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Introduction

The provincialy significant Maskinonge River
Wetland Complex covers most of the Maskinonge
River watershed which flows into Cook’s Bay,
Lake Simcoe. It is located in the Towns of
Georgina and East Gwillimbury. North of
Ravenshoe Road, the wetlands are bounded by
Old Homestead Road to the north, Ravenshoe
Road, Mt. Pleassant Trail and McCowan Road to
the east, and Woodbine Avenue to the west. The
wetlands then continue west aong the
Maskinonge River through the Town of Keswick
to Cook’s Bay. South of Ravenshoe Road the
wetlands are bounded by Doane Road to the
south, Leslie Street to the west and Woodbine
Avenue and Catering Road to the east.

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
combines two wetland complexes from earlier
evauations (OMNR 1987, 1988) with additional
wetlands. The previous wetland complexes were
locally significant.

All the inventoried wetlands are situated in the
Maskinonge River watershed.  Each individua
wetland is located within 750 metres of its nearest
neighbouring wetland. The wetlands are linked
by riparian corridors, adjacent forested uplands or
by agricultural lands and hedgerows.

Fifteen wetlands under 05 ha in size were

included in the complex. Each wetland was
included for one or more of the following reasons:

Support wetland types not well represented
elsewhere in the wetland complex.

Sustain significant species/’communities (i.e.
conservation priority bird species, or rare or
uncommon species/'communities in the
Regiona Municipality of York, site region).
Are part of larger wetlands fragmented by
roads, trails or ditches.

Are amphibian breeding areas.

Are headwater sources or contribute base
flows.

Are hydrologically connected to larger
wetlands.

Provide intervening wetland habitat between
larger wetlands.

Occur along corridors.

This inventory is part of an ongoing effort to
document all wetlands in the Greater Toronto
Area. It is estimated that 70% of the wetlandsin
the GTA have been evaluated (MNR 2001).

Biological Component

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
receives a score of 175 for its biological
component. It consists of 53 wetlands covering a
total of 373.9 hectares, with the largest wetland at
123 haand the smallest 0.04 ha.



The wetlands are situated on a variety of poorly
drained substrates. Fortyfive percent of the
wetlands have sandy ®ils varying from silty
very fine sands, to fine sands. Another 12% of
the wetlands have clay/loam soils ranging from
silty claysto silty loam. Silts cover an additional
3% of the wetlands. These mineral soils have
indicators of poor drainage including the
presence of gleys and mottling, generally within
the top 50 cm. The remaining 40% of wetlands
have organic substrates largely of mesic peats.

About 86.5% of the wetlands are palustrine,
being situated on the upper tributaries of the
Maskinonge River watershed. Another 13% are
riverine wetlands on the lower reaches of the
watershed where there are well defined valleys
with bottomlands and river meanders. Only
0.5% of the wetlands are lacustrine. The
wetlands are typically flooded in the spring and
dry out by the summer. There are areas of
permanent open water in the river's lower 5 kms
and in afew scattered ponds.

The Maskinonge Wetlands sustain a diversity of
70 vegetation communities, with 63% of the
communities grouped into swamp types and 37%
into marsh types. These wetlands have a
moderate level of complexity or interspersion.

Deciduous swamps over 26.3% of the wetland
complex Common trees are Trembling Aspen,
Swamp Maple Acer X fremanii), Black Ash,
Green Ash, Balsam Poplar and, occasiondly,
Yellow Birch, Reddish Willow Galix X rubens)
and White EIm. In the understorey there are
shrubs of Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus
stolonifera) and Speckled Alder (Alnus incana),
such grasses and sedges as Fowl Manna Grass
(Glyceria striata), Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris
arundinacea), Wool-grass (Scirpus cyperinus),
Creeping Bent Grass @Agrostis stolonifera) and
such herbs as Spotted Jewelweed (Impatiens
capensis), Sensitive Fern (Onoclea sensibilis),
Wood Nettle (aportea canadensis), Tal White
Aster  (Aster lanceolatug, Ostrich Fern
(Matteuccia struthiopteri9 and False Nettle
(Boehmeria cylindrica). Saplings of White Cedar
are common, suggesting that many of the
deciduous swamps are succeeding into mixed
swamps.

Another 25.4% of wetlands are thicket swamps.
The most common shrubs are Speckled Alder,
Red-osier Dogwood, Pussy Willow (Salix
discolor), Heartleaf Willow (Salix eriocephala),

Bebb’'s Willow (Salix bebbiana), Sandbar Willow
(Salix exigua) and Slender Willow (Salix
petiolaris). Common in the understorey are a
variety of grasses, sedges and herbs. Most
frequent are Reed Canary Grass, Canada Blue-
joint Calamagrostis canadensis), Fowl Manna
Grass, Red-top (Agrostis gigantea), Tdl
Scouring-rush  (Equisetum hyemale), Common
Cattail (Typha latifolia), Tall White Aster, Bitter
Nightshade (Solanum dulcamara), Common
Duckweed (Lemna minor), Purple-demmed Aster
(Aster puniceug and Spotted Joe-pye-weed
(Eupatorium maculatury.

Mixed and coniferous swamps occur in 11.3% of
wetlands. They have a mixture of conifeus trees
dominated by White Cedar in association with
deciduous trees such as Swamp Maple, Tre mbling
Aspen, Black Ash, Green Ash, Yellow Birch,
White Birch and White EIm.  Common in the
understorey are Sensitive Fern, Spotted
Jewelweed and, occasionadly, Bulblet Fern
(Cystopteris bulbifera) and Dwarf Raspberry
(Rubus pubescens). Several seepage &amples
have Mountain Maple (Acer spicatun) as a
common shrub layer.

Marshes of Common Cattail (Typha latifolia),
Narrow-leaved Cattail (Typha angustifolia) and
Hybrid Cattail (Typha X glauca) cover 12.6% of
the wetland complex

Graminoid marshes are found in 151% of
wetlands. They are dominated by Reed Canary
Grass and, occasionaly, by Large Bur-reed
(Sparganium eurycarpun), Sweetflag (Acorus
americanug, Rice Cut Grass (Leersia oryzoides),
Lake Sedge (Carex lacustris) and Tussock Sedge
(Carex dtricta).

Herbaceous marshes occur in 49% of the
wetlands and are variously dominated by Tall
White Aster, Spotted Joepye-weed, Spotted
Jewelweed, Purple-stemmed Aster, Water-pepper
(Polygonum hydropiper) and Sensitive Fern.

Open water aguatic communities (44% of
wetlands) are found in several open ponds, at the
Maskinonge rivermouth and up to 2 kms
upstream. There are floating beds of Common
Duckweed, Columbia Water-med (Wolffia
columibiana), Northern Water-med (Wolffia
borealis) Bullheed Pond Lily (Nuphar
variegatun) and Fragrant Water-lily (Nymphaea
odorata), and submergent beds of Common
Coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), Canada



Waterweed (Elodea canadensis), Common
Bladderwort (Utricularia vulgaris), Slender Ngjas
(Najas flexilis), Starwort (Chara sp.), Tape-grass
(Vallisneria americana) and Eurasian Water-
milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatur).

The Maskinonge Wetlands sustain a diversity of
surrounding upland habitats including coniferous,
mixed and deciduous forests, regenerating
meadows, agricultural lands including sod farms
and hedgerows. The forest types include Sugar
Maple deciduous forests, mixed forests of Eastern
Hemlock and Sugar Maple, and younger
successional forests of White Cedar, Trembling
Aspen and White Birch.

The diversity of wetlands and adjacent uplands at
Maskinonge explains its diversity of plants and
animals. There are 405 vascular plant species and
incidental wildlife observations on mammals such
as Whitetailed Deer, Eastern Cottontail, Eastern
Chipmunk, Coyote, Beaver, Muskrat, Raccoon,
Red Fox and Mink and reptiles and amphibians
such as Snapping Turtle, Midland Painted Turtle,
Gray Treefrog, Spring Peeper, Wood Frog,
Chorus Frog, Leopard Frog, American Toad,
Bullfrog and Green Frog. Twenty-six fish species
arefound in the M askinonge River.

Adjacent uplands are important for many wetland
species in the Maskinonge Wetlands and are
critical for the maintenance of wetland functions.
The population of woodland amphibians such as
Gray Treefrog, Spring Peeper and Wood Frog rely
on spring-flooded wetlands for breeding but
forage and hibernate in surrounding upland forests
and swamps. Chorus Frogs and American Toads
also rely on spring-flooded wetlands for breeding
but forage and hibernate in surrounding upland
meadows and farm fields, with the toad also in
forests. Resident Snapping and Painted Turtles
need uplands for nesting, preferring tilled soils in
agricultural lands. The populatiors of Green Frog
and Leopard Frog resident in open water wetlands
aso forage in the surrounding regenerating
uplands.

Social Component

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
receives a score of 180 for its social component.
The wetlands receive moderate scores for
economically valuable products and recreational
activities. Waterfow! hunting, deer hunting and
trapping occur in the wetlands and fishing is
common in the lower reaches of the river.
Landowners have developed trails through and

around the wetlands for nature appreciation and
hiking. Most of the wetlands are in private
ownership, with the exception of somerivermouth
wetlands in Keswick owned by the Town Of
Georgina. The lower reaches of the Maskinonge
Wetlands go through the Town of Keswick, west
of Woodbine Avenue.

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex is a
remnant of what was once a much larger wetland
system. The remaining wetlands are in relatively
good condition. Agricultural drains have
contributed to some drying out of wetlands. A
closed Georgina Landfill site and former smelter
abuts the southeast side of the largest wetland in
the complex (Wetland No. 19). Leachate is being
monitored by the Town of Georgina. During a
2001 survey (Gartner Lee Ltd 2003), no signs of
stress or adverse impacts were noted on wetland
vegetation around the landfill. Monitoring
suggests that the smelter site may be influencing
water quality on the wetland with elevated
chloride and sulphate levels (Gartner Lee Ltd
2003). On the southwest side of this same
wetland, peat has been extracted and, on the south
side, several new ditches have been constructed.
In Wetland No. 21, some meadow marshes have
been converted to gardens.

The Maskinonge Wetland Complex may
experience several major impacts in the near
future. A proposed extension of Highway 404
and a proposed Bradford bypass between
Highway 400 and 404 would go through portions
of the wetland complex. The southernmost
tributary of the Maskinonge is in an urban
designated area aroundthe Town of Queensville.

Hydrological Component

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
receives a high score of 210 for its hydrological
component. Its 374 ha of wetlands represent 976
of al the water detention or storage areas in the
entire  Maskinonge River watershed. The
Maskinonge Wetlands thus serve a critical role in
water storage and in short term water quality
improvement for the watershed.

The Maskinonge Wetlands with their sandy soils
contribute to groundwater recharge. Groundwater
seepage zones were noted in Wetlands No. 9 and
14.

Special Features

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
receives the maximum score of 250 for its special
features.



It is situated on the Simcoe Lowlands in site
district 6E6. The Simcoe Lowlands encircle Lake
Simcoe and encompass the former bed of glacial
Lake Algonquin, which includes today’s Lake
Huron, Lake Simcoe and intervening lowlands.
Site district 6E6 aso includes the Simcoe
Uplands, the former islands in glacia Lake
Algonquin. Wetlands are given a moderate score
of 40 points for rarity on the landscape in site
district 6E6. This score reflects the historic loss of
wetlands in the site district and the remaining
amount of wetlands. In site district 6E6, wetlands
cover about 10% of its surface area (OMNR
1993-2002). Wetlands on the Simcoe Lowlands
tend to be large wetlands in broad shallow valleys
such as the Holland and Black Rivers and along
the shores of Lake Simcoe.

Most of the Maskinonge River watershed occurs
on the Queensville Flats. This portion of the
Simcoe Lowlands consists of soils that are largely
silty, highly calcareous, poorly drained and
deficient in phosphorous (Chapman & Putnam
1984). The Queensville Flats have largely been
cleared for agriculture. Upland forests cover only
9%, swamps 4% and marshes another 2% of the
Maskinonge River watershed. The 15% of natural
area cover in the Maskinonge watershed is one of
the lowest percentagesin site district 6E6.

The Maskinonge Wetlands have 22 significant
species (see Table 1). There are 4 regionally rare
and 19 locally rare plant species that occur in a
variety of wetlands. Eight of the species,
Northern Water-meal, Columbia Water-meal,
Ribbonleaf Pondweed, Richardson’s Pondweed,
Large-leaved Pondweed, Nuttall’s Waterweed,
Pae Water-milfoil and Tape Grass, are
restricted to the open water aquatic communities
in the first two kms of the Maskinonge River.
Fringing marshes in this area also support seven
more significant species: Marsh Hedge-nettle,
Swesetflag, Small Beggartick’s, Water Sedge,
Silky Dogwood, Swamp Rose and Fragrant
Umbrella Sedge. The other significant species
occur elsewhere in the wetland complex.
Cardinal-flower, Ontario Aster and Stout Wood
Grass are found in deciduous swamps and
thicket swamps, while Slender-leaved Agalinis,
Fringed Gentian and Nodding Ladies-tresses are
confined to meadow marshes on moist sands.
Southern Wild-rice was found in the deeper
waters of a graminoid marsh in the southern part
of the wetland complex.

Table 1. Significant Species

Regionally Significant Plant Species(rarein MNR's
former Central Region)

Source: Steve Varga, Emma Followes & Stefan Romberg field
observations and collections 2003

Status: Rarein OMNR' s former Central Regionthet
encompassed the central part of site region 6 and the eastern
part of site region 7, based on Riley 1989

1. Agalinistenuifolia (Slender-leaved Agdinis)
2. Agter ontarionis (Ontario Agter)

3. Elodea nutallii (Nuttall’ sWaterweed)

4. Gentianopdiscrinita (Fringed Gentian)

Locally Significant Plant Species (Rare in the Regional
Municipality of York)

Source: SteveVarga, Emma Followes & Stefan Romberg
field observations and collections 2003.

Status: rarein the Regional Municipality of York being
known from 10 or less locations, with alocation defined asa
2X2 km sguare, based on Varga S. et a. 2001.

Acorus americanus (Swestflag)
Bidensdiscoideus (Small Beggar-tick’s)
Carex aquatilis (Water Sedge)
Cinna arundinacea (Stout Wood Grass)
Cornus amomum (Silky D
Cyperus odoratus (Fragrant Umbrella Sedge)
Gentiana andrewsi (Closed Gentian)
Lobelia cardinalis (Cardinal-flower)
Myriophyllum exal bescens (Pale Water-milfoil)
. Potamogeton amplifolius(Large- eaved Pondweed)
. Potamogeton epihydrus(Ribbonleaf Pondweed)
. Potamogeton richardsonii (Richardson’ sPondweed)
13. Rosa palustris (Swvamp Rose)
14. Siranthes cernua (Nodding Ladiestresses)
15. Sachyspalustris(Marsh Hedge-nettle)
16. Vallisneriaamericana (Tape-gras)
17. Wolffia borealis (Northern Watermeal)
18. Walffia columbiana (Columbia Water-meal)
19. Zizania aquatica (Southern Wild-rice)
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The Maskinonge Wetlands are important for
wildlife.  Its 42.3 hectares of mixed and
coniferous White Cedar swamps and deciduous
swamps with White Cedar in the understorey are
locally significant for wintering White-tailed
Deer. The swamps and associated upland forests
support sensitive breeding forest bird species
such as the Ruffed Grouse. Waterfowl such as
Wood Duck, Canada Goose, Mallard, Blue-
winged Teal and Green-winged Tea were
observed staging in the lower reaches and mid-
reaches of the Maskinonge River. The first three
of these species also nest in the wetlands.

The Maskinonge Wetlands are noteworthy for
supporting a Great Blue Heron rookery. It is one
of less than 20 such colonies known from the
Greater Toronto Area. This colony consists of at



least 21 nesting pairs, with the nests located on
dead tress in one of the wetlands. The colony
was observed in 1995 (LSRCA 1998), 2001
(Gartner Lee Ltd 2003) and during the 2003
wetland survey. Great Blue Heron colonies are
highly sensitive to disturbance (Argo and Naylor
1994).

The wetlands support a locally significant fish
community. The lower reaches and mouth of the
Maskinonge River sustain warmwater fish such as
Northern Pike, White Sucker, Y ellow Perch, Rock
Bass, Black Crappie, Emerald Shiner, Golden
Shiner, Spotfin  Shiner, Spottail  Shiner,
Pumpkinseed, Largemouth Bass, Rainbow Smelt,
Trout-Perch, Bluegill, Walleye, Common Carp,
Brown Bullhead, Bowfin and Bluntnose Minnow
(LSRCA 1998). The rivermouth marshes and
open water aguatic communities are considered
significant spawning and nursery habitat for
Northern Pike. A warmwater and coolwater fish
community also occurs in the headwaters and
mid-reaches of the Maskinonge River. On the
south tributary, there is Central Mudminnow,
Brook Stickleback, Pumpkinseed, Northern Pike,
White Sucker, Fathead Minnow, Creek Chub,
Johnny Darter, Blacknose Dace and the coolwater
Mottled Sculpin (LSRCA 1998). No surveys
have been carried out on the north tributary and
only a limited survey on the east tributary with
records for Creek Chub and Emerald Shiner
(LSRCA 1998).

Conclusion

The Maskinonge River Wetland Complex is
provincially significant with a total score of 815
points. A wetland that scores 600 or more points
or has 200 or more points in either the biological
or specia features component is provincialy
significant.

Its 53 wetlands comprise a large and diverse
wetland complex, noteworthy for its marshes and
swamps, its significant species and its heronry.

Recommendations

Major wetland functions to be maintained at the
Maskinonge River Wetland Complex include; its
wetlands; its native species and community
types; its streams; its significant species, its
amphibian breeding areas, its good quality
association of wetlands and uplands and its
wildlife corridors.

To ensure that Maskinonge wetland functions are
maintained, it is important to maintain water

quality, quantity and duration to the wetlands.
Alterations to water regimes, even minor ones,
could have dramatic impacts on wetland
communities and their resident species.

A long-term water budget should be considered
for the Maskinonge Wetlands. If possible, he
phasing out of at least some ditches in the
vicinity of the wetlands would be an important
step in improving its water regime.

The high diversity of wetland species at the
Maskinonge Wetlands is the result of its large
number and variety of wetlands that are connected
to each other and to adjacent upland habitats. To
maintain species diversity, the network of
wetlands and uplands needs to be maintained and
strengthened.

Critical adjacent uplands for the Maskinonge
wetland species include the surrounding forests as
well as regenerating meadows, agricultura lands
and pastures.

The population of woodland frogs are dependent
on forests for hibernating and foraging, and they
can travel a considerable distance to get to them.
It is critical for woodland frog survival that broad
travel corridors be meintained between their
forests and wetland breeding areas. Green Frogs
stay close to their wetlands but require adjacent
regenerating meadows and farmland for foraging.
Leopard Frogs will forage a considerable distance
from their wetlands. Chorus Frogs and American
Toads al so need open habitats for foraging.

The presence of forest bird species necessitates
maintaining its swamps and associated forests. A
number of forest birds require larger blocks of
woodlands for their survival and experience
declines following urban development (Friesen et
al. 1995).

The Great Blue Heron nesting colony needs to be
protected from disturbance. No development
should be considered within at least 120 metres of
its nesting habitat (Argo and Naylor 1994).
Visitors should also be discouraged from entering
the area during the nesting season, which extends
from April to August.

Wildlife corridors in and around the Maskinonge
River Wetland Complex need to be strengthened.
Studies have shown the importance of wildlife
corridorsin maintaining diversity and resiliency in
an ecosystem (Riley and Mohr 1994, OMNR



2000). In addition to the smaler-scale travel
corridors between the wetlands and their adjacent
upland forests and meadows there are aso larger-
scale wildlife corridors.  There are riparian
corridors along the streams in the Maskinonge
watershed which connect al the wetlands in the
complex together. There are overland connections
to the adjacent watersheds of the Holland and
Black Rivers. There are three connections to the
east and south that link the Maskinonge watershed
to the large forested valey of the Black River
watershed, noted for its numerous wetlands. The
Black River valley is an important north-south
forested corridor that links Lake Simcoe to the
Oak Ridges Moraine. It also has good connections
to the east with another major north-south valley
and wetland system, the Pefferlaw Brook
watershed. The three connections from the
Maskinonge to the Black River are found at the
northeast, eastcentral and southern corners of the
wetland complex One connection is at Wetland
No. 48 which flows both into the Maskinonge
River and Black River watersheds. The second
connection is from a woodlot at Ravenshoe Road
that contains Wetlands No. 31, 32 & 33 south to
wetlands in a tributary valley of the Black River.
At the southern end of the Maskinonge thereis a
connection south of Doane Road to the White
Cedar swamps of Harrison Creek, a tributary
valley that flows northeast into the Black River.
The best connection to the Holland River is at the
southern end of the Maskinonge across Ledslie
Street and Doane Road to a tributary of the
Holland that flows into the provincially significant
Holland Marsh Wetland Complex.

Encouragement should be given to increasing
forest cover on and around the Maskinonge
Wetlands and along stream corridors. The
Maskinonge River Remedial Strategy (LSRCA
1998) recommends a worthwhile goa of
increasing forest cover in the watershed from the
present 13% to 25% cover.
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MNR ADMINISTRATIVE REGION: Southern DISTRICT: Aurora

AREA OFFICE (if different from District):

CONSERVATION AUTHORITY JURISDICTION: L ake Simcoe Region Conservation Auth.

(If not within a designated CA, check here:

COUNTY OR REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY: Regional Municipality of York
TOWNSHIP: Town of East Gwillimbury, Town of Georgina

LOTS& CONCESSIONS: North Gwillimbury Twp. Lots8, 9 Con 3; Lots 1-15 Con 4;
(attach separate sheet if necessary) Lots1-5,10-12 Con 5; Lots 12-15 Con 6;

East Gwillimbury Twp. Lots16-32 Con 3;

MAP AND AIR PHOTO REFERENCES Lots 18,19,23,31-35 Con 4; Lots 34,35 Con 5

a) Latitude: 44.12' 0" Longitude: 79.26' 0"
b) UTM grid reference: Zone: 17T Block: PU, PV
GridE 2 5 0 N9 5 0

¢) National Topographic Series:

map name(s) Newmarket & Beaverton
map number(s) 31D/3 & 31D/6 editon 4 & 5
scae 1:50 000
d) Aerial photographs: Date photo taken: 1997 infrared Scae: 1: 10 000
Flight & plate numbers: Roll No. 47: 2356-2359, 2522-2526, 2595-2597

Roll No. 49: 3291-3294, 3466-3470; Roll No. 50: 3738-3744, 3927-3933
Roll No. 51: 4116-4118, 4306, 4307 & 2002 ortho-rect. digital photography 1:5000
(attach separate sheet if necessary)

€) Ontario Base Map humbers & scale 10 17 6200 49000, 48950, 48900, 48850

10 17 6250 49000, 48950, 48900, 48850 1:10 000
(attach separate sheetsif necessary)




Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation, Data and Scoring Record March 1993
vii) WETLAND SIZE AND BOUNDARIES
a) Single contiguous wetland area: 373.91 hectares
b) Wetland complex comprised of 53 individual wetlands:
Wetland Unit Number Size of each
(for reference) wetland unit
Isolated Palustrine Riverine Lacustrine
Wetland Unit No. 1 251
Wetland Unit No. 2 0.51
Wetland Unit No. 3 1.42
Wetland Unit No. 4 0.27
Wetland Unit No. 5 0.31
Wetland Unit No. 6 2.54
Wetland Unit No. 7 2.80
Wetland Unit No. 8 2.23
Wetland Unit No. 9 12.23
Wetland Unit No. 10 0.68
Wetland Unit No. 11 1.00
Wetland Unit No. 12 1.50
Wetland Unit No. 13 3.28
Wetland Unit No. 14 7.30
Wetland Unit No. 15 0.72
Wetland Unit No. 16 8.86
Wetland Unit No. 17 1.28
Wetland Unit No. 18 41.94
Wetland Unit No. 19 122.95
Wetland Unit No. 20 4.12
Wetland Unit No. 21 7.92
Wetland Unit No. 22 0.36
Wetland Unit No. 23 7.20
Wetland Unit No. 24 0.21
Wetland Unit No. 25 0.38
Wetland Unit No. 26 0.17
Wetland Unit No. 27 3.26
Wetland Unit No. 28 1.52
Wetland Unit No. 29 0.08
Wetland Unit No. 30 0.05
Wetland Unit No. 31 0.33
Wetland Unit No. 32 0.23
Wetland Unit No. 33 2.76
Wetland Unit No. 34 15.41
Wetland Unit No. 35 1.38
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Wetland Unit No. 36 31.19
Wetland Unit No. 37 10.24
Wetland Unit No. 38 0.08
Wetland Unit No. 39 0.17
Wetland Unit No. 40 0.04
Wetland Unit No. 41 0.33
Wetland Unit No. 42 1.85
Wetland Unit No. 43 3.38
Wetland Unit No. 44 0.26
Wetland Unit No. 45 1.42
Wetland Unit No. 46 3.03
Wetland Unit No. 47 0.09
Wetland Unit No. 48 48.77
Wetland Unit No. 49 5.98
Wetland Unit No. 50 4.00
Wetland Unit No. 51 0.55
Wetland Unit No. 52 0.24
Wetland Unit No. 53 2.58
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit No.
Wetland Unit Totals: 0.00 323.92 48.14 1.85
(Attach additional sheetsif necessary)

TOTAL WETLAND SIZE 373.9 ha

c) Brief documentation of reasons for including any areas less than 0.5 hain size:

see attached sheet
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(Attach separate sheetsif necessary .)




MASKINONGE RIVER WETLAND COMPLEX

Seventeen wetlands under 0.5 haiin size were included in the wetland complex. Each wetland was included
for one or more of the following reasons:

1

2)

3
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

Support wetland types not well represented el sewhere in the wetland complex.

Sustain significant species/communities (i.e. conservation priority bird species, or rare or uncommon
species/’communitiesin the Regional Municipality of York or siteregion).

Are part of larger wetlands fragmented by roads, trails or ditches.
Are amphibian breeding aress.

Are headwater sources or contribute base flows.

Are hydrologically connected to larger wetlands.
Provideintervening wetland habitat between larger wetlands.

Occur aong corridors.



Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation. Data and Scoring Record May 1994

1.0 BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT

1.1 PRODUCTIVITY

1.1.1 GROWING DEGREE-DAY S/SOILS

GROWING DEGREE DAY S SOILS

(check one) Estimated Fractional Area

1) <2800 0.12 clay/loam

2) 2800 -3200 0.03 silt/marl

3) X 3200 -3600 limestone

4) 3600 -4000 0.45 sand

5) >4000 0.40 humic/mesic

fibric
granite

SCORING:
Growing [Clay- Silt- Lime- Sand Humic- Fibric Granite
Degree- [Loam Marl stone Mesic
Days|
<2800 15 13 11 9 8 7 5
2800-3200 18 15 13 11 9 8 7
3200-3600 22 18 15 13 11 9 7
3600-4000 26 21 18 15 13 10 8
>4000 30 25 20 18 15 12 8
(maximum score 30; if wetland contains more than one soil type, evaluate based on the fractional area)
Steps required for evaluation: (maximum score 30 points)

1. Select GDD line in evaluation table applicable to your wetland;
2. Determine fractional area of the wetland for each soil type;

3. Multiply fractional area of each soil type by score;

4. Sum individual soil type scores (round to nearest whole number).

In wetland complexes the evaluator should aim at determining the percentage of area occupied by the
categories for the complex as awhole.

Score

_ 22 clay/loam 2.64
_ 18 silt/marl 0.54
| limestone 0.00
_ 13 sand 5.85
11 humic/mesic 4.40
| fibric 0.00
| granite 0.00

Final Score Growing Degree-Days/Soils (maximum 30 points) 13

3




Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation,

Data and Scoring Record

1.1.2 WETLAND TYPE (Fractional Area = area of wetland type/total wetland area)

Fractional Area

Bog

Fen I
Swamp 0.63
Marsh 0.37

1.1.3 SITETYPE (Fractional Area=

| solated

Palustrine (permanent or
intermittent flow)

Riverine

Riverine (at rivermouth)
Lacustrine (at rivermouth
Lacustrine (on enclosed
bay, with barrier beach)
Lacustrine (exposed to |ake)

1.2 BIODIVERSITY

1.2.1 NUMBER OF WETLAND TYPES

Score
X 3 0.0
X 6 0.0
X 8 5.0
x 15 5.6

Wetland type score (maximum 15 points)

area of site type/total wetland area)

Fractional Area Score
0.000 x 1 = 0.000
0.866 X 2 = 1.733
0.129 X 4 = 0.515

Xx 5 = 0.000

X 5 = 0.000

X 3 = 0.000

0.005 X 2 = 0.010
Sub Total: 2.257

Site Type Scor e (maximum 5 points)

(Check only one)

1) one
2) 13 two
3) three
4) four

Score

9 points
13
20
30

Number of Wetland Types Score (maximum 30 points)

May 1994

11

2

13




Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation. Data and Scoring Record March 1993

1.2.2 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Attach a separate sheet listing community (map) codes,vegetation forms and dominant species.
Use the form on the following page to record percent area by dominant vegetation form. This information
will be used in other parts of the evaluation.

Communities should be grouped by number of forms. For example, 2 form communities might appear
asfollows:

2 forms

Code Forms Dominant Species

M6 re, ff re, Typhalatifolia; ff, Lemnaminor, Wolffia

S1 ts, gc ts, Salix discolor; gc, Impatiens capensis, Thelypteris palustris

Note that the dominant species for each form are separated by a semicolon. The dominant species
(maximum of 2) within aform are separated by commas.

Scoring:
Total # of communities Total # of communities Total # of communities
with 1-3 forms with 4 -5 forms with 6 or more forms
1=1.5points 1=2points 1=3points
2=25 2=35 2=5
3=35 3=5 3=7
4=45 4=65 4=9
5=5 5=75 5=105
6=55 6=85 6=12
7=6 7=95 7=135
8=6.5 8=105 8=15
9=7 9=115 9=16.5
10=75 10=125 10=18
11=8 11=13 11=19
+.5 each additional +.5 each additional + 1 each additional
community = 25.5 community = 19.0 community = 3.0
e.g., awetland with 3 one form communities 4 two form communities 12 four form communities and
8 six form communities would score:
6 + 13.5+ 15=34.5 =35 points
Vegetation Communities Scor e (maximum 45 points) 45




Maskinonge River Wetland Complex — Wetland Types

Wet-Field Map Vegetation Dominant Species
land No. Code Forms (sizein hectares, wetland site type: Pi — palustrine with inflow,
No. P- palustrine with no inflow, R- Riverine, L - lacustrine,

soil type, g- depth to mottling in cm, G - depth to gley in cm,
O - depth of organicsin cm, sw- % standing water and depth in
cm, presence of seepage, presence of iron precipitates)

1 200G neM1-A ne ne: Phalaris arundinacea (1.13ha, P, organic, g-26-20%, G-26, O-46,
sw-12-30%, wt-2)
201G cS1 c*,h,tsm c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Thuja occidentalis;
m: mosses (0.56ha, P, silt, g-0-20%, G-0, O-15, sw-2-3%, wt-8)
202G tsS2-A  h,ts*, ne h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Cornus stolonifera, Salix eriocephala;

ne: Phalarisarundinacea (0.21ha, P, silt, g-0-20%, G-0, O-15,
sw-30-40%, wt-8)

203G tsS3 h,ts*,gc h: Populus tremuloides, ts: Thuja occidentalis, Cornus stolonifera;
gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.47ha, P, silt, g-0-20%, G-0, O-15, sw-20-5%,
wt-8)

204G tsS2-B  h,ts*,ne h: Acer X freemanii; ts: Thuja occidentalis, Cornus stolonifera;

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.14ha, P, silt, g-0-20%, G0, O-15,
sw-30-40%, wt-8)

2 1R neM1-A ne ne: Phalarisarundinacea (0.51ha, Pi, clay, g—0, O-1, sw-0%)
3 2R neM2-A ne*,re ne: Phalaris arundinacea; re: Typhalatifolia(1.42ha, Pi, clay, g-10, O
5, sw-0%)
4 2R neM2-A ne*,re ne: Phalaris arundinacea; re: Typhalatifolia(0.27ha, Pi, clay, g-10, O
5, sw-0%)
5 1R neM1l-A ne ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.31ha, Pi, clay, g—0, O-1, sw-0%)
6 1R neM1-A ne ne: Phalarisarunidinacea (2.27ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-1, sw-0%)
reM3-A re re: Typhasp. (0.12ha, Fi, clay, g-0, O-1, sw-0%)
SUW4-A su su: submergents (0.15ha, Pi, clay, sw-100%)
7 4R gcM5A gct, ne, re gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Carex vulpinoidea; re: Typhalatifolia
(0.79ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-5, sw-0%)
5R gcM5B gc*, ne re gc: Aster lanceol atus; ne: grass sp; re: Typhalatifolia
(0.76ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-1, sw-0%)
6R reM6 Is, ne, re* Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Phalaris arundinacea; re: Typhalatifolia
(0.84ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-5, sw-0%)
7R ¢4 c*,gc, m c: Thuja occidentalis; gc: Impatiens capensis; m: mosses

(0.41ha, Pi, fine sand, g-5,0-10, sw-0%)

8 3R reM3-A re re: Typhasp. (2.15ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-2, sw-0%)
SUW4-A su su: submergents (0.08ha, Pi, clay, sw-100%)
9 8R neM7-A gc, ne* gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea & grasses
(2.54ha, Pi, fine sand, g—5,0-10, sw-0%)
9R neM2-A ne*, re ne: Phalaris arundinaces; re: Typhalatifolia (2.30ha, Pi, organic, O-
40+, sw-0%)
10R cS5-A c*,gc ¢: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis, Impatiens capensis

(0.91ha, Fi, fine sand, g—0,0-10, seeps on slope, sw-0%)



11R

12R

1012R

1112R

12 13R

14R

1313R

15R

16R

14 17R

18R

19R

20R

21R

22R

23R

1524R

16 25R

26R

27R

28R

29R

30R

17 31R

hS6-A

h*, gc, m

neM1B ne

neM1B ne

neM1B ne

neM7-B gc, ne*

cS5-B

c*,gc

neM7-B gc, ne*

hS7-A

cS8

hS7-B

cS5-C

hS9-A

hS6-B

hS7-C

h*, gc
c

h*,gc

c*,gc
h*, ts, gc
h*,gc, m

h*, gc

neM7-B gc, ne*

gcM8-A gc

gcM5A gc*, ne, re

neM7-C gc, ne*

gcM9-A gc*, ne

hS10-A h*,c, ts, gc

cS11-A h,c*,ts, gc

reM3-B re

reM10

Is, ne, re*, m

neM1-A ne
suW4-A su

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; gc: Onoclea sensibilis; m: mosses
(0.66ha, Pi, fine sand, g-5, O-15, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea, Carex vulpinoidea & grassses
(5.82ha, Pi, fine sand, g-2, O-5, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea, Carex vulpinoidea & grasses
(0.68ha, Pi, fine sand, g-2, O-5, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea, Carex vulpinoidea & grassses
(2.00ha, Pi, fine sand, g-2, O-5, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(1.37ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0, O-15, sw-0%)

c: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Cystopteris bulbifera
(0.13ha, Pi, fine sand, g-35, O-15, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea

(1.70ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0, O-15, sw-0%)

h: Betula allegheniensis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis

(2.09ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis (0.49ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

h: Betula alleghaniensis, Faxinus nigra; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(0.42ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-10, sw-0%)

¢: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis,

(0.37ha, Pi, fine sand, g—0, 0-10, seepage present, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Alnus rugosa; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(0.34ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; gc: Onoclea sensibilis, Impatiens capensis;
m: mosses (0.31ha, Pi, clay, g-0, O-15, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Matteuccia struthiopteris (0.60ha, Pi, organic,
O-40+, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (4.77ha, Pi, organic,
O-40+, sw0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus(0.4%a, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Carex vulpinoides; re: Typhalatifolia
(0.72ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus, Eupatorium maculatum ; ne: Phalaris
arundinacea (4.03ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Calamagrostis canadensis

(0.37ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0, O-5, sw-0%)

h: Acer X freemanii, Fraxinus pennsylvanica; c: Thuja occidentalis;
ts: Alnusrugosa; gc: Onoclea sensibilis (1.65ha, Pi, fine sand, g-5, O-
15, sw-15%)

h: Acer X freemanii; c: Thuja occidentalis; ts: Alnus rugosa;

gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.92ha, Pi, fine sand, g-5, O-15, sw-15%)

re: Typhalatifolia (1.35ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: grasses; re: Typha latifolia; m: mosses
(0.54ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (1.11ha, Pi, clay, sw-0%)
su: submergents (0.17ha, Pi, clay, sw-100%)



18 32R neS12 tsne*,gcre

33R gcS13  hits,negc*

34R hS9-B h* tsgc

struthiopteris,

19

35R gcS14 ts,gc*,ne

36R hS15-A h*,gc,ne

37R reM11-A re*,gc

38R gcM5-C gc*,nere

M3 reM12 re*,negc
M4 reS16 dc,ts,re*
M6 neSl7 h,gc,ne* re
M9 neS18 tsgc,ne* ff

S1 tsS19-A ts*,ne
S2 hS15-B h*,gc,ne

S5 tsS20-A ts*,gc,nere
S6 hS21-A h* tsgc,ne
S7 ts0-B ts*,gc,nere
S8 hsS22  h*,ts,gc,ff
S9 ts23  ts*,ds,gc,ne
S11ts4  h,ts*,gc,neff
1 reM11-Bre*gc

2 gcM8-A gc
135 neM7-D ne*,gc

135B ffwi13 ff*,su

137 hS21-B h*,ts,gc,ne

138 tsS19-B ts*,ne

ts: Sambucus canadensis; ne: Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Aster
lanceolatus, |mpatiens capensis, Eupatorium perfoliatum; re: Typha
latifolia (5.80ha, Pi, organic, O-40, g-0-10%, sw-18-5%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvancia; ne: Carex sp.;
gc: Solidago altissima, Onoclea sensibilis, Aster lanceolatus (7.18ha,
Pi, organic, g-0-10%, G-0, G-40 then clay, sw-0% wt-60)

h: Acer X freemanii; ts; Acer X freemanii; gc: Matteuccia

Impatiens capensis (10.50ha, Pi, clay, g-5-5%, G-5, O-15, sw-0%)

ts: Salix bebbiana; gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(8.74ha, Pi, clay, g-5-15%, G-5, O-20, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Impatiens capensis, Laportea canadensis;

ne: Scirpuscyperinus Carex lupulina (4.71ha, Pi, fine sand, G-0, g-15
5%, O-15, sw-0%)

re: Typha angustifolia; gc: Impatiens capensis (3.2%a, Pi, organic, G-
0, g-0-15%, O-50 then clay, sw-20-5%)

gc: Eupatorim maculatum, Impatiens capensis; ne: Phalaris
arundinacea; re: Typhalatifolia (1.77ha, Pi, organic, g-0-15%,G-0, O-
50 then clay, sw0%)

re: Typha latifolia; ne: grasses; gc: Epilobium hirsutum (10.87ha, Pi,
organic)

dc: dead Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thuja occidentalis; re: Typhalatifolia
(2.38ha, Pi, organic)

h: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: grasses & sedges,

re: Typhalatifolia (4.05ha, Pi, organic)

ts: Salix sp.; gc: Polygonum sp.; ne: sedges & grasses; ff: Lemna minor
(2.23ha, Pi, organic)

ts: Alnus rugosa; ne; grasses (3.46ha, Pi, organic)

h: Fraxinus nigra, Salix sp.; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne sedges &
grasses (0.87ha, Pi, organic)

ts: Salix sp.; gc: Epilobium hirsutum; ne: grasses & sedges; re: Typha
latifolia (18.84ha, Pi, organic)

h: Salix sp.; ts: Salix sp.; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: sedges & grasses
(2.20ha, Pi, organic)

ts: Salix sp.; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne; grasses; re: Typhalatifolia
(2.96ha, Pi, organic)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ts: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Solanum dulcamara;

ff: Lemna minor (13.49ha, Pi, organic)

ts: Salix sp.; ds: Salix sp.; gc: Solanum dulcamara; ne: sedges
(0.42ha, Pi, organic)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Salix sp.; gc: Polygonum sp.; ne: grasses;
ff: Lemna minor (3.91ha, Pi, fine sand)

re: Typhalatifolia, Typha angustiffolia; gc: Aster lanceolatus
(17.19ha, Pi, sand, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus(3.88ha, Pi, sand, sw-0%)

ne: Sparganium eurycarpum, Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Polygonum
persicaria (1.46ha, Pi, organic, O-85+, sw-0%)

ff: Wolffia columbiana, Wolffiaborealis; su: Ceratophyllum
demersum, Elodea canadensis (0.55ha, Pi, organic, O-80+, sw-100%)
h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; gc: Aster
lanceolatus, Onoclea sensibilis, Boehmeriacylindirica (0.3%a, Pi, fine
sand, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

ts: Salix petiolaris; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (10.46ha, Pi, organic, O-
80+, sw-0%)



139

140

141
142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

150

20 2

M6

S2

21130

131
133
134
136
178
151

22179

hS9-C  h* tsgc

hS25-A h* ts

reM3-B re
suW4-B su

tsS20-C ts*,gc,re,ne

neM14 ne*,gc,be

tsS26-A ts*,ne,gc

hS15-C h*ne,gc

neM7-E ne*,gc

hS21-C h* ts,ne,gc

reM15A re*,ne
hS15-D h*,ne,gc
gcM8-A gc

nesSl7 h,gc,ne* re

hS15-B h*,gc,ne

cS11-B c*,h,ts,gc

tsS26-B ts*gc,ne
gcS27  tsger
gcM8B gc
gcM9-B gc*,ne
tsS28-A ts*,gc
hS21-D h*ts,ne,gc

hS21-E h*ts,gc,ne

h: Populus tremul oides, Populus balsamifera; ts: Cornus stolonifera,
Populus balsamifera, Ulmus americana, Fraxinus pennsylvanica;

gc: Pubus pubescens, Thalictrum pubescens, Solidago gigantea,
Parthenocissusinserta, Clematis virginiana (2.2%a, Pi, fine sand,
sw-0%)

h: Populus balsamifera; ts. Cornus stolonifera (0.28ha, Pi, fine sand,
sw-0%)

re: Typhalatifolia (0.92ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

su: Utriculariavulgaris; Ceratophyllum demersum (5.00ha, Pi, silty
clay, sw-30-100%)

ts: Salix sp.; gc: Impatiens capensis, Pilea pumilg; re: Typhasp.;

ne: Carex utriculata (0.54ha, Pi, organic, O-80+, sw-05)

ne: Leersiaoryzoides; gc: Bidens cernuus, Verbena hastata, Epilobium
ciliatum, Sium suave; be: Alisma plantago-aquatica (7.82ha, Pi, silt,
g-0-5%,G-0, sw-0%)

ts: Salix petiolaris; ne: Calamagrostis canadensis; gc: Aster lanceol atus,
Boehmeria cylindrica, Impatiens capensis (4.66ha, Pi, organic, O-60+,
sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ne; Carex sp.; gc: Verbena hastata, Eupatorium
perfoliatum (0.32ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0-5%, O-15, sw-0%)

ne: Carex stricta, Carex lacustris, Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Verbena
hastata, Eupatorium perfoliatum, Asclepiasincarnata, Aster puniceus
(1.53ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0-5%, O-15, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Carex stricata;

gc: Rubus pubescens, Anemone canaden sis (0.52ha, Pi, fine sand,
g-0-10%, O-10, sw-0%)

re: Typhasp.; ne: Phalaris arundiancea ( 2.32ha, Pi, organic, O-40+,
sw-100%)

h: Populus balsamifera; ne; Agrostis stolonifera; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(0.14ha, Pi, fine sand O-15, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus (0.55ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: grasses & sedges,
re: Typhalatifolia (1.11ha, Pi, organic)

h: Fraxinus nigra, Salix sp.; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne sedges &
grasses (2.46ha, Pi, organic)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Betula papyrifera, Populus tremuloides;

ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onocleasensibilis (2.81ha, Pi, very fine
sand, g-0-5%, O- 20, sw-0%)

ts: Alnus rugosa; gc: |mpatiens capensis, Onoclea sensibilis; ne:
Glyceriastriata (2.62ha, Pi, organic, O-40, sw-0%)

ts: Alnus rugosa; gc: |mpatiens capensis, Eupatorium maculatum, Aster
puniceus, Aster lanceolatus (0.26ha, Pi, organic, O-40, sw-0%)

gc: Eupatorium maculatum, Aster lanceolatus (0.65ha, Pi, fine sand,
g-0-5%, O-15, sw-0%)

gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: Glyceriastriata (0.25ha, Pi, organic, O-40,
sw-0%)

ts: Alnusrugosa; gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.27ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)
h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ne: Agrostis
stolonifera, Carex retrorsa; gc: Onoclea sensibilis (1.06ha, Pi, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Onoclea sensibilis;
ne: Glyceriastriata, Scirpus cyperinus (0.36ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)



23164

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

177

177B

24

25

26182

27181

182

183

hS9-D  h* ts,gc

cS29  c*htsge,m

gcM9B gc*,ne
cS11-C c*,h,ts,gc
cS30-A c*,ts,gc

tsS31-A ts*,Is,gc,ne

hS32  h*ts/Is,ne

hS10-B h*,c,ts,gc
neM7-B ne*,gc

hS21-F h* ts,gc,ne

hS9-D  h* ts,gc

nesS32 h,ts,ne*

neM 2B ne*re
neS33-A ts,ne*,gc
Ssuw4-C su
neS33-A ts,ne* ,gc

cS34  c*ts

182B neS33-A ts,ne* ,gc

185

186

187

28 317

318

29 303

neS33-Bts,ne* ,gc

reM11-A re*,gc

hS21-G h*ts,gc,ne

hS25-B h*,ts

hS15-E h*,gc,ne

neM1-A ne

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; gc: Onoclea
sensibilis(0.56ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0-5%,0-2, sw-0%)

¢: Thuja occidentalis; h: Ulmus americana, Fraxinus pennsylvanica;
ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis (0.35ha, Pi, fine sand,
sw-0%)

gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: Glyceria striata(0.38ha,Pi,fine sand, sw-0%)
c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Thuja occidentalis,
gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.77ha, Pi, fine sand, g-10-50%, O-10, sw-0%)
c: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(2.04ha, Pi, fine sand, g-10-50%, O-10, sw-0%)

ts: Salix discolor, Salix eriocephala, Salix bebbiana; Is: Cornus
stolonifera; gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Agrostis gigantea(0.23ha, Pi,
fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremul oides; ts: Ulmus americana, Salix bebbiang;

Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Agrostis stolonifera (0.22ha, Pi, fine sand,
sw-0%)

h: Populus tremulides; c: Thuja occidentalis; ts: Thuja occidentalis;
gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.21ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Aster lanceolatus (0.16ha, Pi, fine sand,
sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra, Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Alnus rugosa, Fraxinus
nigra, Sambucus canadensis; gc: Impatiens capensis; ne: Glyceria
striata (2.84ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; gc: Onoclea
sensibilis(0.44ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Salix X rubens: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Phalaris arundinacea(0.21ha,
Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

ne: Phalarisarundinacea; re: Typha sp.(0.38ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Thuja occidentalis; ne: Glyceria striata; gc: Eupatorium perfoliatum,
Aster puniceus (0.17ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

su: Charasp. (0.09ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-100%)

ts: Thuja occidentalis; ne: Glyceria striata; gc: Eupatorium perfoliatum,
Aster puniceus (0.12ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thuja occidentalis (1.16ha, Pi, organic, O-
40+, sw-0%)

ts: Thujaoccidentalis; ne: Glyceria striata, Agrostis stolonifera;

gc: Eupatorium perfoliatum (0.70ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

ts: Salix petiolaris; ne: Glyceriastriata, Agrostis stolonifera, Carex
lupuling; gc: Eupatorium perfoliatum, Aster puniceus, Solidago rugosa
(0.12ha, Pi, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

re: Typha angustifolia; gc: Impatiens capensis (0.07a, Pi, organic,
O-40+, sw0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ts: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Impatiens capensis; Onoclea
sensibilis: ne: Glyceria striata (1.00ha, Pi, fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Acer X freemanii; ts: Acer X freemanii (1.42ha, Pi, fine sand, O-15,
sw-0%)

h: Populus balsamifera; gc: Solanum dulcamara; ne: Agrostis
stolonifera (0.1Cha, Pi, fine sand, O-15, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.08ha, Pi, silty very fine sand, g-0-10%, O
15, sw-0%)



30303

31305

32 305

313

33 306

307

309

310

312

neM1-A ne

hS9-E  h*,ts,gc

hS9-E  h* ts,gc

cS11-D c*,h,ts,gc

cS30  c*,ts,gc
gcM9C gc*,ne
gcM 9D gc*,ne
neM7-C ne*,gc

tsS26-C ts*,ne,gc

34 131B tsS28-B ts*,gc

131CtsS31-B ts*,Is,gc,ne

152

153

153B ¢S35

155

155B tsS36

cS30-A c*,ts,gc
cS11-E c*,h,ts,gc

c*,h,ts,gc,ne,m

hS9-F  h* ts,gc

C,ts*

155ChS37-A h*,ts,Is,ne

156

reM15B re*,ne

156B tsS19-C ts* ne

158

158B tsS39

159

tsS38-A ts*,Is,ne

ts*,Is,nem

neM7-F ne*gc

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.05ha, Pi, silty very fine sand, g-0-10%, O
15, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ts: Thuja occidentalis, Fraxinus nigra, Betula
allegheniensis; gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.33ha, Pi, fine sand, g-0-5%,
O-15, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ts: Thujaoccidentalis, Fraxinus nigra, Betula
allegheniensis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis (0.10ha, P, fine sand, g-0-5%,
0-15, sw-0%)

c: Thuja occidentalis; h: Betula allegheniensis; ts: Thuja occidentalis;
gc: Onocleasensibilis (0.13ha, P, fine sand, g-0-5%, O-15, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(1.75ha, P, fine sand, g-0-5%, O-25, sw-0%)

gc: Onoclea sensibilis, Boehmeria cylinidrica; ne: Leersia oryzoides
(0.06ha, P, organic, O-60+, sw-0%)

gc: Eupatorium maculatum, Aster puniceus, Aster lanceolatus;

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.43ha, P, fine sand, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Aster lanceolatus, Eupatorium maculatum
(0.46ha, P, fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Salix discolor, Salix eriocephal a; ne: Phalaris arundinacea, Agrostis
gigantea; gc: Aster lanceolatus, Eupatorium maculatum (0.06ha, P,
fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Alnusrugosa; gc: Impatiens capensis (0.38ha, P, organic, O-60+,
sw-0%)

ts: Alnusrugosg; Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Glyceria striata, Agrostis
stolonifera; Impatiens capensis, Onoclea sensibilis (0.45ha, P, fine
sand, g-0-5%, G-0, O-10, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(0.80ha, P, fine sand, g-0-5%, O-20, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Thuja occidentalis;
gc: Onocleasensibilis (4.0%ha, P, fine sand, g-0, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Thuja occidentalis;
gc: Rubus pubescens, Onoclea sensibilis; ne: Equisetum scirpoides;
m: mosses (1.3Cha, P, fine sand, g-0, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Thujaoccidentalis; gc: Onoclea sensibilis
(3.13ha, P, fine sand, g-5-5%, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thujaoccidentalis, Alnusrugosa (0.56ha, P,
fine sand, g-5-5%, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Salix petiolaris, Salix eriocephala, Populus
tremuloides; Is; Cornus stolonifera; ne: Agrostis stolonifera,

Agrostis gigantea (1.41ha, P, fine sand, g-5-5%, sw-0%)

re: Typha latifolia; ne: Carex lasiocarpa (0.02ha, P, fine sand; sw-0%)
ts: Salix petiolaris, ne: Carex aguatilis, Carex lasiocarpa (0.45ha, P,
fine sand, g-5-5%, sw-0%)

ts: Thujaoccidentalis, Populus tremuloides, Salix discolor, Salix
bebbiana; Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Agrostis gigantea, Agrostis
stolonifera (1.51ha, P, fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Salix eriocephala; Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Agrostis gigantea;

m: mosses (0.4%ha, P, silty very fine sand, g-0-5%, G-30, O-1, sw-0%)
ne: Leersia oryzoides, Phalaris arundinacea; gc: Eupatorium
maculatum, Solanum dulcamara (0.21ha, P, silty very fine sand, g-0-
5%, G-30, O-1, sw-0%)



160

161

162

163

35113

114

36 39R

40R
41R

100

100B
100C
107
124,

113
101B

101E
108

103

109

109D

109B

106

ts28-C ts*,gc

h$A0-A h*ts,Is,gc,ne

nes4l h,ts,ne*,gc

tsS26-D ts*,ne,gc

gcM9-E gc*,ne

cS11-F c*,hts,gc

reM10 Is, ne, re*, m

cS8 c
neM7-C gc, ne*
reM11-C re*,gc

reM11-D re*gc

gcM5D gc*,re,ne

neM7-G ne* ,gc
gcM9-Egc*,ne

SUW19-A su* ff

suwW19-B su* ,ff
ffw20o ff

hS10-C h*,c,ts,gc

hS10-D h*c,ts,gc

hS10-E h*,c,ts,gc

cS11-G c*,h,ts,gc

hS9-G  h*ts,gc

ts: Alnusrugosa; gc: Solidago rugosa, Onoclea sensibilis (0.13ha, P,
silty very fine sand, g-0-5%, G-30, O-1, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; Is: Cornus
stolonifera; gc: Boehmeria cylinidrica; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(0.20ha, P, silty very fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Cornus stolonifera; ne: Glyceria striata,
Leersiaoryzoides, Agrostis gigantea; gc: Impatiens capensis (0.22ha, P,
fine sand, g-0-5%, G-0, O-10, sw-0%)

ts: Alnusrugosa; ne: Glyceriastriata, gc: Rubus pubescens (0.12ha, P,
fine sand, g-0-5%, G-0, O-10, sw-0%)

gc: Impatiens capensis, Eupatorium maculatum; ne: Phalaris
arundinacea (1.30ha, R, silty very fine sand, g-0-20%, O-40, sw-0%)
c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Fraxinus pensylvannica; ts: Fraxinus
pennsylvanica, Thujaoccidentlais; gc: Impatiens capensis, Onoclea
sensibilis, Matteuccia struthiopteris, Boehmeria cylinidrica (0.08ha, R,
silty very fine sand, g-0-30%, O-15, sw-0%)

Is: Cornus stolonifera; ne: grasses; re: Typhalatifolia; m: mosses
(0.31ha, P, fine sand, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

¢: Thujaoccidentalis (0.32ha, R, fine sand, g-0, O-30, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceol atus, Eupatorium maculatum; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(2.35ha, R, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

re: Typhalatifolia; gc: Thelypteris palustris, Lythrum salicaria, Cicuta
bulbifera, Solanum dulcamara, Scutellaria galericulata (1.28ha, R,
organic, sw-15-20%)

re: Typha X glauca; gc: Impatiens capensis, Onoclea sensibilis,
Lythrum salicaria (3.21ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

gc: Onocleasensibilis, Impatiens capensis, Lythrum salicaria;

re: Typhalatifolia; ne: Sparganium eurycarpum (0.30ha, R, organic,
sw-0%)

ne: Acorus americanus, Calamagrostis canadensis, Carex lacustris,
Leersiaoryzoides; gc: Solanum dulcmara (0.17ha, R, organic, sw-0%)
gc: Impatiens capensis, Eupatorium maculatum; ne: Phalaris
arundinacea (2.17ha, R, silty very fine sand, g-0-20%, O-40, sw-0%)
su: Myriophyllum spicatum, Elodea canadensis, Najas flexilis;

ff: Lemna minor, Wolffia sp. (5.99ha, R, silty very fine sand, O-20,
sw-40-100%)

su: Ceratophyllum demersum; ff: Lemnaminor, Wolffiasp. (1.27ha, R,
silty very fine sand, sw-40-100%)

ff: Lemnaminor, Wolffia sp. (1.95ha, R, silty very fine sand,
sw-40-100%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ¢: Thuja occidentalis; ts: Alnus rugosa; gc: Onoclea
sensibilis, Impatiens capensis, Boehmeria cylindrica (0.40ha, R,
organic, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; c: Thujaoccidentalis; ts: Thuja occidentlais;
gc: Onoclea sensibilis, Impatiens capensis, Boehmeriacylinidrica
(1.60ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica, Fraxinus nigra; c: Thujaoccidentalis;

ts: Alnusrugoa, Fraxinus pennylvanica; gc: Onocleasensibilis,
Boehmeriacylindrica (0.62ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Fraxinus nigra, Fraxinus pennsylvanica;

ts: Thujaoccidentalis, Alnus rugosa; gc: Onoclea sensibilis (4.00ha, R,
organic, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ts: Fraxinus nigra; gc: Thelypteris palustris,
Boehmeria cylindrica, Onoclea sensibilis (0.18ha, R, organic, sw-0%)



109C hS9-H h* ts,gc

115 ¢S30-B c*,ts,gc

116 ¢cS30-C c*,ts,gc

123  ts28-B ts*,gc
3742R gcM9F gc*, ne
43R h42  h*ctsgc,m

44R ¢S11-H c*,h,ts,gc

45R neM7-A gc, ne*
46R h$43  h*,cm
47R gcM16 Is,gc*,ne
48R reM17 Isgc,re*
50R neM7-B gc, ne*

51R reM15-Cne, re*

3852R neM7-B gc, ne*

3952R neM7-B gc, ne*

40 51RreM15Cnere*

41 100B reM11-D re*gc

42 100B reM11-D re*gc

101CsuwW4-D su

100D reA4  h,re*,gc

43206Ghs45  h* tsm

207G neM 2-A ne* re

208Gcs46  c*hts

h: Fraxinus nigra, Fraxinuis pennsylvanica; ts: Fraxinus pennsylvanica;
gc: Matteuccia struthiopteris, Onoclea sensibilis, Impatiens capensis
(3.39%ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

¢: Thuja occidentalis; ts: Thuja occidentalis; gc: Matteuccia
struthiopteris, Cystopteris bulbifera, Onoclea sensibilis (0.21ha, R,
organic, sw-0%)

c¢: Thujaoccidentlias; ts: Thuja occidentalis, Acer spicatum;

gc: Matteuccia struthiopteris, Cystopteris bulbifera, Onoclea sensibilis
(2.30ha, R, organic, sw-20%, seepage present)

ts: Alnusrugosa, gc: Impatiens capensis (0.17ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus, Eupatorium macul atum; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(2.18ha, R, clay, g-0, O-30, sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus nigra; ¢: Thuja occidentalis; ts: Alnus rugosa; gc: Onoclea
sensibilis; m: mosses (0.91ha, R, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

c: Thuja occidentalis; h: Betula allegheniensis, Betula papyrifera;

ts: Fraxinuis pennsylvnaica; gc: Cystopteris bulbifera, Impatiens
capensis (0.68ha, R, organic, O-40+, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea, grasses (2.60ha, R,
clay, g-0, O-20, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides, Fraxinuis pennsylvanica; ¢: Thuja occidentalis;
m: mosses (0.4%a, R, fine sand, g-5, O-10, sw-0%)

Is: Cornus stolonifera; gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea
(2.03ha, R, clay, g-0, O-30, sw-0%)

Is: Cornus stolonifera; gc: Aster lanceolatus; re: Typha spp. (0.90ha, R,
clay, g-0, O-30, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (1.23nha, R, clay, g-0,
0-15, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea, grasses; re: Typhaspp. (0.27ha, R, clay, g-5
O-2, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.08ha, R,
clay, g-0, O-5, sw-0%)

gc: Aster lanceol atus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.17ha, R, clay, g-0, O-
5, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea, grasses; re:Typha sp. (0.04ha, R, clay, g-5,
O-2, sw-0%)

re: Typha X glauca; gc: Impatiens capensis, Onoclea sensibilis,
Lythrum salicaria (0.33ha, R, organic, sw-0%)

re: Typha X glauca; gc: Impatiens capensis, Onoclea sensibilis,
Lythrum salicaria (0.34ha, L, organic, sw-0%)

su: Vallisneriaamericana (1.20ha, L, fine sand, sw-100%)

h: Salix X rubens; re: Typha X glauca; gc: Impatiens capensis
(0.31ha, L, fine sand, sw-0%)

h: Populus tremuloides; ts: Cornus stolonifera, Thuja occidentalis;

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.96ha, Pi, silty fine sand, g-0-5%, G-0, O-
32, sw-3-20%,wt -10)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea; re: Typhalatifolia(0.93ha, Fi, silt, G-0, O-36,
sw-0%, wt -5)

c¢: Thujaoccidentalis; h: Betula allegheniensists: Thuja occidentalis
(1.35ha, Pi, organic, G0, O-82, sw2-2%, wt -15, seepage present)



209Ghs$47  h*,tsne

44 1F hS25-C h*ts

45 2F neM1-A ne

46 1F hS25-C h*ts
2F neM1-A ne
3F gcM8C gc

47303 neM1-A ne

48 300 tsS26-E ts*,ne,gc

301 neM18 Isne*,gc,m
302 neM2-A ne*,re

M1 neM2-C ne*re
S5 h$40-B h*ts|ls,gc,ne

S2  tsS38-B ts*,Is,ne

S3  tsS31-C ts*,Is,gc,ne

49 Sl  tsHA8 ts*,rene
212G hS37-B h* ts,Is,ne

50 4F reM15A re*,ne
5F suW4-A su
A tsHA9  ts*,re,nem

51 210GneS50  ts,ls, ne*,gc

52 205G hS25-D h*ts

538R neMT-A gc, ne*

h: Populus balsamifera; ts. Cornus stolonifera; ne: grasses & sedges
(0.14ha, Pi, organic, GO, O-66, sw-5-10%, wt-10, seepage present)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvannica; ts: Cornusfoemina(0.26ha, R, silty very
fine sand, g-0-20%, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (1.42ha, R, very fine sandy silt, g-30-10%,
sw-0%)

h: Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts: Cornus stolonifera (1.66ha, R, silty very
fine sand, g-0-20%, sw-0%)

ne: Phalarisarundinacea (1.12ha, R, silty very fine sand, g-30-10%,
sw-0%)

gc: Polygonum hydropiper (0.25ha, R, organic, O-65, sw-0%)

ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.09ha, Pi, silty very fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Salix eriocephala, Cornus stolonifera; ne; Phalris arundinacea,
Equisetum hyemale, Agrostis gigantea; gc: Aster lanceolatus, Solidago
atissima(3.91ha, P, silty very fine sand, g-0-10%, O-15, sw-0%)

Is: Salix exigua; ne: Equisteum hyemale; gc: Aster lanceolatus;

m: mosses (0.25a, P, silty very fine sand, g-0-10%, O-15, sw-0%)
ne; Phalaris arundinacea; re; Typhalatifolia (0.34ha, P, fine silty very
fine sand, g-0-10%, O-15, sw-0%)

ne: grasses & sedges; re: Typhasp. (0.75ha, P, silty very fine sand)

h: Populus tremul oides, Populus balsamifera; ts: Cornus stolonifera,
Ulmus americang; Is;, Cornus stolonifera; gc: Onoclea sensibilis,
Impatiens capensis, Eupatorium maculatum; ne: grasses & sedges
(23.78ha, P, silty very fine sand)

ts: Ulmus americana, Salix sp; Is; Cornus stolonifera; ne: grasses &
sedges (2.96ha, P, silty very fine sand)

ts: Salix sp.; Is: Salix sp.; gc: Eupatorium perfoliatum; ne: grasses &
sedges (16.78ha, P, silty very fine sand)

ts: Salix sp.; ne: sedges:re: Typhasp. (1.33ha, P, silty very fine sand)
h: Populus tremul oides, Fraxinus pennsylvanica; ts. Populus
tremuloides; Fraxinus pennsylvanica; |s. Cornus stolonifera; ne; Carex
sp. (4.65ha, P, silty fine sand, g-14-40%, O-14, wt-14, sw-20-45%)

re: Typhasp; ne: Phalaris arundinacea (0.65ha, P, fine sand, sw-0%)
su: submergents (0.18ha, P, fine sand, sw-100%)

Salix sp., Cornus stolonifera; re: Typhalatifolia; ne; grasses
(3.17ha, P, fine sand, sw-0%)

ts: Salix eriocephala; Is: Cornus stolonifera: ne: Equisetum hyemale;
gc: Solidago sp. (0.55ha, P, silty very fine sand, g-18-55%, G-32, O-2,
Sw-1%, wt -5)

h: Ulmus americana; ts: Cornus stolonifera (0.24ha, P, silty very fine
sand, g-29-15%, O-3, sw-10-30%, wt -20)

gc: Aster lanceolatus; ne: Phalaris arundinacea & grasses
(2.58ha, Pi, fine sand, g—5,0-10, sw-0%)
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Wetland Name: Maskinonge River Wetland Complex
Wetland Size (ha): 373.91
Vegetation Form % area in which form is dominant
h 25.63
c 7.20
dh
dc
ts 21.56
Is
ds
gc 9.23
m
ne 18.92
be
re 13.01
ff 0.67
f
su 3.78
u (unvegetated)
Total = 100% 100.00
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1.2.3 DIVERSITY OF SURROUNDING HABITAT

(Check all appropriate items(1))

XXX X |X|X

XXX |X

row crop
pasture

abandoned agricultural land

deciduous forest

coniferous forest

mixed forest (at least 25% conifer and 75% deciduous or vice versa)
abandoned pits and quarries

open lake or deep river

fence rows with cover, or shelterbelts

terrain appreciably undulating,hilly,or with ravines

creek flood plain

Diversity of Surrounding Habitat Score (1 for each, maximum 7 points)

1.2.4 PROXIMITY TO OTHER WETLANDS

1)

2)

3

4)

5)

6)

7)

(Check first appropriate category only)

8

Hydrologically connected by surface water to other wetlands
(different dominant wetlal 1d type) or to open lake or deep river
within 1.5 km

Hydrologically connected by surface water to other wetlands
(same dominant wetland type) within 0.5 km

Hydrologically connected by surface water to other wetlands
(different dominant wetland type),or to open lake or deep river from
1.5to 4 km away

Hydrologically connected by surface water to other wetlands
(same dominant wetland type) from 0.5 to 1.5 km away

Within 0.75 km of other wetlands (different dominant wetland type)
or open water body, but not hydrologically connected by

surface water

Within 1 km of other wetlands,but not hydrologically
connected by surface water

No wetland within 1 km

Proximity to other Wetlands Scor e (Choose one only, maximum 8 points)

March 1993

Scoring

8 points
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1.2.5 INTERSPERSION

Number of Intersections

(Check one)

1) 26o0rless
2) 27to40

3) 41to60
4) 61to80

5) 81tol00
6) 101to125
7) 126t0150
8) 151t0175
9) 17610200
10) >200

I nter spersion Scor e (Choose one only maximum 30 points)

1.2.6 OPEN WATER TYPES

Permanently flooded:
(Check one)

1
2)
3
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

8

type 1
type 2
type3
type 4
type 5
type 6
type 7
type 8
no open water

Open Water Type Scor e (Choose one only maximum 30 points)

119

Score

o o w

12
15
18
21
24
27
30

Score

8
8
14
20
30
8
14
3
0

May 1994

18
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1.3 SIZE
373.9 hectares 99 Subtotal for Biodiversity
Size Scor e (Biological Component) (maximum 50 points) 50

Evaluation Table Size Score (Biological component)

Wetland Total Score for Biodiversity Subcomponent

size(ha) || <37| 37-48 49-60 61-72 73-84 85-96 97- 109- 121- |>132

108 120 132

<21 ha 1 5 9 17 25 34 43 50
21-40 5 7 10 19 28 37 46 50
41-60 6 8 10 11 21 31 40 49 50
61-80 7 9 10 11 13 23 34 43 50 50
81-100 8 10 11 13 15 25 37 46 50 50
101-120 9 11 13 15 18 28 40 49 50 50
121-140 10 13 15 17 21 31 43 50 50 50
141-160 11 15 17 19 23 34 46 50 50 50
161-180 13 17 19 21 25 37 49 50 50 50
181-200 15 19 21 23 28 40 50 50 50 50
201-400 17 21 23 25 31 43 50 50 50 50
401-600 19 23 25 28 34 46 50 50 50 50
601-800 21 25 28 31 37 49 50 50 50 50
801-1000 23 28 31 34 40 50 50 50 50 50
1001-1200| 25 31 34 37 43 50 50 50 50 50
1201-1400| 28 34 37 40 46 50 50 50 50 50
1401-1600| 31 37 40 43 49 50 50 50 50 50
1601-1800| 34 40 43 46 50 50 50 50 50 50
1801-2000| 37 43 47 49 50 50 50 50 50 50
>2000 40 46 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
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2.0 SOCIAL COMPONENT

2.1 ECONOMICALLY VALUABLE PRODUCTS

2.1.1 WOOD PRODUCTS

Area of wetland forested (ha), i.e. dominant form is h or c. Note that thisis not wetland size. (Check one
only)

Score
1) <5 ha 0
2) 5-25ha 3
3) 26 -50 ha 6
4) 51- 100 ha 9
5) 12 101 -200 ha 12
6) >200 ha 18
Source of information: field observations
Wood Products Scor e (Scor e one only, maximum 18 points) 12
2.1.2 WILD RICE
(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Present (minimum size 0.5 ha) 1) 6 6 points
Absent 2) 0
Source of information: Steve Varga- MNR, Aurora
Wild Rice Score (maximum 6 points) 6

2.1.3 COMMERCIAL FISH (BAIT FISH AND/OR COARSE FISH

(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Present 1) 12 12 points
Habitat not suitable for fish 2) 0
Source of infolmation: Stefan Romberg - MNR, Aurora
Commercial Fish Score (maximum 12 points) 12

2.1.4 BULLFROGS

(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Present 1) 1 1 points
Absent 2) 0
Source of information: Jm Fry - MNR, Maple
Bullfrog Score (maximum 1 point) 1

10
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2.1.5 SNAPPING TURTLES

(Check one)
Present
Absent

Source of information:

Score (Choose one)
1) 1 1 point
2) 0

Jm Fry - MNR, Maple

2.1.6 FURBEARERS

(Consult Appendix 9)

Name of furbearer

Snapping Turtle Score (maximum 1 point)

Source of information

1) Racoon =3|| field observations
2) Muskrat 3] field observations
3) Beaver 3] field observations
4) Mink 3] Jim Fry - MNR, Maple
5) Red Fox || "
Coyote "

Scoring: 3 points for each species. maximum 12

2.2 RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Furbearer Score (maximum 12 points)

Type of Wetland-Associated Use
Intensity of Use Hunting N;gs:g:?gt?ﬁ;ﬂ Fishing
High 40 points 40 points 40 points
Moderate 20 20 20 20 20 20
Low 8 8 8
Not possible/NotK nown 0 0 0
Totals 20 20 20

(score one level for each of the three wetland uses; scores are cumulative; maximum score 80 points)

Sources of information:

Hunting: 3 duck blinds & shotgun pellets
Nature: Landowners maintain trailsin & around wetlands
Fishing: Stefan Romberg - MNR

Recreational Activities Score (maximum 80 points)

11

12

60
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2.3 LANDSCAPE AESTHETICS

2.3.1 DISTINCTNESS

(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Clearly distinct 1) 3 3 points
Indistinct 2) 0
L andscape Distinctness Score (maximum 3 points) 3

2.3.2 ABSENCE OF HUMAN DISTURBANCE

(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Human disturbances absent or nearly so 1) 7 points
One or several localized disturbances 2) 4 4
Moderate disturbance; localized water pollution 3) 2
Wetland intact but impairment of ecosystem quality
intense in some areas 4) 1
Extreme ecological degradation, or water pollution
severe and widespread 5) 0
Source of information: field observations

Absence of Human Distur bance Scor e (maximum 7 points) 4

2.4 EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS

24.1 EDUCATIONAL USES

(Check one) Score (Choose one)
Frequent 1) 20 points
Infrequent 2) 12

No visits 3) X 0

Source of information:

Educational Uses Score (maximum 20 points) 0
2.4.2 FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS
(check one) Score (Choose one)
Staffed interpretation centre 1) 8 points
No interpretation centre or staff but a system of
self-guiding trails or brochures available 2) 4

Facilities such as maintained paths (e.g., woodchips)
boardwalks, boat launches or observation towers

but no brochures or other interpretation 3) 2
No facilities or programs 4) 0 0
Source of information: field observations
Facilitiesand Programs Scor e (maximum 8 points) 0

12
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2.4.3 RESEARCH AND STUDIES

(check appropriate spaces) Score

May 1994

Long term research has been done 12 points

Research papers published in refereed scientific

journal or as athesis 10
One or more (non-research) reports have been written

on some aspect of the wetland ' s florafauna

hydrology etc. 5 5
No research or reports 0
Attach list of known reports by above categories see attached sheet
Resear ch and Studies Scor e (Scor e is cumulative, maximum 12 points) 5
2.5 PROXIMITY TO AREASOF HUMAN SETTLEMENT
Circle the highest applicable score
Distance of wetland from 1) 2) population  |3) population
settlement population> 10,000 2,500 -10,000 <2,500 or cottage
community
1)  Within or adjoining 40 points 40 26 16
settlement
2) 0.5 to 10 km from settlement 26 16 10
3) 10 to 60 km from settlement 12 8 4
4) >60 km from settlement 5 2 0
40 0 0
Name of settlement: Keswick
Proximity to Human Settlement Score (maximum 40 points) 40
2.6 OWNERSHIP (FA= fraction Area) Score
FA of wetland in public or private ownership
held under contract or in trust for wetland protection x 10 = 0.00
FA of wetland areain public ownership,not as above 0.01 X 8 0.08
FA of wetland areain private ownership,not as above 0.99 X 4 = 3.96
Source of information: landowner contact
Owner ship Score (maximum 10 points) 4

13




2.4.3. RESEARCH AND STUDIES

Environmental Applications Group Limited. Feb. 1991. Maskinonge River Aquatic Plant Survey. Town of
Georgina.

Gartner Lee Limited. Feb. 2003. Georgina Landfill, 2001. Annual Monitoring Report. Corporation of the
Town of Georgina.

Lake Simcoe Region Conservatrion Authority. 1998. Maskinonge River Remedial Strategy, Final Report.
Town of Georgina.
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27 SIZE
373.9 hectares 144 Subtotal for Social
Evaluation Table for Size Score (Social Component)
gzeéls:; Total for Size Dependent Score
<31 31-45 46-60 61-75 76-90 91-105  106-109 121-135 136-150 >150
<2 ha 1 2 4 8 10 12 14 14 14 15
2-4ha 1 2 4 8 12 13 14 14 15 16
5 - 8ha 2 2 5 9 13 14 15 15 16 16
9-12ha || 3 3 6 10 14 15 15 16 17 17
13-17 3 4 7 10 14 15 16 16 17 17
18-28 4 5 8 11 15 16 16 17 17 18
29-37 5 7 10 13 16 17 18 18 19 19
38-49 5 7 10 13 16 17 18 18 19 20
50-62 5 8 11 14 17 17 18 19 20 20
63-81 5 8 11 15 17 18 19 20 20 20
82-105 6 9 11 15 18 18 19 20 20 20
106-137 || 6 9 12 16 18 19 20 20 20 20
138-178 || 6 9 13 16 18 19 20 20 20 20
179-233 || 6 9 13 16 18 20 20 20 20 20
234-302 || 7 9 13 16 18 20 20 20 20 20
303-393 || 7 9 14 17 18 20 20 20 20 20
394-511 || 7 10 14 17 18 20 20 20 20 20
512-665 || 7 10 14 17 18 20 20 20 20 20
666-863 || 7 10 14 17 19 20 20 20 20 20
864-1123| 8 12 15 17 19 20 20 20 20 20
1124-1460|| 8 12 15 17 19 20 20 20 20 20
1461- 1898" 8 13 15 18 19 20 20 20 20 20
1899-2467" 8 14 16 18 20 20 20 20 20 20
so467 || 8 | 14 16 18 20 20 20 20 20 | 20
Total Size Score (Social Component) 20

14
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2.8 ABORIGINAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUES

Either or both Aboriginal or Cultural VVaues may be scored. However, the maximum score permitted
for 2.8 is 30 points. Attach documentation.

2.8.1 ABORIGINAL VALUES

Full documentation of sources must be attached to the data record.

1) Significant = 30 points

2)  Not Significant = 0

3)  Unknown X = 0
Total: 0

2.8.2 CULTURAL HERITAGE

1) Significant = 30 points

2)  Not Significant = 0

3)  Unknown X = 0
Total: 0

Aboriginal Values/Cultural Heritage Score (maximum 30 points)

15
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3.0 HYDROLOGICAL COMPONENT

3.1 FLOOD ATTENUATION

If the wetland is a complex including isolated wetlands, apportion the 100 points according to area.
For exampleif 10 ha of al00 ha complex isisolated, the isolated portion receives the maximum
proportional score of 10. The remainder of the wetland is then evaluated out of 90.

Step 1:

Step 2:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
Step 3:

@
(b)

(©

(d)
Step 4:

@

(b)

(b)

(c

(c

Detennination of Maximum Score

Wetland islocated on one of the defined 5 large lakes or 5 major rivers
(Go to Step 4)

Wetland is entirely isolated (i.e. not part of a complex) (Go to Step 4)
All other wetland types (Go through Steps 2,3 and 4B)

Determination of Upstream Detention Factor (DF)

Wetland area (ha) 373.91
Total area (ha) of upstream detention areas 379.41
(include the wetland itself)

Ratio of (a):(b) 0.99
Upstream detention factor: (c) x 2 = 1.97 1.00

(maximum allowable factor = 1)

Determination of Wetland Attenuation Factor (AF)

Wetland area (ha) 373.91
Size of catchment basin (ha) upstream of wetland

(include wetland itself in catchment area) 6000.00
Ratio of (a):(b) 0.06
Wetland attenuation factor: (c) x 10 = 0.62

(maximum allowable factor = 1)

Calculation of final score

Wetlands on large lakes or major rivers 0
Wetland entirely isolated 100

All other wetlands --calcul ate as follows:

* Complex Formula - Isolated portion 100.00 1
Initial Score 100 *
Upstream detention factor (DF) (Step 2) 1.00
Wetland attenuation factor (AF) (Step 3) 0.62
Final score: [(DF + AF)/2] x Initial score= 81.00
* Final score:= 81

*Unless wetland is a complex with isolated portions (see above).

Flood Attenuation Score (maximum 100 points) 81

16
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3.2 WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
321 SHORT TERM WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT
Step 1 Determination of maximum initial score
Wetland on one of the 5 defined large lakes or 5 major rivers (Go to Step 5a)
X All other wetlands (Go through Steps 2, 3, 4, and 5b)
Step 2: Deter mination of water shed improvement factor (WIF)
Calculation of WIF isbased on the fractional area (FA) of each site type
that makes up the total area of the wetland.
(FA= area of sitetype/total area of wetland) Fractional
Area
FA of isolated wetland 0.000 x 05 = 0.000
FA of riverine wetland 0.129 X 1 = 0.129
FA of palustrine wetland with no inflow 0.215 x 07 = 0.151
FA of palustrine wetland with inflows 0.651 X 1 = 0.651
FA of lacustrine on lake shoreline 0.005 x 02 = 0.001
FA of lacustrine at lake inflow or outflow X 1 = 0.000
Sub Total: 0.931
Sum (WIF cannot exceed 1.0) 0.930
Step 3: Determination of catchment land use factor (LUF)
(Choose the first category that fits upstream landuse in the catchment.)
1) 1.0 Over 50% agricultural and/or urban 1.0
2) Between 30 and 50% agricultural and/or urban 0.8
3) Over 50% forested or other natural vegetation 0.6
LUF (maximum 1.0) 1.000
Step 4: Determination of pollutant uptake factor (PUT)

Calculation of PUT is based on the fractional area (FA) of each vegetation type that makes up
the total area of the wetland. Base assessment on the dominant vegetation form for each
community except where dead trees or shrubs dominate. In that case base assessment on the
domininant live vegetation. (FA = area of vegetation type/total area of wetland)

FA of wetland with live trees, shrubs, Fractional Area
herbs or mosses (c,h,ts||s,gc,m) 064 x 0.75 = 0.48
FA of wetland with emergent, submergent
or floating vegetation (re,be,ne,su,f,ff) 036 X 1= 0.36
FA of wetland with little or no vegetation (u) X 05 = 0.00
Sum (PUT cannot exceed 1.0) 0.840

17
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Step 5: Calculation of final score
@ Wetland on large lakes or mgjor rivers 0
(b) All other wetlands -cal culate as follows
Initial score 60
Water quality improvement factor (WQF) 0.930
Land use factor (LUF) 1.000
Pollutant uptake factor (PUT) 0.840
Final score: 60 x WQF x LUF x PUT = 46.872
Short Term Water Quality | mprovement Score (maximum 60 points) 47
3.2.2 LONG TERM NUTRIENT TRAP
Step 1:
Wetland on large lakes or 5 mgjor rivers 0 points

All other wetlands (proceed to Step 2)

Step 2: Choose only one of the following settings that best describes the wetland being evaluated
1) __ Wetland located in ariver mouth 10 points
2) ___ Wetlandisabog, fen or swamp with more than
50% of the wetland being covered with
organic soil 10
3) ___ 3 Wetlandisabog, fen or swamp with less than
50% of the wetland being covered with
organic soil 3
4) __ Wetland isamarsh with more than
50% of the wetland covered with organic soil 3
5 ____ Noneof theabove 0
Long Term Nutrient Trap Score (maximum 10 points) 3

18
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3.2.3 GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE

(Circle the characteristics that best describe the wetland being evaluated and then sum the scores. If
the sum exceeds 30 points assign the maximum score of 30.)

Wetland Potential for Discharge
Characteristics
Noneto Little Some High |

Wetland type 1) Bog=0 0 |[2) Swamp/Marsh=2 | 2 |3) Fen=5 [
Topography 1) Flat/rolling=0 0 ||2) Hilly =2 0 ||3) Steep=5
Wetland Large (>50%) = 0 0 [[Moderate (5-50%) 0 ([Small "5%) =5
Area: Upslope 0 ||=2 0
Catchment Area 0 2
Lagg Devel opment 1) Nonefound = 0 0 ||2) Minor =2 0 ||3) Extensive=5
Seeps 1) None=0 0 [[2) =or <3 seeps=2 0 |I3)>3seeps=5 || 5
Surface marl deposits 1) None=0 0 |[2) =or<3sites=2 0 ||I3) >3sites=5
Iron precipitates 1) None=0 0 |[2) =or<3sites=2 0 ||I3) >3sites=5
Located within 1 km N/A=0 0 [INJA=0 0 |IYes=10
of amajor aquifer 0
Totals 0 4 5

(Scores are cumul ative maximum score 30 points)

Groundwater Discharge Score (maximum 30 points) 9
3.3 CARBON SINK

Choose only one of the following
1) Bog, fen or swamp with more than 50% coverage

by organic soil 5 points
2)  Bog, fen or swamp with between 10 to 49%

coverage by organic soil 2 2
3)  Marsh with more than 50% coverage by organic

soil 3
4) Wetlands not in one of the above categories 0

Carbon Sink Score (maximum 5 points) 2

19




Step 1:

Step 2:

Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation

3.4 SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL

Score
Wetland entirely isolated or palustrine 0
X Any part of the Wetland riverine or lacustrine
(proceed to Step 2)

Choose the one characteristic that best describes the shoreline vegetation (see text for a
definition of shoreline)

1)
2)
3
4)
5)

3.5

Score

15 Trees and shrubs 15
Emergent vegetation 8

Submergent vegetation 6

Other shoreline vegetation 3

No vegetation 0

Shoreline Erosion Control Score (maximum 15 points)

GROUND WATER RECHARGE

3.5.1 WETLAND SITETYPE

Score
@ Wetland > 50% lacustrine (by area) or located on one of the
five major rivers 0
(b) Wetland not as above. Calculate final score as follows:
(FA= area of sitetype/total area of wetland)
Fractional
Area
FA of isolated or palustrine wetland 0.866 x 50
FA of riverine wetland 0.129 x 20
FA of lacustrine wetland (wetland <50% lacustrine) 0.005 x 0

G

round Water Recharge Wetland Site Type Component Score (maximum 50 points)

20

15

43.32

2.57

0.00

46
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3.5.2 WETLAND SOIL RECHARGE POTENTIAL

(Circle only one choice that best describes the hydrologic soil class of the area surrounding the
wetland being evaluated.)

Dominant Wetland Type 1) Sand, loam, gravel, till 2) Clay or bedrock
1)  Lacustrine or on amajor 0 0
river
2) Isolated 10 5
3) Paustrine 7 7 4
4)  Riverine (not amajor river) 5 2
Totals 7 0
Ground Water Recharge Wetland Soil Rechar ge Potential Score (maximum 10 points) 7

21
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4.0 SPECIAL FEATURES COMPONENT

4.1 RARITY

4.1.1 WETLANDS

Site District 6E-6
Presence of wetland type (check one or more)

Bog
Fen
X Swamp
X Marsh

Score for rarity within the landscape and rarity of the wetland type. Score for rarity of wetland
type is cumulative (maximum 80 points) based on presence or absence.

gca(r)irt?/fv(\)/:thin Score for Rarity of Wetland Type
Slte District ||the Landscape Marsh Swamp Fen Bog
6-1 60 40 0 80 80
6-2 60 40 0 80 80
6-3 40 10 0 40 80
6-4 60 40 0 80 80
6-5 20 40 0 80 80
6-6 40 20 0 80 80
6-7 60 10 0 80 80
6-8 20 20 0 80 80
6-9 0 20 0 80 80
6-10 20 0 20 80 80
6-11 0 30 0 80 80
6-12 0 30 0 60 80
6-13 60 10 0 80 80
6-14 40 20 0 40 80
6-15 40 0 0 80 80
7-1 60 0 60 80 80
7-2 60 0 0 80 80
7-3 60 0 0 80 80
7-4 80 0 0 80 80
7-5 80 30 0 80 80
Rarity within the L andscape Scor e (maximum 80 points) 40
Rarity of Wetland Type Score (maximum 80 points) 20

22
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4.1.2 SPECIES

4.1.2.1 BREEDING HABITAT FOR AN ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES

Name of species Source of information

1)
2)
3
4)
5)

( Total: 0
Attach documentation.

Scoring:
For each species 250 points

(score is cumulative, no maximum Score)

4122 TRADITIONAL MIGRATION OR FEEDING HABITAT FOR AN ENDANGERED
OR THREATENED SPECIES
Name of species Source of information

1)
2)
3
4)
5)

( Total: 0

Attach documentation.

Scoring:
For one species 150 points
For each additional species 75

(score is cumulative, no maximum Score)

23

Breeding Habitat for Endangered or Threatened Species Scor e (no maximum) 0

Traditional Habitat for Endangered Species Score (no maximum) 0
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4.1.2.3 PROVINCIALLY SIGNIFICANT ANIMAL SPECIES

Name of species Source of information

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
Attach separate list if necessary; Attach documentation

Scoring:

Number of provincialy significant animal species in the wetland:

1 species = 50 points 14 species = 154
2 species = 80 15 species = 156
3 gpecies = 95 16 species = 158
4 species = 105 17 species = 160
5 gpecies = 115 18 species = 162
6 species = 125 19 species = 164
7 species = 130 20 species = 166
8 gpecies = 135 21 species = 168
9 gpecies = 140 22 species = 170
10 species = 143 23 species = 172
11 species = 146 24 species = 174
12 gpecies = 149 25 species = 176
13 species = 152

Add one point for every species past 25 (for example, 26 species = 177 points, 27 species= 178
points etc.)

(no maximum score)

Provincially Significant Animal Species Scor e (ho maximum)
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4.1.2.4 PROVINCIALLY SIGNIFICANT PLANT SPECIES

(Scientific names must be recorded)
Common Name Scientific Name Source of information

1)

3

4)

6)

7)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

Attach separate list if necessary; Attach documentation
Scoring:

Number of provincially significant plant speciesin the wetland:

1 species = 50 points 14 species = 154
2 species = 80 15 species = 156
3 species = 95 16 species = 158
4 species = 105 17 species = 160
5 species = 115 18 species = 162
6 species = 125 19 species = 164
7 species = 130 20 species = 166
8 species = 135 21 species = 168
9 species = 140 22 species = 170
10 species = 143 23 species = 172
11 species = 146 24 species = 174
12 species = 149 25 species = 176
13 species = 152

Add one point for every species past 25 (for example, 26 species = 177 points, 27 species= 178
points etc.)

Provincially Significant Plant Species Score (no maximum)
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4.1.2.5 REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT SPECIES (SITE REGION)

Scientific names must be recorded for plant species. Lists of significant species must be approved by MNR.

SIGNIFICANT IN SITE REGION:

Common Name Scientific Name Source of information

1) see attached sheet

2)

3

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

Attach separate list if necessary .Attach documentation.
Scoring:

No. of species significant in Site Region

1 species = 20 6 species = 55
2 species = 30 7 species = 58
3 species = 40 8 species = 61
4 species = 45 9 species = 64
5 species = 50 10 species = 67
Add one point for every species past 10. (no maximum score)
Regionally Significant Species Scor e (Site Region)(ho maximum) 45
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M askinonge River Wetland Complex — Significant Species

Regionally Significant Plant Species (rarein MNR’s former Central Region)

Source: Seve Vargafield observations2003

Status: based on Riley 1989 Distribution and Status of the Vascular Plants of Central Region, Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources

1. Agalinistenuifolia (Slender-leaved Agdinis)

2. Aster ontarionis (Ontario Aster)

3. Elodea nutallii (Nuttall’s Waterweed)

4. Gentianopsiscrinita (Fringed Gentian)

Locally Significant Plant Species (Rarein the Regional Municipality of York)

Source: Steve Varga& Stefan Romberg field observations and collections 2003

Status: based on VargaS. et al. 2000. Distribution and Status of the Vascular Plants of the Greater
Toronto Area, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, AuroraDistrict.

Acorus americanus (Sweet-flag)

Bidensdiscoideus (Small Beggar-tick’s)

Carex aquatilis (Water Sedge)

Cinnaarundinacea (Stout Wood Grass)

Cornus amomum (Silky Dogwood)

Cyperus odoratus(Fragrant Umbrella Sedge)

Gentiana andrewsii (Closed Gentian)

Lobelia cardinalis(Cardinal-flower)

. Myriophyllum exalbescens (Pale Water-milfail )

10 Potamogeton amplifolius (Large-leaved Pondweed)

11. Potamogeton epihydrus(Ribbonleaf Pondweed)

12. Potamogeton richardsonii (Richardson’s Pondweed)

13. Rosa palustris (Swamp Rose)

14. Spiranthes cernua (Nodding L adies-tresses)

15. Stachys palustris (Marsh Hedge-nettle)

16. Vallisneria americana (Tape-grass)

17. Wolffia borealis (Northern Water-medl)

18. Wolffia columbiana (Columbian Water-med)

19. Zizaniaaquatica (Southern Wild-rice)
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4.2.1.6 LOCALLY SIGNIFICANT SPECIES (SITE DISTRICT)

Scientific names must be recorded for plant species. Lists of significant species must be approved by MNR.
Common Name Scientific Name Source of information

see attached sheet
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Attach separate list if necessary .Attach documentation.
Scoring:

No. of species significant in Site District

1 species = 10 6 species = 41
2 species = 17 7 species = 43
3 species = 24 8 species = 45
4 species = 31 9 species = 47
5 species = 38 10 species = 49

For each significant species over 10 in the wetland, add 1 point.

L ocally Significant Species Score (Site District) (no maximum)
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4.2 SIGNIFICANT FEATURES AND/OR FISH & WILDLIFE HABITAT

4.2.1 NESTING OF COLONIAL WATERBIRDS

Status Name of species Source of Information Score
1)  Currently nesting Great Blue Heron field observations 50 points
2) Known to have nested 25

within past 5 years

3) Active feeding area

(Do not include feeding 15
by great blue herons)
4)  Noneknown 0

Attach documentation (nest locations etc., if known)

Score highest applicable category only; maximum score 50 points.

4.2.2. WINTER COVER FOR WILDLIFE

(Check only highest level of significance) Score
(one only)
1) Provincialy significant 100
2) Significant in Site Region 50
3) Significant in Site District 25
3) 10 Locally significant 10
4) Little or poor winter cover present 0
Source of information: Stefan Romberg - numerous deer tracks, 42.3 ha

of mixed & coniferous White Cedar swamps

28

Score for Nesting Colonial Water birds (maximum 50 points) 50

Winter Cover for Wildlife Score (maximum 100 points) 10
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4.2.3 WATERFOWL STAGING AND/OR MOULTING

(Check only highest level of significance for both staging and moulting; score is cumulative
across columns, maximum score 15(

Staging Score Moulting Score
(one only) (one only)

1) Nationally significant 150 150
2) Provincialy significant 100 100
3) Regionally significant 50 50
4) Known to occur 10 10 10
5) Not possible 0 0
6) Unknown 0 0

Total: 10 0

Wood Ducks, Mallards, Blue-winged Teal
Source of information: & Green-winged Teal staging in river

Waterfowl Moulting and Staging Scor e (maximum 150 points)

4.2.4 WATERFOWL BREEDING

(Check only highest level of significance) Score

1) Provincially significant 100

2) Regionally significant 50

3) 10 Habitat suitable 10

4) Habitat not suitable 0
Source of information: field observations

Waterfowl Breeding Score (maximum OO points)

4.25 MIGRATOR PASSERINE, SHOREBIRD OR RAPTOR STOPOVER AREA

(check highest applicable category)

1) Provincially significant 100
2) Significant in Site Region 50
3) Significant in Site District 10
4) 0 Not significant 0
Source of information: Angus Norman

Passerine, Shorebird or Raptor Stopover Score (maximum 100 points)
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426 FISH HABITAT
4.2.6. Spawning and Nursery Habitat
Table 5. Area Factorsfor Low Marsh, High Marsh, and Swamp Communities.
No. of ha of Fish Habitat Area Factor
<0.5ha 0.1
0.5-49 0.2
5.0-9.9 04
10.0- 14.9 0.6
15.0-19.9 0.8
20.0+ ha 1.0
Step 1.
Fish habitat is not present within the wetland (Score = 0)
X Fish habitat is present within the wetland (Go to Step 2)
Step 2: Choose only one option
1) X Significance of the spawning and nursery habitat within the wetland is known
(Goto Step 3)
2) Significance of the spawning and nursery habitat within the wetland is not
known (Go through Steps 4, 5, 6 and 7)
Step 3: Select the highest appropriate category below attach documentation:
1) Significant in Site Region 100 points
2) Significant in Site District 50
3) 25 Locally Significant Habitat (5.0+ ha) 25
4) Locally Significant Habitat "5.0 ha) 15
Scorefor Spawning and Nursery Habitat (maximum score 100 points) 25




MASKINONGE RIVER WETLAND COMPLEX —FISH SPECIES

Source: Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority, 1998.

Species

Northern Pike
White Sucker
Jonny Darter

Y ellow Perch
Rock Bass

Black Crappie
Emerald Shiner
Spotfin Shiner
Spottail Shiner
Pumpkinseed
Rainbow Smelt
Trout-Perch
Common Carp
Brown Bullhead
Bowfin
Largemouth Bass
Golden Shiner
Bluntnose Minnow
Centra Mudminnow
Brook Stickleback
Fathead Minnow
Creek Chub
Blacknose Dace
Mottled Sculpin
Waleye

Bluegill
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Step 4: Proceed to Steps4 to 7 only if Step 3 was not answer ed.
(Low Mar sh: marsh area from the existing water line out to the outer boundary of the wetland)

Low marsh not present (Continue to Step 5)
Low marsh present (Score as follows)

Scoring for Presence of Key Vegetation Groups

Scoring is based on the one most clearly dominant plant species of the dominant form in each Low Marsh
vegetation community. Check the appropriate V egetation Group (see Appendix 16 Table 16-2) for each
Low Marsh community. Sum the areas of the communities assigned to each Vegetation Group and
multiply by the appropriate size factor from Table 5.

Vegetation Vegetation Present Total Area Score Final
Group Number | Group Name asa Area Factor Score
Dominant (ha) (area
Form (see factor
(check) Table5) X SCOre)
1 Tallgrass 6 pts 0.0
2 Shortgrass-Sedge 11 0.0
3 Cattail-Bulrush-Burreed 5 0.0
4 Arrowhead-Pickerelweed 5 0.0
5 Duckweed 2 0.0
6 Smartweed-Waterwillow 6 0.0
7 Waterlily-L otus 11 0.0
8 Waterweed-Watercress 9 0.0
9 Ribbongrass 10 0.0
10 Coontail-Naiad-Watermilfoil 13 0.0
11 Narrowleaf Pondweed 5 0.0
12 Broadleaf Pondweed 8 0.0
Sub Total Score (maximum 75 points) 0.0
Total Score (maximum 75 points)

Step 5: (High Mar sh: areafrom the water line to the inland boundary of marsh wetland type. Thisis
essentially what is commonly referred to as awet meadow, in that there is insufficient standing water
to provide fisheries habitat except during flood or high water conditions.)

High marsh not present (Continue to Step 6)
High marsh present (Score as follows)
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Scoring for Presence of Key Vegetation Groups

Scoring is based on the one most clearly dominant plant species of the dominant form in each High 1Marsh
vegetation community. Check the appropriate Vegetation Group (see Appendix 16 Table 16-2) for each High
Marsh community. Sum the areas of the communities assigned to each Vegetation Group and multiply by

the appropriate size factor from Table 5.

Vegetation Vegetation Present Total Area Score Final
Group Number | Group Name asa Area Factor Score
Dominant |(ha) (see (area
Form Table5) factor
(check) X SCOre)
1 Tallgrass 6 pts
2 Shortgrass-Sedge 11
3 Cattail-Bulrush-Burreed 5
4 Arrowhead-Pickerelweed 5
Sub Total Score (maximum 25 points)
Total Score (maximum 25 points)

Step 6: (Swamp: Swamp communities containing fish habitat,either seasonally or permanently.
Determine the total area of seasonally flooded swamps and permanently flooded swamps containing fish
habitat.)

Swamp containing fish habitat not present (Continue to Step 7)
Swamp containing fish habitat present (Score as follows)

Swamp containing fish Present Total Area Factor Score TOTAL SCORE
Habitat (check) area(ha) |[(seeTableb) (factor x score)
Seasonally flooded 10
Permanently flooded 10
Sub SCORE (maximum 20 points)
SCORE (maximum 20 points)

Step 7: Calculation of final score

Score for Spawning and Nursery Habitat (Low Marsh) (maximum 75)

Score for Spawning and Nursery Habitat (High Marsh) (maximum 25)

Score for Swamp Containing Fish Habitat (maximum 20) =

Sum (maximum scor e 100 points) =
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4.2.6.2 Migration and Staging Habitat

Step 1.
1) Staging or Migration Habitat is not present in the wetland (Score = 0)

2) X  Staging or Migration Habitat is present in the wetland significance of the habitat is known (Go
to Step 2)
3) Staging or Migration Habitat is present in the wetland significance of the habitat is not known

(Go to Step 3)

NOTE: Only one of Step 2 or Step 3isto be scored.

Step 2: Select the highest appropriate category below, attach documentation:

Score
1) Significant in Site Region 25 points
2) Significant in Site District 15
3) 10 Localy Significant 10
4) Fish staging and/or migration habitat
present,but not as above 5
Scorefor Fish Migration and Staging Habitat (maximum scor e 25 points) 10

Step 3: Select the highest appropriate category below based on presence of the designated site type
(does not have to be dominant). See Section 1.1.3. Note name of river for 2) and 3).

1) __ Wetlandisriverine at rivermouth or lacustrine at rivermouth Zor:gi nts
2) ___ Wetlandisriverinewithin 0.75 km of rivermouth 15
3) ___ Wetlandislacustring,within 0.75 km of rivermouth 10
4) __ Fishstaging and/or migration habitat
present, but not as above 5

Scorefor Staging and Migration Habitat (maximum scor e 25 points)
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4.3 ECOSYSTEM AGE

(Fractional Area = area of wetland/total wetland areq)

Fractional

Area Scoring
Bog 0.00 X 25 = 0.0
Fen, treed to open on deep soils
floating mats or marl X 20 = 0.0
Fen, on limestone rock X 5= 0.0
Swamp 0.63 X 3 19
Marsh 0.37 X 0= 0.0

Sub Total: 1.9

Ecosystem Age Score (maximum 25 points)

4.4 GREAT LAKES COASTAL WETLANDS

Scorefor coastal (seetext for definition) wetlands only

Choose one only

___wetland< 10 ha = 0 points
____wetland 10- 50 ha = 25
___wetland 51 -100 ha = 50
____wetland > 100 ha = 75

Great L akes Coastal Wetlands Scor e (maximum 75 points)

March 1993
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5.0 EXTRA INFORMATION

5.1 PURPLE LOOSESTRIFE

Absent/Not seen

X  Present €)

(b)

5.2 SEASONALL y FLOODED AREAS

Check one or more

Ephemera

Temporal

Seasonal
Semi-permanent

No seasonal flooding

5.3 SPECIESOF SPECIAL SIGNIFICANCE

5.3.1 Osprey

Present and nesting

Known to have nested in last 5 yr
Feeding areafor osprey

Not as above

5.3.2 Common Loon

Nesting in wetland

Feeding at edge of wetland

Observed or heard on lake or
river adjoining the wetland

Not as above

35

Onelocation in wetland
Two to many locations

Abundance code

{ <20 stems

(2 20-99 stems

3 100-999 stems
(4 >1000 stems

(less than 2 weeks)
(2 weeks to 1 month)
(1 to 3 months)

(>3 months)

x

x

x

x

March 1993
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INVESTIGATORS AFFILIATION

Steve Varga, Stefan Romberg, Emma Followes, MNR, AuroraDistrict

Pat Mohr, Jenifer Jung, Albert Garofalo

Glen Hooper, Joanne L ebeuf MNR, Maple District

Dave Green, John Prideaux, Nicole Fisher, Ron Huizer MNR, Maple District

DATESWETLAND VISITED

July 23, Aug. 28, Sept. 11, 16, 17, 18, Oct. 13, Dec. 29, 30, 2003, April 19, 29, 2004
June 16, July 7, 1988
Aug. 28, 1987

DATE THISEVALUATION COMPLETED: 12-Mar-04

ESTIMATED TIME DEVOTED TO COMPLETING THE FIELD SURVEY IN"PERSON HOURS'

135 person hours

WEATHER CONDITIONS

variable

i) at time of field work

(Continue in the space below if necessary)
average

i) summer conditionsin general

OTHER POTENTIALLY USEFUL INFORMATION:

CHECKLIST OF PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES RECORDED IN THE WETLAND:

Attach alist of al flora and fauna observed in the wetland.

*Indicate if voucher specimens or photos have been obtained, where located, etc.
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WETLAND NAME AND/OR NUMBER

11

1.2

13

Southern Ontario Wetland Evaluation

111
112
113

121
122
123
124
125
1.2.6

WETLAND EVALUATION SCORING RECORD

March 1993

Maskinonge River Wetland Complex

1.0 BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT

PRODUCTIVITY

Growing Degree-Days/Soils
Wetland Type
Site Type
Total for Productivity

BIODIVERSITY

Number of Wetland Types

V egetation Communities (maxixmum 45)
Diversity of Surrounding Habitat (maximum 7)
Proximinty to Other Wetlands
Interspersion
Open Water Type
Total for Biodiversity
Sub Total for Biodiversity 99

SIZE (Biologica Component)

TOTAL FOR BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT (not to exceed 250)

13
11

13
45

~

18

26

99

50

175




Southern Ontario Welland Evaluation

2.0 SOCIAL COMPONENT

2.1 ECONOMICALLY VALUABLE PRODUCTS

2.1.1 Wood Products
2.1.2 WildRice
2.1.3 Commercia Fish
2.1.4 Bullfrogs
2.1.5 Snapping Turtles
2.1.6 Furbearers

Total for Economically Valuable Products

2.2 RECREATIONAI ACTIVITIES (maximum 80)

2.3 LANDSCAPE AESTHETICS

2.3.1 Distinctness
2.3.2 Absence of Human Disturbance

Total for Landscape Aesthetics

2.4 EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS

2.4.1 Educational Uses
2.4.2 Facilities and Programs
2.4.3 Research and Studies

Total for Education and Public Awareness

2.5 PROXIMITY TO AREAS OF HUMAN SETTLEMENT

2.6 _ OWNERSH1P
Subtotal for Social Component 144
2.7 SIZE (Socia Component)

2.8 ABORIGINAL AND CULTURAL VALUES

TOTAL FOR SOCIAL COMPONENT (not to exceed 250)

March 1993
12
6
12
1
1
12
44
60
3
4
7
0
0
5
5
40
4
20
0
180
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3.0 HYDROLOGICAL COMPONENT

3.1 FLOOD ATTENUATION

3.2 WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT

3.2.1 Short Term Improvement
3.2.2 Long Term Improvement
3.2.3 Groundwater Discharge (maximum 30)
Total for Water Quality Improvement
3.3 _CARBON SINK

3.4 SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL

3.5 _ GROUNDWATER RECHARGE

3.5.1 SiteType
3.5.2 Soils

Total for Groundwater Recharge

TOTAL FOR HYDROLOGICAL COMPONENT (not to exceed 250)

March 1993

81
47
3
9
B89
2
15
46
Il
53
210
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4.1 RARITY

4.0 SPECIAL FEATURES

4.1.1 Wetlands
4.1.1.1 Rarity within the Landscape
4.1.1.2 Rarirty of Wetland Type (maximum 80)

Total for Wetland Rarity

4.1.2 Species
4.1.2.1 Endangered or Threatened Species Breeding
4.1.2.2 Traditional Use by Endangered or Threatened Species
4.1.2.3 Provincially Significant Animals
4.1.2.4 Provincialy Significant Plants
4.1.2.5 Regionally Significant Species
4.1.2.6 Localy Significant Species

Total for Species Rarity

4.2 SIGNIFICANT FEATURES OR HABITAT

42.1
4.2.2
423
4.2.4
425
4.2.6

Colonia Waterbirds

Winter Cover for Wildlife

Waterfowl Staging and Moulting

Waterfow! Breeding

Migratory Passerine, Shorebird or Raptor Stopover
Fish Habitat

40
20

50
10
10
10
0
35

Total for Significant Features and Habitat

4.3 ECOSYSTEM AGE

4.4 GREAT LAKES COASTAL WETLANDS

TOTAL FOR SPECIAL FEATURES (maximum 250)

December 2002

60

103

115

250
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION RESULT

Wetland Maskinonge River Wetland Complex

March 1993

TOTAL FOR 1.0 BIOLOGICAL COMPONENT

TOTAL FOR 2.0 SOCIAL COMPONENT

TOTAL FOR 3.0 HYDROLOGICAL COMPONENT

TOTAL FOR 4.0 SPECIAL FEATURES COMPONENT

WETLAND TOTAL

INVESTIGATORS
Steve Varga, Stefan Romberg, Emma Followes,

175

180

210

250

815

Pat Mohr, Jenifer Jung, Albert Garofalo

0

Glen Hooper, Joanne L ebeuf

Dave Green, John Prideaux, Nicole Fisher, Ron Huizer

AFFILIATION
MNR, AuroraDistrict

0

0

MNR, Maple District

MNR, Maple District

DATE April 30, 2004






