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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Monteith Brown Planning Consultants (“MBPC”) has been retained by the Bright’s Grove Golf 

Club (“BGGC”), to assist with planning approvals to facilitate the future development of an 
active lifestyle residential community on the northern portion of the existing golf course. 

Through the Pre-Application Consultation process, it has been identified that applications for 
an Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment, Site Plan Approval and Draft Plan 

of Condominium are necessary. At this time applications for an Official Plan Amendment and 

Zoning By-Law Amendment are being submitted. Applications for Site Plan Approval, and 
Draft Plans of Subdivision and Condominium will be submitted at a later date.  

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the merit of the proposed development and relevant 

planning approvals, having regard for the Provincial Policy Statement 2014, the County of 
Lambton Official Plan, the draft County Official Plan Update, the City of Sarnia Official Plan, 

and the City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law No. 85 of 2002.  

2.0 BACKGROUND 

Two Pre-Application Consultation meetings were held between the City, the County, the 
proponent and its agents on August 8, 2013 and February 12, 2015. The purpose of the 

August 2013 Pre-Application Consultation meeting was to receive comments from the City of 
Sarnia and the County of Lambton, as well as other commenting agencies, regarding the 
requirements for complete applications for planning approvals to facilitate the proposed 

residential infill redevelopment.  

At the meeting, it was identified that applications for an Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-

Law Amendment, Site Plan Approval, and Draft Plan of Condominium would be required. 

Additionally, comments were provided with respect to the required technical studies and their 
scope, including:  

 Screen for Environmentally Significant Areas through the Ministry of Natural Resources 
and advise on any Species-at-Risk; 

 Completion of a Slope Stability Study, which identifies the limits of the meander belt 
for Cow Creek; 

 Completion of a Traffic Impact Study to identify the need for road improvements along 
Lakeshore Road (for the proposed clubhouse), as well as Jubilee Street, Estella Street, 
and James Street.  

During this meeting, it was also identified by City staff that the proponent could file all 
applications at once, or individually.  

Matters with respect to the Bright’s Grove Sewage Treatment Plant (“BGSTP”) were also 

discussed. The BGSTP is located approximately 500m (1,640ft) southeast of the subject lands, 
on the south side of Lakeshore Road. Based on discussions with City staff, it was identified that 
there were two bottlenecks regarding the BGSTP: a) the existing lagoons were at capacity, and 

b) there were pumping restrictions. Prior to consideration of applications for approval to 
create new lots, City staff identified that the Sewage Master Plan would need to be completed 

and approved, with a commitment from City Council to move forward with projects.  
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Although the Environmental Assessment process for the BGSTP was well underway, the City 
had yet to adopt a Sewage Master Plan.  

Following the Pre-Application Consultation meeting, it was identified that the St. Clair Region 
Conservation Authority’s (“SCRCA”) floodline mapping for Cow Creek was inaccurate. To 

rectify this matter, the proponent retained Greck and Associates to develop up-to-date flood 
mapping for the BGGC that has been used to define the development limits (See: Section 5.1 
for a summary of the Greck report).  

A second Pre-Application Consultation meeting was held between the City, the County, the 

proponent and its agents on February 12, 2015. The purpose of the Pre-Application 
Consultation meeting was to provide a status update on the development and discuss next 

steps with staff from the City of Sarnia regarding the requirements for complete applications 

for planning approvals to facilitate the proposed residential infill redevelopment. 

At the meeting an overview of the status of the development project was provided including 
updates on the technical studies required to facilitate the project. The possibility of organizing 

the development as a Vacant Land Condominium was discussed and deemed appropriate 

provided the merits and justification for the Vacant Land Condominium are demonstrated. 

An update on the BGSTP was also provided at the meeting by city staff. It was indicated that 
applications for planning approvals for the Draft Plan of Condominium should not be 

submitted until the upgrades to the BGSTP are completed and approved by the Ministry of the 
Environment.  

The proposed Official Plan Amendment is intended to re-designate the subject lands to 

establish an opportunity for future development, but no new lots or as-of-right development 
permissions are established. Future applications for planning approvals, which are anticipated 

to be timed with the upgrades to the BGSTP, will be required to facilitate the development of 

the proposed residential community. 

2.1 Bright’s Grove Sewage Lagoons Upgrades 

Upgrades to the Bright’s Grove Sewage Lagoons were completed in December 2016, 

however staff have requested that the development freeze remain in place until July 1, 2017, 

while the new system if put into operation and staff are trained.  

2.2 The Smart Growth for Our Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73) 

The Smart Growth for Our Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73) prevents amendments to Official 

Plans for two years after they come into effect, unless permitted by a resolution of City council. 
The City of Sarnia Official Plan came into effect on July 15, 2016, and as such no 
amendments are permitted until July 15, 2018 without permission by council. On March 20th, 

2017 the proponent sought and was granted permission to proceed with an Official Plan 
amendment. See section 8.1 of this report and Appendix 1 for further details. 
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3.0 LAND USE CONTEXT 

3.1 Subject Lands 

Figure 1 - Aerial Photograph of Subject Lands in Bright’s Grove, ON 

 
Source: Google Maps, 2016 

The subject lands comprise the Bright’s Grove Golf Club (“BGGC”), located at 1992 Estella 

Street in the Bright’s Grove community along the shore of Lake Huron, in northeast Sarnia 
(See: Figure 1).  

The BGCC is a 9-hole, par-3 golf course with a total area of approximately 12.6 ha (31.1 

acres), bisected into a northern portion and a southern portion by Cow Creek. Access to the 
site currently provided by Estalla Street to the north with pedestrian access provided to the 

southern portion of the BGGC via three moveable footbridges which cross over Cow Creek. 
The southern portion of the golf course is bounded by Cow Creek to the west, Lakeshore Road 
to the south, and the Stoney Creek Estates community to the east. North of the Cow Creek, 

the golf course is bounded by Thelma Street to the west, Marion Avenue and several houses 
on Jubilee Street to the north, and a row of houses on Yonge Street to the east.  

The topography of the golf course is relatively flat, with the exception of landscaped knolls, 
and Cow Creek which form part of the golf course layout. Mature vegetation, including some 
large trees, is dispersed throughout the golf course (See: View 1 & 2). While there is 

approximately 446m (1,463ft) of frontage on the north side of Lakeshore Road, no access to 
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the golf course currently exists from this road. Instead, access to the golf course is provided 
from Estella Street at the north end of the site.  

View 1 - Looking North from Cow Creek towards North Portion of BGGC 

 
Source: Monteith Brown PC, April 2014 

The portion of the subject lands proposed to be redeveloped comprise approximately 4.5 ha 
(11.1 acres) of the northern portion of the BGGC, north of Cow Creek, and the remaining 
approximately 8.1 ha (19.9 acres) are proposed to be retained for the re-aligned golf course. 

The portion of the subject lands to be developed have a north-south depth of approximately 
230m (754ft) and an east-west width of approximately 201m (660ft) and are irregular in 

shape, with frontages onto Estella Street, Robert Street, Marion Avenue, and James Street.  

View 2 - Looking North from Lakeshore Road towards Subject Lands 

 
Source: Google Street View, Sep 2009 

A portion of the BGGC lands fronting on to Yonge Street was subject to an application for 
Zoning By-Law Amendment submitted on May 30, 2016. By-law No. 112 was passed on 
September 12, 2016 with the effect of rezoning the lands fronting on to Yonge Street from 

“Interim Use 1” (“IU1”) to “Urban Residential 1 – Holding” (“UR1-H”). A concurrent 

application for consent applying to the Yonge Street lands was tabled ‘sine die’ due to the 

ongoing upgrades to the BGSTP.  
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View 3 - Looking South from Estella Street towards BGGC Club House 

 
Source: Google Street View, Sep 2009 

The existing clubhouse and parking lot are located on the northern portion of subject lands, 
accessed from the Estella Street entrance (See View 3). In addition, there is a maintenance 
building located approximately 30m southeast of the existing clubhouse, with access provided 

from Robert Street.     

3.2 Adjacent Lands Uses 

The residential community of Bright’s Grove surrounds the subject lands to the west, north and 
east (See Figure 2). The community to the west is comprised primarily of single detached 

houses (See View 4), to the north is a group of townhouses and Kenwick Park. To the east are 
newer subdivisions comprised primarily of single detached dwellings. 

View 4 - View Looking South Along Thelma St Adjacent to Subject Lands 

 
Source: Google Street View, June 2012 
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Figure 2 - Aerial Photograph of Adjacent Land Uses 

 
Source: Google Maps, 2016 

The area of townhouses covers the majority of area from Skeeter Barlow’s Bar and Grill east 
to Thelma Avenue, and contains 17 units in several 2 and 3 unit townhouses, interspersed 

with a few single detached houses (See View 5). 

View 5 - Looking East from Thelma Ave. at the Townhouses 

 
Source: Google Street View, Sept. 2014  

Kenwick Park, located approximately 30m north of the northern boundary of the subject lands 
(See View 6), is a 1.7 ha (4.1 acres) municipal park located on the north side of Jubilee 
Street, and features a variety of recreational amenities, including tennis courts, a basketball 

court, a covered picnic area, and playground equipment. There are several eastbound stop 
for Sarnia Transit Bus #15 (“Bright’s Grove”) located at: Hamilton Rd. and Waterworks Rd., 
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Waterworks Rd. and John St., and north of Kenwick Park on Old Lakeshore Rd. The bus loops 
through Bright’s Grove and connects with the transit hub at Lambton Mall in central Sarnia. 

Further north of Kenwick Park and Old Lakeshore Road is Lake Huron, and the associated 
public beach areas.  

View 6 - Looking North Towards Kenwick Park and Lake Huron 

 
Source: Google Street View, July 2014 

View 7 - Looking North from Lakeshore Road at the Lakeshore Plaza 

 
Source: Google Street View, Sept. 2014  

Approximately 400m (1,312ft) southwest of the subject lands, at the intersection of Lakeshore 

Road and Waterworks Road are the Bright’s Grove and Lakeshore Plazas, the primary 

commercial centre for Bright’s Grove (See View 7). These lands are designated “Community 
Commercial” on Schedule ‘A’ to the City of Sarnia Official Plan and feature a variety of retail 
and service opportunities, including a Foodland grocery store, Shopper’s Drug Mart, Home 

Hardware, Tim Horton’s, Scotia Bank, and a Canada Post office, amongst others. There is a 

westbound stop for Sarnia Transit Bus #15 (“Bright’s Grove”) located in front of the Shoppers 

Drugmart, which provides transit service to downtown. In addition, Skeeter Barlow’s, a 

popular local restaurant, is located within walking distance of the subject lands, approximately 
300m (984ft) to the northwest of the subject lands.   

The lands to the south of the BGGC, south of Lakeshore Road, are primarily used for field 
crop agricultural purposes, and are located outside of the Urban Growth Boundary for the 
City of Sarnia. The Howard Watson Nature Trail, a sixteen kilometre, multi-use trail is located 

on the south side of Lakeshore Road which extends into central Sarnia, is within walking 
distance of the subject lands. The Bright’s Grove Sewage Lagoons are located approximately 
500m (1,640ft) southeast of the subject lands, on the south side of Lakeshore Road. 
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4.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT VISION 

The development vision for the BGGC is as a residential community which provides active 
lifestyle accommodations with a variety of dwellings types suitable for different target markets 

including young families, older adults, and seniors.  

The proposal will provide residential infill and intensification through the redevelopment of 
under-utilized golf course lands in a manner that promotes active and healthy living within 

walking distance of neighbourhood commercial and recreational uses. As illustrated on Figure 

7, the development vision for the BGGC contemplates the future re-alignment of the existing 
9-hole, par-3 golf course onto the southern portion of the land holdings, and the construction 

of a private residential community on private streets and freehold dwellings that seamlessly 

integrate with the existing built form and road network of the surrounding neighbourhood. The 

development of the site as phased and vacant land condominiums allows for the efficient use 
of land north of the floodway, as well as the provision of grounds maintenance and other 

services. Specifically, the proposed 74 unit residential infill redevelopment includes: 

 Subdivision for approximately 8 single-detached dwelling units with access from Estella 
Street and Robert Street along the northern edge of the property; 

 Phased condominium for approximately 17 townhome dwelling units with access from 

Estella Street in the northwestern corner of the property; 

 Vacant Land condominium for approximately 49 single-detached dwelling units with 

access from Estella Street and James Street across the middle and northeastern 

portions of the site; 

 A road widening dedication along Lakeshore Road and an adjacent land dedication 

to properties on Thelma Avenue that back on the golf course; 

 The provision of on-site amenity areas, pedestrian pathways and linkages, additional 
on-site visitor parking, as well as secondary / emergency access between the two 

condominium developments; 

 The re-development of the existing golf course onto the southern portion of the BGGC 
lands including an alternative clubhouse location in the southeastern corner of the site 

with a new parking area and access from Lakeshore Road; and 

 Pedestrian pathways through the proposed development will offer easy access for the 

Bright’s Grove community to the realigned golf course. 

The development vision has been shared with staff through the Pre-Application Consultation 

process and with the public at the information session on September 29, 2015. Feedback 

received based on staff’s review have been addressed in the latest iteration of the concept 

plan, including the proposal to maintain a public right-of-way between the proposed 
extensions of Robert Street and Estella Street. In addition, the ultimate design of the 
redeveloped golf course will be in accordance with the SCRCA’s golf course design criteria, as 

identified through during the Pre-Application Consultation meeting.  

It is important to note that this development vision is conceptual only and has been prepared 
to illustrate the anticipated form, yield, and density of the proposed infill redevelopment.   
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Source: Monteith Sutherland Ltd. & Monteith Brown Planning Consultants, 2017 
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4.1 Land Use Justification 

The development proposes several different types of housing including free-hold single detached 
dwellings, and single detached and townhouses dwellings in condominiums which cater to different 

types of residents. This offers different options for families such as free-hold dwellings which provide 
more private outdoor space, and the condominium houses and townhouses which provide a range of 
housing sizes, without the need to cut the grass or shovel the driveway.   

Bright’s Grove and Sarnia are expected to see an increase in the population of older adults and 
seniors over the next couple decades, and the area is already home to a number of communities that 

cater to this population. While not specifically targeted at seniors and adults, the Groves Residential 
Community is expected to attract a number of residents from this demographic.  

There are several key demographic trends which support the long-term growth for active lifestyle 

communities. To address these trends, the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (“CMHC”) 
produced a 5-volume comprehensive guide to older adult and lifestyle housing. Entitled, Housing for 

Older Canadians, the Definitive Guide to the Over-55 Market, the research is intended to serve as a 

guide to successfully develop housing for older adults and seniors. Some of the key demographic 

trends identified through the research include: 

 The baby boomer generation will continue to form a large proportion of the total population;  

 The generation now entering retirement age is, on average, wealthier, better educated, and 
more active than previous generations of retirees; and, 

 Older adults and seniors are looking to “age in place” by living independently in the 

mainstream housing market and without institutionalized health care for as long as possible.   

Independent living and active lifestyle accommodations are an important component of the housing 
spectrum for older adults and seniors1. Specifically, independent living and active lifestyle 

accommodations are typically targeted towards older adults who require minimal or no assistance 
with their daily living needs. These types of housing products often take the form of adult lifestyle 

communities that may combine housing with recreational amenities such as golf courses, hiking 
trails, club houses or tennis courts, and may include a range of housing types such as single-
detached units to multi-storey apartment buildings. The development of active lifestyle communities 

represents a significant opportunity to attract and retain a growing market segment in the Bright’s 

Grove neighbourhood. 

There are two market segments from which lifestyle communities may draw their target market: a) 
area residents looking to remain living in their community; and b) migrants from across the region, 

province, or country who are looking to re-locate to an environment that is supportive of their 

particular needs. In either case, older adults and seniors are looking for housing in areas that will 
allow them to “age in place”, close to commercial and recreational activities, as well as assisted 
living opportunities that may be necessary as they age. Likewise, it is important to note that, 

“Many seniors choose to remain in housing that is not specifically designed for seniors, which 
may be the housing they have always lived in, or, if they decide to downsize, a regular 

                                              
1 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC),(2012). Housing for Older Canadians, The Definitive Guide to the 

Over-55 Market: Volume 2 – Responding to the Market.p. 7. 
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condominium or rental apartment. This form of accommodation comprises a large share of 
the seniors’ housing market.”2 

There are only a few communities within this region of Southwestern Ontario that offer independent 
lifestyle living for older adults and seniors. The south shore of Lake Huron near Bright’s Grove is 

attractive location for golf course residential communities as it is already home to two such 

communities: The Enclave at Huron Oaks in Bright’s Grove (approximately 2km southwest of the 
subject lands), and The Residences of Sawmill Creek in Camlachie (approximately 6.5km east of the 
subject lands). 

The Enclave at Huron Oaks is comprised of 58 lots located within the Huron Oaks Golf Course and 
is a “lifestyle community providing carefree living in a comfortable and secure environment where 

snow removal and grass maintenance”. There are limited opportunities for further residential 

development on the golf course.  

The Residences at Sawmill Creek is comprised of approximately 35 lots located on the 10th hole of 

the golf course. The lifestyle community offers residents memberships to the golf course, and easy 

access to amenities such as the pool and clubhouse restaurant. The site is located outside of the City 
of Sarnia, and does not provide the same level of access to services in the city.  

The Bright’s Grove Golf Course, represents one of the last remaining areas which has the potential 
to provide an active lifestyle community in and around the City of Sarnia on the south shore of Lake 

Huron. The site has easy access to the Bright’s Grove Golf Course, as well as other courses nearby. 
In addition Kenwick Park and the beaches along Lake Huron are only a block north of the 

development. The nearby Bright’s Grove Retail Plaza provides easy access to groceries and other 

goods and services to the community. The proposed development also has access to the Sarnia 

Transit bus system, which provides access to the rest of the city, via stops at Kenwick Park and the 

retail plaza. 

5.0 TECHNICAL STUDIES 

As identified through the Pre-Application Consultation process, several technical and background 
studies have been completed to support the present application for an Official Plan Amendment and 

Zoning By-Law Amendment including: Cow Creek Floodline Mapping, Slope Stability & Meander Belt 

Study, Tree Inventory Report, Species at Risk Screening, Traffic Impact Study and Preliminary Servicing 
Options. An Archeological Assessment is currently being undertaken as a condition for the removal 

of the holding provisions proposed under the proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment and the 
submission of the Draft Plan of Condominium. 

5.1 Cow Creek Floodline Mapping 

Greck and Associates Limited (hereafter, “Greck”) was retained by the BGGC to develop an up to 

date floodline map for the subject property which define the development constraints and 
opportunities as they pertain to flood hazard management and regulations (attached under separate 
cover). The results of the mapping found that a portion of the current development concept will occur 

within the flood fringe. Greck’s report noted that development within the flood fringe could be 
permitted provided the following conditions are satisfied: 

                                              
2 CMHC. (2012).Housing for Older Canadians, The Definitive Guide to the Over-55 Market: Volume 3 – Planning the 

Project,  p. 11. 
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1. Site is adequately dry flood proofed, 
2. No increase in flood hazard conditions to others, and 
3. Safe site ingress and egress is provided. 

As the entire flood fringe area is proposed for urban development, the report recommended that 
development within the flood fringe be at a minimum of 0.3m above the regional storm flood 

elevation. A free board elevation of 0.3m should also be applied to account for the accuracy 

associated with hydrologic and hydraulic analyses. Therefore, engineered fill with a maximum depth 
of 0.6m will be required to flood proof the lots within the flood fringe area. The placement of fill is 

not expected to impact upstream or adjacent lands, and a hydraulic model examination conducted 
as part of the report found that the partial filling of the flood fringe would result in less than a 0.8% 

increase in peak flow, which translates to a change of a few millimeters in flood elevation. 

The report also noted that the flood fringe lies at an elevation of approximately 180m, which is 

similar to the historical regulated flood elevation proposed by the SCRCA. In the event of a worst 
case flood scenario with a maximum flood depth of 0.3m and the maximum velocity of 1.0m/s, there 

would be low flood plain risk for humans under existing conditions.  

5.1.1 Recommendations 

Based on the work completed in compiling Greck’s report, it was recommended that: 

 The work completed by this study be reviewed and approved by the SCRCA to establish the 
regulatory flood elevation and floodline for the BGGC property. 

 The approved floodline mapping should be accompanied by the SCRCA appropriate two 
zone policies for the BGGC property. 

 Development plans within the flood hazard regulated area should be reviewed by a qualified 
water resources engineer to ensure they conform to SCRCA policies as they related to flood 
hazard policies. 

 Development should be allowed to proceed subject to the approval of the SCRCA with 
floodproofing in the flood fringe elevation to a minimum free board height of 0.3m above 
the established regulatory flood elevation. 

 In light of the floodline mapping completed, the BGGC and SCRCA should consider the 
following: 

 Making alterations to the site plans to minimize or remove sites located within the floodway, 
and 

 Examine solutions to accommodate moderate changes to the floodline to optimize 
development opportunities while preventing increased risks due to flooding (e.g. cut and fill 
balance). 

 That the development constraint imposed by the floodway, flood fringe and/or floodline be 
overlaid with other site constraints such as erosion hazards and environmental considerations 
associated with Cow Creek to identify the greatest site development constraints.  

The SCRCA reviewed Greck’s Cow Creek Floodline Mapping report and approved the regulatory 

flood evlaution and floodline for the BGGC property, and the appropriate two zone floodplain 
policies (See Appendix 2). 

5.2 Geotechnical Slope & Meander Belt Investigation 

A Geotechnical Slope Assessment and Meander Belt Review was conducted by exp Services Inc. to 

assess the physical conditions of the slopes, Cow Creek and surrounding area located near the 
southern boundary of the proposed development lands (attached under separate cover). The results 
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of the investigation are used to provide comments on slope stability, meander belt limits, and 
recommendations on erosion hazard limits.  

Findings from the Slope Stability Analysis conducted for this study were generated from three 
locations indicated as cross section A, B, and C along the study area’s existing slope profile.  

5.2.1 Erosion Hazard Limit for a Confined System 

It is recommended that a Toe Erosion Allowance, Stable Slope Allowance, and Access Allowance be 

established for the study area as it is noted that Cow Creek appears to satisfy the criteria for a 
confined river or stream channel and should be reviewed as such. Thus, the study applied a Toe 

Allowance of 8m for cross section C of the slope based on: 

 The toe of slope being located <15m from the edge of the water course, 
 Evidence of some minor erosion along the slope face, and 
 The condition of the soil encountered within the boreholes. 

The toe of slope at cross sections A and B are 50m or more away from the edge of water course, 

hence no toe erosion allowance has been applied to these cross sections. 

A Slope Stability Analysis was also conducted for the three cross sections and found the average 

inclination along the existing slope profiles at cross sections A and B to range between 3H:1V to 

5H:1V, which is considered stable and suitable. The average inclination along cross section C is 

found to be about 2.4H:1V. Based on the soil conditions encountered during the field investigation 

and based on the results of the computerized stability analysis, the investigation report applied a 

stable slope line of 3.0H:1V to cross section C as the suitable inclination.  

Furthermore, the study recommended a distance of 6m for the Erosion Access Allowance be provided 

on the table land throughout the property along the slope. No permanent structures should be 
constructed within the 6m of the Erosion Access Allowance.  

5.2.2 Meander Belt Limits for an Unconfined System 

In response to SCRCA’s request for the location of the Meander Belt Limits to be reviewed using MNR 

guidelines, the study reported that the Meander Belt Allowance for Cow Creek should be about 
240m in width, centred over the mid-point of the creek. It is emphasized by exp Services Inc. in this 

section of the study that the comments above with regards to a Meander Belt Allowance is provided 

for the purpose of a review only as requested by the SCRCA. It should be further noted that exp 
Services Inc. recommended that the Erosion Hazard Limit should be established using a confined 

system approach.  

5.2.3 Recommendations 

The Geotechnical Slope & Meander Belt Investigation conducted by exp Services Inc. recommended 
that: 

 Soils from any excavation should be removed from the slope area. Excavated soils should not 
be placed over the table land near the crest of slope, unless the soil is placed as engineered 
structural fill.  

 Any buildings and permanent structures associated with the proposed site development must 
be located outside of the Erosion Hazard Limit. 

 The site should be graded such that surface water is directed away from the slope, to limit the 
amount of uncontrolled surface water flow over the face of the slope, which can contribute to 
surficial erosion damage to the slope surface. If it is necessary to outlet this water from the 
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table land down the slope it should be collected and taken down the slope in a controlled 
channel or solid pipe. Where required, suitably designed outlets including such measures as 
rodent screens etc. should be incorporated. 

 Water from downspouts and perimeter weeping tile etc. must also be collected in a 
controlled manner and re-directed away from the slope. 

 Vegetation on the slope should be maintained. A program of plantation where appropriate, 
including deciduous trees and deep-rooted vegetation is preferred. 

5.3 Tree Inventory Report 

A Tree Inventory Report was compiled by Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (“NRSI”) in February 2014, 
inventoried and tagged a total of 181 trees within the subject property (See Appendix 3). The report 

found that the majority of trees inventoried are in fair condition with a medium potential for structural 
failure and that the ash trees are heavily infested with emerald ash borer and are in very poor 

condition or are already dead. The ash trees are thus recommended to be considered for removal. 

NRSI further noted that the trees in poor and very poor condition on site may provide maternity roost 
sites for certain SAR, including little brown bat.  

5.4 Species at Risk Screening 

In October 2014, NRSI completed a screening for Species at Risk (“SAR”) within the BGGC premise 

and did not observe any of the SAR potentially occurring on the subject site based on habitat 
requirements (See Appendix 4A). Additionally, as a result of the field visit conducted on December 

2013, an additional barn swallow nest search was conducted in April 2015 and found no nests on 

the property (See Appendix 4B). It was noted that the large shed at the north end of the property 

could be removed without harm to barn swallows.  

Based on guidance received from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the trees located on 
the site do not constitute bat habitat. As such they can be removed without impact to bats and birds 

between September 1 and April 30. 

5.5 Traffic Impact Study 

A Traffic Impact Study was completed by Paradigm Transportation Solutions Ltd. in August 2015 
which estimated the expected traffic impact that the proposed development would have on the 

transportation network (attached under separate cover). 

The residential redevelopment is proposed to have 3 road connections at: the south end of Estella 

Street, the south end of Robert Street; and at the corner of James Street East and Marion Avenue. In 

addition, a new driveway is proposed to be created on the north side of Lakeshore Road, 

approximately 600m east of Waterworks Road, to provide access to the relocated club house for the 
Golf Course.  

The study addressed the anticipated traffic impact at the following intersections: 

 Lakeshore Road and Waterworks Road; 
 Jubilee Street and Estella Street; 
 Jubilee Street and Robert Street; 
 Jubilee Street and James Street East; 
 Old Lakeshore Road and Mandaumin Road; and 
 Lake Shore Road and (proposed) Golf Course Driveway. 
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All intersection investigated within the study area are forecast to operate at a Level of Service B, 
during both the AM and PM peak hour. As a result, no transportation network improvements are 

required as a result of the proposed development. 

5.6 Preliminary Servicing Options 

A draft conceptual servicing plan has been prepared which complies with the recommendations of 
the Cow Creek Floodline Mapping and Supplementary Geotechnical Assessment by Greck and 

Associates (See Appendix 5 for the Supplementary Geotechnical Assessment). A full servicing plan 
will be submitted with subsequent planning applications. 

5.7 Archaeological Assessment  

Through discussions with City Staff it has been recommended that the completion of an 

Archaeological Assessment be included as a holding provision in the proposed amended zoning. It is 
noted that the applicant is currently undertaking archaeological assessment of the site.  

5.7.1 Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment 

AECOM completed a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of the Bright’s Grove Golf Course north 

of Cow Creek and identified three pre-contact First National archaeological sites registered with the 
MTCS as Cow Creek 1 (AgHn-9), Cow Creek 2 (AgHn-10), and Cow Creek 3 (AgHn-11) which were 

recommended for Stage 3, site specific archaeological assessment. 

5.7.2 Site Specific Stage 3 Archaeological Assessments 

Stage 3 Archaeological assessments were been completed for Cow Creek 2 and Cow Creek 3 in 
June 2016 and accepted by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport (MTCS) and submitted to the 

Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports. The Stage 3 assessments determined that both 

sites retain cultural heritage value as they were determined to represent a Woodland period 

occupation. Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts is required for both sites. Avoidance and 

protection were the preferred options for the through project redesign, however, through discussions 

with the property owner, this was determined to not be a feasible option. As such, mitigation through 
excavation will be required.  

The Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment for Cow Creek 1 has been completed and submitted to 
MTCS and is awaiting acceptance into the public register. The Stage 1-2 assessment for the site 

identified that the level of cultural heritage value will likely result in a recommendation to proceed to 
stage 4 mitigation.  

Copies of the archaeological assessments for the property will be submitted as part of subsequent 

applications for Draft Plan of Subdivision and Condominium.  

6.0 PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

6.1 County of Lambton Official Plan 

The County of Lambton operates under a two-tier planning system, which divides planning 
responsibilities between the County and the local municipalities. The County Official Plan serves as 

the guiding document for local planning authorities. All local Official Plans and planning decisions 
must be in conformity with the County Official Plan (hereafter, “County OP”).  
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The subject lands are designated as part of the Sarnia Urban Centre and within the “Primary Natural 
Heritage Corridor” as identified on May 1 to the County OP As well, the subject lands are identified 

as part of the “Primary Corridor” associated with the Cow Creek on Map 2 to the County OP. 

As provided in Section 3.2(1) of the County OP, “the majority of growth will be directed to Urban 

Centres and Urban Settlements.” Urban Centres contain a wide range of residential, institutional, 
commercial, and industrial land uses. Development within Urban Centres will occur on full municipal 
services, as provided in Section 3.1(2). The policies for water and sewage infrastructure are set out in 

Section 7.8 (2) of the County OP and identify that, “In areas serviced by full municipal water and 

sewage services, approval of development applications will not occur unless there is adequate 
uncommitted reserve capacity available for water, sanitary, and stormwater services.” 

Section 8.2(1b) of the County OP states that new development will generally be directed away from 

areas with environmental constraints, including flooding and erosion hazards related to rivers and 
streams. However, Section 8.2(8) identifies that development may be permitted between the 1:100 

Year Flood Line and the Regional Storm Line (i.e., where a two-zone management approach is used) 

subject to approval of the Conservation Authority. Finally, the County OP identifies that new 
development is required to locate outside of areas of long-term erosion and instability, unless the 

nature of the problem has been recognized, remediation techniques employed, and the hazard 
addressed (S. 8.2(9)).  

As the subject lands are located within the Sarnia Urban Settlement Area, no amendments to the 
County OP are necessary.  

6.2 Draft County of Lambton Official Plan Update 

It is noted that the County of Lambton is currently in the process of reviewing and updating its Official 

Plan. In the proposed County OP Update, the subject lands are designated as Urban Centre on Map 

1 – Growth Strategy. The policies related to the County’s growth strategy are set out in Section 3.2, 
which states that the majority of growth will be directed to Urban Centres and Urban Settlements.   

A portion of the subject lands, which corresponds to the Cow Creek floodway, is identified as a 
primary corridor in Map 2 – Natural Heritage System. Section 8.1.5 recognizes that the boundaries 

of Natural Heritage System features identified in Map 2 are approximate for both urban and rural 
locations, the corridor boundary will be more specifically defined in the local official plan and zoning 
by-law to reflect the natural hazards and natural heritage features that exist along the corridors. 

The Natural Heritage policies specified in Section 8, classify Primary Corridors as part of Group C of 
Natural Heritage System Features. Section 8.1.2 directs that the development of lands will be 
generally directed away from the natural heritage system and/or subject to such evaluations and 

conditions as required by the Natural Heritage policies. Further, Section 8.2.2 states that development 
within the Group C features described in the introduction to Chapter 8 will be subject to such 

provisions as contained in the local Official Plans. 

As will be discussed below in Section 6.3 and 8.4, the lands proposed for development are identified 
as inside the Settlement Area Boundary and are consistent with the two-zone floodplain policies in the 
local Official Plan. As such, the proposed development is consistent with the proposed in the County 

of Lambton Official Plan update. 
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6.3 City of Sarnia Official Plan 

The City of Sarnia adopted the 5-Year Review Official Plan Update on June 30, 2014, which was 
approved with minor modifications by the County of Lambton on February 6, 2015. The Official Plan 

Update received final approval from the Ontario Municipal Board, and subsequently came into effect 
as the City of Sarnia’s Official Plan (“OP”) on July 15th, 2016.  

Figure 4 - Excerpt from Sarnia Official Plan Land Use Map 7 

 
Source: City of Sarnia Official Plan, Map 7, 2014 

On Map 9 – Land Use Plan, the City of Sarnia designates the majority of the subject lands as ‘Open 
Space’ with the portion adjacent to Yonge Street on the east side of the property designated as 

‘Urban Residential’ (See Figure 4). In addition, there is a small area designated as ‘Natural Areas’ in 
the southwest corner of the site. Section 4.5.4 sets out the policies for the Open Space designation 

which permits private open spaces including golf courses, cemeteries, and other specialised uses and 

facilities for recreational opportunities.  

Section 4.4.2 set out the policies for the Urban Residential designation which permits low-density 

housing types, such as single and semi-detached dwellings, group homes, duplexes, triplexes and 
townhouses, including building conversions to such uses. Further, No. 3 in Section 4.4.2 sets out the 

development criteria for large sites within the Urban Residential designation which encourage the 

redevelopment of lands to create higher residential densities or to remove existing obsolete uses 
provided that such redevelopment is compatible with the existing physical character and pattern of 

surrounding development. As is discussed in Section 8.4, the proposed development continues the 

physical character and pattern of development of the surrounding residential areas to the north, east 
and west of the subject lands. 
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Permitted uses in the Natural Area in the southwest corner of the property are set out in Section 4.3.3 
No. 2 and include conservation, forestry, fish and wildlife areas, passive recreation, low impact 

scientific and educational activities, and restoration activities, subject to the policies of this Plan. This 
portion of the site is currently a wooded area backing on to Cow Creek, and the proposed re-

alignment of the golf course will not encroach on this area. 

Figure 5 – Excerpt from Map 1 City Structure Plan 

 
Source: City of Sarnia Official Plan, Map 1 City Structure Plan, 2014 

Map 1 – City Structure Plan identifies the northern portion of the property as ‘Stable Residential’, and 

the southern portion as ‘Parks and Open Space’ (See Figure 5). The ‘Parks and Open Space’ is also 
identified as part of the Natural Heritage System in Map 1. The policies for stable residential areas 

are set out in section 4.4 of the new OP. Stable residential areas identified in Map 1and represent 
the areas that provide for existing and future stable residential communities. Stable residential areas 

are to be developed and be maintained as physically stable areas that may mature and adapt 
gradually for residential purposes as the City evolves. New development and reinvestment is to be 
achieved by residential development that reinforces the prevailing built form standards found in, or 
planned for, each neighbourhood. It is noted that the proposed development is considered an infill 

development as it is surrounded on three sides by an existing residential neighbourhood. 

The objective of Parks and Open Spaces is to provide a range of passive and active recreational 
activities for all ages, to preserve and enhance the natural features of the City’s environment and to 

ensure that active recreational uses and passive conservation activities are in balance with the natural 
environment. 
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Figure 6– Excerpt from Map 2 Settlement Boundaries 

 
Source: City of Sarnia Official Plan, Map 2 Settlement Boundaries, 2014 

On Map 2 – Settlement Boundaries of the OP identifies the subject lands as part of the Residential 
Greenfield Areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary (See Figure 6). The policies regarding the 

development of residential greenfield areas are set out in Section 5.2.3, which state that once a 

decision has been made to develop an area as a new neighbourhood, a residential greenfield area or 

a large redevelopment within the built-up area, a comprehensive planning framework is generally 
required. The requirements for the comprehensive framework are identified in No. 1-4 of section 

5.2.3, but include: indicating how the proposal supports city-wide goals, providing consideration for 
sound neighbourhood design, integrating with adjacent land uses, and providing consideration for 

the interface between urban and agricultural lands. The section goes on to indicate that a secondary 
plan in accordance with Section 7.2(12) may be required, however as will be discussed below in 
Section 8.3 of this report, it is argued that a Secondary Plan is not necessary for the proposed 

development, and was not required through consultation with planning staff.  
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Figure 7 – Excerpt from Map 5 Natural Hazards 

 
Source: City of Sarnia Official Plan, Map 6 Settlement Boundaries, 2014 

Map 6 – Natural Hazards identifies the southern portion of the subject lands as part of the flood 
hazard and a ‘Two Zone Policy Area’ (See Figure 7). Subsection 4.2 in Section 4.3.2 of the OP sets 

out the policies for two areas: the floodway, and the flood fringe in two zone policy areas. The flood 

fringe is defined as the outer portion of the floodplain between the floodway and the flooding hazard 

limit. Further, development within the flood fringe shall be restricted to infilling, redevelopment or 

replacement of existing buildings or structures, and minor additions or alterations to existing buildings, 

provided certain conditions are met. 

Based on the above, the proposed development is supportive of the general intent and purpose of 

the Official Plan, however it is not currently permitted within the existing land use designations and an 
Official Plan Amendment to permit future residential development is necessary. The proposed 

amendments will be discussed in further detail below in Section 7, and an analysis of the planning 
framework is provided in Section 8. 
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6.4 City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law No. 85 of 2002 

The subject lands are predominately zoned “Major Open Space 1 Zone” (“MOS1”) on both the 
northern and southern portions of the BGGC on Map Part #10 to Schedule ‘A’ of the City of Sarnia 

Zoning By-Law No. 85 of 2002 (See Figure 8). 

Figure 8 - Extract from Sarnia Zoning By-Law Maps 

 
Source: City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law No. 85 of 2002 Maps 9, 10, & 19 

A small portion of the subject lands located on the east side fronting on to Yonge Street is zoned 
“Interim Use 1” (“IU1”). Lands owned by the applicant adjacent to the subject lands in this IU1 zone 
were recently rezoned to an “Urban Residential 1 – Holding” (“UR1-H”) zone by By-Law No. 112 of 

2016. In addition, the Zoning By-Law identifies the lands immediately adjacent to Cow Creek as part 
of the “Two-Zone Flood Plain” in Zone Map Part #10 to Schedule ‘A’ of the City of Sarnia Zoning 

By-Law.  

Within the existing MOS1 zone, permitted uses include golf courses, public and private parks, 
commercial recreation establishments, social and service clubs, parking lots and structures, libraries, 

conservation uses, as well as community centres and refreshment establishments.  

The UR1 zone permits single detached dwellings, churches, schools, day care centres, group homes, 

women’s shelters and accessory uses and buildings. The removal of the holding provision from the 
UR1-H zone on the lands fronting Yonge St. is subject to the completion of upgrades to the Bright’s 
Grove Sewage Treatment Plant and the availability of capacity for servicing the lands.  

Subsection 3.27(1) of the General Provisions sets out the requirements for development within the 
Two-Zone flood plan: Specifically, “prior to permitting development within the shaded areas, the St. 
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Clair Conservation Authority shall be consulted for input and approval. Development may be 
prohibited or require supporting technical information based on the degree of flooding or erosion 

hazard. Development includes building, construction, filling, and any site alteration.” Subsection 
3.27(3) identifies that a Two-Zone floodplain policy exists for the Cow Creek floodplain area north of 

Lakeshore Road, which consists of the floodway area (i.e., the contiguous inner portion of a 

floodplain required for the safe passage of flood flows where flood depths and/or velocities are 
considered to be such that they pose a potential threat to life and/or property damage) and flood 
fringe area (i.e. the outer portion of the floodplain between the floodway and the flooding hazard 

limit - the Hurricane Hazel floodline. Flood depth and velocity are generally less severe than in the 
floodway).  

As the existing zoning does not support the proposed redevelopment of the BGGC, an amendment 
to the Zoning By-Law Amendment to rezone the northern portion of the subject lands from MOS1 to 

the applicable Urban Residential zones is necessary and will be discussed in further detail below. 

7.0 PROPOSED PLANNING APPROVALS 

7.1 Official Plan Amendment  

The purpose of the proposed Official Plan Amendment is to re-designate approximately 4.5 ha (11.1 

acres) on the northern portion of the existing golf course FROM “Major Open Space” TO “Urban 
Residential” to facilitate the future redevelopment of the BGGC for residential uses. As illustrated on 
Figure 6, the remaining portions of the BGGC will remain in the current land use designation. As 

noted above, the lands proposed for single-detached dwellings on Yonge Street in the development 
vision (i.e., Lots 1 to 3) comprise approximately 0.14 ha (0.34 acres are already within the 

Residential designation.  

To implement the proposed Official Plan Amendment, future applications for Site Plan Approval and 
Draft Plan(s) of Condominium will be submitted at a later date.  
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Figure 9 - Proposed Official Plan Amendment Re-Designation Sketch 

 
Source: Monteith Brown Planning Consultants, 2017 
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7.2 Zoning By-Law Amendment  

The purpose of the proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment is to re-zone the northern portion of the 
BGGC as specified in Table 1 and Figure 10 below:  

Table 1 – Proposed Zoning By-Law Amendments 

Name Proposed Use Existing Zone Proposed Zone 

Area 1 Single Detached Dwellings “Major Open 
Space 1” (MOS1) 

“Urban Residential 1 – 
with Holding Provision” 
(UR1-H) 

Area 2 Multiple Attached Dwellings (3-4 
units) in Phased Condominium 

“Major Open 
Space 1” (MOS1) 

“Urban Residential 4 – 
with Special and Holding 
Provisions” (UR4-*(H)) 

Area 3 Single Detached Dwellings in 
Vacant Land Condominium 

“Major Open 
Space 1” (MOS1) 

“Urban Residential 1 – 
with Special and Holding 
Provisions” (UR1-*(H)) 

Area 4 Single Detached Dwellings in 
Vacant Land Condominium 

“Interim Use 1” 
(IU1) 

“Urban Residential 1 – 
with Special and Holding 
Provisions” (UR1-*(H)) 

Area 5 Golf Course “Interim Use 1” 
(IU1) 
 

“Major Open Space 1” 
(MOS1) 

 

7.2.1 Single Deatached Dwellings 

Section 7.3 of the Zoning By-Law is proposed to be amended to create a new UR1 zone, similar to 
the zone applied to the Huron Oaks Golf Course, which reads as follows: 

7.3.* UR1-* (See Zoning Map Part 10) 
7.3.*.1 Permitted Uses 

(1) Accessory uses and buildings. 
(2) Single detached dwellings. 

7.3.*.2 Site Zone Regulations 
7.3.*.2.1 Golf Course Residential Community Lots 

For the purposes of this By-Law, the regulations associated with the term “Lot” as specified 

for a Golf Course Residential Community Lot including lot area, lot frontage, lot coverage 

and all yard requirements shall apply to the area associated with a permitted dwelling unit 
and shall not have the same meaning as a “Lot” or its associated terms as defined 

individually in Section 2 of Zoning By-Law No 85 of 2002. 

7.3.*.2.2 Single Detached Dwellings 

(1) Lot Area:  (minimum)  380m2 
 (2) Lot Frontage: (minimum)  12m 

 (3) Front Yard Depth:  (minimum)  4m, except that any vehicular entrance to an attached 
garage shall be not less than 6m from the front lot line of 
the Golf Course Residential Community Lot. 



The Groves Active Lifestyle Community 
Planning Justification Report 

  

Monteith Brown Planning Consultants  Page | 25 
 

Figure 10 - Proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment Re-Zoning Sketch 

 
Source: Monteith Brown Planning Consultants, 2017  
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(4) Side Yard Widths: (minimum)  1.2m minimum (one side) 
2.4m minimum (other side) 

provided, however, that where there is an attached 
garage or carport, the minimum side yard width (each 

side) shall be 1.2m 

(5) Rear Yard Depth:  (minimum)  7.5m 

(6) Lot Coverage:  (maximum)  50% 
(7) Height:  (maximum)  12m 

Table 2 below shows the special provisions proposed for UR1-* zone, what is permitted under the 

UR1 zone, and proposed in the conceptual site plan. The proposed zone is similar to the provisions 
for single detached dwellings in the UR4 zone for the Huron Oaks Golf Course. The regulations from 
which relief is being sought from the UR1 zone are indicated with a ‘*’. 

Table 2 – Proposed New UR1-* Site Specific Zone 

Zone 

Regulations 

UR1  

Zone 

Proposed  

UR1-* Zone 

Proposed  

Site Plan 

Lot Area 
(minimum) 

460m2 *380m2 *389m2 

Lot Frontage 
(minimum) 

15m *13m *13.2m2 

Front Yard Depth 
(minimum) 

6m *4m, except that any vehicular 
entrance to an attached garage 
shall be not less than  
6m from the front lot line of the 
Golf Course Residential 
Community Lot. 

*4m 
 
 
6m 

Side Yard Width 
(minimum) 

1.2m each side where there is 
an attached garage 

No change 1.2m 

Rear Yard Depth 
(minimum) 

7.5m No change 7.5m 

Lot Coverage 
(maximum) 

35% 
40% for bungalow dwellings 

*50% *50% 

Height 
(maximum) 

12m No change <12m 

* Indicates provisions from which relief is being sought. 
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7.2.2 Multiple Attached Dwellings 

Section 10.3 of the Zoning By-Law is proposed to be amended to create a new site specific zone 
UR4, similar to the zone applied to the Huron Oaks Golf Course, which reads as follows: 

10.3.* UR4-* (See Zoning Map Part 10) 
10.3.*.1 Permitted Uses 

(1) Accessory uses and buildings. 

(2) Multiple attached dwellings. 

10.3.*.2 Site Zone Regulations 
10.3.*.2.1 Golf Course Residential Community Lots 

For the purposes of this By-Law, the regulations associated with the term “Lot” as specified 

for a Golf Course Residential Community Lot including lot area, lot frontage, lot coverage 
and all yard requirements shall apply to the area associated with a permitted dwelling unit 

and shall not have the same meaning as a “Lot” or its associated terms as defined 

individually in Section 2 of Zoning By-Law No 85 of 2002. 

10.3.*.2.2 Multiple Attached Dwellings 
(1) Lot Area: (minimum)  300m2 per unit 

(2) Lot Frontage: (minimum)  20m 

(3) Front Yard Depth:  (minimum)  4m, except that any vehicular entrance to an 

attached garage shall be not less than 6m from the 
front lot line of the Golf Course Residential 
Community Lot. 

(4) Side Yard Widths: (minimum)  1.5m each side. There is no interior side yard 
required along the common lot line where dwelling 

units are attached by a common wall. Where those 

portions of the dwelling units are not attached by a 
common wall, a setback of 0.6m from the common 

lot line shall be required. 
(5) Rear Yard Depth:  (minimum)  5m 

(6) Lot Coverage:  (maximum)  51% 
(7) Height:  (maximum)  12m 
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Table 3 below shows the special provisions proposed for UR4-* zone, what permitted under the UR4 
zone, and proposed in the conceptual site plan. The proposed zone is similar to the provisions for 

multiple attached dwellings in the UR4 zone for the Huron Oaks Golf Course. The regulations from 
which relief is being sought through the site specific zone are indicated with a ‘*’. 

Table 3 – Proposed New UR4-* Site Specific Zone 

Zone 
Regulations 

UR4  
Zone 

Proposed  
UR4-* Zone 

Proposed  
Site Plan 

Lot Area 
(minimum) 

300m2 for each unit No change 344m2  for each 
unit 

Lot Frontage 
(minimum) 

30m *20m *23.3m (after 
road dedication) 

Front Yard Depth 
(minimum) 

9m *4m, except that any vehicular 
entrance to an attached garage 
shall be not less than  
6m from the front lot line of the 
Golf Course Residential 
Community Lot. 

*4m 
 
 
6m 

Side Yard Width 
(minimum) 

3m (each side), there is no 
interior side yard required along 
the common lot line where 
dwelling units are attached by a 
common wall, there is an 
interior side yard of 0.6m 
required along the common lot 
line for those portions of the 
dwelling units which are not 
attached by a common wall 

3m (each side), there is no 
interior side yard required along 
the common lot line where 
dwelling units are attached by a 
common wall, there is an 
interior side yard of 0.6m 
required along the common lot 
line for those portions of the 
dwelling units which are not 
attached by a common wall 

1.5m 
 
 
 
 
1.5m 

Rear Yard Depth 
(minimum) 

7.5m *5m *5.4m 

Lot Coverage 
(maximum) 

30% *51% *51% 

Height 
(maximum) 

12m No change <12m 

* Indicates provisions from which relief is being sought. 
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7.2.3 Holding Provision 

In addition, holding provisions are proposed which will limit development of the site until such time 
as the Archaeological Assessment has been completed, and upgrades to the BGSTP have been 

confirmed to provide sufficient sanitary capacity for the proposed dwellings.  

Section 39.2 of the Zoning By-Law is proposed to be amended to create a new holding provision 
which reads as follows: 

39.2.* Holding Zone UR1, UR1-* and UR4-* Bright’s Grove Golf Course Residential Community  

Where the Urban Residential 1 (UR1), Urban Residential 1-* (UR1-*), and Urban Residential 4-* 
(UR4-*) zoning symbol is shown on Zoning Map Part 10 with the suffix (H), no development, 

building or structure shall be permitted until such time as the suffix (H) is removed by By-law. The 

removal of the (H) shall only occur when the following conditions have been fulfilled to the 

satisfaction of the City: 

(a) That sanitary sewer capacity to fully service the subject lands is either confirmed through 

an analysis of the City’s existing sanitary sewer system, or can be made available by the 
City. 

(b) That the lands are assessed for the presence of archaeological resources prior to 

development. The proponent shall carry out an archaeological resource assessment of the 
entire subject property or identified part thereof and mitigate, through avoidance or 

documentation, adverse impacts to any significant archaeological resources found, to the 
satisfaction of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, and the City of Sarnia. No 

grading or other soil disturbance shall take place on the subject property prior to the 
issuance of a letter of clearance by the City of Sarnia Planning Division.  

To implement the proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment, future applications for Draft Plans of 

Subdivision and Condominium, Site Plan Approval will be submitted at a later date.  
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8.0 PLANNING ANALYSIS 

The following section will discuss the implications of recent amendments to the Planning Act, as well 
as discuss how the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, County of Lambton Official Plan, City 

of Sarnia Official Plan, and City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law impact the proposed planning applications. 
The proposed development is consistent with provincial policy and County Official Plan. Further, the 
proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-Law amendments support the general intent and purpose of 

the City of Sarnia Official Plan.  

8.1 Bill 73 and the Planning Act 

The Smart Growth for Our Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73) received Royal Assent on December 3, 
2015 and proclaimed changes to the Planning Act that did not come into effect until July 1, 2016. 

These changes included the addition of subsections 2.1 and 2.2 to Section 22 of the Planning Act, 
which read as follows:   

 (2.1) No person or public body shall request an amendment to a new official plan before the 

second anniversary of the first day any part of the plan comes into effect. 2015, c. 26, s. 

21 (1).”   

(2.2) Subsection (2.1) does not apply in respect of a request if the council has declared by 

resolution that such a request is permitted, which resolution may be made in respect of a 
specific request, a class of requests or in respect of such requests generally. 2015, c. 26, s. 
21 (2).  

The 5-Year Review Official Plan Update was adopted by Sarnia’s City Council on June 30, 2014, 

which was subsequently approved with minor modifications by the County of Lambton on February 6, 

2015. As a result of an appeal to the approved Plan, the new Official Plan did not actually come into 

effect until July 15, 2016, 14 days after the changes to the Planning Act came into effect. As such, 
requests to amend the Official Plan are not permitted until July 15, 2018, unless a request is 

permitted by Council resolution. 

On March 20th, 2017 the proponent sought and was granted permission to proceed with an Official 
Plan amendment through the following council resolution, passed in accordance with Section 22 

(2.2) of the Planning Act: 

That Sarnia City Council permits the applicant’s request for Council to consider a proposed 

amendment to the City’s Official Plan as it applies to the Bright’s Grove Golf Course lands at 
1992 Estella Street, in accordance with Section 22(2.2) of the Planning Act. 

See Appendix 1 for an excerpt of the March 20, 2017 Council Minutes which includes the resolution 
by Council to allow the submission of an official plan amendment for the Bright’s Grove Golf 
Course.  

8.2 Provincial Policy Statement 2014 

The Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (“PPS”) provides policy direction on matters of provincial 
interest related to land use planning and development. Any decision by a planning authority that 
requires approval under the Planning Act, “shall be consistent with” policy statements issued under 

the Act. In brief, the proposed Official Plan Amendment is consistent with the policies of the PPS 
which seek to:  
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 Direct growth and development to existing settlement areas (Policy 1.1.3.1); 
 Provide for land use patterns within settlement areas that are based on densities and a mix of 

land uses that: 

 efficiently use land and resources,  
 are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service facilities 

which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified and/or 
uneconomical expansion; 

 support active transportation; and, 
 are transit supportive, where transit is planned, exists or may be developed (Policy 

1.1.3.2(a)).    

 Provide a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment, taking into 
account existing building stock or areas, and the availability of suitable existing or planned 
infrastructure (Policy 1.1.3.2(b) and Policy 1.1.3.3).  

 Contribute to the achievement of minimum targets for intensification and redevelopment 
within built-up areas (Policy 1.1.3.5) 

The proposed Official Plan Amendment will facilitate residential intensification through the future 
redevelopment of under-utilized golf course lands in a manner that is compatible and complementary 

to the existing stable residential neighbourhoods which abut the subject lands. This is consistent with 
the PPS definition for “intensification” as:  

 “The development of a property, site or area at a higher density than currently exists through:  

 Redevelopment, including the reuse of brownfield sites;  

 The development of vacant and/or underutilized lots within previously developed areas; 

 Infill development; and 

 The expansion or conversion of existing buildings.” 

Further, the proposed Official Plan Amendment is supported by PPS policies which seek to: 

 Permit and facilitate all forms of housing required to meet the social, health and well-being 
requirements of current and future residents, including special needs requirements; and all 
forms of residential intensification, including redevelopment (Policy 1.4.3(b); 

 Establish development standards for residential intensification and redevelopment which 
minimize the cost of housing and facilitate compact form, while maintaining appropriate 
levels of public health and safety (Policy 1.4.3(e).  

As demonstrated through the completed floodline mapping, slope assessment and meander belt 

review, geotechnical assessment, tree inventory and species at risk assessment the proposed Official 
Plan Amendment is consistent with the policies of the PPS which seek to direct development outside of 
significant natural heritage features (Policy 2.1) and outside of natural hazards (Policy 3.1).  

Based on this analysis, the proposed Official Plan Amendment is consistent with the PPS.  

8.3 County of Lambton Official Plan 

The proposed development is consistent with the growth strategy of the County OP, as provided in 
Section 3.2 that directs the majority of growth to Urban Centres. The proposed development is 

located within the Urban Centre for Sarnia and can be fully serviced by municipal services.  
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In Section 3.2 the County OP also requires that development in Urban Centres promotes efficient 
and compact land use patterns to minimize land consumption, control infrastructure costs and limit 

non-farm growth pressures in Rural Areas. The subject lands represent one of the last large areas of 
un-developed land within the Bright’s Grove community within the Urban Growth Boundary. As such, 

the proposal to create an infill residential community on the developable portion of the lands relieves 
pressure for residential land supply in the community and the consumption of adjacent rural 
agricultural land.   

The housing policies contained in Section 2.3 of the County OP are also supportive proposed 

development which will contribute to the supply of a broad mix and range of lot sizes and dwelling 
types suited to the needs and desires of the community. The County’s housing policies also 

encourage residential intensification through the creation of infill lots, redevelopment of sites not 
previously used for residential purposes, and higher densities in new development.  

On Map 2 – Natural Heritage System, of the County OP, the subject lands and the majority of the 
Bright’s Grove community are identified as being part of the Primary Corridor associated with Cow 

Creek. Primary Corridors are classified as part of the Natural Heritage System ‘Group B Features’ 

where development may be permitted if it can be demonstrated that no negative impacts on the 

features or their associated ecological functions will result. Through the completed Cow Creek 
Floodline Mapping; Slope Assessment and Meander Belt Review; Tree Inventory; and Species at Risk 

Screening it has been demonstrated that the proposed development will have no negative impact on 
the natural heritage features within the Primary Corridor associated with Cow Creek, in accordance 

with Section 8.1. The Cow Creek Primary Corridor identified in Map 2 of the County OP includes the 
majority of the Bright’s Grove community, however, as specified in section 8.1 corridor boundaries in 

urban communities will be more specifically defined in the local official plan and zoning by-law to 

reflect the environmental constraints and natural heritage features that exist along the corridors.  

Based on this analysis, the proposed Official Plan Amendment conforms to the County OP.  

8.4 City of Sarnia Official Plan 

An Official Plan Amendment is proposed to permit the proposed residential community on the 

northern portion of the subject lands and the continued use of the southern portion as a golf course. 

8.4.1 Existing Open Space Designation 

As stated above, the City of Sarnia Official Plan designates the subject lands in Map 9 as 

predominantly Open Space, with a small segment designated Urban Residential along Yonge St. on 

the east side of the property, and small segment designated as Natural Areas in the southwest corner 
of the property. The proposed amendment will re-designate the areas north of the Cow Creek 

floodway from Open Space to Urban Residential. The southern portion of the lands, which are 

unsuitable for development, are proposed to retain the Open Space designation to permit the 
realigned golf course. As such, the proposed amendment will support the efficient use of land within 

the urban growth boundary by permitting the infill residential development on 4.4 ha in the Bright’s 

Grove community.  

As outlined in Section 4.5.4, it is not intended that all land within the open space designation that is 

under private ownership shall necessarily remain as open space indefinitely. As such, applications for 
redesignation to another use of all or part of an existing open space designation may be permitted by 
the City after considering the following: 
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a) the existence of any significant or unique natural features and/or environmentally sensitive 
areas; 

b) the proposed methods by which such features or areas would be handled in a manner 
consistent with accepted engineering practice and environmental management methods; 

c) the concerns of the St. Clair Region Conservation Authority, appropriate City Council 
Committees, and the Province; and 

d) the other policies of this Plan related to parks and open space. 

The proposed Official Plan amendment for the northern portion of the subject lands from Open 
Space to Urban Residential satisfies these considerations, as will be discussed below.  

A number of technical studies completed in support of the proposed development considered the 

natural features and hazards on the property including: Cow Creek floodline mapping; slope 

assessment and meander belt review; geotechnical assessment; tree inventory; and species at risk 

screening. These studies have been considered and their recommendations have been incorporated 
into the proposed development plan which directs residential development to the northern portion of 

the subject lands, which have the lowest risk of flooding, and recommends measures for further flood 
proofing).  

8.4.2 Natural Environment Policies 

The policies regarding development in the flood fringe are set out in Subsection 4.2 of Section 4.3.2 

for the Two-Zone Floodplain Policy Areas, and read as follows: 

Development within the flood fringe shall be restricted to infilling, redevelopment or replacement of 

existing buildings or structures, and minor additions or alterations to existing buildings, provided the 

following conditions are met: 

a) written permission is issued by the St. Clair Region Conservation Authority on the basis that no 
adverse effects on the hydraulic characteristics of flood flows will occur; no hazards will be 

aggravated and no adverse environmental impacts will result; 

b) all development is suitably flood-proofed to the regulatory flood elevation level as determined 

by and to the satisfaction of the St. Clair Region Conservation Authority and the City of Sarnia; 

c) all habitable floor space is constructed at or above the regulatory flood elevation level; 

d) all essential building services (i.e. electrical, telephone, heating etc.) are constructed at or 
above, or are protected, to the regulatory flood elevation level; 

e) no uninhabitable floor space is created below the regulatory flood elevation where there is the 

possibility of its conversion to habitable floor space; 

f) the proposed use is not an institutional use, essential emergency service, or operation related to 

the disposal, manufacture, treatment or storage of hazardous substances; 

g) safe access is maintained for the maintenance and repair of protection works during times of 

flooding; and 

h) safe vehicular and pedestrian movement for all new habitable buildings is guaranteed in order 
that safe access/evacuation is ensured. The St. Clair Region Conservation Authority shall 
determine what is considered safe access, based on flood depth and velocity factors. 
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As is recommended in the attached Geotechnical Slope Assessment from Exp. Services the residential 
dwellings proposed to be located within the floor fringe area will include the addition of engineered 

fill with a maximum depth of 0.6m to flood proof the lots. Due to the comparatively small size of the 
lands proposed for development compared to the catchment basin of Cow Creek, it is not 

considered that the development will have adverse effects on the hydraulic characteristics of the flood 
flows, and no hazards will be aggravated.  As such the proposed development is consistent with the 
Natural Environment Policies in section 4.3.2.  

8.4.3 Proposed Urban Residential Designation 

To facilitate the development concept, it is proposed that the subject lands be re-designated as 
Urban Residential. The policies for the Urban Residential designation are set out in Section 4.4.2, 

and state that development in the urban residential designation shall respect and reinforce the existing 

and/or planned physical character of the neighbourhood. In particular, this includes patterns of 

streets, size and configuration of lots, building types, height and massing, as well as setbacks and 
yards. Further, the subject lands represent a large site and redevelopment opportunity in the Bright’s 

Grove community. The redevelopment of such lands to create higher residential densities or to 
remove existing obsolete uses will be encouraged within the urban residential designation provided 

that such redevelopment is compatible with the existing physical character and pattern of surrounding 

development. This proposed development of single detached dwellings and townhouses is 

compatible with the existing character and development pattern in Bright’s Grove.  

8.4.4 Official Plan Amendment Policies 

The policies regarding amendments to the Official Plan are set out in Section 7.3 which reads as 

follows: 

“Council will consider such amendments provided that: 

a) the amendment is consistent with the general intent of the Plan; 

b) the amendment conforms to the County’s Official Plan and the Provincial Policy Statement; 

c) the amendment is needed and can be justified in light of accepted planning principles; and 

d) the general public has had an opportunity for adequate and full participation.” 

As was discussed above the proposed amendment is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 

and the County’s Official Plan, and is supportive of the general intent of the City of Sarnia Official 
Plan. A Public Information Session was held on September 29, 2015 to allow for the applicants to 

present and discuss their vision for the golf course with the community. Feedback from this meeting 
has been incorporated into the latest iterations of the proposed development. As has been discussed, 

the amendment is justified in light of accepted planning principles, while the need for the proposed 
development will be discussed in section 9.0 of this report.  

8.4.5 Policies for Residential Greenfield Areas 

In Map 1 – City Structure of the Official Plan, the northern portion of the site is identified as part of 

the Stable Residential area in Bright’s Grove within the urban growth boundary. This signifies the 

general intent of the City of Sarnia for this area to be a future residential area, integrated with the 
surrounding community. In addition, on Map 2 – Settlement Boundaries of the OP identifies the 

subject lands as part of the Residential Greenfield Areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary. 

As is stated in Section 5.2.3 Building New Neighbourhoods, new neighbourhood areas are defined 
as a residential greenfield area or a large redevelopment within the built-up area. The subject lands 



The Groves Active Lifestyle Community 
Planning Justification Report 

  

Monteith Brown Planning Consultants  Page | 35 
 

are located within a residential greenfield area and as such, Section 5.2.3 states that a secondary 
plan in accordance with Section 7.2(12) may be required. Due the limited size of the subject lands, its 

ownership entirely under one entity, and its nature as a residential infill development within the 
Bright’s Grove community, a Secondary Plan is not necessary. Consideration of the comprehensive 

planning framework, sound planning principles, land use compatibility, and public participation is 
provided through the current applications for Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments, as well 
as the future applications for Draft Plan of Condominium.  

As specified in section 5.2.3, the review and analysis of the comprehensive planning framework 

including the Provincial Policy Statement, County of Lambton Official Plan, City of Sarnia Official 
Plan, and City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law is provided in sections 6.0 and 8.0 of this report.  

In developing the proposed concept plan, consideration has been given to: designing the 

neighbourhood to function as a community, integrating the neighbourhood into the surrounding 

Bright’s Grove community, and buffering the residential community from the prime agricultural areas 
to the south.  

The proposed residential community is located on the Bright’s Grove Golf Course, close to other 

community focal points such as Kenwick Park, beaches along Lake Huron’s shore, and the 

commercial node at Waterworks Rd. and Lakeshore Rd. Easy pedestrian access to the Bright’s Grove 
Golf Course is provided to Bright’s Grove residents through two pedestrian pathways north via 

private roads in the proposed residential community, Estella St. and Robert St. Pedestrian access from 
the residential community to the relocated Golf Course Club House will be provided over Cow Creek 

by the three existing pedestrian bridges.  

The proposed development incorporates uses and building scales which are compatible with the 

surrounding development pattern of Bright’s Grove. The majority of the proposed residential 

dwellings are single detached dwellings which are the predominant housing type in the surrounding 

community. In addition, the proposed medium density townhouses, located in the northwest corner of 
the subject lands, are close to other nearby townhouse developments and the transit stops located on 

Waterworks Rd. and at Kenwick Park. The inclusion of townhouses contributes to the mix of housing 
types to ensure that there is a greater range of housing provided in Bright’s Grove. Finally, the 

continued use of the southern portion of the subject lands as a golf course serves to buffer the 
residential development from both the busy Lakeshore Road and the Prime Agricultural Areas south 

of the road. 

Based on the above analysis, the proposed development and Official Plan amendment is consistent 
of the general intent and purpose of the City of Sarnia Official Plan. 

8.5 City of Sarnia Zoning By-Law No. 85 of 2002 

The proposed residential redevelopment is not permitted under the regulations of the existing 

“MOS1” zones on the subject lands. As noted above, an amendment is required to the Zoning By-
Law No. 85 of 2002 to rezone the northern portion of the subject lands from MOS1 to “Urban 

Residential 1” with a holding provision (“UR1-H”), “Urban Residential 1” with Special Provisions and 
a Holding Provision (“UR1-*(H)”) and “Urban Residential 4” with Special Provisions and a Holding 
Provision (“UR4-*(H)”). The holding provision proposed to allow for the approval of the upgrades to 

the Bright’s Grove Sewage Treatment Plant (“BGSTP”) and the completion of archaeological 
assessment of the property to the satisfaction of the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, and the 
City of Sarnia.  
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The UR1 zone is the predominant zone used across the Bright’s Grove community. The lands 
adjacent to the subject lands to the west, north and east are zoned UR1, UR1-11 and UR1-9.  The 

predominant use of the lands zone UR1 is for single detached dwellings. Approximately 80m to the 
northwest of the subject lands is an area of townhomes which are zoned UR4-13 and UR4-14 and 

are integrated into the surrounding neighbourhood of single detached dwellings. The UR4 zone 
permits a wider variety of dwelling types including single detached dwellings, semi-detached 
dwellings, multiple attached dwellings, duplexes, retirement homes, and apartment buildings 

containing no more than 12 units. Both UR1 and UR4 only permit low rise buildings up to a 

maximum of 12m in height.  

Following the approval of the completed upgrades to the BGSTP, an application will follow to 

remove the holding provision and apply a site specific regulation of the UR1 zone to permit the 
development in Area 1, and the vacant land condominium for approximately 49 single-detached 

dwelling units in Areas 4 & 5 on the attached site plan (See Figure 10 on page 25). A site specific 
regulation of the UR4 zone is required to permit the phased condominium for approximately 17 

townhome dwelling units in Area 2.  

As the proposed URI and UR4 zones are consistent with nearby residential zones in the Bright’s Grove 

community, the proposed development is consistent with the general intent and purpose of the City of 
Sarnia Zoning By-Law. 
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10.0 APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 – Excerpt from March 20, 2017 Council Minutes 

  



March 20, 2017 
 

Page 1 of 13 
 

4:00 p.m. – Monday, March 20, 2017  
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, SARNIA, ON 

 Council met, in regular session, for the transaction of general 
business. Mayor Bradley took the Chair and the following Members of Council 
were present: Councillors D. Boushy, A. Bruziewicz, A.M. Gillis, M. Kelch, B. 
MacDougall, M. Mitro, and C. Scholten. 
 
Absent: Councillor White  

THERE WAS NO CLOSED MEETING 

"O CANADA" 
In accordance with City Council Policy, the National Anthem was played. 

MOMENT OF SILENT REFLECTION 
Council participated in a moment of silent reflection.  

Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest (Direct or Indirect) and the 
General Nature Thereof 
There were no disclosures of pecuniary interest. 

PRESENTATION 
1. Presentation of Bravery Award to Matt Gordon 

Mayor Bradley presented the Bravery Award to Matt Gordon who assisted 
firefighters with the rescue of a man and his dog in Lake Huron on 
September 2, 2016.  

Capitan Tom Ennett of Sarnia Fire Rescue Services was also present and 
recognized the efforts of Mr. Gordon and his fellow firefighters. 

DELEGATIONS 
1. Jay McGuffin and Franceso (Max) Chieffalo - Request for Official Plan 
Amendments – 321 Devine Street (see Correspondence #1) 

Jay McGuffin, acting on behalf of API Development Consultants and their 
client Overture Investment Inc., requested that Council approve their 
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request to consider amendments to the Official Plan as it applies to the lands 
at 321 Devine Street.  
Franceso (Max) Chieffalo of Overture Investments provided Council with 
information about his company and the development proposed for 321 
Devine St. 
 
 Moved by Councillor MacDougall, seconded by Councillor Mitro, and 
 carried: 
 
 That Sarnia City Council permits the applicant’s request for 
 Council to consider a proposed amendment to the City’s Official 
 Plan as it applies to the lands at 321 Devine Street, in 
 accordance with Section 22(2.2) of the Planning Act. 
 
2. Jay McGuffin - Request for Official Plan Amendments – 1992 Estella Street 
(see Correspondence #1) 

Jay McGuffin, acting on behalf of the owners of the Bright’s Grove Golf 
Course, requested that Council approve their request to consider 
amendments to the Official Plan as it applies to the lands at 1992 Estella 
Street. 
 
 Moved by Councillor Gillis, seconded by Councillor Boushy, and 
 carried: 

 That Sarnia City Council permits the applicant’s request for 
 Council to consider a proposed amendment to the City’s Official 
 Plan as it applies to the Bright’s Grove Golf Course lands at 
 1992 Estella Street, in accordance with Section 22(2.2) of the 
 Planning Act. 

3. Skate Sarnia - Sarnia Arena Revitalization - Barb Lewis (President), 
Maureen O'Grady (Vice President), and Doug Jackson (Treasurer) - (see 
Correspondence #2) 

Doug Jackson, Treasurer for Skate Sarnia gave a PowerPoint presentation 
about the Skate Sarnia organization and presented the Director of Parks and 
Recreation and Council with a generous donation of $10,000 toward the 
Sarnia Arena revitalization. 

Council was referred to Correspondence #2 for consideration. 

Michael Clark
Highlight
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Appendix 2 – SCRCA Comments on Floodline Mapping 
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Appendix 3 – Tree Inventory and Assessment Summary 
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February 5, 2014 1466
 
Jay McGuffin 
Monteith Brown and Planning Consultants 
610 Princess Avenue 
London, Ontario 
N6B 2B9 
 
Dear Mr. McGuffin, 
 
Re: Bright’s Grove Golf Course Tree Inventory and Assessment Summary 
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) conducted a Tree Inventory and Assessment 
within the Bright’s Grove Golf Course proposed condominium redevelopment.  The need 
for this survey was mentioned by Kevin Edwards (Manager of Planning, City of Sarnia) 
at the pre-consultation meeting held August 8, 2013.  The inventories were conducted 
on December 13, 2013 and January 16, 2014.  In total, 181 trees were inventoried and 
tagged.  
 
A comprehensive inventory of trees ≥10cm in diameter at breast height (DBH) was 
carried out on site within the area of proposed development.  As the tree inventory was 
conducted in the leaf-off period, NRSI biologists were able to assess the structural 
condition of trees within the subject property, but not the foliar characteristics.  Foliar 
characteristics are useful in providing the arborist with a better understanding of crown 
health and foliar pests/diseases and dieback; however, are not necessary for assessing 
structural failure and overall tree condition.  The tree inventory was carried out prior to 
leaf out due to time requirements associated with this project as well as to advise the 
final concept plan and Species at Risk (SAR) studies to be carried out during spring and 
summer of 2014.   
 
Individual trees that were ≥10cm in DBH were tagged with a pre-numbered aluminum 
forestry tag and assessed by a Certified Arborist.  A complete list of the trees that were 
assessed and their overall health and potential for structural failure is included in 
Appendix I.  The locations of all trees within the subject property are shown on the map 
included in Appendix II.  Please note that several trees appearing on the air photo 
(adjacent to the golf course green) are no longer present. 
 
The following information was recorded for each tree:  

 species 

 diameter at breast height (DBH) 

 crown radius (metres) 

 general health (excellent, good, fair, poor, very poor, snag) 

 potential for structural failure (low, medium, high) 

 tree location (on-site/off-site) 

 general comments (e.g. disease, aesthetic quality, development constraints, 
sensitivity to development) 
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The general health and potential for structural failure of each tree was assessed based 
on the criteria outlined in Appendix III.   
 
In total, 181 trees were inventoried, of which 134 (74%) are a native species, and 47 
(26%) are of non-native origin.  In total, 30 species were identified, including 21 (70%) 
native species and 9 (30%) non-native species.  Table 1 provides a list of tree species 
inventoried within the subject property, whether they are native or non-native, and their 
overall condition. 
 
Table 2 provides a summary of the overall condition of trees inventoried within the 
subject property, along with their structural failure rating.   
 
The majority of the trees inventoried are in fair condition with a medium potential for 
structural failure.  In total, 10 ash trees (Fraxinus spp.) were inventoried, all of which are 
heavily infested with Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) (Agrilus planipennis) and are in very poor 
condition or are already dead.  Trees infested with EAB become a hazard risk to 
adjacent features and it is recommended they be considered for removal based on 
safety concerns (EAB infested trees generally fail at the base of the main stem).   
 
Due to numerous trees in poor to very poor condition, many trees have cavities which 
may provide suitable maternity roost sites for bat Species at Risk (SAR), including little 
brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus), which is known to occur in the study area.  Little brown 
myotis and its habitat are protected by the Endangered Species Act (2007).  If cavity 
trees are to be removed, bat surveys will need to be carried out in June.  Trees 
containing suitable cavities for bats are identified in Appendix I and shown on the map 
included in Appendix II.  NRSI is currently in discussions with the Aylmer District OMNR 
regarding the level of effort required to determine the potential for little brown myotis on 
site.  Cost estimates for this survey are forthcoming. 
 
NRSI is also currently in discussions with the municipality regarding requirements for 
tree compensation/replacement.  NRSI will provide a tree compensation/replacement 
plan for the trees on site once the final concept plan is provided.  The cost to complete 
the tree compensation/replacement plan for the trees on site is $3,500.00 (excluding 
HST).   
 
Should you require any further information to be prepared, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 
 
 
 
Katharina Walton, B.E.S. 
Terrestrial and Wetland Biologist 
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Table 1.  Summary of Inventoried Trees 

Common Name Scientific Name Excellent Good Fair Poor 
Very 
Poor Snag Total 

Native Species 

Balsam Fir Abies balsamea   3    3 

Basswood Tilia americana    1 2  3 

Black Ash Fraxinus nigra     5  5 

Black Cherry Prunus serotina  1 1    2 

Black Walnut Juglans nigra   3    3 

Blue Beech Carpinus 
caroliniana 

 1 1    2 

Common 
Juniper 

Juniperus 
communis 

  1    1 

Eastern 
Cottonwood 

Populus 
deltoides 

 7 6 2 5  20 

Freeman’s 
Maple 

Acer X Freemani  3 10 3   16 

Green Ash Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica 

    1 2 3 

Honey Locust Gleditsia 
triacanthos 

 2 1    3 

Manitoba Maple Acer negundo  5 14 4 2  25 

Red Cedar Juniperus 
virginiana 

  1    1 

Silver Maple Acer 
saccharinum 

  4    4 

Sugar Maple Acer saccharum   1    1 

Trembling 
Aspen 

Populus 
tremuloides 

 4 1    5 

White Ash Fraxinus 
americana 

     2 2 

White Cedar Thuja 
occidentalis 

  1    1 

White Elm Ulmus americana   5    5 

White Pine Pinus strobus  1 1    2 

White Spruce Abies glauca  10 17    27 

Total 0 34 71 10 15 4 134 

Non-Native Species 

Apple Malus pumila     1  1 

Colorado 
Spruce 

Picea pungens  6 9    15 

Fraser Fir Abies fraseri    1   1 

Northern 
Catalpa 

Catalpa speciosa  1 3 1   5 

Norway Maple Acer platanoides  3 1 2   6 

Norway Spruce Picea abies  4 7 1   12 

Pyramidal 
Eastern White 
Cedar 

Thuja 
occidentalis 
‘Fastigiata’ 

 2 1    3 

Tree of Heaven Ailanthus 
altissima 

  1 1   2 

White Mulberry Morus alba    1 1  2 

Total  0 16 22 7 2 0 47 

Overall Total 0 50 93 17 17 4 181 
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Table 2.  Overall Condition of Trees Inventoried 

Structural Failure Rating 

Overall Condition 

Total Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor Snag 

Low  39 23    62 

Medium  11 58 8 1  78 

High   12 10 15 4 41 

Total  50 93 18 16 4 181 
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Bright's Grove - Tree Inventory Data

Tag # Common Name Scientific Name

Native/Non-

Native

# of 

Stems

DBH 

(cm)

Crown 

Radius (m)

Potential for Structural 

Failure

Overall 

Condition

Cavities 

Present Comments

711 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 3 12.0 2.5 Medium Good No Overall healthy tree with some included bark at branch unions.  Adjacent to path and 

clubhouse.

712 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 13.5 3.0 Medium Good No Slightly one sided crown with some included bark at branch unions.  Adjacent to path 

and clubhouse.

713 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 22.3 4.0 Medium Fair No Co-dominant with some included bark, bark cracks along main stem.

714 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-native 1 23.0 3.5 Medium Fair No Crown appears to be vigorous; however, main stem with bark crack present leading to 

medium potential for structural failure.  Tree is adjacent to parking area.

715 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 40.5 4.5 Medium Fair No Some dieback present in scaffold branches, exposed roots; however, main stem in 

good condition.

716 Norway Maple Picea abies Non-native 1 37.5 5.0 High Poor No Wound on main stem with some crown dieback.  Girdling roots present, as well as 

exposed roots.

717 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 15.0 2.0 Low Good No Overall fairly vigorous tree.  One small wound present; however, showing signs of 

compartmentalization.

718 White Ash Fraxinus americana Native 1 44.8 6.0 High Dead No Tree infested with EAB; exit holes and bark cracks.  Growing through residential 

fence.

719 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 3 13.5 2.0 High Poor No Poor growth form with crown dieback.  Tree growing through residential fence.

720 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Native 3 16.0 2.0 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB and almost dead; galleries and exit holes.  Growing through 

residential fence.

721 White Ash Fraxinus americana Native 1 62.0 6.0 High Dead No Tree infested with EAB;  exit holes and bark cracks.  Growing against fence.

722 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Native 2 15.3 3.5 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB; exit holes and galleries.  Growing through fence.

723 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 3 18.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Growing through fence.  Some included bark present at branch unions.

724 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 2 28.0 3.0 High Poor No Tree growing through fence on a 45 degree angle, with lean over residential shed.  

Some crown dieback.

725 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Native 1 33.0 4.0 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB and almost dead; exit holes, woodpecker damage.  Growing 

through fence.

726 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 81.0 7.0 High Fair No Co-dominant tree with included bark.  Potential/hazard due to size of tree and lean 

over house.

727 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 88.7 8.0 High Very Poor No Main stem with borer holes present and large wound.  Growing on an angle over 

house.

728 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 51.5 7.0 High Very Poor No Large crack up main stem with borer holes.  Growing through fence.

729 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 64.5 11.0 High Fair No Main stem covered in gull canker, dieback in scaffold branches.

730 White Elm Ulmus americana Native 1 60.0 8.0 Medium Fair No Fence built around tree, scale on main stem.

731 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 2 48.5 4.0 Medium Fair No 1 stem removed, crown growing on 45 degree angle, growing against fence.

732 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 2 69.0 10.0 High Fair No Included bark at branch unions, some scaffold branches with bark cracks.

733 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 48.0 8.5 High Fair No Main stem growing on 45 degree angle.

734 Basswood Tilia americana Native 1 65.0 7.0 High Very Poor No Woodpecker damage, rot in main stem, crown dieback.  Growing through fence.

735 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 2 25.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Included bark at branch union, epicormic growth.

736 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Native 3 21.0 2.5 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB; exit holes, epicormic growth, crown dieback.

737 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 27.0 6.0 Medium Fair No Epicormic growth, some woodpecker damage, slightly one-sided crown.

738 Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Native 1 40.0 5.0 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB and almost dead; exit holes, epicormic growth.

739 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 124.0 18.0 High Fair No Large, mature tree in fairly good condition for age.  Potential for structural failure due 

to size, age and included bark at branch unions.

740 Tree of Heaven Ailanthus altissima Non-native 1 48.0 6.0 Medium Fair No Some crown dieback.  Growing through fence.

741 Tree of Heaven Ailanthus altissima Non-native 1 68.0 6.0 High Poor No Co-dominant tree with included bark, some crown dieback.

742 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 52.0 10.0 High Poor No Rot in main stem, co-dominant with included bark.

743 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Non-native 1 32.0 4.0 Medium Poor No Tree has been topped, very little crown remaining, bark cracks present.

744 Basswood Tilia americana Native 3 68.0 6.0 High Poor No Cracks in main stem, woodpecker damage.  Tree within currently un-mowed area. 

745 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 12.5 3.0 Medium Fair No Bark cracks and wound on main stem; however, crown still appears to be vigorous.

746 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 12.0 2.0 Medium Poor No Bark cracks on main stem, some stem rot; however, crown still fairly vigorous.

747 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 14.0 3.0 Medium Poor No Bark cracks on main stem and in scaffold branches, stem showing signs of rot.  Root 

flare covered in soil - likely leading to bark cracks and rot.

748 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 23.0 3.0 Low Good No Minor branch dieback on one side of tree, otherwise healthy.

749 Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica Native 1 28.0 4.5 High Dead No Tree infested with EAB; exit holes, dead epicormic shoots.

750 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 34.0 2.5 Low Good No Minimal dieback on a few branches on one side of tree.

751 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 17.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Bark cracks on main stem and in scaffold branches.  Root flare covered in soil - likely 

leading to bark cracks.

752 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 48.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Irregular growth with multiple co-dominant stems.  Some staining and cracks on main 

stem.

753 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 21.0 3.0 Low Good No
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754 Sugar Maple Acer saccharum Native 1 12.0 3.5 Low Fair No Minor bark cracks on main stem.  Crown still fairly vigorous.

755 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 47.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Some small girdling roots present, otherwise healthy tree.

756 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 46.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Small girdling roots present.  Woodpecker damage.

757 Balsam Fir Abies balsamea Native 1 20.0 2.0 Medium Fair No Small wound on main stem, minimal crown dieback.

758 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 14.0 3.0 Low Good No

759 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Non-native 1 22.0 4.0 Low Good No Included bark on 1 scaffold branch.

760 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 14.0 1.5 Low Good No Recommend pruning of some scaffold branches if tree retained.

761 White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 27.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Crown dieback, yellowing of needles.

762 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 27.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Bark cracks on main stem and in scaffold branches.  Some included bark in scaffold 

branches.

763 Honey Locust Gleditsia triacanthos Native 1 29.0 7.0 Low Good No Vigorous crown.

764 Red Cedar Juniperus virginiana Native 1 40.0 1.5 Medium Fair No Small crack up main stem, otherwise healthy tree.

765 Common Juniper Juniperus communis Native 1 12.0 0.5 Low Fair No Minimal dieback.

766 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 127.0 18.0 High Fair No Large, mature tree.  Epicormic growth, rot in old pruning cuts, borer holes present; 

however, crown still fairly vigorous.

767 Pyramidal Eastern White CedarThuja occidentalis Non-native 1 11.0 0.5 Low Good No

768 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 44.0 4.0 Low Good No Vigorous tree.

769 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-native 1 31.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Crack up main stem.  Crown has been pruned, leading to sprouted growth form.

770 Balsam Fir Abies balsamea Native 1 36.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Crown dieback, woodpecker damage.

771 Blue Beech Carpinus caroliniana Native 1 42.0 3.5 Low Good No Fairly vigorous tree.

772 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 21.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Small girdling roots, root flare covered in soil; however, tree still fairly vigorous.

773 Silver Maple Acer saccharinum Native 1 115.0 15.0 High Fair No Large, mature tree.  Small wound on main stem.  Recommend pruning in scaffold 

branches if retained.

774 White Spruce Picea glauca Non-native 1 30.0 3.5 Medium Fair No Some crown dieback, sparse growth on one side.

775 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11.0 2.5 Medium Fair No Some yellowing, sparse growth on one side.

776 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 17.0 2.5 Low Good No

777 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 17.0 2.0 Low Good No

778 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 22.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Portions of tree somewhat sparse.

779 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 15.0 2.0 Low Good No Heavy seed/cone production.

780 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 21.0 2.5 Low Good No

781 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 13.0 2.5 Medium Fair No Sparse growth on one side, wound on root flare.

782 Apple Malus pumila Non-native 1 51.0 4.0 High Very Poor Yes Main stem hollow, woodpecker damage, still producing fruit and crown appears to be 

fairly vigorous.  Cavities present.

783 Pyramidal Eastern White CedarThuja occidentalis Non-native 1 10.5 0.5 Low Good No

784 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 13.0 2.0 Medium Fair No Exposed roots, some mower damage, growing on 10 degree angle.

785 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 12.0 2.5 Low Fair No Crown somewhat sparse on one side.

786 Blue Beech Carpinus caroliniana Native 1 10.5 1.5 Low Fair No Sparse growth on one side.

787 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 12.5 2.0 Medium Fair No Wound on root flare.

788 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 12.5 3.5 Medium Poor No Bark crack up main stem with some rot.  Root flare covered in soil - likely leading to 

bark cracks and rot.

789 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 14.0 2.5 Medium Fair No Some included bark in crown, bark peeling, root flare covered in soil.

790 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 13.5 2.5 Medium Fair No Some staining on main stem, bark cracks with rot.

791 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 17.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Wound on main stem that is showing signs of compartmentalization.  Epicormic 

growth, bark cracks with some rot.

792 White Elm Ulmus americana Native 1 71.0 9.0 Medium Fair No Epicormic growth, growing on slope in currently un mowed area, fairly vigorous 

crown.

793 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 54.5 7.0 Medium Poor No Woodpecker damage, somewhat irregular growth form with sparse branching.

794 Honey Locust Gleditsia triacanthos Native 1 35.0 10.0 Low Good No Recommend pruning some scaffold branches if retained.

795 Honey Locust Gleditsia triacanthos Native 1 26.0 8.0 Medium Fair No Minimal staining, some bark cracks in scaffold branches.

796 Balsam Fir Abies balsamea Native 1 14.0 2.5 Medium Fair No Sparse growth, some staining in cracks.

797 White Mulberry Morus alba Non-native 4 36.0 10.0 High Poor No Staining, cracks on main stem with rot.

798 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 13.0 2.0 Low Fair No Small wound on main stem with sparse crown growth on one side.

799 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 17.0 2.0 Medium Fair No Somewhat sparse growth.

800 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 33.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Some areas with sparse growth, otherwise fairly healthy tree.

801 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 19.5 2.0 Low Good No

802 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 12.0 1.5 Low Good No

803 Pyramidal Eastern White CedarThuja occidentalis Non-native 2 10.5 0.5 Low Fair No Minimal dieback.

804 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 22.0 2.5 Low Good No

805 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 16.0 3.0 Low Fair No Somewhat sparse growth, otherwise healthy tree.

806 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 37.5 3.5 Low Fair No Somewhat sparse growth, otherwise healthy tree.

807 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 15.0 2.0 Low Good No 1 small wound on main stem, otherwise good condition.

808 Norway Maple Picea abies Non-native 1 18.0 2.5 Low Good No Root flare covered in soil, otherwise healthy tree.

809 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 145.0 11.0 High Fair Yes Co-dominant, cavity on main stem.  Crown still fairly vigorous.
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810 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 152.0 6.0 High Very Poor Yes Tree has lost some large limbs, cavities in main stem.  Tree draped in vine.

811 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Non-native 1 13.0 2.5 Low Fair No Mower damage, some bark cracks on main stem.

812 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 135.0 10.0 High Fair Yes Included bark at branch unions, cavity in main stem.

813 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 2 11.5 1.0 Medium Very Poor No Main stem has been pruned off, only small branches remain.

814 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-native 1 15.0 2.0 Medium Fair No Crack up main stem, staining, poor growth form.

815 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-native 1 20.0 2.0 Low Good No

816 White Pine Pinus strobus Native 1 21.0 2.5 Low Good No

817 Norway Maple Acer platanoides Non-native 1 20.5 3.5 Low Good No Some included bark in upper branches.

818 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 130.0 8.0 High Poor No Tree draped in vine, included bark in branch unions, limb dieback.

819 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 96.0 6.0 High Very Poor Yes Tree draped in vine, large cavity in main stem.

820 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 81.0 2.0 High Very Poor No Missing part of crown, limb dieback, crack up main stem.

821 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 15.5 4.0 Low Good No Small cracks on main stem, otherwise healthy tree.

822 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 104.0 4.0 High Very Poor Yes Large portion dead, cavity in main stem.

823 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 129.0 6.5 High Poor No Tree draped in vine, rot in main stem.

901 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 22.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Crown dieback, some bark cracks up main stem.

902 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 18.0 2.0 Low Fair No Minimal light pruning with some crown dieback.

903 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 2 43.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Included bark at branch unions, some crown dieback.

904 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 2 33.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Some root flare damage, minimal crown dieback.

905 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 11.5 2.5 Low Fair No Epicormic growth, bark cracks, tree planted too deep.

906 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 16.5 2.5 Low Good No Recommend minimal pruning if tree retained.

907 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 17.0 3.5 Medium Fair No Some crown dieback, staining on main stem.

908 White Cedar Thuja occidentalis Native 1 10.5 1.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent trees, some dieback.

909 Fraser Fir Abies fraseri Non-native 1 13.0 2.5 Medium Poor No Browning needles, dieback.

910 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 19.0 2.5 Low Good No Crown slightly reduced from competing with backyard tree.

911 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 18.0 2.5 Medium Fair No Reduced crown on one side due to backyard tree, minimal crown dieback.

912 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 14.5 4.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent tree.

913 Norway Spruce Picea abies Non-native 1 19.0 4.5 Low Good No Slightly reduced crown due to competition with backyard tree.

914 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 17.0 3.5 Low Good No Competing with adjacent trees but overall fairly good condition.

915 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 16.5 4.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent tree.

916 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 18.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Competing with adjacent tree, some crown dieback.

917 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 21.0 4.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent tree, minimal dieback.

918 Colorado Spruce Picea pungens Non-native 1 20.0 4.5 Low Fair No Minimal browning of needles, some staining.

919 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 14.0 3.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent tree, girdling root present.

920 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 21.0 4.0 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent tree, staining present.

921 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 15.0 3.5 Low Good No Competing with adjacent tree but otherwise healthy tree with fairly full crown.

922 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 18.0 3.5 Medium Fair No Competing with adjacent tree, crown dieback, some staining.

923 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 13.5 3.0 Low Fair No One sided crown due to backyard tree, some crown dieback.

924 White Spruce Picea glauca Native 1 11.0 1.5 Low Fair No Competing with adjacent trees, crown dieback.

925 Northern Catalpa Catalpa speciosa Non-native 1 22.0 5.0 Medium Poor No Crown dieback, narrow root flare, one-sided crown.

926 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 3 33.0 7.0 Medium Fair No Epicormic growth, included bark in branch unions, scaffold branch dieback.

927 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 37.5 4.0 Medium Good No Shared root flare with adjacent maple (Tree 926).  Crown still healthy.

928 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 29.0 5.0 High Fair No Growing on slight angle, crown draped in riverbank grape.

929 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 11.0 5.0 Medium Poor No Crown dieback, growing on 45 degree angle, missing top portion of crown.

930 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 1 15.0 3.5 Medium Fair No One sided crown, growing out of adjacent tree, bark cracks.

931 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 4 27.0 6.5 High Fair No Included bark at branch unions, some rot at union, scaffold branch dieback.

932 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 17.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Draped in riverbank grape, wound on main stem.

933 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 13.0 2.0 Medium Fair No Root flare covered in soil, riverbank grape in scaffold branches.

934 Freeman's Maple Acer X Freemani Native 4 16.5 2.5 Medium Fair No Bark cracks, included bark at unions.

935 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 2 18.5 3.5 Medium Fair No Some crown dieback, draped in riverbank grape.

936 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Native 1 20.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Minimal crown dieback, draped in riverbank grape.

937 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 31.0 4.5 Medium Good No Scaffold branches draped in riverbank grape, otherwise healthy tree.

938 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 23.0 3.5 Medium Good No Riverbank grape in scaffold branches, otherwise healthy tree.

939 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 25.0 5.0 Medium Good No Riverbank grape in scaffold branches, otherwise healthy tree.

940 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 13.5 3.0 Low Good No Riverbank grape in scaffold branches, otherwise healthy tree.

941 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 33.0 4.0 Medium Good No Riverbank grape in scaffold branches, otherwise healthy tree.

942 Basswood Tilia americana Native 5 55.0 5.5 High Poor No 1 large stem dead, sapsucker damage, draped in riverbank grape, concrete piled at 

base of tree.

943 Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica Native 2 23.0 5.0 High Dead No Tree infested with EAB; exit holes, galleries, bark cracks.

944 Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica Native 1 26.0 4.5 High Very Poor No Tree infested with EAB and almost dead; exit holes, bark cracks.

945 White Elm Ulmus americana Native 1 14.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Sparse crown, draped in riverbank grape.

946 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 15.5 4.0 Low Good No Minimal sapsucker damage, 1 wound that is showing signs of compartmentalization.

947 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 15.0 5.0 Medium Fair No Crown growing on 60 degree angle.

948 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 3 14.0 2.5 Low Good No Growing on slight angle, otherwise healthy tree.
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949 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 1 33.5 4.5 Medium Good No Scaffold branches draped in riverbank grape, otherwise healthy tree.

950 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 12.0 3.5 Medium Good No Healthy tree but growing on slight angle due to adjacent competing tree.

951 Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides Native 2 36.0 3.0 Medium Fair No Some crown dieback, scaffold branches draped in riverbank grape.

952 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 10.5 2.0 Low Fair No Crack along main stem, some crown dieback.

953 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 14.5 3.0 Medium Good No Growing on 45 degree angle due to adjacent tree, otherwise healthy tree.

954 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 1 17.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Growing on slight angle, minimal sapsucker damage.

955 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 2 33.0 5.0 Medium Good No Growing on slope along creek edge, slightly one sided crown, otherwise healthy tree.

956 Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides Native 1 14.0 2.0 Low Good No Healthy crown, minimal light pruning.

957 Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides Native 1 21.0 3.0 Low Good No Minimal light pruning, otherwise healthy tree.

958 Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides Native 1 25.0 4.5 Low Good No Good root flare, full crown.

959 Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides Native 1 15.0 2.0 Low Fair No Some crown dieback due to adjacent competing tree.

960 Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides Native 1 18.0 4.0 Low Good No Minimal light pruning in scaffold branches.

961 White Mulberry Morus alba Non-native 1 62.0 6.0 High Very Poor No Rot up main stem, sapsucker damage.

962 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Native 1 45.0 7.0 Medium Fair No Scaffold with vines, minimal crown dieback.

963 Manitoba Maple Acer negundo Native 3 25.0 4.5 Medium Fair No Included bark at branch unions, some crown dieback, epicormic growth.

964 Black Walnut Juglans nigra Native 1 30.0 4.0 Medium Fair No One sided crown due to adjacent competing tree.

965 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Native 2 10.5 3.0 Low Good No Minimal included bark, recommend some light pruning if retained.

966 White Elm Ulmus americana Native 1 20.0 4.0 Medium Fair No Slightly one sided crown, some scaffold branch dieback.

967 White Elm Ulmus americana Native 1 11.0 4.0 Low Fair No Sparse, one sided crown.

968 Black Cherry Prunus serotina Native 1 36.0 7.0 High Fair No Some rot in main stem, included bark at branch unions, crown still fairly vigorous.
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Tree Assessment Criteria 

Assessment 
Criteria Definition

1
   

Health Rating* 

Excellent Represents a tree in near perfect form, health, and vigor.  This tree would exhibit no 
deadwood, no decline, and no visible defects. 

Good Represents a tree ranging from a generally healthy tree to a near perfect tree in terms of 
health, vigor and structure.  This tree exhibits a complete, balanced crown structure with 
little to no deadwood and minimal defects as well as a properly formed root flare.   

Fair Represents a tree with minor health, balance or structural issues with minimal to 
moderate deadwood.  Branching structure shows signs of included bark or minor rot 
within the branch connections or trunk wood.  The root flare shows minimal signs of 
mechanical injury, decay, poor callusing, or girdling roots.  Trees in the category require 
minor remedial actions to improve the vigor and structure of the tree. 

Poor Represents a tree that exhibits a poor vigor, reduced crown size (<30% of crown typical 
of species caused by overcrowding or decline), extreme crown unbalance, or extensive 
rot in the branching and trunk wood.  Fungus could be seen from these rotting areas, 
suggesting further decay.  These trees have extensive crown die back with a large 
amount of deadwood, and possibly dead sections.  These weakened areas can lead to a 
potential failure of tree sections.  Rooting zones show signs of extensive root decay or 
damage (fruiting bodies or mechanical damage) or girdling roots.  Trees in this category 
require more extensive actions to prevent failure.  A tree identified as poor would be a 
candidate for removal in the near future.   

Very Poor Represents a tree that exhibits major health and structural defects.  Quite often the 
defects or diseases affecting this tree will be fatal.  Large quantities of fungus, large dead 
sections with possible cavities and bark falling off all are signs that a tree is in a major 
state of decline and would be identified as very poor.  These trees have a high potential 
for structural failure.  These trees should be identified for removal. 

Potential for Structural Failure Rating* 

Low Trees that show good vigor and structure and show little to no signs of decline or 
structural issues. 

Medium Trees with some structural issues that are forming which could lead to failure if not 
addressed and properly treated (i.e. pruned).  Symptoms of these structural issues 
include cavity openings/stem damage <30% of the circumference of the tree, poor 
branching union within the scaffold branches (signs of canker or decay within branch 
union), signs of historic branch failure throughout the crown, or advanced signs of 
included bark within the branch unions throughout the tree (water staining, tight angled 
branch unions, noticeable gap in branch union). 

High Trees with a large number of structural issues (i.e. poor branch union, decay) which 
could lead to the failure of large scaffold branches or major sections.  Major defects 
include: large cavities within stem or branch wood, historic crown damage of the majority 
of the canopy, extensive lean due to recent or historic root damage/decay, or large dead 
crown limbs with fruiting bodies present.  If trees identified as a High Potential for 
Structural Failure are located within striking distance of a target (high traffic place, 
person, or high value thing), the tree should be identified for removal as soon as 
possible. 

* Trees which are located within dense groupings are evaluated as individual specimens.  Trees within 
these stands quite often have a reduced crown size (<30% of crown typical of species), off balanced 
crowns, and prioritized upward growth (i.e. low trunk taper and few lateral branches).  As such, these trees 
would be considered to have poor vigour.  As well, these trees pose a high potential for structural failure 
when newly exposed edges or individual trees are isolated through removal of surrounding trees.  This is 
often the case with overstocked plantations.  Individual trees which meet the above criteria will be identified 
as poor or high potential for structural failure.  

1
Dunster 2009 
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October 20, 2014 1466 
 
Jay McGuffin 
Monteith Brown and Planning Consultants 
610 Princess Avenue 
London, Ontario 
N6B 2B9 
 
Dear Mr. McGuffin, 
 
Re: Bright’s Grove Golf Course Species at Risk Screening 
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) was retained to carry out a screening for 
Species at Risk (SAR) within the Bright’s Grove Golf Course proposed condominium 
redevelopment in November 2013.  Following this assessment, as described below, the 
project was put on hold until recently.  The SAR screening involved completing a review 
of background sources in November 2013, including: 

 Natural Heritage Information Centre Biodiversity Explorer (OMNR 2010); 

 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Aylmer District; 

 St. Clair Region Conservation Authority (SCRCA); 

 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (BSC et al. 2006);  

 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2013); 

 Mammal Atlas of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994);  

 Ontario Butterfly Atlas Online (Jones et al. 2012); and 

 Ontario Odonate Atlas (OMNR 2005). 
 
Species statuses were updated in October 2014.  Following the completion of the 
background review, all SAR and Species of Conservation Concern with the potential to 
occur on the subject site were identified.  In total, 10 SAR designated as Threatened or 
Endangered and 14 Species of Conservation Concern designated as provincially 
significant or Special Concern were identified as potentially occurring on the subject site 
based on habitat requirements.  None of these species have been observed to date.  
Appendix I lists all SAR reported from the vicinity of the subject property, including an 
assessment of suitable habitat presence within the subject property and the surrounding 
120m.  
 
A site visit took place on December 13, 2013 to compare the habitat requirements of 
these species to the existing conditions within the Bright’s Grove Golf Course.  Snow 
cover on the day of the site visit was minimal.  During the site visit, NRSI biologists 
walked throughout all areas of the subject site and examined potential habitats that 
might support the species identified during the background review.  Based on this site 
visit, NRSI biologists identified habitat for 3 SAR and 5 Species of Conservation 
Concern.  These are described in more detail below. 
 
Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) is designated as Threatened both provincially and 
nationally.  This species is often found within open areas such as meadows and 
agricultural areas adjacent to water bodies (OMNR 2000).  Nest sites within Ontario are 
mostly restricted to human made structures such as barns, sheds, bridges or other 



2 

 

buildings (OMNR 2000).  Suitable nesting habitat within the subject site is found on 
several sheds, although no nests were observed by NRSI biologists during the site visit.  
Foraging habitat may also exist within the open areas of the golf course and adjacent to 
Cow Creek that flows to the south of the proposed development area. 
 
Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) is designated as Special 
Concern provincially and Threatened nationally.  This species favours open deciduous 
forests with little understory and may be found in pasture lands with scattered large 
trees, forest edges or groves of dead or dying trees (OMNR 2000).  The presence of 
numerous large trees, several with cavities, provides suitable nesting habitat for this 
species within the subject site. 
 
Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifuga) is designated as Endangered both provincially and 
nationally.  This bat species utilizes hollow trees or buildings for rearing of young (OMNR 
2000).  NRSI biologists identified numerous cavity trees within the subject site that are of 
sufficient quality to act as maternity roosts for this species. 
 
Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentine) is designated as Special Concern both 
provincially and nationally.  This species favours permanent or semi-permanent 
freshwater wetlands, lakes, rivers or streams and nests on south-facing slopes near 
such bodies of water in exposed gravel or sand (OMNR 2000).  Although Cow Creek 
does not provide suitable overwintering habitat for this species, nesting may occur along 
the bank where gravel is found.  Habitat for this species is outside of the proposed 
construction footprint. 
 
Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) is designated as Special Concern both provincially 
and nationally.  This species favours open areas with abundant milkweed (Layberry et 
al. 1998).  Milkweed is found sparsely throughout the site and provides suitable breeding 
habitat for this species, with the highest concentrations immediately adjacent to Cow 
Creek.  
 
Several species of provincially significant odonates (dragonflies and damselflies) have 
suitable breeding habitat associated with Cow Creek at the southern edge of the subject 
site (Paulson 2011).  These species rely on small, slow moving streams without 
abundant emergent vegetation to breed.  These species include Eastern Amberwing 
(Perithemis tenera), Pronghorn Clubtail (Gomphus graslinellus) and River Bluet 
(Enallagma anna).  Habitat for these species is outside of the proposed construction 
footprint. 
 
Site photos taken during the field visit in December 2013 are appended.  Based on the 
SAR screening, it is recommended that any buildings proposed for removal be inspected 
for Barn Swallow nests.  This can be done any time.  If nests are found, artificial nests 
will have to be installed on another nesting structure (existing or new) prior to the next 
breeding season (May 1), in accordance with Endangered Species Act regulations.  
Based on the golf course area to remain, as well as habitat found south of Lakeshore 
Road, habitat for Red-headed Woodpecker and foraging habitat for Barn Swallow will 
remain in the vicinity and will not be impacted by the proposed development.  Surveys 
for Snapping Turtle and insect species are not necessary since habitat for these species 
is located outside of the proposed construction footprint.  According to recent guidance 
received from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) (J. Benvenuti 
pers. comm. 2014), the trees located on the subject property do not constitute bat 
habitat.  As such, the trees could be removed without impact to bats (or birds) between 
September 1 and April 30.   
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The cost to carry out the barn swallow nest search is $1,600 (excluding HST), which will 
include a memo describing the results. 
 
This SAR screening letter should be submitted to the Aylmer District MNRF office for 
their review and confirmation of findings and approach. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 
 
 
 
Katharina Walton, B.E.S. 
Terrestrial and Wetland Biologist 
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Common Name Scientific Name S-Rank COSSARO COSEWIC Source Habitat Habitat Present on the Subject Site?

Bank Swallow Riparia riparia S4B THR T OBBA Sand, clay or gravel river 

banks or steep riverbank 

cliffs; lakeshore bluffs of 

easily crumbled sand or 

gravel; gravel pits, road-

cuts, grassland or 

cultivated fields that are 

close to water; nesting 

sites are limiting factor for 

species presence (OMNR 

2000).

No suitable nesting sites available on the 

subject property.

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica S4B THR T OBBA Farmlands or rural areas; 

cliffs, caves, rock niches; 

buildings or other man-

made structures for 

nesting; open country near 

body of water.  This 

species forages in grassy 

fields, cleared ROW’s, 

cottages and farms.
1

Yes.  Sheds and other seldomly used structures 

are found on site.  Water is found nearby.

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus S4B THR T OBBA Large, open expansive 

grasslands with dense 

ground cover; hayfields, 

meadows or fallow fields; 

marshes; an area sensitive 

species requiring tracts of 

grassland >50ha.  In 

Ontario, hayfields and 

pastures are preferred but 

they are usually absent 

from grain fields and row 

crops.
1

No.  Large grasslands are not present on site.  

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica S4B, S4N THR T OBBA Commonly found in urban 

areas near buildings; nests 

in hollow trees, crevices of 

rock cliffs, chimneys; highly 

gregarious; feeds over 

open water.  Due to land 

clearing, hollow trees are 

increasingly rare and 

chimney swifts are now 

mainly associated with 

urban and rural area where 

there are large 

concentrations of chimneys 

for nest sites and 

communal roosts.  In 

Ontario, this species uses 

airvents, outshouses, silos, 

old garages, and 

outhouses in equal 

frequency to chimneys.
1 

No.  Old buidings with large chimneys or other 

suitable nesting structures are not found on site.

Species at Risk/Significant Species Screening

#1462 Bright's Grove

Birds



Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna S4B THR T OBBA Open, grassy meadows, 

farmland, pastures, 

hayfields or grasslands 

with elevated singing 

perches; cultivated land 

and weedy areas with 

trees; old orchards with 

adjacent, open grassy 

areas >10ha in size.  This 

species breeds in Ontario, 

and favours well concealed 

grassland s and prairie 

habitats for nesting.
1

No.  Large grasslands are not present on site.  

Eastern Wood Pewee Contopus virens S4B SC SC OBBA Open, deciduous, mixed or 

coniferous forest; 

predominated by oak with 

little understory; forest 

clearings, edges; farm 

woodlots, parks (OMNR 

2000).  Breeds in virtually 

every type of wooded 

habitat in the east (Peck 

and James 1987).  Size of 

forest fragments does not 

seem to be an important 

factor in habitat selection 

(Freemark and Collins 

1992).

No forests of any size are found on the subject 

property. 

Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SHB END E OBBA Large, fallow, grassy area 

with ground mat of dead 

vegetation, dense 

herbaceous vegetation, 

ground litter and some 

song perches; neglected 

weedy fields; wet 

meadows; cultivated 

uplands; a moderate 

amount of moisture 

needed; requires a 

minimum tract of grassland 

of 40ha, but usually in 

areas >100ha.
1 

No.  Large grasslands or fallow fields are not 

present on site.  

Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis S4B THR T OBBA Breeds specifically in 

dense freshwater marshes 

dominated by tall emergent 

vegetation such as cattails. 

The bittern typically 

requires large marshes 

(>5ha) with a stable water 

level as the nests are 

usually built among dense 

tall stands of emergent 

vegetation and within 10cm 

of open waters.
1  

No.  Marshes are not present on site.

Northern Bobwhite Colinus virginianus S1 END E OBBA Requires interspersed 

habitat of grassland, 

croplands, and brush within 

close proximity to each 

other.  In Ontario, this 

species uses farmland and 

crops over grasslands.
1 

No.  Agricultural lands are not present on site.



Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus S4B SC T OBBA Open, deciduous forest 

with little understory; fields 

or pasture lands with 

scattered large trees; 

wooded swamps; orchards, 

small woodlots or forest 

edges; groves of dead or 

dying trees; feeds on 

insects and stores nuts or 

acorns for winter; loss of 

habitat is limiting factor; 

requires cavity trees with at 

least 40 cm dbh; require 

about 4 ha for a territory.
1

Yes.  Large trees with little understorey are 

present on site.  Some trees contain numerous 

cavities.

Wilson's Phalarope Phalaropus tricolor S3B OBBA Open wetlands, ponds, 

lakes, marshes and 

sloughs with wet meadow 

vegetation; freshwater 

coastal marshes; nests on 

ground in loose colonies; 

sewage lagoons with

grassy edges.
1

No.  Suitable marsh habitat is not found on the 

subject site.

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina S4B SC T OBBA Carolinian and Great 

Lakes-St. Lawrence forest 

zones; undisturbed moist 

mature deciduous or mixed 

forest with deciduous 

sapling growth; near pond 

or swamp; hardwood forest 

edges; must have some 

trees higher than 12 m.
1

No.  Large contiguous woodlands are not found 

on the subject site.

Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifuga S4 END E Mammal Atlas Uses caves, quarries, 

tunnels, hollow trees or

buildings for roosting; 

winters in humid caves;

maternity sites in dark 

warm areas such as attics 

andbarns; feeds primarily 

in wetlands, forest edges.
1

Yes.  Large cavity trees are present within the 

subject site.

Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina serpentina S3 SC SC Ontario Reptile and 

Amphibian Atlas

Permanent, semi-

permanent fresh water; 

marshes, swamps or bogs; 

rivers and streams with soft 

muddy banks or bottoms; 

often uses soft soil or clean 

dry sand on south-facing 

slopes for nest sites; may 

nest at some distance from 

water; often hibernate 

together in groups in mud 

under water; home range 

size ~28ha.
1

Yes.  Foraging opportunities exist within the 

riverine area at the southern edge of the subject 

site.  Potential nesting along the gravel shore.

Mammals

Herpetofauna



Amber-winged Spreadwing Lestes eurinus S3 Ontario Odonate Atlas Permanent lakes or ponds 

with at least some 

emergent vegetation.
2

No.  Ponds and small lakes are not present 

within the subject site.

Double-striped Bluet Enallagma basidens S3 Ontario Odonate Atlas Slow moving streams with 

abundant emergent 

vegetation.
2

No.  Stream does not have abundant emergent 

vegetation.

Eastern Amberwing Perithemis tenera S4 Ontario Odonate Atlas Ponds, slow streams, lakes 

usually with mud bottoms.
1

Yes. Slow moving stream provides suitable 

breeding habitat.

Giant Swallowtail Papilio cresphontes S4 TEA Butterfly Atlas Open woodlands and 

nearby fields.  Feeds on 

hop tree (Ptelea trifoliate ) 

and northern prickly-ash 

(Xanthoxylum 

americanum).
3

No.  Prickly ash and hop tree are not found on 

site.

Halloween Penant Celithemis eponina S4 Ontario Odonate Atlas Open lakes and marshes 

usually with some 

emergent vegetation.
2

No.  Open lakes or marshes with emergent 

vegetation are not present on site.

Lilypad Clubtail Arigomphus furcifer S3 Ontario Odonate Atlas Lakes, ponds and streams 

usually with abundant 

vegetation.
1

No.  Stream does not have abundant emergent 

vegetation.

Monarch Danaus plexippus S2N, S4B SC SC TEA Butterfly Atlas Open areas, meadows, 

agricultural fields with 

milkweed (Asclepias 

spp.).
3

Yes.  Milkweed is present within the subject site.

Pronghorn Clubtail Gomphus graslinellus S3 Ontario Odonate Atlas Slow flowing sandy or 

muddy streams with or 

without rocks.
2

Yes.  Slow moving stream provides suitable 

breeding habitat for this species.

River Bluet Enallagma anna S2 Ontario Odonate Atlas Streams and small rivers 

mostly in open areas, 

usually with some riparian 

vegetation.
2

Yes.  Slow moving stream provides suitable 

breeding habitat for this species.

Rusty-patched Bumblebee Bombus affinis S1 END E Colla and Dumesh 2010 A variety of open and 

wooded areas with 

abundant nectar sources.  

Often within agricultural 

areas.  Best habitat is 

found within oak 

savannahs.
4

No.  Nectar sources are virtually non-existent 

on the subject site.

 
1
OMNR 2000, 

2
Paulson 2011, 

3
Layberry et al. 1998, 

4
Colla et al. 2011
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Appendix II 
Site Photographs 



 

 
Bright’s Grove club house and storage shed. 
 

 
Looking south from the Bright’s Grove parking lot. 
 

 
Cow Creek at the southern edge of the subject site. 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Riparian vegetation and an old foot bridge at Cow Creek. 
 

 
North section of the subject site looking southeast.  
 

 
Boundary between golf course and eastern properties  
looking north from near Cow Creek. 



The Groves Active Lifestyle Community 
Planning Justification Report 

  

Monteith Brown Planning Consultants  Page | 42 
 

Appendix 4B – Barn Swallow Nest Search 

  



1

Michael Clark

From: Nathan Miller <nmiller@nrsi.on.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:55 PM
To: Katharina Walton; jkemp@mbpc.ca; bsenkevics@mbpc.ca; jmcguffin@mbpc.ca
Subject: Re: Bright's Grove Golf Club - Barn Swallow Nest Search (proj1462)

Hi Benita and Jordan, 
 
I visited the Bright's Grove Golf Course property on Monday April 13, 2015 and 
checked for Barn Swallow nests within the large shed at the north end of the 
property, the main golf course clubhouse as well as beneath the bridges at Cow 
Creek.  No Barn Swallow nests were found during my field visit and based on the 
heavy use of these areas and poor foraging habitat it is very unlikely that they will 
nest in the subject property.  A single Eastern Phoebe nest was found beneath the 
main bridge at Cow Creek, but this area is outside the development area and this 
species is not a Species at Risk. 
 
The large shed on the subject property can be removed without harm to Barn 
Swallow. 
 
Please let me know if you would like any clarification on the survey or the results, 
 
Thanks, 
 
Nathan 

  

--- 

 

On 2015-03-30 11:42 am, Nathan Miller wrote: 

Hi Everyone, 
 
As per my phone conversation with Benita this morning, NRSI will carry out a 
Barn Swallow nest survey at the Bright's Grove Golf Course property.  I have 
scheduled this survey for Monday April 13th.  From speaking with Benita, it seems 
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that this will be within the time frame that we are working with. 
 
We will advise of what we find following the completion of the survey. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Nathan 
 

 
 
 
-------- Original Message --------  
Subject:Bright's Grove Golf Club - Barn Swallow Nest Search

Date:Fri, 27 Mar 2015 10:07:07 -0400 
From:Jordan Kemp <jkemp@mbpc.ca> 

To:<kwalton@nrsi.on.ca> 

CC:<bsenkevics@mbpc.ca>, <jmcguffin@mbpc.ca> 
 
 
 

Katharina,  

  

I hope all is well with you.  

  

I understand you are currently attending a conference, but when you are able can you coordinate with 
Benita to initiate the barn swallow nest search for the Bright’s Grove Golf Club redevelopment? 

  

All the best,  

  

Jordan Kemp, BA, MUP 

Planner 

MONTEITH BROWN PLANNING CONSULTANTS 
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610 Princess Avenue, London, Ontario, N6B 2B9 (Map) 

Tel.: (519) 686-1300   /   Fax: (519) 681-1690 

E-Mail: jkemp@mbpc.ca  /   Web: www.mbpc.ca 
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exp Services Inc. 
15701 Robin’s Hill Road 

London, ON N5V 0A5 
Telephone: (519) 963-3000 
Facsimile: (519) 453-1551 

 

 

 
 
Mr. Jay Peters 
HLH Investments Ltd 
#9 - 1634 Hyde Park Road 
London N6H 5L4 

LON00014318-GE 
August 26, 2016 
  
 
 

                           Supplementary Geotechnical Assessment 

Residential Development – Bright’s Grove Golf Course 
1992 Estella Street, Bright’s Grove, Ontario 

 

Exp Services Inc. (exp) has been retained by Bright’s Grove Golf Club Inc., Ontario 

(client) to verify the groundwater table observed throughout the site during a 

geotechnical investigation carried out on November 25 and 26, 2015                          

Ref: LON-00014318GE dated December 21, 2015 and to provide a supplementary 

geotechnical assessment. The site is located at 1992 Estella Street, Bright’s Grove, 

Ontario. 

FIELDWORK 

To verify the groundwater table and provide supplementary geotechnical 

comments/recommendations, five test pits were suggested a cross the site but due to 

access issues four test pits were carried out on July 1, 2016. The test pits were 

designated as TP1 through TP4. The test pits were excavated to depths ranged from 2.4 

to 2.6 m below ground surface (bgs). Approximate locations of the test pits are shown on 

the attached drawing 101. 

FINDINGS 

The results of the current geotechnical investigation are consistent with the original 

geotechnical investigation findings except the following: 

 No groundwater was observed within exploration depths of the test pits except a 

perched groundwater in TP1; 

  Encountered soils were in compact/firm relative density/consistency instead of 

loose to soft recorded within the original investigation; and 

 No peat was encountered 



Supplementary Geotechnical Assessment    LON-00014318 
Residential Development – Bright’s Grove Golf Course 
1992 Estella Street, Bright’s Grove, Ontario 
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Based on the current investigation, the general subsurface soil stratigraphy at the site 

can be described as follows, in the increasing order of depth: 

 TOPSOIL - 200 to 300 thick 

 NATIVE SOIL (alluvial) - clayey silt/sandy silt to silty sand soils were 

encountered within exploration depths of the test pits. The soils were in brown 

color changing to grey with depths below about 1.2 m depth.  

No groundwater was observed in all test pits except a perched water in TP1. The 

perched water was observed within depth of 0.8 m bgs. Selected photographs are 

attached for your reference.  

GEOTECHNICAL SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS 

In addition to recommendations given in our original geotechnical report Ref: LON-

00014318GE dated December 21, 2015, supplementary geotechnical comments, based 

on the current investigation, are provided in the following sections. This letter should be 

read in conjunction with our original report above.  

1.0 Basement and Foundation Considerations 

Based on the current investigation findings, the proposed residential units with basement 

can be supported on conventional spread and strip footings founded below topsoil or 

unsuitable soils on the natural competent subgrade soils within the upper 2.0 m depth.  

However, the exposed subgrade should be inspected by exp to confirm that the exposed 

soil conditions do not differ from the current investigation findings. If loose/soft soils are 

encountered within the exposed subgrade, further measures to improve the soil 

conditions may require. 

For design of the footings, an Allowable Serviceability Limit States (SLS) bearing 

pressure of 50 kPa and Ultimate Limit State (ULS) of 70 kPa can be used for footings set 

at depth above 2.0 m bgs.  All footings exposed to seasonal freezing conditions should 

be protected from frost action by at least 1.2 m (4 ft) of soil cover or equivalent 

insulation. 

The basement design and foundation construction should include damp and 

waterproofing measures such as installation of a water-stop between the footings and 

foundation walls, and foundation wall backfill using low-permeability soils, perimeter 

weeping tiles and underfloor drains, dedicated pumps and sumps to a positive outlet.   

The basement floors can be cast slab-on-grade provided the subgrade is stripped of all 

obviously objectionable material.  The subgrade should then be thoroughly proof-rolled.  
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Any soft spots detected during the proof-rolling should be dug out and replaced with 

clean compactable excavated material, placed in accordance with the requirements 

outlined in our original geotechnical report. 

A minimum 200 mm (8 inch) thick compacted layer of 19 mm (¾ inch) clear, crushed 

stone should be placed between the prepared subgrade and the floor slab to serve as a 

moisture barrier.  

A perched groundwater infiltration should be anticipated within excavations into low lying 

areas.  Groundwater infiltration can likely be accommodated using conventional sump 

pumping techniques in some areas, however, more extensive dewatering measures will 

likely be required in other areas and a Permit to Take Water will likely be required. 

For projects requiring positive groundwater control with a removal rate in excess of 

50,000 litres per day, a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) will be required.  PTTW 

applications will need to be approved by the Ministry of Environment according to 

Sections 34 and 98 of the Ontario Water Resources Act R.S.O. 1990 and the Water 

Taking and Transfer Regulation O. Reg. 387/04.  It is noted that a standard geotechnical 

investigation will not determine all the groundwater parameters which may be required to 

support the application.  Accordingly, a detailed hydrogeological assessment from a 

quantitative point of view may be required to estimate the quantity of water to be 

removed.  Exp can assist if the need arises. 

2.0 Site Servicing 

At the time of writing this letter, no watermain and sewer pipe depth details are available. 

However, to avoid loose/soft soils and peat encountered at depth, it is recommended 

that site services should be kept as high as possible within competent soils and above 

groundwater table. The subgrade soils beneath the water and sewer pipes which service 

the site are generally expected to comprise of alluvial soils of sandy/clayey soils.  For 

services constructed on those soils, the bedding should conform to OPS Standards.  

Localized base improvements may be required for services bedded in wet silty soils, 

particularly in wet weather seasons.  Some areas of crushed stone bedding enclosed 

with a geotextile may be required.  This is best determined onsite during construction by 

a geotechnical engineer and/or once site servicing design elevations become available.  

Bedding aggregate should also be placed around the pipe to at least 300 mm (12 inch) 

above the pipe, and be compacted to a minimum 95 percent SPMDD.   

Where site servicing extends on the natural soils on site that do not provide a stable 

base for bedding, the site servicing should be constructed within an easement located 
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beyond the zone of influence of any roadways or structures in order to minimize the 

potential for differential movements as a result of additional soil loading.  If the 

unsuitable soil is found to be localized, a site specific improvement program can be 

implemented to restore the competency of the subgrade.  In addition, grade raises along 

the easements should be minimized to avoid surcharging soils in these areas.  The 

natural material would be too wet to achieve adequate compaction with around and the 

pipes and within the trenches.  Standard backfill materials (Granular ‘B’) would be too 

heavy and cause consolidation and settlement of the natural soils below; therefore, a 

light weight fill such as Styrofoam would be needed. 

The trenches above the specified pipe bedding should be backfilled with inorganic soils 

placed in maximum 300 mm thick lifts and uniformly compacted to at least 95% SPMDD.  

A program of in situ density testing should be set up to ensure that satisfactory levels of 

compaction are achieved.  If the depth of services is significantly lower than the 

groundwater table, the backfill load will need to be reduced.   

Based on the results of this investigation, some of the excavated natural soils may be 

used for construction backfill provided reasonable care is exercised in handling, and 

construction is carried out in favorable weather.  In this regard the material should be 

within 3 percent of the optimum moisture as determined in the standard Proctor density 

test, and stockpiling of material for prolonged periods of time should be avoided.  This is 

particularly important if construction is carried out in wet or otherwise adverse weather.   

Soils excavated from below the stabilized groundwater table may be too wet for reuse as 

backfill unless adequate time is allowed for drying, or if the material is blended with 

approved dry fill; otherwise, it may be stockpiled onsite for reuse as landscape fill.   

As noted previously, disposal of excavated materials off site should conform to current 

Ministry of Environment guidelines. 

3.0 Pavement Recommendation 

Recommendations provided in our geotechnical investigation for the site pavement are 

still applicable except that the geogrid could not be required.  This is best determined 

onsite during construction by a proof rolling inspection by exp’s representative.   
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4.0 Closure 

We trust this is satisfactory for your present requirements.  Should you require any 

clarification, please feel free to contact this office. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

exp Services Inc. 

 

 

 

                                              
 

 

 
Idib Sadoun, M.Sc., P.Eng.,   Bo Chiu, M. Eng., P.Eng. 
Senior Engineer, Geotechnical Services Regional Manager, Southwestern Ontario 

 
 
 
 
Enclosed: 
Test Pit Location Plan 
Test Pit Logs 
Selected Test Pit Photographs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



-LEGEND-

Bright's Grove Golf Club Inc.

exp Services Inc.

15701 Robin's Hill Road, London, ON, N5V 0A5

August 2016 NTS LON-00014318-GE 101

                  -NOTES-

1. The boundaries and soil types have been established only at borehole

locations. Between borehole they are assumed and may be subject to

considerable error.

2. Soil samples will be retained in storage for 3 months and then destroyed

unless client advises that an extended time period is required.

3. Topsoil quantities should not be established from the information provided

at the test hole locations.

4. The site plan has been reproduced from drawing provided by the client and

should be read in conjunction with exp Geotechnical Report

LON00014318-GE

Supplementary

Geotechnical Investigation

Residential Development

Bright's Grove Golf Course

1992 Estella Street

Bright's Grove, Ontario

Borehole Location Plan

NH IS

Approximate Borehole Location (Nov 2015)

Approximate Borehole with Monitoring Well

Location (Nov 2015)

Approximate Borehole Location (Nov 2014)

Approximate Test Pit Location (June 2016)
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Note: Test pits were excavated on July 1, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Depth 
(m) 

Soil Description 

TP #1 
0.0 – 0.2 

0.2 – 1.4 

1.4 – 2.5 

1.3 

2.5 

 

 
TOPSOIL  

SANDY SILT to SILTY SAND (alluvial) - compact, moist to very moist 

CLAYEY SILT(alluvial), some sand to sandy – brown, firm, moist to very moist 

Becoming grey  

Test pit terminated  
Dry upon completion, cave in after keeping the excavation open for an hour; groundwater seepage was 
observed at 0.8 m bgs 

TP #2 
0.0 – 0.3 

0.3 – 1.5 

1.5 – 2.6 

1.2 

2.5 

 

 
TOPSOIL  

SANDY SILT to SILTY SAND (alluvial) - compact, moist to very moist 

CLAYEY SILT (alluvial), some sand to sandy – brown, firm, moist to very moist 

Becoming grey  

Test pit terminated.  

Dry upon completion, test pit was open upon completion of excavation; no groundwater seepage was 
observed upon completion of excavation. 

TP #3 
0.0 – 0.2 

0.3 – 2.4 

1.4 

2.4 

 

 
TOPSOIL  

SANDY SILT to SILTY SAND (alluvial) - compact, trace to some clay, moist to very moist 

Becoming grey  

Test pit terminated.  

Dry upon completion, test pit was open upon completion of excavation; no groundwater seepage was 
observed upon completion of excavation. 

TP #4 

0.0 – 0.2 

0.3 – 1.7 

1.7 – 2.6 

1.2 

2.6 

 

 

TOPSOIL  

SANDY SILT to SILTY SAND (alluvial) - compact, trace to some clay, moist to very moist 

CLAYEY SILT (alluvial), some sand to sandy – brown, firm, moist to very moist 

Becoming grey  

Test pit terminated.  

Dry upon completion, test pit was open upon completion of excavation; no groundwater 
seepage was observed upon completion of excavation. 
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Test pit Photographs 
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