodland buffers.  Potential buffer encroachment is addressed in the following sections.  The 

gymnasium and surface parking area component of the proposed development fully respects 

the recommended buffers.  Detailed engineering designs for the septic bed expansions have not 

been completed to-date to inform an ultimate construction footprint and therefore the impact 

analysis is reliant on conceptual plans for the septic bed expansion component.  

Recommendations provided herein are reflective of conceptual plans, where appropriate, with 

considerations for detailed design parameters and construction methods.  Notwithstanding, 

detailed construction footprint and grading limits are available for the new gymnasium building 

and surface parking areas allowing for a fulsome assessment of impacts for this component of 

the proposed development. 

 



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 28 

Sisters of St. Joseph’s Convent, Gymnasium Environmental Impact Study Addendum  

 Approach to Impact Analysis 

Potential impacts arising from the proposed development are determined by comparing the 

details of the proposed development with the characteristics of the natural features and their 

functions.  Where the development proposal overlaps with the natural features or their buffers, 

impacts may arise.  The following is a description of the types of impacts which will be analyzed 

and discussed.  Mitigation strategies necessary to maintain or improve the ecological function of 

the significant natural features are recommended.  

 Direct impacts to the natural features associated with disruption or displacement caused 

by the actual proposed ‘footprint’ of the undertaking. 

 Indirect impacts to the natural features associated with changes in site conditions such 

as drainage and water quantity/quality. 

 Induced impacts to the natural features associated with impacts after the development is 

constructed such as subsequent demand on the resources created by increased 

habitation/use of the area and vicinity over time. 

 Direct Impacts and Mitigations 

The proposed development will not directly impact any natural feature or function as the 

development footprint is located entirely within the existing manicured areas of the property.   

7.3.1 Tree Removal 

A total of 48 landscape trees will be removed as part of this development.  Tree removal, 

protection measures and compensation are discussed within the Tree Preservation Plan 

(Appendix IV).   

 

According to the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS), the peak breeding period for migratory birds 

that nest in open and forested habitats in southern Ontario, interpreted as the habitat conditions 

present within the areas of landscaped trees, is between approximately early April and the end 

of August (CWS 2018a,b).  During this period, the CWS recommends that no clearing of 

vegetation occur within these habitats.  The Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA 1994) 

protects migratory birds, their eggs and nests from being harmed or destroyed at any time of the 

year.  The CWS advises that nest searches, as a measure to mitigate impact to nesting birds 

during the core breeding period, not occur within ‘complex’ habitats such as treed areas where 

the likelihood of observing all nests and eggs is low while the potential to disturb nesting birds is 

high.  However, nest searches, as a means of mitigation during the core breeding period, may 
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be undertaken in ‘simple’ habitats, such as hedgerows, isolated trees, or constructed features 

(i.e. bridges or buildings) where the potential to observe all active nests is relatively high.  Trees 

requiring removal within the proposed development footprint qualify as ‘simple’ habitats. 

 

Mitigations: 

 Any vegetation and tree removal should adhere to the applicable MBCA 

breeding bird timing window (i.e. no tree removal from early April to end of 

August) to prevent the destruction of nesting birds (CWS 2018a,b), and 

 A qualified biologist conduct nest searches within ‘simple’ habitats only where 

construction schedule will not allow for vegetation removal to be outside of 

MBCA timing window to confirm no nesting birds present prior to any 

removals. 

 

 Indirect Impacts and Mitigations 

7.4.1 Buffer Encroachment 

The recommended woodland, and top-of-bank buffers are shown on Maps 4 and 5.  New 

development in the form of above-ground structures with the potential to impact the long-term 

integrity of the adjacent natural features, including surface parking areas and the new 

gymnasium building, will be located outside of the recommended buffers.  For the septic bed 

expansion components of the development, requiring new underground infrastructure to be 

installed, the study team has configured the layout through multiple iterations of the site plan to 

avoid the recommended woodland and top-of-bank buffers.  It is possible for the septic bed 

expansions to encroach minimally into the recommended woodland buffer during the 

construction phase only, after which the disturbance areas will be restored to the existing 

manicured state.  As detailed engineering designs have not been completed to-date to inform 

an ultimate construction footprint, the potential for buffer encroachment during the construction 

phase cannot be confirmed to support this submission.  Note that both the north and south tile 

beds are already within the recommended woodland buffers in the existing condition, as shown 

on Map 5 as the ‘Existing Septic Bed’.  The existing septic beds are not expected to be 

disturbed during construction of the expanded beds.   

The proposed septic system expansion is not expected to impact the long-term integrity of 

adjacent natural features as the infrastructure is underground and inherently spatially and 

functionally disconnected from the natural features.  Notwithstanding, potential groundwater 
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impacts from the septic system to the small wetland features identified within the scope of this 

study are discussed in the following Section 7.4.2.   

Mitigations: 

 Construction footprints for the septic bed expansions are recommended to be 

located away from the adjacent treed natural features and their buffers to the 

extent possible/technically feasible. 

 Construction activities such as tree removal, vegetation stripping, and grading 

within the recommended woodland buffer limits for the septic bed expansions 

should occur outside of the MBCA breeding bird timing window (i.e. early April 

to end of August) to limit disturbance to nesting birds and local wildlife. 

 

7.4.2 Groundwater Quality and Quantity 

Effluent from the proposed north and south septic bed expansions have the potential to impact 

surface and groundwater functions of wetland features identified within the study area.  

Generally speaking, the wetland features identified within the study area were not determined to 

be significant from an ecological perspective according to municipal or provincial guidance 

documents, with the exception of the MAM2 feature east of the subject property that was 

determined to be fed by a large groundwater upwelling.  The wetland features are broadly 

characterized as low-lying habitats associated with tributaries to Grindstone Creek supporting 

hydrophytic vegetation and common wildlife and plant species.  All wetland features are treated 

as significant as occurrence is within the NEP (2017) policy area.  

Groundwater quality and quantity impacts from the proposed septic system effluent on wetland 

features within the study area were not assessed in the Hydrogeological Investigation (MTE 

2019a) or the Tertiary Treatment System Design (MTE 2019b).  MTE’s septic system expansion 

assessment was limited to impacts to the closest off-site PSW feature (i.e. Cootes Paradise 

PSW Complex, or ‘Long Pond’ per MTE) as per MECP pre-consultation guidance. 

MTE (2019a) predicts no adverse impacts to the downgradient Long Pond surface water 

feature, and surrounding environmental features, as a result of the proposed wastewater system 

and subsurface disposal bed expansions required as part of the proposed development.  

Recommended mitigation to be considered during the detailed design phase to maintain the 

form and function of wetland features identified within the study area are provided. 
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Mitigation: 

 Water quality and quantity (i.e. water balance) impacts to identified wetland 

features, if any, of proposed septic system design match or improve the 

existing conditions. 

 

7.4.3 Sediment and Erosion 

Sedimentation and erosion during site preparation and construction have the potential to impact 

adjacent natural features.  Detailed construction footprints including sediment and erosion 

control specifications are unavailable at the time of this EIS preparation. 

Mitigation: 

 A detailed Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) plan is recommended to be 

prepared during the detailed design phase and implemented prior to site 

preparation.  The ESC plan should require that disturbed areas be kept to a 

minimum and re-vegetated in a reasonable timeframe in order to minimize 

dust, and that maintenance of the installed protection measures occur 

throughout the duration of construction, to ensure function as originally 

intended. 

 

7.4.4 Wildlife and Plants 

Potential indirect impacts to wildlife may arise from noise and dust associated with construction 

activities and unnatural lighting resulting from the development.  Noise associated with 

construction is anticipated to be temporary; therefore, significant effects on wildlife from noise 

are not expected.   

Construction activities such as tree clearing and grubbing can potentially lead to large amounts 

of dust deposition that may induce changes in vegetation due to increased heat absorption and 

decreased transpiration, as well as creating visual impacts. 

Mitigations: 

 To suppress dust, areas of bare soil are recommended to be moistened with 

water during construction. 

 Topsoil stockpile locations, if any, should be in areas of lesser wind exposure 

and separated from natural features to the greatest extent possible.  Topsoil 
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stockpiles should be seeded with an appropriate cover crop such as Annual 

Ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) if stockpiling occurs for an extended period. 

 

During site preparation and construction activities involving a lot of noise wildlife may 

temporarily avoid the area.  Due to the urbanized nature of the subject property and immediate 

adjacency to several major highways, wildlife in the general area are likely well adapted to 

audible disturbances.  

7.4.5 Lighting Intrusion 

Light pollution can have an impact on wildlife predator-prey relationships in natural areas.  It 

reduces foraging times for some species (e.g., salamanders) and compromises cover, or the  

ability to remain hidden.  Outdoor lighting recommendations encourage better quality lighting, 

lighting which reduces glare, light trespass and energy waste.  The following recommendations 

are to be considered during the preparation of detailed plans in order to reduce the impact of 

light pollution into the adjacent natural areas: 

 Height of lighting unit: the height of lighting units is usually assessed on a site by 

site basis and may vary greatly.  The height should be compatible with the scale of 

on-site buildings and generally should not exceed 4.5 m in height, or not higher than 

the elevation of the nearest building, whichever is less. 

 Lighting unit type: it is recommended that only International Dark Sky (IDA) 

approved fixtures are used.  Fixtures should be full cutoff in design, with all light 

directed below the horizontal plane to avoid glare, reduce light pollution and minimize 

light trespass on adjacent properties  (Dark Sky Society 2009). 

 Installation location: it is recommended that lights be installed in a location and 

manner that ensures that light emitted by the unit is directed below the source and 

on the object intended for illumination.  Decorative lighting should be avoided. 

 Light colour: it is recommended that “warm” or filtered LEDs (CCT < 3,000 K; S/P 

ratio < 1.2) are used to minimize blue emission. 

 Lighting triggers: it is recommended that motion sensors and/or timers be 

considered to implement lighting activation to ensure lights are on a proper schedule. 

 During construction: it is recommende that the daily timing of construction activities 

are limited to day-light hours.  If night lighting is necessary, it should be directed 

away from any natural features.  This timing restriction should also apply to the use 

of generators or pumps insofar as possible. 
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Due to the steep slope into natural areas, and the significant setback from the building footprint, 

it is expected that adhering to these general guidelines will eliminate any potential negative 

impacts on the surrounding natural features. 

 Induced Impacts and Mitigations 

Induced impacts are described as those that are not directly related to the construction or 

operation of the facilities in question, but rather arise from the use of the natural areas as a 

result of the development.  The simplest and common examples are increased use of a natural 

area by property users, yard waste dumping, and unauthorized trail/pathway construction or 

other form of unauthorized use. 

Within the context of the proposed change in land use to a secondary school, induced impacts 

are limited to student/faculty intrusion and/or disturbance to the adjacent high-quality forested 

habitats which also pose a potential health and safety hazard due to the presence of extremely 

steep sloped ravines.   

Mitigations: 

 Restricted access to the sensitive habitats, including areas with steep slopes, 

is recommended.  While restricted entry cannot be guaranteed, entry is to be 

discouraged through a combination of signage and the development of 

internal policies for students/faculty.  Signage should be installed at regular 

intervals (i.e. every 20m) along the natural feature edges where top-of-bank 

hazard limits (Maps 4 and 5) have been staked, which is concurrent with the 

highest quality natural features.   

 Recommended that the faculty administration develop internal policies to 

inform and educate the students and staff of the natural features present, and 

their physical health and safety hazards.   

 

 Restoration and Enhancement 

Restoration and enhancement measures for buffer areas are not recommended based on the 

details of the development proposal described herein.  Outdoor amenity areas are 

recommended to be maintained in the existing manicured state to accommodate reasonable 

access by students and faculty.  Private trees will require compensation as outlined in the Tree 

Preservation Plan (NRSI 2021).  Locations for these trees may include limited areas within the 
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buffer, within the forested feature where degradation has been observed, or throughout the 

larger development footprint.  It is recommended that the location of compensation plantings 

consider the potential role that increased vegetation can have in discouraging foot traffic in 

natural areas.   

 Monitoring 

Natural feature monitoring is not recommended based on the details of the development 

proposal described herein.  The following supplemental monitoring components are 

recommended. 

Pre-construction: 

 Confirm ESC measures are installed correctly and functioning as intended. 

During construction: 

 Regular inspection and maintenance of ESC measures to ensure adequate functioning. 

Post-construction: 

 Comprehensive septic system monitoring program to ensure adequate functioning and 

performance of north and south septic bed expansions (MTE 2019a). 
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8.0 Summary 

NRSI was retained to complete this EIS in support of a proposed new gymnasium building, 

surface parking areas, and the expansion of existing septic disposal beds to accommodate the 

change in land use to a secondary school.  This EIS characterized the natural heritage features 

within the subject property and adjacent lands through a comprehensive background 

information review and field survey program.  Field survey data was assessed against 

applicable municipal and provincial policy and guidance documents for the determination of 

significant features and functions.  Several significant species and functions were identified 

within the scope of this study.  Buffer recommendations were provided for the protection of 

natural features during and post-construction.  The proposed development does not encroach 

into the adjacent natural features and is confined to the existing Convent facility and adjacent 

manicured areas.  Impacts relating to the proposal are, generally speaking, limited to landscape 

tree removals, potential for temporary construction intrusion into minimal outer portions of the 

recommended natural feature buffers, and potential unauthorized use of the adjacent natural 

features by students and/or faculty associated with the change in land use into a secondary 

school.  Mitigation measures are provided to reduce or eliminate the identified potential impacts.  

If the recommended mitigations are implemented, adverse impacts arising from the proposed 

development are not anticipated. 
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1.0 Introduction 

 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) was first retained in November 2018 by IBI 

Group on behalf of Columbia International College Canada to complete an 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the Sisters of St. Joseph’s Convent property.  An 

additional EIS was submitted in October 2019, and is to be resubmitted to address City 

comments provided in March, 2021.  The client intends to convert the Convent into a 

private secondary school that caters to Grade 12 only.  As tree removal will be 

necessary to complete the proposed development, a Tree Protection Plan (TPP) has 

also been submited as part of each submission.  This TPP addresses the proposal for a 

new gymnasium, additional parking area, and the expansion of the existing septic 

system.  The Plan has been updated to reflect additional SWM infrastructure not 

previously included.  The proposed development footprint is within manicured areas, 

consisting of mown lawn, hedgerow features, and isolated landscape trees.  The subject 

property is located at 574 Northcliffe Ave., City of Hamilton (Rural), Ontario, and is 

located in Ecoregion 7E (Map 1). 

The subject property is 19.5ha in size and is bounded by Northcliffe Ave. to the north, 

Highway 6 to the east, Highway 403 to the south, and natural features to the west; only a 

small portion of the property will be affected by the proposed development (Map 2).  The 

existing Convent facility is characterized by manicured lawns, landscape trees, buildings, 

parking areas, and common amenity areas.  Mature forests occur on-site and are 

contiguous off-property in the east and west portions of the subject property.  The 

forested area to the west is identified as a Core Area according to the Rural Hamilton 

Official Plan (2016) Natural Heritage System mapping; this feature is concurrent with the 

Escarpment Natural Area land use designation within the Niagara Escarpment Plan 

(NEP) (2017).   

This Tree Protection Plan (TPP) considers the City of Hamilton By-law No. 06-151 

(2006).  Within the By-law, a regulated tree is defined as  

“a plant of any species of woody perennial including its root system, 
which has reached or can reach a height of at least 4.5 metres at 

physiological maturity”.   
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This TPP has been developed in accordance with the City of Hamilton Tree Protection 

Guidelines – City Wide (herein referred to as ‘the City Guidelines’) (Appendix “A” to 

Report PD02229 (f) 2010).  These guidelines state that if an owner wishes to destroy or 

injure a regulated tree, then the owner shall submit the information required in Part 2 of 

the Appendix A, including a General Vegetation Inventory (GVI) and, at the request of 

the City, a TPP and Landscape Plan.  A GVI was not completed for the subject property, 

due to the understanding that a GVI would inevitably result in the requirement for a TPP.  

This method is supported by the City Guidelines. 

The tree inventory data and mapping has been compared to the layout of the proposed 

Concept Plan prepared by IBI Group (2021).  Map 2 shows the tree inventory data 

overlaying the proposed development plan. 

This report summarizes the following: 

• findings of the tree inventory, 

• assessment of overall health and potential for structural failure of inventoried 

trees, 

• assessment of rare, unusual and heritage trees (not present), 

• tree retention analysis based on details of the proposed development, 

• protection measures for trees to be retained and, 

• recommended mitigation and compensation measures.   

 

This TPP was scoped to address trees with the potential to be impacted by the proposed 

development at the time of application.  If the footprint areas change at the Detailed 

Design stage, this TPP may need to reevaluate tree retention, fencing, compensation, 

and mitigation. 
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2.0 Tree Inventory and Methodology 

 
A comprehensive inventory of trees ≥10cm in Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) within 

the vicinity of the proposed development was completed by NRSI Certified Arborists on 

June 7, 2019, with additional trees included on July 30, 2021.  Individual trees ≥10cm in 

DBH were tagged with a pre-numbered aluminum forestry tag and assessed by a 

Certified Arborist.  Some trees had pre-existing tags presumably from historical inventory 

work; in these cases, the original tag numbers were carried forward to this report.  Rare 

or unusual trees, heritage trees, and high-quality vegetation as defined in the Tree 

Protection Guidelines – City Wide were searched for and documented if present.  The 

locations of inventoried trees were surveyed by the Certified Arborist using a mapping 

grade SXBlue II GNSS GPS unit and are shown on Map 2.  A complete list of the trees 

that were assessed and their overall health and potential for structural failure is included 

in Appendix I.  Tree assessment criteria is outlined in Appendix II. 

The following information was recorded for each tree:  

• species, 

• DBH (cm), 

• number of stems, 

• crown radius (metres),  

• overall health (excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor, dead),  

• potential for structural failure (improbable, possible, probable, imminent),  

• tree location, and, 

• general comments (i.e. disease, aesthetic quality, development constraints, 

sensitivity to development, presence of cavities or features that may provide bat 

maternity colony habitat, etc.). 

 

The overall health of each tree was assessed based on the criteria outlined in Appendix 

II and was compared to the criteria outlined in the City Guidelines.  Both sets of criteria 

are very similar, with the exception that the criteria outlined Appendix II assesses health 

using 6 ratings (i.e. excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor, dead), whereas the City 

Guidelines (2010) assesses health using 4 ratings (i.e. good, fair, poor, dead), and are 

defined as follows: 
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• Good: dead branches less than 10%; signs of good compartmentalization on any 

wounds, no structural defects. 

• Fair: 10-30% dead branches, size or occurrence of wounds present some 

concerns, minor structural defects. 

• Poor: more than 30% dead branches, weak compartmentalization, early leaf 

drop, presence of insects or disease, major structural defects. 

• Dead: tree shows no signs of life 

 

As such, any trees assessed as being in excellent or very poor health based on 

Appendix II can be considered to be in good or poor health, respectively, according to 

the City Guidelines.  Criteria for the assessment of potential for structural failure is also 

outlined in Appendix II. 

Trees beyond the development footprint with the potential to be impacted were also 

included in the inventory.  Dead or declining trees with brittle branches can fail at a radial 

distance of 1.5 times the tree height compared to those with live, flexible branches 

(generally, a radius equal to tree height) (Dunster et al. 2013).  As a conservative 

measure, a potential impact area of 1.5 times the height of the tree was used when 

determining whether to include declining trees within the inventory. 

The assessments have been made using accepted arboricultural techniques.  These 

include a visual examination of each tree for structural defects, scars, external 

indications of decay such as fungal fruiting bodies, evidence of insect infestation, the 

condition of any visible root structures, the degree and direction of lean (if any), the 

general condition of the tree(s) and the surrounding site, and the current or planned 

proximity of property and people.  None of the trees examined on the property were 

dissected, cored, probed, or climbed and detailed root crown examinations involving 

excavation were not undertaken.  The conditions for this assessment, including, but not 

limited to, restrictions, professional responsibility, and third-party liability can be found in 

Appendix III. 

2.1 Bat Habitat Assessment Methodology 

In total, 3 bat species known from the area are listed as Endangered provincially and are 

afforded general habitat protection under the Endangered Species Act, 2007.  Species 
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at Risk (SAR) bat species include Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifungus), Northern 

Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), and Tri-coloured Bat (Perimyotis subflavus). 

Little Brown Myotis and Northern Myotis are known to roost in tree cavities, hollows, or 

under loose bark, as well as within buildings (OMNR 2000, MNRF 2017).  As part of the 

tree assessment, NRSI’s Certified Arborists, who are trained and experienced in the 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) bat habitat assessment protocol, 

visually scanned all trees ≥10cm in DBH for the presence of cavities that may provide 

bat maternity colony habitat.  Although the MNRF’s guidance document Bats and Bat 

Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects, July 2011 (OMNR 2011) specifies trees 

≥25cm in DBH, all trees ≥10cm in DBH were scanned for cavities as a means of 

thoroughly searching for any potential habitat for bats.  Information recorded for cavity 

trees included tree species, DBH, decay class according to Watt and Caceres (1999), 

and number of potentially suitable cavities.  Other criteria were also considered, 

including the use of cavities by other wildlife, the potential for cavities to be used by 

predators, supporting/surrounding habitat, and other characteristics which may 

contribute to the habitat requirements of this species, such as temperature regulation 

(MNRF 2017).  Tri-coloured Bat typically roosts in clusters of dead or dying leaves 

formed in oak and maple trees (MNRF 2017).  Therefore, all oaks and maples ≥10cm in 

DBH were also visually scanned for the presence of suitable bat habitat.    
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3.0 Summary of Tree Inventory 

 
In total, an additional 13 trees were inventoried for this submission, totaling 126 trees, 

and comprising 22 species.  Of the trees inventoried and assessed, 102 (81%) are 

native species and 24 (19%) are non-native.  A complete list of trees inventoried is 

provided in Appendix I and tree locations within the subject property are shown on Map 

2. 

Table 1 provides a list of tree species inventoried within the subject property, whether 

they are native or non-native and their overall health. 
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Table 1.  Summary of Inventoried Trees 

Common Name Scientific Name Excellent Good Fair Poor 

Very 

Poor Dead Total 

Native Species 

American Basswood Tilia americana   1         1 

Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis     36 2     38 

Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus 4 6         10 

Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii 1 3         4 

Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana   2 1 1     4 

Red Oak Quercus rubra   1 1 1   3 6 

Red Pine Pinus resinosa     1       1 

Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata var. ovata 1      1 

Silver Maple Acer saccharinum   1 4 4 3   12 

Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 
saccharum 

1 1 1   1 1 5 

Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera     2       2 

White Ash Fraxinus americana           1 1 

White Birch Betula papyrifera   1 1       2 

White Oak Quercus alba   3 2       5 

White Spruce Picea glauca 6 2 2       10 

Total   13 21 51 8 4 5 102 

Non-Native Species                 

Austrian Pine Pinus nigra     14 2     16 

Colorado Spruce Picea pungens 1           1 

London Plane-Tree Platanus X acerifolia     1       1 

Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa   1         1 

Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata     3       3 

Thornless Honey 
Locust 

Gleditsia triacanthos var. 
inermis 

    1       1 

White Mulberry Morus alba     1       1 

Total   1 1 20 2     24 

Overall Total   14 22 71 10 4 5 126 
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Table 2 provides a summary of the overall health of trees inventoried within the subject 

property, along with their potential for structural failure.  A majority of the trees 

inventoried are in fair condition with an improbable potential for structural failure.   

Table 2.  Overall Health of Trees Inventoried 

Potential for 
Structural 
Failure 
Rating 

Overall Condition 

Total Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor Dead 

Improbable 14 22 68 5 2 0 111 

Possible 0 0 3 5 2 0 10 

Probable 0 0 0 0 0 5 5 

Imminent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 14 22 71 10 4 5 126 

 

3.1 Bat Habitat Assessment Summary 

No evidence of potential SAR bat habitat in the form of cavities or dead leaf clusters was 

documented in any of the inventoried trees.   
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4.0 Tree Removal and Retention Analysis 

 
Tree removal and retention was based on two considerations: 

1. Trees that require removal based on the extent of proposed site construction 
and associated grading within their root zones.  This was determined by 
comparing the location of the trees to the location of the proposed 
development footprint as shown on Map 2; or   

2. Trees identified as having a probable or imminent potential for structural 
failure or poor or very poor health, or identified as dead.  The removal of 
these trees may be recommended for safety, especially if they are located 
within striking distance of a component of the proposed development. 

 

Currently, the proposed development footprint encroaches into the dripline and root zone 

of a large, 126cm DBH White Oak (Quercus alba).  Modifications will be made at the 

Detailed Design stage to further protect this tree. 

Of the 126 trees inventoried, 56 are anticipated to be removed based on the extent of 

the proposed development footprint.  This includes trees situated along the grading limit 

or in close proximity that may incur root damage as a result of grading.  Most of these 

trees are in fair condition with an improbable potential for structural failure, and range in 

size from 11cm DBH to 119cm DBH.  The majority of these are Eastern White Cedar 

(Thuja occidentalis), with White Spruce (Picea glauca) and Eastern White Pine (Pinus 

strobus).  Recommendations for each tree can be found in Appendix I and Map 2. 
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5.0 Tree Compensation Plan 

 
The City of Hamilton Tree Protection Guidelines – City Wide (2010) states that: 

“to ensure existing tree cover is maintained, the City requires 1 for 1 
compensation for any trees to be removed.  If it is not possible to 

replant trees on site (i.e. no space), Cash-in-lieu will be provided to the 
City to plant trees elsewhere.  Where compensation planting is 

required, credit will be given for street trees planted, as required under 
a Subdivision Agreement”.   

 

Dead trees were also inventoried; one dead tree is being recommended for removal.  In 

accordance with guidance received from City of Hamilton Natural Heritage Planning 

staff, compensation is not required for dead trees (Email correspondence from A. Cicchi 

to B. Khes on October 12, 2018).   

Table 3 provides a summary of the trees inventoried throughout the subject property, 

total number proposed for removal and the proposed compensation plan.  A complete 

list of inventoried trees, including a determination of whether trees require compensation, 

is provided in Appendix I.   

Table 3.  Summary of Trees to be Removed and Recommended Compensation Plan 

Tree Inventory Total 

Total number of trees inventoried 126 

Total number of trees to be removed  56 

Tree Compensation 

Trees that are dead  1 

Trees in excellent to poor health to be removed 55 

1:1 Compensation for all native/non-native trees to be removed 55 

 

Compensation plantings may be provided throughout the landscaped areas within the 

subject property, or along the edges of the Significant Woodland.  This will be explored 

at the Detailed Design Stage.  
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6.0 Tree Protection Measures and Recommended Mitigation 

6.1 Prior to Construction 

Vegetation clearing required as part of grading activities has the potential to directly 

impact bird breeding activity through damage and destruction of nests, eggs and young, 

or avoidance of the area by breeding adults.  Vegetation clearing is therefore 

recommended to occur outside the bird nesting season (April 1 to August 31) to limit 

disturbances to nesting activities of birds, and to avoid destruction of active nests.  The 

destruction of migratory birds and their nests is prohibited under the federal Migratory 

Birds Convention Act, 1994.  If vegetation clearing cannot be avoided during the bird 

nesting season, a qualified avian biologist must be retained to carry out a nest search 

within 48h of clearing activities within “simple” (i.e., non-forested) habitats.   

Temporary tree protection fencing (TPF) will be situated where trees are adjacent to the 

limit of disturbance/grading as shown on Map 2.  A combined sediment and erosion 

control fence (i.e. silt fence) and TPF is recommended where trees are situated adjacent 

to the limit of disturbance.  This TPF is to take the form of 1200mm high heavy-duty 

paige-wire fencing, at a minimum 1 meter from the dripline, where feasible (City of 

Hamilton 2010). 

The TPF will be installed and maintained by the Client and/or their agents.  Prior to any 

construction activities (rough grading, vegetation and tree removal), TPF will be installed 

at the limit of the associated buffer of trees to be retained in order to protect the root 

systems, where feasible.  Prior to works commencing on-site, fence installation and 

location is to be inspected by a Certified Arborist and/or the on-site Environmental 

Inspector.  Signage indicating the purpose of protection fencing will be installed every 

100m or less in a manner so as to be visible from all angles.  Recommended fencing 

locations are shown on Map 2. 

This TPP is to be reviewed and approved by the City of Hamilton.  Upon approval of the 

TPP, and prior to any on-site works (i.e. rough grading, tree removal), a qualified tree 

management professional (ie. Certified Arborist, Registered Professional Forester or 

Landscape Architect) is to submit written verification to City of Hamilton Natural Heritage 

Planning staff confirming that all of the recommended tree protection measures have 

been installed in accordance with the TPP in the form of a Verification of Tree Protection 
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Letter.  Prior to this final authorization, a site inspection will be performed to determine 

any deficiencies that may exist and recommend corrective measures to be followed. 

A security deposit to the City in the form of cash or acceptable letter of credit is required 

before this TPP will be accepted.  The amount of this deposit will be determined through 

consultation with City staff.  Once the consultant certifies that the TPP measures have 

been implemented appropriately, 75% of the deposit will be released, following the 

submission of the Post-Grading Tree Maintenance Report (City of Hamilton 2010).  The 

remaining 25% of the security deposit will be held for a 2-year maintenance period to 

ensure the survival of remaining trees.  If trees to be retained do not survive this 2-year 

period, a portion of this deposit may not be refunded. 

6.2 During Construction 

Temporary TPF is to be maintained by the Client and/or their agents during the entire 

construction period to ensure that trees being retained and their root systems are 

protected.  All workers should be informed of all tree protection requirements outlined in 

this report.  Any minimal damage (i.e. damage to limbs or roots) to trees to be retained 

during construction must be pruned using proper arboricultural techniques.  Should any 

of the trees intended to be retained be seriously damaged or die as a result of 

construction activities, the Client will remove and replace the tree at their own expense 

at a 1:1 ratio.  Watering and pruning of newly planted trees will be carried out by the 

Client and/or their agents as required during the warranty period (approximately 2 

years).  After grading has been completed, the City requires that a Post-Grading Tree 

Maintenance Report be submitted to the Director of Planning outlining the following (City 

of Hamilton 2010): 

• Assessment of damage or removal of trees to be retained, 

• a dollar value for damaged trees and a corresponding compensation plan, and 

• preservation recommendations such as crown and root fertilization, watering and 

pruning to improve the health of remaining trees. 

6.3 Post-Construction 

It is recommended that the temporary TPF be removed upon completion of construction 

activities and adjacent areas are stabilized with a vegetative cover (i.e. sod or native 
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vegetation as required) to the satisfaction of the Environmental Inspector or qualified 

biologist.   

6.4 Mitigation 

The recommendations provided below are aimed at protecting retained trees and 

associated natural features.  Species used for replacement/enhancement plantings 

should be native to the City of Hamilton and not include any species that are listed as 

introduced, or locally, provincially or federally significant.  The use of hardy species will 

ensure successful early establishment and minimize the potential for invasive species 

proliferation.  A Landscape Plan should be prepared at the Detailed Design stage and 

submitted to the Director of Planning for City staff review and approval.  This will include 

proposed plantings, maintenance methods, and landscape features, as explained in the 

City of Hamilton Tree Protection Guidelines (2010). 

At the detailed design stage, it is recommended that the following criteria be followed 

during the development of proposed planting plans: 

• plantings should contain only species mentioned in Appendix 4 of the City of 

Hamilton Tree Protection Guidelines (2010), and should not contain any of the 

invasive species listed in Appendix 5 of the same document, 

• use drought-resistant plant material to conserve water and reduce long-term 

maintenance, 

• any transplanted stock should be restricted to specimens under 20 mm caliper, 

• the minimum size for deciduous planting stock is 40 mm caliper, 

• the minimum height for coniferous planting stock is 1.5 metres, 

• include a mix of tree species (including diversity of genus and species), 

• tree species to be situated in close proximity to roads should be salt tolerant, 

• omit ash (Fraxinus spp.) species due to the risk of the Emerald Ash Borer 

(Agrilus planipennis), 

• avoid ‘messy trees’, such as fruiting trees or poplars (Populus spp.) where 

plantings occur in close proximity to driveways and roadways, 

• all plant material is to conform to the latest edition of the Canadian Nursery 

Trades Association Specifications and Standards, 

• plantings installed as per specifications outlined in planting plans to be prepared 

by a qualified professional, 
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• spacing of plant material should account for the ultimate size and form of the 

selected species and also the purpose of the planting, whether it be for 

screening, shade, naturalizing, rehabilitation, etc., 

• special attention to location and height of trees in proximity to utilities, and, 

• ensure that there is sufficient soil volume for all plantings. 
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  Migratory Birds Convention Act 
1. The destruction of migratory birds and their nests is prohibited under the federal Migratory Birds 
Convention Act, 1994. 
2. Vegetation clearing has the potential to directly impact bird breeding activity through damage and 
destruction of nests, eggs and young, or avoidance of the area by breeding adults. 
3. Vegetation clearing is recommended to occur outside the bird nesting season (April 1 – August 
31) so as to limit disturbances to nesting activities of birds within the proposed work zone. 
4. Specific to non-woodland areas, if vegetation clearing cannot be avoided during the bird nesting 
season, a qualified biologist will be retained to carry out a nest search ahead of clearing activities 
within the work zone. 
5. Nest areas will be identified in the field. There shall be no construction activity in identified 
nesting areas until sign-off is obtained from the biologist. 
6. Areas identified as having no bird nesting activity can be cleared; however, clearing must occur 
within 48 hours of nest searching. If vegetation clearing is not performed within 48 hours, additional 
nest searches must be conducted. 

Species at Risk (SAR) Bat Habitat 
1. The destruction of SAR bats and their habitat is prohibited under the Species At Risk Act, 2007. 
2. Vegetation clearing has the potential to directly impact bat roosting habitat. 
3. Tree removal should occur outside of the active roosting season (April 1 to October 31) to avoid 
destruction of potential bat habitat, and therefore contravention of the Species At Risk Act. 

Tree 
Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-
native DBH (cm)

Stem 
Count

Crown 
Radius (m)

Potential for 
Structural 

Failure Rating
Overall 

Condition
Proposed 

Action Comments
970 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 36.0 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback.
971 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 47.7 1 5.0 Possible Poor Retain Curling branches; dieback.
972 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 37.5 1 5.0 Possible Fair Retain Asymmetrical crown north; minor dieback.
973 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 51.4 1 6.0 Possible Fair Retain Dead branches; dieback.
974 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 53.5 1 6.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; curled branches.
975 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 49.3 1 5.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; light pruning.
976 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 41.5 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches.
977 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 39.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
978 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 43.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
979 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 41.3 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
980 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 37.3 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
981 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 47.4 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
982 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 40.2 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
983 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 31.8 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
984 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 36.1 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
985 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 38.3 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback.
986 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-Native 19.0 1 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No apparent problems.
987 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 14.0 1 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain Vines in crown.
988 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 30+14 2 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Minor dieback; codominant leaders.
989 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 35.2+35.9 1 6.0 Improbable Good Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; connected scaffolding; 

minor dieback.
990 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 13.3 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Dieback; asymmetrical crown south.
991 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 17.9 1 5.0 Possible Poor Retain Leaning south; major dieback.
992 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 46.8 1 6.0 Improbable Fair Retain Minor dead branches; minor dieback.
993 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 15.5 1 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Dead branch.
994 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 23.2 1 3.5 Improbable Good Retain Leaning southwest.
995 White Oak Quercus alba Native 47.6+39.7 2 7.0 Improbable Good Retain Minor dieback; minor dead branches; insect damage to 

leaves.
996 American Basswood Tilia americana Native 34.5+41+25.2+42 1 5.0 Improbable Good Retain Codominant leaders; included bark.
997 White Oak Quercus alba Native 13.4+13.4 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain Leaning outward; codominant leaders; epicormic growth.
998 White Ash Fraxinus americana Native 18.8 1 5.0 Probable Dead Retain Leaning outward.
999 White Oak Quercus alba Native 62.5 1 8.0 Improbable Fair Retain Minor dead branches.
1000 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 44.7 1 6.0 Probable Dead Retain Large dead tree.

A Thornless Honey Locust Gleditsia triacanthos 
var. inermis

Non-Native 45.0 1 6.5 Improbable Fair Remove Next to shed; minor dieback; codominant leaders.

B White Birch Betula papyrifera Native 14.0 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Topped with 2 reacted leaders.
C London Plane-Tree Platanus X acerifolia Non-Native 50.0 1 7.0 Improbable Fair Remove Large open crown; healthy crown; minor dieback.
D Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 42.8 1 7.0 Improbable Fair Retain Minor twig dieback.
E Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 43.2 1 7.0 Improbable Fair Rettain Minor twig dieback.
F Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 0.5 1 9.0 Improbable Poor Remove Some recent pruning.
G Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 33.9 1 8.0 Possible Very Poor Remove Crown dead.
H Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 53.8 1 9.0 Improbable Poor Remove Branch and twig dieback.
I Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 54.0 1 6.0 Improbable Poor Remove Branch and twig dieback.
J Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 47.5 1 8.0 Improbable Poor Remove Branch and twig dieback.
K Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 55.3 1 7.0 Possible Very Poor Remove Decay from lowest branch union to base.
L Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 57.4 1 9.0 Improbable Fair Retain Branch and twig dieback.
M Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata var. ovata Native 62.4 1 7.0 Improbable Excellent Retain Keep this tree.

Tree 
Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-
native DBH (cm)

Stem 
Count

Crown 
Radius (m)

Potential for 
Structural 

Failure Rating
Overall 

Condition
Proposed 

Action Comments
698 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 32.3 2 5.0 Improbable Good Retain
778 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 34.9 1 6.0 Probable Dead Retain Large dead tree.
779 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 35+35 1 6.0 Probable Dead Retain Large dead codominant tree.
780 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 37.0 1 5.0 Possible Poor Retain Major lean north with no reaction wood; dead top; next to 

base of 779
781 White Mulberry Morus alba Non-Native 12.3+11 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; dieback; asymmetrical crown west.
803 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 36.8 1 5.5 Improbable Fair Retain Some branch and twig dieback.
807 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
Native 21.7 1 3.5 Improbable Very Poor Retain Extensive crown dieback.

809 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 30.2 1 7.0 Improbable Very Poor Remove Branch and twig dieback.
854 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 54.7 1 5.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
863 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 41.3 1 6.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No apparent problems.
864 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 35.4 1 4.0 Improbable Good Remove Light pruning.
865 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 53.0 1 6.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No apparent problems.
866 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 39.3 1 4.5 Improbable Fair Retain Light pruning; dead lower branches.
901 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 27.7 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Exposed roots; codominant leaders; healthy crown.
902 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 29.9 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Exposed roots; water sprouts; minor dieback.
903 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 29.1 1 3.5 Improbable Fair Remove Potential root gurdling; heartwood rot; minor epicormic 

growth.
904 Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera Native 16.1 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Minor dieback; seam on stem.
905 Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera Native 23.1 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Exposed roots; minor dieback.
906 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 11.0 1 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
907 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 11.0 1 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
908 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 11.0 1 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
909 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 11.0 1 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
910 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 11.0 1 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
911 White Oak Quercus alba Native 126.8 1 8.0 Improbable Good Retain Dead epicormic growth; minor dieback; large open growth; 

healthy large branches.
912 White Oak Quercus alba Native 62.2 1 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Dieback of smaller branches; minor epicormic growth.
913 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 11.6+10.8+15.1+18.2+14 5 2.5 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; damage to 1 stem.
914 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 21.2+12.9+14+14.3 4 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.
915 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 23+21+12.1+17.1 4 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.
916 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 13.8+23.5 4 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.
917 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 24.6+20.7+15.3 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.
918 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 21.4+18.3 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.
919 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 16.3+10.2 1 3.0 Possible Poor Remove Broken main stem; codominant leaders; included bark.
920 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
Native 50.5 1 4.5 Possible Fair Remove Major dieback; large dead branches.

921 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 
saccharum

Native 32.4 1 2.5 Probable Dead Remove Most of bark is gone.

922 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 119.7 1 9.0 Improbable Good Remove Codominant leaders; minor dieback; included bark; large 
open crown.

923 White Birch Betula papyrifera Native 16.7+22.7+22 1 5.0 Improbable Good Remove Codominant leaders; small dead branches.
924 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 17.2+14.3 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning.
925 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 14.4+14.2 2 2.5 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.
926 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 21.5+19+13 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.
927 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 22.5 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Light pruning.
928 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 21.9+21.6 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning, broken 

leader.
929 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 14.8+12.4+23.4 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
930 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 12.5+12.5 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
931 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 23.3+13.9 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
932 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 30.9 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
933 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 30.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Light pruning.
934 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 11.8 1 2.0 Possible Poor Remove Suppressed; major dieback.
935 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 12.8+13.7+10.8+13+18.1 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.
936 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 26.7 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Light pruning.
937 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 17.7+15.4+27.4+20.9+20.6 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
939 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 20.6+21.7 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
940 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 17.4+19.3 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
941 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 19.9+19.2 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
942 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 20.5+15.6+20.7 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
943 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 25.8+16.5 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
944 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 19.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
945 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 14.3+16.6+15.1 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.
946 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 26.4+17.3+27.5 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem, crack 

in bark.
947 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 17.8 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Light pruning.
948 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 28.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Light pruning.
949 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 13.3+17.4+16.3+20 4 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
950 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 14.7+11.8+17.1 3 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
951 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 19.5 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
952 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 25.2 1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
953 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 11+11.1+12.4+11 4 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
954 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 14.5+12.5 2 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
955 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum
Native 35.5 1 5.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No apparent problems.

956 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 
saccharum

Native 33.0 1 5.0 Improbable Good Retain Minor dead branches.

957 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 43.8 1 6.0 Improbable Good Retain Light pruning; broken branch.
958 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 57.2 1 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Dead branches.
959 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 34.2 1 1.0 Improbable Good Remove Dead branches remain.
960 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 45.4 1 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Dead branches; light pruning.
961 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 74.9 1 5.0 Improbable Good Remove Codominant leaders; light pruning.
962 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 57.4 1 5.0 Improbable Excellent Remove No apparent problems.
963 Red Pine Pinus resinosa Native 27.0 1 4.0 Improbable Fair Remove Dieback; light pruning; sparse crown.
964 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 22.1 1 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Codominant leaders; healthy crown.
965 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 32.8 1 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Codominant leaders; minor dead branches.
966 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 16.2 1 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Codominant leaders; minor dead branches.
967 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-Native 40.9 1 3.0 Improbable Good Retain Minor dieback.
968 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 24.5 1 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No apparent problems.
969 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 45.8 1 5.0 Improbable Poor Retain Asymmetrical crown south; dieback.
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Sisters of St. Joseph's Convent Tree Protection Plan
Tree Inventory Data

Tree Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-

native

Stem 

Count DBH (cm)

Crown Radius 

(m)

Potential for 

Structural 

Failure Rating

Overall 

Condition
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Action
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Required Comments
A Thornless Honey Locust Gleditsia triacanthos var. 

inermis

Non-Native 1 45 6.5 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Next to shed; minor dieback; codominant leaders.

B White Birch Betula papyrifera Native 1 14 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Topped with 2 reacted leaders.
C London Plane-Tree Platanus X acerifolia Non-Native 1 50 7.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Large open crown; healthy crown; minor dieback.
D Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 43 7.0 Improbable Fair Retain Minor twig dieback.
E Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 43 7.0 Improbable Fair Retain Minor twig dieback.
F Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 1 9.0 Improbable Poor Remove No Some recent pruning.
G Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 34 8.0 Possible Very Poor Remove No Crown dead.
H Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 54 9.0 Improbable Poor Remove No Branch and twig dieback.
I Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 54 6.0 Improbable Poor Remove No Branch and twig dieback.
J Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 48 8.0 Improbable Poor Remove No Branch and twig dieback.
K Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 55 7.0 Possible Very Poor Remove No Decay from lowest branch union to base.
L Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 57 9.0 Improbable Fair Retain Branch and twig dieback.
M Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata var. ovata Native 1 62 7.0 Improbable Excellent Retain Keep this tree.

698 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 2 32 5.0 Improbable Good Retain No
778 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 35 6.0 Probable Dead Retain No Large dead tree.
779 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 35+35 6.0 Probable Dead Retain No Large dead codominant tree.
780 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 37 5.0 Possible Poor Retain No Major lean north with no reaction wood; dead top; next to 

base of 779
781 White Mulberry Morus alba Non-Native 1 12.3+11 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; dieback; asymmetrical crown west.

803 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 36.8 5.5 Improbable Fair Retain Some branch and twig dieback.
807 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum

Native 1 21.7 3.5 Improbable Very Poor Retain Extensive crown dieback.

809 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 30.2 7.0 Improbable Very Poor Remove No Branch and twig dieback.
854 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 55 5.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
863 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 41 6.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No No apparent problems.
864 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 35 4.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Light pruning.
865 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 53 6.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No No apparent problems.
866 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 39 4.5 Improbable Fair Retain No Light pruning; dead lower branches.
901 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 1 28 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Exposed roots; codominant leaders; healthy crown.
902 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 1 30 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Exposed roots; water sprouts; minor dieback.
903 Small Leaf Linden Tilia cordata Non-Native 1 29 3.5 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Potential root gurdling; heartwood rot; minor epicormic 

growth.
904 Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera Native 1 16 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Minor dieback; seam on stem.
905 Tulip Tree Liriodendron tulipifera Native 1 23 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Exposed roots; minor dieback.
906 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
907 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
908 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
909 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
910 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11 2.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
911 White Oak Quercus alba Native 1 127 8.0 Improbable Good Retain No Dead epicormic growth; minor dieback; large open 

growth; healthy large branches.
912 White Oak Quercus alba Native 1 62 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Dieback of smaller branches; minor epicormic growth.
913 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 5 11.6+10.8+15.1+

18.2+14
2.5 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; damage to 1 stem.

914 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 4 21.2+12.9+14+1
4.3

3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.

915 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 4 23+21+12.1+17.
1

3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.

916 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 4 13.8+23.5 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.

917 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 24.6+20.7+15.3 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.

918 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 21.4+18.3 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark at base.

919 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 16.3+10.2 3.0 Possible Poor Remove Yes Broken main stem; codominant leaders; included bark.
920 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum

Native 1 51 4.5 Possible Fair Remove Yes Major dieback; large dead branches.

921 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum

Native 1 32 2.5 Probable Dead Remove No Most of bark is gone.

922 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 120 9.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Codominant leaders; minor dieback; included bark; large 
open crown.
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923 White Birch Betula papyrifera Native 1 16.7+22.7+22 5.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Codominant leaders; small dead branches.
924 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 17.2+14.3 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning.
925 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 14.4+14.2 2.5 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.
926 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 21.5+19+13 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.
927 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 23 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Light pruning.
928 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 21.9+21.6 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning, broken 

leader.
929 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 14.8+12.4+23.4 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
930 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 12.5+12.5 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
931 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 23.3+13.9 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
932 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 31 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; light pruning.
933 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 30 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Light pruning.
934 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 12 2.0 Possible Poor Remove Yes Suppressed; major dieback.
935 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 12.8+13.7+10.8+

13+18.1
3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning; included bark.

936 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 27 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Light pruning.
937 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 17.7+15.4+27.4+

20.9+20.6
3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

938 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 34 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem, 
broken branch.

939 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 20.6+21.7 3.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

940 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 17.4+19.3 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

941 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 19.9+19.2 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

942 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 20.5+15.6+20.7 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

943 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 25.8+16.5 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

944 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 19 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

945 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 14.3+16.6+15.1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem.

946 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 26.4+17.3+27.5 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; damage to 1 stem, 
crack in bark.

947 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 18 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Light pruning.
948 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 28 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Light pruning.
949 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 4 13.3+17.4+16.3+

20
3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.

950 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 3 14.7+11.8+17.1 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
951 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 20 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
952 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 25 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
953 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 4 11+11.1+12.4+1

1
3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.

954 Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 2 14.5+12.5 3.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark light pruning.
955 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum

Native 1 36 5.0 Improbable Excellent Retain Yes No apparent problems.

956 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum ssp. 

saccharum

Native 1 33 5.0 Improbable Good Retain Yes Minor dead branches.

957 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 44 6.0 Improbable Good Retain No Light pruning; broken branch.
958 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 57 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Dead branches.
959 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 34 1.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Dead branches remain.
960 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 45 6.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Dead branches; light pruning.
961 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 75 5.0 Improbable Good Remove Yes Codominant leaders; light pruning.
962 Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 57 5.0 Improbable Excellent Remove Yes No apparent problems.
963 Red Pine Pinus resinosa Native 1 27 4.0 Improbable Fair Remove Yes Dieback; light pruning; sparse crown.
964 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 1 22 3.0 Improbable Good Retain No Codominant leaders; healthy crown.
965 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 1 33 3.0 Improbable Good Retain No Codominant leaders; minor dead branches.
966 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 1 16 3.0 Improbable Good Retain No Codominant leaders; minor dead branches.
967 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-Native 1 41 3.0 Improbable Good Retain No Minor dieback.
968 Freeman's Maple Acer X freemanii Native 1 25 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No No apparent problems.
969 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 46 5.0 Improbable Poor Retain No Asymmetrical crown south; dieback.
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Tree Number Common Name Scientific Name

Native/ Non-

native

Stem 

Count DBH (cm)

Crown Radius 

(m)

Potential for 

Structural 

Failure Rating

Overall 

Condition

Proposed 

Action

Compensation 

Required Comments
970 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 36 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback.
971 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 48 5.0 Possible Poor Retain No Curling branches; dieback.
972 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 38 5.0 Possible Fair Retain No Asymmetrical crown north; minor dieback.
973 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 51 6.0 Possible Fair Retain No Dead branches; dieback.
974 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 54 6.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; curled branches.
975 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 49 5.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; light pruning.
976 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 42 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches.
977 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 39 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
978 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 43 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
979 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 41 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
980 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 37 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
981 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 47 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
982 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 40 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
983 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 32 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
984 Austrian Pine Pinus nigra Non-Native 1 36 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; dead branches; light pruning.
985 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 38 4.0 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback.
986 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-Native 1 19 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No No apparent problems.
987 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 14 3.0 Improbable Excellent Retain No Vines in crown.
988 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 2 30+14 Improbable Good Retain No Minor dieback; codominant leaders.
989 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 35.2+35.9 Improbable Good Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark; connected 

scaffolding; minor dieback.
990 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 1 13 Improbable Fair Retain No Dieback; asymmetrical crown south.
991 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 1 18 Possible Poor Retain No Leaning south; major dieback.
992 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 47 Improbable Fair Retain No Minor dead branches; minor dieback.
993 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 1 16 Improbable Good Retain No Dead branch.
994 Hop Hornbeam Ostrya virginiana Native 1 23 Improbable Good Retain No Leaning southwest.
995 White Oak Quercus alba Native 2 47.6+39.7 Improbable Good Retain No Minor dieback; minor dead branches; insect damage to 

leaves.
996 American Basswood Tilia americana Native 1 34.5+41+25.2+4

2
Improbable Good Retain No Codominant leaders; included bark.

997 White Oak Quercus alba Native 1 13.4+13.4 Improbable Fair Retain No Leaning outward; codominant leaders; epicormic growth.

998 White Ash Fraxinus americana Native 1 19 Probable Dead Retain No Leaning outward.
999 White Oak Quercus alba Native 1 63 Improbable Fair Retain No Minor dead branches.
1000 Red Oak Quercus rubra Native 1 45 Probable Dead Retain No Large dead tree.
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Criteria for Assessing Tree Health  

Assessment 
Criteria Definition1   

Excellent Represents a tree in near perfect form, health, and vigor.  This tree would exhibit no deadwood, 
no decline, and no visible defects. 

Good Represents a tree ranging from a generally healthy tree to a near perfect tree in terms of 
health, vigor and structure.  This tree exhibits a complete, balanced crown structure with little to 
no deadwood and minimal defects as well as a properly formed root flare.   

Fair Represents a tree with minor health, balance or structural issues with minimal to moderate 
deadwood.  Branching structure shows signs of included bark or minor rot within the branch 
connections or trunk wood.  The root flare shows minimal signs of mechanical injury, decay, 
poor callusing, or girdling roots.  Trees in the category require minor remedial actions to 
improve the vigor and structure of the tree. 

Poor Represents a tree that exhibits a poor vigor, reduced crown size (<30% of crown typical of 
species caused by overcrowding or decline), extreme crown unbalance, or extensive rot in the 
branching and trunk wood.  Fungus could be seen from these rotting areas, suggesting further 
decay.  These trees have extensive crown die back with a large amount of deadwood, and 
possibly dead sections.  These weakened areas can lead to a potential failure of tree sections.  
Rooting zones show signs of extensive root decay or damage (fruiting bodies or mechanical 
damage) or girdling roots.  Trees in this category require more extensive actions to prevent 
failure.  A tree identified as poor would be a candidate for removal in the near future.   

Very Poor Represents a tree that exhibits major health and structural defects.  Quite often the defects or 
diseases affecting this tree will be fatal.  Large quantities of fungus, large dead sections with 
possible cavities and bark falling off all are signs that a tree is in a major state of decline and 
would be identified as very poor.  These trees have a probable or imminent potential for 
structural failure.  These trees should be identified for removal. 

Dead Represents a tree that exhibits no sign of new growth, including buds, foliage, or shoot growth.  
These trees have a probable or imminent potential for structural failure.  These trees should be 
identified for removal. 

1Dunster 2009 

 

Criteria for Assessing Tree Potential for Structural Failure  

Assessment 
Criteria* Definition1 

Improbable The tree or branch is not likely to fail during normal weather conditions and may not fail in many 
severe weather conditions within the specified time frame. 

Possible Failure could occur, but it is unlikely during normal weather conditions within the specified time 
frame. 

Probable Failure may be expected under normal weather conditions within the specified time frame. 

Imminent Failure has started or is most likely to occur in the near future, even if there is no significant 
wind or increased load.  This is a rare occurrence for an assessor to encounter, and it may 
require immediate action to protect people from harm. 

*A time frame of 3 years was used when conducting the assessment of Potential for Structural Failure 
1Dunster2013  
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Conditions of Tree Assessment 
 

 
Limitations 

This tree inventory and assessment is based on the circumstances and observations as 

they existed at the time of the site inspection of the Client’s Property at 574 Northcliffe 

Ave., City of Hamilton (Rural), Ontario (the “Property”) and the trees situated thereon by 

NRSI, and upon information provided by the Client to NRSI.  The opinions in this 

assessment are given based on observations made and using generally accepted 

professional judgment, however, because trees are living organisms and subject to 

change, damage and disease, the results, observations, recommendations, and analysis 

as set out in this assessment are valid only at the date any such observations and 

analysis took place.  No guarantee, warranty, representation or opinion is offered or 

made by NRSI as to the length of the validity of the results, observations, 

recommendations and analysis contained within this assessment.  As a result, the Client 

shall not rely upon this assessment, save and except for representing the circumstances 

and observations, analysis and recommendations that were made as at the date of such 

inspections.  It is recommended that the trees discussed in this assessment should be 

re-assessed periodically, where required (i.e. within 1 year).  

 

Further Services 

Neither NRSI, nor any assessor employed or retained by NRSI (the "Assessor") for the 

purpose of preparing or assisting in the preparation of this assessment shall be required 

to provide any further consultation or services to the Client, save and except as already 

carried out in the preparation of this assessment and including, without limitation, to act 

as an expert witness or witness in any court in any jurisdiction unless the Client has first 

made specific arrangements with respect to such further services, including, without 

limitation, providing the payment of the Assessor’s regular hourly billing fees. 

 

NRSI accepts no responsibility for the implementation of all or any part of the 

assessment, unless specifically requested to examine the implementation of such 

activities recommended herein.  In the event that inspection or supervision of all or part 

of the implementation is requested, that request shall be in writing and the details agreed 

to in writing by both parties.  
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Assumptions 

The Client is hereby notified and does hereby acknowledge and agree that where any of 

the facts and information set out and referenced in this assessment are based on 

assumptions, facts or information provided to NRSI, the Client and/or third parties and 

unless otherwise set out within this assessment, NRSI will in no way be responsible for 

the veracity or accuracy of any such information and further, the Client acknowledges 

and agrees that NRSI has, for the purposes of preparing their assessment, assumed 

that the Property, which is the subject of this assessment is in full compliance with all 

applicable federal, provincial, municipal and local statutes, regulations, by-laws, 

guidelines and other related laws.  NRSI explicitly denies any legal liability for any and all 

issues with respect to non-compliance with any of the above-referenced statutes, 

regulations, by-laws, guidelines and laws as it may pertain to or affect the Property to 

which this assessment applies. 

 

Restriction of Assessment 

The assessment carried out was restricted to the outlined areas of the Property as 

identified within this report.  No assessment of any other trees has been undertaken by 

NRSI.  NRSI is not legally liable for any other trees on the Property except those 

expressly discussed herein.  The conclusions of this assessment do not apply to any 

areas, trees, or any other property not covered or referenced in this assessment.  

 

Professional Responsibility  

In carrying out this assessment, NRSI and any Assessor appointed for and on behalf of 

NRSI to perform and carry out the assessment has exercised a reasonable standard of 

care, skill and diligence as would be customarily and normally provided in carrying out 

this assessment.  The assessment has been made using accepted arboricultural 

techniques.  These include a visual examination of each tree for structural defects, 

scars, external indications of decay such as fungal fruiting bodies, evidence of insect 

attack, discolored foliage (during the leaf-on period), the condition of any visible root 

structures, the degree and direction of lean (if any), the general condition of the tree(s) 

and the surrounding site, and the current or planned proximity of property and people.  

Except where specifically noted in the assessment, none of the trees examined on the 
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property were dissected, cored, probed, or climbed and detailed root crown 

examinations involving excavation were not undertaken.  

 

While reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that the trees recommended for 

retention are healthy, no guarantees are offered, or implied, that these trees, or all parts 

of them will remain standing.  It is professionally impossible to predict with absolute 

certainty the behaviour of any single tree or group of trees, or all their component parts, 

in all given circumstances.  Inevitably, a standing tree will always pose some risk.  Most 

trees have the potential to fall, lean, or otherwise pose a danger to property and persons 

in the event of adverse weather conditions, and this risk can only be eliminated if the 

tree is removed.  

 

Without limiting the foregoing, no liability is assumed by NRSI or its directors, officers, 

employers, contractors, agents or Assessors for:  

 

a) any legal description provided with respect to the Property; 

b) issues of title and or ownership respect to the Property; 

c) the accuracy of the Property line locations or boundaries with respect to the 

Property; and 

d) the accuracy of any other information provided to NRSI by the Client or third 

parties;  

e) any consequential loss, injury or damages suffered by the Client or any third 

parties, including but not limited to replacement costs, loss of use, earnings 

and business interruption; and 

f) the unauthorized distribution of the assessment.  

 

Third Party Liability 

This assessment was prepared by NRSI exclusively for the Client.  The contents reflect 

NRSI’s best assessment of the trees situated on the Property in light of the information 

available to it at the time of preparation of this assessment.  Any use which a third party 

makes of this assessment, or any reliance on or decisions made based upon this 

assessment, are made at the sole risk of any such third parties.  NRSI accepts no 

responsibility for any damages or loss suffered by any third party or by the Client as a 
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result of decisions made or actions based upon the use or reliance of this assessment 

by any such party. 

 

General  

Any plans and/or illustrations in this assessment are included only to help the Client 

visualize the issues in this assessment and shall not be relied upon for any other 

purpose.   

 

This report shall be considered as a whole, no sections are severable, and the 

assessment shall be considered incomplete if any pages are missing.  
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Photo 11.  Exposed shale bedrock throughout the upper section of Tributary 1. 

 

 
Photo 12.  Tributary 1 channel characteristics throughout upper section. 
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Photo 13.  Tributary 2 near upstream extent, facing downstream. 

 

Photo 14.  Tributary 2 facing downstream towards mature forest. 













13 
 

 
Photo 24.  Tributary 3 upstream from pool, adjacent to Highway 6. 

 




