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Survey Type Date 
Time Temperature 

(°C) Start End 

Summer Plant Inventory June 14, 2024 10:00 14:14 20 

Fall Plant Inventory October 12, 2023 09:00 16:00 13 

Breeding Bird Survey May 31, 2024 08:45 10:00 16 

Breeding Bird Survey June 14, 2024 08:14 10:00 20 

Breeding Bird Survey July 4, 2024 08:00 10:00 24 

Aquatic Habitat Assessment August 28, 2024 14:30 16:15 23 

Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment April 16, 2024 12:30 20:00 30 

Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment May 29, 2024 14:30 20:30 19 

Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment August 28, 2024 11:00 14:30 23 

 

5.1 Ecological Land Classification  
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) was completed in accordance with the sampling protocols 
outlined in the Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998) manual. 
Vegetation communities were sampled, verified and revised, if necessary to determine the 
provincial and regional significance of features present within the Subject Lands based on the 
rankings assigned by the NHIC (2024). 

Ten vegetation cover types were identified within the Subject Lands, as illustrated on Figure 4 
and summarized in Table 2, below. Vegetation communities on the Subject Lands are 
predominantly composed of cultural meadow. All vegetation communities are ranked secure in 
Ontario. Maternity roost surveys were completed as part of the preliminary ELC (October 12, 
2023) and suitable maternity roost trees were determined to be absent from the Subject Lands.  

Field data collection sheets are provided in Appendix B. 

Table 2: Ecological Land Classification 

Community ELC Code Description Area (ha)  

1 CUM1 Mineral Cultural Meadow 27.51 ha 

2 CUT1 Mineral Cultural Thicket 4.21 ha 

3 
CUM1/OPEN 

GROUND 
Mineral Cultural Meadow 

(includes Phragmites Inclusions) 
67.08 ha 

4 CUT1 Mineral Cultural Thicket 1.48 ha 

5 CUW1 Mineral Cultural Woodland 1.72 ha 

6 CUT1 Mineral Cultural Thicket 20.62 ha 

7 MAM2 Mineral Meadow Marsh 1.78 ha 

8 SWT Swamp Thicket 4.32 ha 

9 CUW/SWD 
Cultural Woodland/Deciduous 

Swamp 
4.03 ha 

10 CUT Cultural Thicket 2.36 ha 

- - Agricultural Lands 40.49 ha 
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Community 1 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Meadow (CUM1) community and is located on 
the northern portion of the Subject Lands (Figure 4). The canopy for this community is 
considered to be open (less than 10% coverage) with Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum) the 
dominate canopy species. The understory provides 10-25% coverage and primarily consists of 
Gray Dogwood (Cornus racemosa). The ground layer is dominated by Common Reed 
(Phragmites australis), Goldenrod species (Solidago spp.), and grasses. 

Community 2 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) community and is located on 
the northern portion of the Subject Lands, south of Community 1 (Figure 4). The canopy for this 
community is dominated by Autumn Olive (Elaeagnus umbellata) with a ground layer dominated 
by Goldenrod species and grasses.  

Community 3 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Meadow (CUM1) / Open Ground community 
and is located within the mid-portion of the Subject Lands (Figure 4). This ground layer of this 
community is dominated by areas of open ground as well as Common Reed, Goldenrod 
species, and grasses. Existing phragmites inclusions and areas of anthropogenic disturbance 
(e.g., ATV trails) are also present throughout Community 3.   

Community 4 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) community and is located 
southeast of Community 3 and north of the agricultural lands (Figure 4). The canopy for this 
community is dominated by Eastern Cottonwood (Populus deltoides) with an understory 
dominated by Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus 
sericea). 

Community 5 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Woodland (CUW1) community and is located 
east of Community 4 and northeast of the agricultural lands (Figure 4). The canopy of this 
community is dominated by Pin Oak (Quercus palustris), Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa), and 
Silver Maple with an understory dominated by Common Buckthorn and Red-osier Dogwood. 
The average width of Community 5 is approximately 15 m. Despite being classified as a cultural 
woodland through ELC, the community does not meet the 40 m minimum width requirement to 
be identified as a woodland as per the NHRM (2010). 

Community 6 is classified as a Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) community and is located 
within the southwestern portion of the Subject Lands (Figure 4). The canopy of this community 
is dominated by Eastern Cottonwood with a ground layer of various grass species. 

Community 6 can be further subdivided into 6A and 6B given the disparity in canopy cover 
within the two areas. Both areas meet the requirements of a cultural thicket designation (tree 
cover <25% and shrub cover >25%) and contain similar species composition; however, the 
communities are subdivided as Community 6A contains more shrub and tree cover while 
Community 6B is more open due to more recent disturbances. 

Community 7 is classified as a Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2) community and is located east 
of Community 6 and west of the agricultural lands (Figure 4). The canopy of this community is 
open (10% coverage) with vegetation limited to Silver Maple with some dead Green Ash. Sub-
canopy and understory layer vegetation is absent from the community.   

Community 8 is classified as a Swamp Thicket (SWT) community and is located within the 
southwestern portion of the Subject Lands, southeast of community 6 (Figure 4). The canopy of 
this community is dominated by Silver Maple and White Willow (Salix alba) and an understory 
dominated by willow species and Common Buckthorn. 

Community 9 is classified as a Cultural Woodland / Deciduous Swamp (CUW/SWD) mixed 
community and is located within the southern portion of the Subject Lands, immediately south of 
the agricultural lands (Figure 4). The canopy for this community is dominated by Silver Maple 
with an understory dominated by Tartarian Honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica), Red-osier 
Dogwood, and Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia). 
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quality perspective, while a community with a FQI greater than 20 is of high floristic quality and 
a community with a FQI greater than 35 is considered to have sufficient conservatism and 
richness to be floristically important from a provincial perspective (Wilhelm and Ladd, 1988). No 
mean CoC or FQI values identified for community types on the Subject Lands are higher than 
the minimum thresholds for moderate floristic quality (i.e., 3.5 and 20, respectively). 

Based on the annotated assessment of community conditions determined through SOFIA, all 10 
communities were determined to be of poor floristic quality and minimal natural quality. Given 
the existing plant species composition, it is expected that the ecological value of the natural 
heritage communities on the landscape is low. 

Table 3: Southern Ontario Floral Inventory Analysis (SOFIA) Results 

Vegetation Community Mean 
CoC FQI Native 

Species 
Non-Native 

Species 
Conservative Species 

(CoC >7) 

Community 1 
Mineral Cultural Meadow (CUM1) 

1.25 8.66 26 22 0 

Community 2 
Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) 

1.43 8.45 18 17 1 

Community 3 
Mineral Cultural Meadow / Open 
Ground (CUM1/OPEN GROUND) 

1.60 6.20 9 6 0 

Community 4 

Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) 
1.62 8.73 15 14 0 

Community 5 

Mineral Cultural Woodland (CUW1) 
2.23 12.39 22 9 2 

Community 6 (A & B) 
Mineral Cultural Thicket (CUT1) 

1.00 5.74 19 14 0 

Community 7 
Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2) 

1.83 7.78 10 8 1 

Community 8 
Swamp Thicket (SWT) 

2.89 14.70 14 5 4 

Community 9 
Cultural Woodland/Deciduous 
Swamp (CUW/SWD) 

1.88 10.79 21 12 2 

Community 10 
Cultural Thicket (CUT) 

2.45 10.96 17 3 0 

 
Invasive Species 

Invasive species are introduced, or exotic species characterized by high propagation rates and 
rapid colonization that may be harmful or cause irreparable damage to habitats and 
ecosystems. The Invasive Species Act (2015) explicitly regulates the prevention and 
management of invasive species in Ontario. 

Category 1 species are defined as species that can dominate a site to exclude all other species 
and remain dominant on the site indefinitely (Urban Forest Associates 2002). These species 
pose a threat to local biodiversity and the ecological functions of natural areas. Category 1 
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Table 4: Amphibian Call Count Survey Results 
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1Indicates calls detected outside of the 100 m radius of the call count station (Figure 5). 

A total of four amphibian species (Chorus Frog, American Toad, Green Frog, and Spring 
Peeper) were detected during amphibian call count surveys on the Subject Lands. One Green 
Frog was heard during the second survey; all other individuals were heard during the first 
survey. All amphibian species are provincially ranked secure (i.e., S5) or apparently common 
(i.e., S4) in Ontario. 

5.5 Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment  
Under the Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage Features 
Guidelines, hydrologic features are assessed in three stages: Evaluation (Part 1), whereby the 
physical and biological characteristics of a feature are determined, Classification (Part 2), which 
assigns a rating of functional significance to segments of the hydrologic feature, and 
Management Recommendations (Part 3), wherein a management recommendation is provided 
based on the flow attributes and functions of the drainage feature. Part 1 was informed through 
a review of background resources (i.e., hydrology classification, fish habitat classification, 
riparian classification, and terrestrial habitat classification) as well as site reconnaissance (i.e., 
feature location, feature type, modifiers and riparian classification) to evaluate the classification 
criteria applied through Part 2 of the assessment. As per Part 3, management recommendations 
were assigned to each feature. 

Three tributaries (twenty reaches) of the Lyons Creek Drain were identified on the Subject 
Lands (Figure 5). Assessment locations were defined by the confluence of two distinct drainage 
lines, and changes in feature type, vegetation, flow or other habitat conditions that may 
influence the final management recommendation applied to the segment. All tributaries of the 
drainage system, and associated reaches, identified on the Subject Lands are discussed below. 
A summary of the HDFA evaluation criteria and final management recommendations assigned 
to each reach is provided in Table 5. 

Table 5: Headwater Drainage Feature Functional Classifications and Management 
Recommendations 

Drainage 
Feature 

Segment 

STEP 1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4 
Management 

Recommendation Hydrology Modifiers Riparian Fish 
Habitat Terrestrial 

H1 Contributing Fill 
Accumulation Valued Contributing Limited Mitigation 

H1A-S1 Contributing Fill 
Accumulation Valued Contributing Limited Mitigation 

H1A-S2 Contributing Fill 
Accumulation Valued Contributing Limited Mitigation 
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substrate, in-stream and riparian cover, flow condition, movement barriers and the presence of 
potential critical habitat features. The results of the assessment are outlined in Table 6 and 7. 

As per the findings of the aquatic habitat assessment, the portion of Lyons Creek Drain flowing 
through the Subject Lands was identified as indirect fish habitat due to its intermittent flow 
regime. The watercourse may provide temporary access for migration during high flow events; 
however, large portions of the watercourse were dry during the aquatic habitat assessment and 
no fish were observed within the areas with minimal flow. In addition, the municipal drain 
provided no habitat features characteristic of quality fish spawning, nursery, or rearing habitat.  

Aquatic habitat assessment field notes are provided in Appendix B. 

Table 6: Aquatic Habitat Station 1 Characteristics 

Site Length: 40.5 m Average Width: 1.5 m Average Depth: 35 mm 

Flow Regime: Ephemeral 

Thermal Regime: Warmwater 

Watercourse Substrate: Silt and Clay 

Channel Structure: 100% pool (0-100 mm depth) 

Instream Cover: None 

Aquatic Vegetation: Cattails 

Bank Stability: Vulnerable (60%) and eroding (40%) 

Watercourse Shade: 20% (limited bank vegetation, in-stream cattails provide limited shade) 

Land Use(s): Adjacent Land uses consist of cropland (right and left bank) 

Pollution Sources: Agricultural Inputs and Sediment Deposition 

Migratory Obstructions: Upstream culvert dry due to intermittent flow  

 

Table 7: Aquatic Habitat Station 2 Characteristics 

Site Length: 40.5 m Average Width: 1.5 m Average Depth: 35 mm 

Flow Regime: Ephemeral 

Thermal Regime: Warmwater 

Watercourse Substrate: Silt and Clay 

Channel Structure: 100% pool (0-100 mm depth) 

Instream Cover: None 

Aquatic Vegetation: Cattails 

Bank Stability: Eroding (50%) and vulnerable (50%) 

Watercourse Shade: 20% (limited bank vegetation, in-stream cattails provide limited shade) 

Land Use(s): Adjacent Land uses consist of cropland (right and left bank) 

Pollution Sources: Agricultural Inputs and Sediment Deposition 

Migratory Obstructions: Upstream culvert dry due to intermittent flow 
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Based on MTE field investigations, the Lyons Creek Drain was assessed as direct fish habitat 
due to its seasonal availability for fish migration. In consideration of potential biophysical and 
ecological contributions to downstream fish habitat, the HDFs on the Subject Lands have been 
evaluated as indirect fish habitat. 

6.8 Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species  
Based on background review, three threatened species (Spoon-leaved Moss, Bobolink, and 
Eastern Meadowlark) with the potential to occur within the Study Area were identified 
(Appendix A). Through ecological field investigations, suitable habitat for Eastern Meadowlark 
and Bobolink was identified on the Subject Lands, and Eastern Meadowlarks were observed 
using the habitat. In addition, the presence of woodland communities within the Study Area 
requires that SAR bat species known to use treed habitats (Eastern Red Bat, Little Brown 
Myotis, Northern Hoary Bat, Northern Myotis, Silver-haired Bat, and Tri-colored Bat) also be 
considered. 

A comprehensive SAR assessment has been provided in Appendix A. Species confirmed or 
with potential to occur within the Study Area based on the results of ecological field 
investigations and the availability of suitable habitat are discussed in detail below. 

Eastern Meadowlark: 

Eastern Meadowlark breeds mostly in moderately tall grasslands (native prairies and 
savannahs), as well as pastures, hayfields, herbaceous fencerows, roadsides, orchards, 
airports, shrubby overgrown fields, or other open areas. Eastern Meadowlarks may not be 
strongly area sensitive (McCracken et al., 2013), however, large tracts of grasslands (5 ha or 
greater) are preferred over smaller fragments (Herkert 1991, Vickery et al. 1994). 

Two potential breeding pairs were observed within the Subject Lands during the 2024 breeding 
bird surveys in an area identified as suitable Eastern Meadowlark habitat (Figure 5). 

Bobolink: 

This species was not observed during the 2024 field investigations; however, it is known to use 
similar habitat to that of Eastern Meadowlark and, as such, there is potential for this species to 
use suitable grassland habitat within the Subject Lands. 

Spoon-leaved Moss: 

Spoon-leaved Moss populations are typically located on soil in low-lying areas that are 
seasonally flooded under trees or shrub thickets. No populations were observed during the field 
investigations completed in 2024; however, suitable habitat may be present on adjacent lands, 
within the Study Area. 

All other species occurrences detected through the background review were evaluated in the 
context of the Subject Lands based on the availability of suitable habitat and detailed ecological 
field investigations. No other threatened or endangered species or associated suitable habitats 
for these species were detected on, or adjacent to, the Subject Lands. 

SAR Bats: 

Maternity roost habitat for bats is known to include forests, swamps and woodlands. While the 
Subject Lands contains swamp and woodland communities, and suitable maternity roost trees 
were determined to be absent. 
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8.0 IMPACTS & MITIGATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
In accordance with provincial standards, potential impacts, predicted effects, mitigation and 
enhancement measures associated with the proposed development and/or site alteration should 
be assessed through an EIS, or like study, prepared to the satisfaction of the municipality and 
appropriate conservation authority. The impact assessment and mitigation measures presented 
herein shall address the requirements of the PPS (2024) to ensure that the test of no negative 
impacts to natural heritage features and areas or their ecological functions is demonstrated. 
Potential impacts to the natural heritage features and environmental functions that occur on, 
and adjacent to, the proposed development area have been evaluated over the short and long 
term to ensure that proposed avoidance and/or mitigation strategies will contribute to the 
sustainability and resiliency of a diverse ecosystem over the long term.  

As discussed in Sections 1.0 and 7.0, site alteration within a portion of the AK Lands was 
permitted prior to completion of this impact assessment. As such, this assessment of impacts 
has been undertaken with the understanding that site alteration with the approved boundary has 
been initiated.  
The predominant natural heritage features present on, and adjacent to, the proposed 
development area includes Other Wetlands, Significant Wildlife Habitat, Fish Habitat, and 
Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species. 

Potential impacts of proposed development and/or site alteration on ecological features and 
functions shall be reviewed in the context of direct and indirect impacts with a summary of 
general recommended mitigation and restoration strategies provided below. 

8.1 Direct Impacts  
Direct impacts associated with the proposed limit of development are reviewed in the following 
section. Potential effects on the the viability and integrity of natural heritage features and 
associated ecological functions within the proposed development area and its adjacent lands 
(120 m) have been evaluated over the short and long term. 

8.1.1 Other Wetlands 

As per the Niagara Region Official Plan (2024), Community 7 (Mineral Meadow Marsh) is 
identified as Other Wetland and is present within the proposed development area. Furthermore, 
all wetlands outside of the settlement areas are defined as key hydrologic features and 
therefore require a 30-metre-wide vegetation protection zone as per Policy 3.1.9.2.  

As per Policies outlined within 3.1.10 (Key Hydrologic Areas, Key Hydrologic Features, and 
Other Important Water Resources), development or site alteration shall not have negative 
impacts on key hydrologic areas, their hydrologic functions, interaction between key hydrologic 
areas and other components of the natural environment system, or natural hydrologic 
characteristics. If there is potential for negative impacts to groundwater quality or quantity, the 
completion of a subwatershed study or a hydrological evaluation is required prior to 
development being permitted (Policy 3.1.10.7). Furthermore, large-scale development may be 
permitted within a key hydrologic area where it is determined that the quality and quantity of 
water will be protected and/or enhanced (Policy 3.1.10.8). 

Community 7 (Mineral Meadow Marsh) was determined to be of poor floristic quality and 
minimal natural quality with an open canopy (<10% canopy cover). The portion of Community 7 
proposed for removal is a small projection of the community that is surrounded by disturbed 
areas within Community 3 and a Phragmites inclusion. 
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area of habitat of bobolinks or eastern meadowlarks that is damaged or destroyed by the 
activity is equal to or less than 30 hectares and, 

(a)  the person satisfies all of the conditions set out in section 14; or 

(b)  the person, 

(i)  pays a species conservation charge to the Species at Risk Conservation Trust in 
accordance with paragraph 5 of subsection 20.3 (1) of the Act and Ontario 
Regulation 829/21 (Species Conservation Charges) made under the Act, and 

(ii)  satisfies the conditions in paragraphs 1 to 4 of section 14. O. Reg. 830/21, s. 37 
(5). 

The proponent has moved forward with the exemption outlined in Section 13. (1) (b) that 
includes the requirement to complete the submission of a Notice of Activity form, mitigation 
measures (outlined within Section 15 of O. Reg. 830/21), and the completion of an Eastern 
Meadowlark and Bobolink Management Plan.  

The area of impact to Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark habitat that has been registered is 
3.906 ha. A Notice of Activity form has been submitted, and Confirmation of Registration was 
received February 12, 2025. Receipt of payment to the Species at Risk Conservation Trust was 
received February 27, 2025. A copy of the Bobolink and Easten Meadowlark Habitat 
Management Plan is included in Appendix D.  

Spoon-leaved Moss was identified as potentially having suitable habitat within the Study Area; 
however, no suitable habitat is present within the proposed development area or its adjacent 
lands. No other threatened or endangered species or associated suitable habitats for these 
species were detected on, or adjacent to, the proposed development area. 

Recommendation 10: Follow the requirements outlined within the Ontario Regulation 830/21 
exemption for Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink habitat impact which includes the submission 
of a Notice of Activity form, mitigation measures outlined within Section 15 of Ontario Regulation 
830/21, and implementation of the Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink Management Plan. 

8.2 Indirect Impacts & Mitigation  
Indirect impacts include potential adverse effects on the biophysical environment that may occur 
as a result of proposed development. This may include erosion from the work area and 
associated sedimentation into natural features, accidental spills, impacts to migratory birds, and 
the introduction of exotic and/or invasive plant species. Each of these are discussed in the 
following sections. 

8.2.1 Sediment and Erosion Control Measures 

The most critical time for the protection of natural heritage features is during the construction 
phase. For all works, and especially those within 30 m of adjacent natural heritage features, an 
ESC Plan will be required to contain ground disturbances on site and to protect adjacent natural 
heritage features identified in this report from sediment transport and potential sedimentation.  

Recommendation 11: 

A multi-barrier approach for sediment and erosion control should be used for this development 
and contained within a project-specific ESC Plan. Prior to works on site, robust sediment and 
erosion control fencing should be installed in areas immediately adjacent to natural features and 
across low-lying areas prone to receiving overland runoff. The fencing will act as a barrier to 
keep construction equipment and spills away from vulnerable natural areas and features where 
sediment loading has the potential to negatively impact fish and wildlife habitat. 
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Recommendation 12: 

During construction, the lands between the sediment and erosion control fencing must be 
maintained. The fencing should remain in place until construction is complete and the remainder 
of the natural areas to remain are stabilized and/or naturalized.  

Recommendation 13: 

Sediment and erosion control fencing should be inspected prior to construction to ensure it has 
been installed correctly and during construction to ensure that the fencing is being maintained 
and is functioning properly. Any issues that are identified are to be resolved in the same day. 

Recommendation 14: 

Sediment and erosion control fencing must be installed according to the Guidelines for Erosion 
and Sediment Control for Urban Construction Sites (TRCA 2019) and the applicable standards 
established in the Ontario Provincial Standard Specification/Ontario Provincial Standard 
Drawings (OPSS/OPSD) documents.  

Recommendation 15: 

Sediment and erosion control fencing should not be removed until adequate re-vegetation and 
site stabilization has occurred. Additional re-vegetation plantings and/or time for vegetation to 
establish may be required; however, two growing seasons are typically sufficient to stabilize 
most sites. 

Recommendation 16: 

Re-seed all disturbed areas as soon as possible to maximize erosion protection and to minimize 
the establishment of invasive species, which may spread to the adjacent natural features.  

8.2.2 Migratory Birds & Wildlife 

Recommendation 17: 

The removal of Milkweed plants should be completed outside of the active breeding season 
(i.e., June 1 to September 30) to avoid any direct impacts to Monarch life stages. Where 
clearing activities must proceed within this window, Milkweed plants should be inspected prior to 
removal. Where caterpillars or larvae are detected, Milkweed plants should be transplanted, 
under the direction of a qualified professional. 

Recommendation 18: 

As per the MBCA (1994), it is recommended that any vegetation removals occur outside of the 
migratory breeding bird season (i.e., April 1 to August 31). If this window cannot be avoided, 
nest searches to determine the presence or absence of nesting birds or breeding habitat should 
be conducted until clearing is complete, or until August 31, whichever comes first. 

Recommendation 19:  

Advise workers of potential encounters with wildlife during construction. If an animal enters the 
work site, work at that location will stop and the animal should be permitted to leave un-
harassed. If there are repeat observations of wildlife in the work area, barrier fencing (e.g., silt 
fence) may be needed to direct wildlife away from active construction and toward natural areas. 

8.2.3 Invasive Species Management 

Recommendation 20: 

Invasive species management should be completed using best management practices (Ontario 
Invasive Plant Council 2023) for communities retained. 
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS 
MTE was retained by One Forty Development LP to undertake an EIS to support proposed 
development within the Subject Lands. This EIS determines and defines natural heritage 
features present within the Subject Lands and documents potential impacts associated with the 
proposed development within the AK Lands.  

Site alteration was permitted to move forward within a portion of the AK Lands prior to 
completion of this EIS. As such, the existing conditions portion of this report is based on field 
work undertaken during 2023 and 2024, while the assessment of impacts associated with the 
proposed development within the AK Lands has been undertaken with the understanding that 
site alteration with the approved boundary has been initiated.  

The PPS (2024), Niagara Region Official Plan (2024), and the City of Port Colborne Official Plan 
(2017) define key natural heritage features to be considered in terms of the impact and net 
effects assessment. The proposed development impacts to Other Wetlands, Significant Wildlife 
Habitat, Fish Habitat, and Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species are discussed within 
Section 8.0 with recommendations provided to mitigate impacts to the natural heritage features.  

Impacts to Eastern Meadowlark habitat were addressed in accordance with the ESA (2007) 
through the submission of a Notice of Activity form, mitigation measures outlined within Section 
15 of Ontario Regulation 830/21, and the creation of an Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink 
Management Plan for the proposed development area. Provided the recommendations in this 
EIS are followed; it is our opinion that the proposed development can proceed.  

MTE seeks comments from the City of Port Colborne, the Niagara Region, and the NPCA with 
respect to the contents of the EIS. Formal comments can be submitted in writing to MTE of 
behalf of the client. Should you wish to clarify any questions or require additional information as 
part of the review of this EIS, do not hesitate to contact us.  

 

All of which is respectfully submitted,  

MTE Consultants Inc. 

 

 

 

 

Daniel Nydam, M.Sc. 
Ecologist 
519-204-6510 ext. 2245 
dnydam@mte85.com 

Heather Kime, B.sc (Hons) 
Senior Terrestrial Ecologist 
519-204-6510 ext. 2274 
hkime@mte85.com 

 
DRN:jmm 
https://mte85.sharepoint.com/sites/53689-101/Shared Documents/04-ECOLOGY/03-Reports/Environmental Impact Study/Project Eagle, Part 20, and 
Part 16 Development - EIS/53689-101_2025-06-23_rpt_Environmental Impact Study.docx 
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