Central
Lake Ontario

‘g Conservation

Wildlife Monitoring Report

What we do on the land is mirrored in the water

DURHAM
REGION

Conservation
ONTARIO

Natural Champions

Report No.: 20191MR






¢ . [ 9/hhbC 9 b ¢ {

EXECUTIVESUMMARY Lttt ittt ettt et e ettt e et e ettt et 3
1.0 NN =3 0 X U om0 N 1
L.l BaCKgrOUM .. oo 1
1.2 Monitoring Wildlife ... e 2
2.0 BIRD MM ONITORIN G ettt ettt et i e ettt et e et e e et et et e e e e e e e e e e eennnns 3
2.1 Conservation Area Management . ......ooouiiiiiiiiee e 3
2.1.1 Durham Region Coastal Wetland Monitoring Project............ccccccccevvvicivinennennnn 4

2.1.2  Forest Bird MONItOring Prograum............coouiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeiiiiieee et e e sinneeeee s 4

2.1.2.1 Heber Down CONSErvation AICa.........cccuuvriiiiiiiaeaeeeeieeiiiiieiie et e e e e ee s seiinrnnneeeeeee e B

2.1.2.2 Long Sault CONSEIVALION AFBAL.......ccciiiuiiiieiiiiieee ettt e e st e e e sbeeee e 8.

2.1.3 Conservation Area Management PIanning............cccovvveeiiniiiinieeen i 10

2.1.3.1 Lynde Shores Conservation Acgaranberry West Tract Bobolink Surveys................ 10

2.1.3.2 Enniskillen ConsServation AFBa............uueeiiiieeeiiiiiiasiieieeeeeeee e e s essreeieeereeeeeeeesennnees 12

2.2 Watershed Managem e nt. ... 24
2.2. 1 NOCEUMNAl OWI SUIVEYS.....coiiiiiiiiiie ettt 24

2.2.2  ROAASIAE Bl SUIVEYS......coiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt s s e e e e e e e annes 24

3.0 AMPHIBIANM ONITORING .ottt ettt ie e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e tae e aeeaanns 29
3.1l FrOgS & TOAUS. ittt ettt 29
3.1.1 Durham Region Coastal Wetland Monitoring Project.............cccccceeevviciviieeneennnns 29

3.1.2 Roadside AmMphibian SUMNVEYS.......covviiiiiiiie e 30

3.2 SAlAMANU OIS it e 31
4.0 SPECIAIPROJIE CT S ittt e 33
I o 0 0 = 6= T I > Y o3 S 33
4.2 MUSKI A SUIY Y Sttt e e e, 37
4.2.1  SUrvey Cell SEIECHIOM ... ..uuveiiiiieeeieeieeee e 38

A Y U1 V= 38

.23 RESUILS. ..oii ittt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e nraraeeeeeeanen 38

424 FINAINGS..coiiiiiiiiiiiei e e e 39

5.0  SPECIES AR ISK ottt 40
8.0  SUMM A R Y. ettt e 40

T 0 RESOUR CES . .ottt e e e e e e e 40




[L{c¢Chq 9{

Table 1: Bird monitoring effor A G KAY / [ h/ ! Q& ..L.2 . ASNHL.LA2Y.. . LBSI &

Table 2: Forest Bird Monitoring Program results for Heber Down C.A. (2013).........ccooiiiiiieeeeennnns 5
Table 3: Forest Bird Monitoring Program results for Long Sault C.A. (2013).........ccccvvvvvevvveveeennen. 8
Table 4: Bird monitoring results for ENNISKIllen.CA ... 13
Table 5: Wildlife observed in the Black/Harmony/Farewell Creek Watershed in.2013................. 24
Table 6: Roadside grhibian results for BHF Creek Watershed (2013).........cccccccvvvvvvinrinnvnnnnnnnen. 30
Table 7: Bird monitoring data from Rogers Tract in 2013.........cooiiiiiiiiiieeiiiieeeee e 33
Table 8: Amphibian monitoring data from Rogers Tract in 20L3...........c.uviiiiiieiieiieiiieer e eeeeeeeeens 35
Table 9: Muskrat Structure Counts (2014).....ccvviiiiiiiiieiie e 39

[L{¢QnhDg wo{

Figure 1: CLOCA JUISTICTION. ... ..uieiiiieiiaietteee ettt e e e e s e e e e e e s s e e e e e e e s sannbnnreeeeeaann 2
Figure 2: Forest Bird Monitoring Program point count locations at Heber Down.C.A..................... 1.
Figure 3: Forest Bird Monitoring Program point count locations at Long Sault. C.A..................... 10
Figure 4: Bobolink monitoring stations at Lynde Shoresq@Cfanberry West Tract...........ccccceeeeenee 11
Figure 5: Number of Stations at which bird species were recorded at Enniskillen CA.(2013)......12
Figure 6: Bird monitoring stations at ENNiskillen.CA. ... 23
Figure 7: Bd survey stations in the Black/Harmony/Farewell Creek Watershed.......................... 27
Figure 8: Graph showing abundance of bird species observed..............cccccovcciiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 28
Figure 9: Graph showing observation frequency for each bird species.............ccccvvveeeiiiiiiiinnnn. 29
Figure 10: Amphibian survey stations and significant amphibian breeding habitat in the
Black/Harmony/Farewell Creek Watershed...........oiiiii e 32
Figure 11: Wildlife monitoring stations at ROGErs TLaCL...........cuiiiiiiiiirierie e 36
Figure 12: Winter MUSKrat SUIVEY SILES.......uviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 37

2 Wildlife Monitoring Report 202 | Central Lake Ontario Conservation Authority



9.9/ ! {Laa! w,

In 2013, the wildlife monitoring program was completed success#ifipual commitments, such as the
Forest Bird MonitoringProgram at Long Sault and Heber Down C.A.s, and the Bobolink Surveys at
Cranberry West Tractvere met. The mnual monitoring of birds and amphibians at Rogers Trace
component of the managementgacement for that property, was completed as wellhe results of
these surveysupport thepremisethat the habitats in these areas continte function as they haven

the past. The bird species observed and recorded at Heber Down and Long Sault @bosetveas

was not notably different from previous monitoring results, implying that forest habitat and function in
these Conservation Areas is stable.

As scheduled, bird surveys were undertaken in the Enniskillen Conservation Area in 2013, as well as
throughout the BlackHarmonyFarewell Creek Watershed. Several Species at Risk were identified in
these areas and numerous sensitive forest species were recoatedirming the presence of high

quality forest habitats. Amphibian surveys were conducted fihe first time in the
Black/Harmony/FarewellCreek Watershed, and the data from those surveys revealed a wealth of
significant amphibian breeding habitat present in the mixed swamps of the Iroquois B&amimber of
species at risk were recorded thrdughe 2013 monitoring efforts.

A winter Muskrat Monitoring pilot project was carried out in 2013 for fegond@ S NJ I G mMH 2 F /|
coastal wetlands. Muskrats are an important indicator of wetland health as #neysensitive to

wetland water depth conditions and though their diet of cattails, they help support and maintain a more

diverse and complex hemamarsh type environment.

Snapping turtle at Lynde Shores C.






1.0 INTRODUCTION

Knowledge about watershed health, and the impacts that development may have on watershed health,
is the backbone of all sound planning decisions. In order to facilitate swibiates, the Central Lake
Ontario Conservation Authority (CLOCA) conducts-teng monitoring for aquatic and terrestrial
conditions, as well as water quality and quantity. The information gathered through these programs
enables CLOCA to better underdtathe existing conditions within a watershed, determine ecological
trends over time, and provide guidance to planning agencies to assist them in making informedand
decisions.

1.1 Background

The CLOCA jurisdiction is approximately 638 &ndl its boundags are defined by th@4 watersheds

that drain this area into Lake Ontario. 7 of these watersheds are large, originating on the Oak Ridges
Moraine. They argrouped into 4 planning watersheds which are

1 Lynde Creek 1 Blak/HarmonyFarewell Creek
1 Oshawa Creek 1 BowmanvilléSoper Creek

These watersheds, as thbgve been groupeddefine the monitoring areas for watershed management
and planning. The remaining watersheds are relatively sanadl for monitoring purposes argenerally
groupedtogets NJ I yR fF06Sf SR aavYlff &I (SNAAMEREE O ¢KAA& 3AN

T Warbler T Goldpoint/Pumphouse 1 Darlington Creek
1 Cranberry 1 MclLaughlin Bay 1 St Marys

1  Whitby Shores 1 Robinson Creek 1 Westside Creek
1 Pringle Creek 1 Burk 1 Bennett Creek

1 Heydenshore 1 Tooley Creek 1 Rickard

1 Corbett Creek 1 Osborne

Seven municipalities are located in whole or in part within the CLOCA jurisdiction. They are the Cities of
Oshawa and Pickering, the Towns of Ajax and Whitby, the Municipality of Clarington, and the Townships
of Scugog and Uxbridge. CLOCA is entiretddcwithin the Regional Municipality of Durham. The
Authority works in partnership with each of thesaunicipalitiesto provide information on the
terrestrial and aquatic conditions within their boundaries, and assists them in making planning decisions
that are consistent with the natural heritage values set out in the Provincial Policy Statement.

Figure 1 depicts the CLOCA jurisdiction, its watersheds, and the lower tier municipalities within its
boundaries.
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Figurel: CLOCAurisdiction.

1.2 Monitoring Wildlife

Wildlife occupy virtually every niche and habitat type in the CLOCA jurisdiction: specgsare
specialized to one habitat type and others can thrive in almost any habitat, but the presence or absence
of any given spees can offer some insight into the overall health af ecosystem. This is the
importance of monitoring wildlife in the CLOCA jurisdiction.

Birds and amphibians are the most commonly monitored wildlife because they attract mates using
songs, and consequéyn can be readily counted and identified. Furthermore, both of these wildlife
groups contain some individuals that are more sensitive to habitat change or degradatidrothers

that are more tolerant. The identification of certain species in a moimgplocation, therefore, can be
used to assess the overall quality of that habitat.

Knowing where high quality habitats exist in a watershed is important not only for assessing the overall
health of each watershed, but also improving land management aidingudevelopment. Without this
knowledge, sensitive habitat and the wildlife that depend on them are at risk of being lost.
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2.0 BIRDMONITORING

2.1 Conservation Area Management

I Thli!'Qa [/ 2yaSNBFGA2y | NBF O0ANR Y2yAld2NFyie LINE 3N
development of Conservation Area and Watershed Management Plans so that current data can be
incorporated into these documents.

As Tablel outlines, Lynde ShoresBowmanvilleWestside Marshes, Heber Down, Long Sault, and the
EnniskillerConservation Areaseretargeted for bird monitoring in 208.

Tablel: BirdmonitoringS F¥F2 Nl a A GKAY /[ h/ ! Qad [/ 2yaSNBFiAz2y ! NB

CONSERVATIOMREA 2013 BIRDMONITORING(PROGRAN)

Audley Road Woods Valleylands No
BowmanvilleWestside Marshes Yes (MMP)

Cane Tract No

I N2PgQa tl aa No

Enniskillen Yes

Hampton Pond No

Heber Down Yes (FBMP)

Long Sault Yes (FBMP)

Lynde Shores Yes (MMPCranberry West Tract Special Projegt
Purple Woods No

Rahmani Tract No

Roges Tract Yes (Special Project)
{GSLKSyQa Ddz OK No

*MMP (Marsh Monitoring Program); FBMP (Forest Bird Monitoring Program);

The rationale for this monitoring schedule is as follows:

1 The Lynde Creeiknd Cranberry Marshes, part of Lynde Shores C.A., and the Bowmanville and
Westside Marshes, part of the Bowmanviliestside Marshes C.A., are coastal wetlands;
therefore, they are monitored annually as part of the Durham Coastal Wetland Monitoring
Project(DRCWMP).

1 Some terrestrial components of the Lynde Shores C.A, namely the lands west of Halls Rd
(Cranberry West Tract) were monitored specifically for Bobahir2013

1 Heber Down and Long Sault C.A.s are monitored annually as part of Environment Caaad
Forest Bird Monitoring Program (FBMP).

1 Rogers Tract is monitored annually as part of the management agreement for this property.

1 Enniskillen wamonitoredin 2013 as part of the outlinedatershedrotation.
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2.1.1 Durham Region Coastal Wetland Monitoririgroject
Wildlife data collected through DRCVI publishedoeriodically by Environment Canad®lease refer
to/ [ h/ ! Qa 6S0aAdS | yRwadsiedrypublicali@nsfetaing id this profectR I Q &

2.1.2 Forest Bird Monitoring Program

Every year, CLOCA participates in the Ontario Forest Bird Monitoring Program, which is run by
Environment Canadg/ I Y RALY 2 Af REAFS {SNBAOS 6/2{0d ¢ o2
Down and Long Sault, are included in the program, and have beaitared annually since 2005 (see
Fgures 2 and 3). Data collected at these sites is used by CWS to assess population trends and habitat
associations of forest interior breeding birds across the province.

2.1.2.1 Heber Down Conservation Area
What is Forest Interior?
The results of the 2013 forest bird surveys af

Heber Down (se€Table 2) are typical of wc2 NBai LeybésSadFaga RithirR & forest tha

previous surveys, which is good as it indicate displays particular habitat conditions.  These inclu
that forest func;ion is being maintained reduced nest predation and parasitism, and protection fro

) o the elements, e.g., wind and sun. As a general rule, foi
Forest birds make up the majority of the interior is the area of forest that is at Isa100 m from any
observations, as is expected in this habitat forest edge: this means that only forests of a certain s

and the presence of forest interior birds, such ~ @nd shape will provide such conditions.
as Oenbird, confirms that conditions within
the forest are functioning as forest interior

A decline in forest interior species could be ¢  Some birds will only inhabit a forest if forest interic
red flag for forest decline. conditions exist. As forest blocks are fragieehor made
smaller by development, forest interior is lost and tt

The presence of nesting species with '@:ies that occupy the interior are lost as well, resulting

Why is Forest Interior important?

specialized swamp habitat needs, such as "achicad Glasiustalyares e

Northern Watethrush, indicates that the

forest block, which is largely mixed swamp, is retainiagswampcharacteristics in some areasThe
habitat conditions at Station F for example (see photo below) are ideal for Northern Waterthrush, and
because the species hhsen recorded at this site for several years, it can be concluded that the swamp
habitat in this area has not degraded or convertedatdrier forest type. From this, it can lherther
concluded that no significant changes to the local hydrology haveriezt

The presence of species at risk does not tell us anything specific about the health of the forest in Heber
Down, but it is good to know that this forest is supporting such species by providing habitat for them.
Over time, these species may indiealeclines in habitat function at Heber Down if their abundances
drop; however,it should be noted thatsome species at risk are at risk because of factors @hat
outside ofhabitat loss, so changes in SAR abundance at Heber Down over time may bsulhefre
external influences that are not related to forest health. In 2013, Wood Thrush and Eastern Wood
pewee, both listed federally, were the only SAR identified.
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Station A

Photo of swamp habitat at Foresi
Bird Monitoring Station F (Heber

Down)

COSEWIC COSSARO

NHIC

American Goldfinch

Carduelis tristis

American Redstart*

Setophaga ruticilla

AmericanRobin

Turdus migratorius

Blackcapped Chickadee

Poecile atricapillus

Blackthroated Green Warbler*

Dendroica virens

Blue Jay

Cyanocitta cristata

Eastern Wooepewee

Contopus virens

Northern Cardinal

Cardinalis cardinalis

Redeyed Vireo

Vireo olivaceus

Veery Catharus fuscescens
Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina
Station B

American Goldfinch

Carduelis tristis

American Robin

Turdus migratorius

Blackcapped Chickadee

Poecile atricapillus

Blue Jay

Cyanocitta cristata

Eastern Wooepewee

Contopus virens

Great Crested Flycatcher

Myiarchus crinitus

Ovenbird*

Seiurus aurocapillus

Redeyed Vireo

Vireo olivaceus

Station C

American Goldfinch

Cardueligristis

American Robin

Turdus migratorius

Blackcapped Chickadee

Poecile atricapillus
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Scientific Name

Common Name

COSEWIC COSSARO

NHIC

Blackthroated Green Warbler* Dendroica virens

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata
Brown Creeper* Certhia americana
Eastern Wooepewee Contopus virens S
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus
Northern Waterthrush* Seiurus noveboracensis
Ovenbird* Seiurus aurocapillus
Redeyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus

Scarlet Tanager* Piranga olivacea
Station D

American Robin Turdus migratorius
Blackcapped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus
Blackthroated Green Warbler* Dendroica virens

Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus
NorthernWaterthrush* Seiurus noveboracensis
Ovenbird* Seiurus aurocapillus
Pileated Woodpecker* Dryocopus pileatus
Redeyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus

Veery Catharus fuscescens
Station E

American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis
American Robin Turdus migratorius
Blackcapped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus
Blackthroated Green Warbler* Dendroica virens

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata
Brown Creeper* Certhia americana
Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula
Eastern Wooepewee Contopus virens S
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus
Ovenbird* Seiurus aurocapillus
Redeyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus

Station F

American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis
American Woodcock Scolopax minor
Blackcapped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum
Eastern Wooepewee Contopus virens S
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus
Northern Waterthrush* Seiurus noveboracensis
Redeyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus

Veery Catharus fuscescens
Winter Wren* Troglodytes troglodytes
Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina T

*Species that are Area Sensitive/Forest Interior; Species in bold are consittetzableBreeders
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Figure2: Forest Bird Monitoring Program point count locations at Heber Down C.A.
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