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1.0  Introduction 
 

In 2012 the Toronto Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) was contracted by the City of Vaughan 

to conduct flora and fauna inventories of the natural cover associated with the proposed 

southward extension of the William Granger Greenway trail from Boyd Conservation Area  to Pine 

Grove Road (Maps 1 and 2). The proposed trail alignment is on property that is owned by the 

TRCA and as such, requires the terrestrial biological inventories to be completed by staff 

biologists. However, the results of the inventory meet the objectives of both agencies. The 

inventory will aid the City of Vaughan in designing a trail that best protects sensitive features or 

mitigate any impacts that may arise. In addition, the resulting species lists and maps will be used 

by the TRCA in any future management of the area, and in any future review of the trail design.  

 

Different sections of the William Granger Greenway - Pine Grove to Boyd study area (abbreviated 

to “Granger Greenway Study Area” in this report) have been surveyed in the past decade: the 

section north of Langstaff Road was inventoried in 2005 as part of the TRCA’s ongoing regional 

program, informing management practices on TRCA properties. The more extensive section to the 

south of Langstaff Road was surveyed in 2012 to help the City of Vaughan.  

 

At the larger scale, the purpose of the work conducted by the TRCA during the 2012 field season 

was to characterize the terrestrial natural heritage features of the Granger Greenway Study Area. 

Once characterized, the site features can then be understood within the larger East Humber and 

regional contexts of the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program, enabling a better understanding of 

biodiversity across the jurisdiction, thereby helping to improve the Terrestrial Natural Heritage 

System Strategy (TNHSS) targets. The question that the inventory addresses is “How does the 

area surveyed at Granger Greenway Study Area fit within the regional and watershed natural 

system, and how should its contribution to this system be protected and maximized?” The 

important underlying message offered by this question is that the health of the natural system is 

measured at the regional scale and specific sites must be considered together for their benefits at 

all scales, from the site to the larger system. 

 

 

1.1 TRCA’s Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program 

Rapid urban expansion in the TRCA jurisdiction has led to continuous and incremental loss of 

natural cover and species. In a landscape that probably supported 95% forest cover prior to 

European settlement, current mapping shows that only 17% forest and wetland cover remains. 

Agricultural and natural lands are increasingly being urbanized while species continue to 

disappear from a landscape that is less able to support them. This represents a substantial loss of 

ecological integrity and ecosystem function that will be exacerbated in the future according to 

current urbanization trends. With the loss of natural cover, diminishing proportions of various 

natural vegetation communities and reduced populations of native species remain. Unforeseen 

stresses are then exerted on the remaining flora and fauna in the natural heritage system. They 
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become even rarer and may eventually be lost. This trend lowers the ability of the land to support 

biodiversity and to maintain or enhance human society (e.g. through increased pollution and 

decreased space for recreation). The important issue is the cumulative loss of natural cover in 

the TRCA region that has resulted from innumerable site-specific decisions. 

 

In the late 1990s the TRCA initiated the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program to address the loss of 

terrestrial biodiversity within the jurisdiction’s nine watersheds. This work is based on two 

landscape-level indicators: the quality distribution of natural cover and the quantity of natural 

cover. The aim of the program is to create a conservation strategy that both protects elements of 

the natural system (vegetation communities, flora and fauna species) before they become rare 

and promotes greater ecological function of the natural system as a whole. This preventive 

approach is needed because by the time a community or species has become rare, irreversible 

damage has often already occurred. A healthy natural system capable of supporting regional 

biodiversity in the long term is the goal of the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Systems Strategy by 

setting targets – both short- and long-term (100 years) – for the two landscape indicators in order 

to provide direction in planning at all scales (TRCA 2007a, TRCA 2007b).  

 

A target system that identifies a land base where natural cover should be restored is a key 

component of the Strategy. Although the objectives of the Strategy are based on making positive 

changes at all scales, the evaluation models were developed at the landscape scale using a 

combination of digital land cover mapping and field-collected data. Field-collected data also 

provides ground-level information in the application of the landscape models at the site scale. The 

two indicators and the targets that have been set for them are explained in Section 3.1. It is 

important to understand that habitat quality and distribution are interdependent. For example, 

neither well-distributed poor-quality natural cover nor poorly-distributed good-quality natural cover 

achieves the desired condition of sustainable biodiversity and social benefits across the 

watershed. 

 

The riparian habitat at the Granger Greenway Study Area acts as an important link between the 

extensive natural cover in the Boyd-Kortright complex to the north, and the natural corridor of the 

Humber River flowing south to the Lake Ontario shoreline. The persistence of natural cover at sites 

such as this is extremely important in maintaining effective migration and dispersal routes across  

the rapidly expanding urban landscape. 

 

2.0 Study Area Description 
 

As shown in Maps 1 and 2, the Study Area is located on property owned by the TRCA in the 

central reaches of the Humber River watershed, north from Pine Grove Road to Langstaff Road, 

and then extending north of Langstaff Road to include a small parcel of land (4 ha) within the first 

meander of the East Humber River. The eastern and western edges are indicated by the urban 

development either side of the riparian corridor, east of Islington Avenue and west of Pine Valley 

Drive. The site is situated within the Municipality of Vaughan, York Region and covers a total of 
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about 20 ha. It lies entirely within the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence floristic region which is 

composed of mixed coniferous-deciduous forest. At the coarse physiographic level, the site is 

situated on the Peel Plain physiographic zone. Surface geology of the site is split between river 

deposits of mainly gravel and sand in the western half, and glacial till deposits of sandy silt and 

sand in the eastern half. 

 

The site is dominated by riparian habitat associated with the East Humber River flowing north to 

south from the Oak Ridges Moraine to Lake Ontario. The Granger Greenway Study Area is 

essentially the point along the Humber River where it first enters extensive urban landscape, urban 

development constricting the natural cover to just a narrow corridor of riparian habitat. A City of 

Vaughan works yard abuts the eastern border of the north section of the study area, but otherwise 

the land to the north of Langstaff Road consists of natural cover and manicured land associated 

with Boyd Conservation Area.  

 

 

3.0  Inventory Methodology 
 

A biological inventory of the Granger Greenway Study Area was conducted at the levels of habitat 

patch (landscape analysis), vegetation community, and species (flora and fauna) according to the 

TRCA methodologies for landscape evaluation (TRCA 2007c) and field data collection (TRCA 

2007d). Habitat patch mapping was taken from the regional 2007/08 mapping of broadly-defined 

patch categories (forest, wetland, meadow and coastal) and digitized using ArcView GIS software. 

 

A key component of the field data collection is the scoring and ranking of vegetation communities 

and flora and fauna species to generate local “L” ranks (L1 to L5); this process was undertaken in 

1996-2000 and ranks are reviewed regularly (TRCA 2010). Vegetation community scores and 

ranks are based on two criteria: local occurrence and the number of geophysical requirements or 

factors on which they depend. Flora species are scored using four criteria: local occurrence, 

population trend, habitat dependence, and sensitivity to impacts associated with development. 

Fauna species are scored based on seven criteria: local occurrence, local population trend, 

continent-wide population trend, habitat dependence, sensitivity to development, area-sensitivity, 

and patch isolation sensitivity. With the use of this ranking system, communities or species of 

regional concern, ranked L1 to L3, now replace the idea of rare communities or species. Rarity 

(local occurrence) is still considered as one of many criteria that make up the L-ranks, making it 

possible to recognize communities or species of regional concern before they have become rare.  

 

In addition to the L1 to L3 ranked species, a large number of currently common or secure species 

at the regional level are considered of concern in the urban context. These are the species 

identified with an L-rank of L4. Although L4 species are widespread and frequently occur in 

relatively intact urban sites, they are vulnerable to long-term declines. 
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3.1  Landscape Analysis 

The quality, distribution and quantity of natural cover in a region are important determinants of the 

species distribution, vegetation community health and the provision of “ecosystem services” (e.g. 

air and water quality, recreation, aesthetics) in that region. 

 

Base Mapping 

 

The first step in evaluating a natural system or an individual habitat patch is to interpret and map 

land cover using aerial photographs. The basic unit for the evaluation at all scales is the habitat 

patch in the region, which are then combined and evaluated as a system at any scale. A habitat 

patch is a continuous piece of habitat, as determined from aerial photo interpretation. The TRCA 

maps habitat according to four broad categories: forest, wetland, meadow, and coastal (beach, 

dune, or bluff). At the regional level, the TRCA jurisdiction is made up of thousands of habitat 

patches. This mapping of habitat patches in broad categories is conducted through remote–

sensing and is used in the evaluation of quality, distribution and quantity of natural cover. It should 

not be confused with the more detailed mapping of vegetation communities obtained through field 

surveys and that is used to ground-truth the evaluation (see Section 3.2). 

 

Quality Distribution of Natural Cover 

 

The quality of each habitat patch is evaluated according to three criteria: size (the number of ha 

occupied by the patch), shape (edge-to-area ratio), and matrix influence (measure of the positive 

and negative impacts from surrounding land use) (TRCA 2007c). A total score for each patch is 

obtained through a weighted average of the scores for the three criteria. This total score is used 

as a measure of the ‘quality’ of a habitat patch and is translated into a local rank (L-rank) ranging 

from L1 to L5 based on the range of possible total scores from 3 to 15 points. Of these L-ranks, L1 

represents the highest quality habitat and L5 the poorest. 

 

Species presence or absence correlates to habitat patch quality (size, shape and matrix influence) 

(Kilgour 2003). The quality target is based on attaining a quality of habitat patch throughout the 

natural system that would support in the very long term a broad range of biodiversity, specifically 

a quality that would support the region’s fauna Species of Conservation Concern (Table 1). 

 

Table 1:  Habitat patch quality, rank and species response 

 

Size, Shape and Matrix Influence Patch Rank Fauna Species of Conservation Concern 

Excellent L1 Generally found 

Good L2 Generally found 

Fair L3 Generally found 

Poor L4 Generally not found 

Very Poor L5 Generally not found 
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In addition to the three criteria that make up the total habitat patch score, another important 

measure to consider in assessing habitat patch quality is forest interior, i.e. the amount of forest 

habitat that is greater than 100 m from the edge of the forest patch, using 100 m increments. A 

recognized distance for deep interior conditions occurs at 400 m from the patch edge. Such 

conditions are a habitat requirement for several sensitive fauna species. 

 

Quantity 

 

The amount of natural cover needed in the landscape is based on the quantity required to 

accommodate and achieve the quality distribution targets described above. The two targets are 

therefore linked to each other: it will be impossible to achieve the required distribution of natural 

heritage quality without the appropriate quantity of natural cover. The proportion of the region that 

needs to be maintained as natural cover in order to achieve the desired quality has been identified 

as 30%. 

 

3.2  Vegetation Communities, Flora and Fauna Species   

Vegetation community and flora and fauna species data were collected through field surveys. 

These surveys were done during the appropriate times of year to capture breeding status in the 

case of amphibians and birds, and during the optimal growing period of the various plant species 

and communities. Vegetation communities and flora species were surveyed concurrently.  

 

Botanical field-work was mostly conducted in the spring and early summer of 2012 (Table 2). The 

additional 4 ha area on the north side of Langstaff Road was done in 2005; this 2005 data fits 

within the 15-year threshold of usable data regarded as reasonably current for vegetation 

communities and flora. 

 

Vegetation community designations were based on the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and 

determined to the level of vegetation type (Lee et al. 1998). Community boundaries were outlined 

onto printouts of 2007 digital ortho-rectified photographs (ortho-photos) to a scale of 1:2000 and 

then digitized in ArcView. Flora regional species of concern (species ranked L1 to L3) were 

mapped as point data with approximate number of individuals seen. A list of all other species 

observed was documented for the site. 

 

The most complete fauna survey of the site was conducted by the TRCA in March, May and June 

of 2012. The spring surveys searched primarily for frog species of regional concern but recorded 

incidentally the presence of any early-spring nocturnal bird species (owls and American 

woodcocks). Surveys in June were concerned primarily with the mapping of breeding bird species 

of regional concern. As per the TRCA data collection protocol, breeding bird surveys were carried 

out by visiting all parts of the site at least twice during the breeding season (last week of May to 

mid-July) to determine the breeding status of each mapped point. The methodology for identifying 

confirmed and possible breeding birds follows Cadman et al. (2007). All initial visits were 

completed by the end of the third week of June. The field-season is to be organized so that by late 
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June only repeat visits are being conducted. It is imperative that any visit made in the first half of 

June is subsequently validated by a second visit later in the season. Fauna regional and urban 

species of concern (species ranked L1 to L4) were mapped as point data with each point 

representing a possible breeding territory.  

 

In addition to the 2012 data, the 2005 inventory of Boyd Conservation Area mapped several fauna 

points within the current Granger Greenway Study Area, i.e. those few points to the north of 

Langstaff Road. Note that the fauna data management protocol imposes a ten-year threshold on 

use of historical data, and therefore the results of the 2005 fauna surveys are included in the 

species list prepared for this report. 

 

Table 2. Schedule of TRCA biological surveys at Granger Greenway Study Area 

 

Survey Item Survey Dates Survey Effort (hours) 

Patch / Landscape 2007/08: ortho-photos 21 hours 

Vegetation Communities 

and Flora Species 

2005: June 1st, 6th; Aug 26th, 30th. 

2012: Apr 30th, May 16th, 23rd, 31st; June 

8th, 15th. 

42 hours (2005, 2012) 

Frogs and Nocturnal 

Spring Birds 
2012: March 22nd 0.75 hours (2012) 

Breeding Songbirds 
2005: June 14th, July 6th 

2012: May 31st, June 4th and 25th 
5.25 hours (2012) 

 
4.0  Results and Discussion 
 

Information pertaining to the Granger Greenway Study Area was collected through both remote-

sensing and ground-truthing surveys. This information contains three levels of detail: habitat 

patch, vegetation community, and species (flora and fauna). This section provides the information 

collected and its analysis in the context of the TNHS Strategy. 

 

4.1  Regional Context 

Based on 2007/08 ortho-photography, 25% of the land area in the TRCA jurisdiction consists of 

natural cover but this figure includes meadow and old field. Although historically, the region would 

have consisted of up to 95% forest cover, currently (i.e. 2007/08) only about 17% is covered by 

forest and wetland. Of the non-natural cover (i.e. the remaining 75%), 48% is urban and 27% is 

rural / agricultural. 

 

The regional level analysis of habitat patches shows that the present average patch quality across 

the TRCA jurisdiction is “fair” (L3); forest and wetland cover is contained largely in the northern 

half of the TRCA jurisdiction, especially on the Oak Ridges Moraine; and the quantity is 16.7% of 

the surface area of the jurisdiction (Map 3). In addition, meadow cover stands at 8.1% of the 
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region. Thus the existing natural system stands below the quantity target that has been set for the 

region (30%) and also has an unbalanced distribution. The distribution of fauna species of 

concern is also largely restricted to the northern part of the jurisdiction; fauna species of regional 

concern are generally absent from the urban matrix (Map 4). The regional picture, being the result 

of a long history of land use changes, confirms that all site-based decisions contribute to the 

condition of a region. The Granger Greenway Study Area occupies a pivotal place in the regional 

natural system along the East Humber River just where it enters the denser urban zone, where the 

corridor of natural area along the Humber Valley becomes highly constricted by urban 

development. 

 

4.2  Habitat Patch Findings for Granger Greenway Study Area 

The following details the site according to the two natural system indicators used in designing the 

Terrestrial Natural Heritage System Strategy: the quality distribution and quantity of natural cover. 

Analysis was based on 2007/08 ortho-photos. 

 

4.2.1  Quantity of Natural Cover  

The area of the Humber watershed is approximately 91,077 ha containing 32.0% natural cover 

(2007/08), including 15,803 ha as forest (17.4%), 8,169 ha as meadow (9.0%) and 2078 ha as 

wetland (2.3%). The Granger Greenway Study Area contains 0.07% of the total natural cover in the 

Humber watershed. This proportion may seem small, but the study area has a high strategic 

importance in the natural system maintaining a natural link between the rural area to the north and 

the highly urbanized area to the south; furthermore, the Humber watershed is the largest in the 

TRCA jurisdiction. 

 

The Granger Greenway Study Area has 20.0 ha of natural cover (Table 3; Appendix 1). The natural 

cover includes 10.1 ha of forest, 6.7 ha of successional, 1.3 ha aquatic (unvegetated riverine along 

the East Humber River), 1.0 ha of meadow and just 0.04 ha of wetland. The site also includes 0.8 

ha of “dynamic” communities: open or semi-open habitat maintained by unique conditions such 

as riparian or wind erosion (in this case sand barren and riparian bar and bluff). 

  

4.2.2.  Quality Distribution of Natural Cover 

The results for quality distribution are reported below under the headings of habitat patch size and 

shape, matrix influence and total score. 

 

Habitat Patch Size and Shape 

 

The study area is almost entirely riparian forest, the bulk of which is situated to the south of 

Langstaff Road where it is bound to east and west by extensive residential development. The 

small extension of the site to the north of Langstaff Road has an area of open habitat (meadow) on 

its southern edge but otherwise consists of forest habitat connected to the much larger forest of 

Boyd Conservation Area. The forest patches on the site both score “fair” for patch size (Map 5). 
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The small meadow patches at the edge of the forest patches add up to a total area of just 1.0 ha. 

The larger southern forest and patch is scored “fair” for patch shape, while the northern patch 

scores “poor” since it is part of the larger, more irregularly shaped Boyd forest block. 

 

Habitat Patch Matrix Influence 

 

Analysis based on the 2007/08 ortho-photos shows that the matrix influence score for habitat in 

the study area is split between “very poor” to the south of Langstaff Road, and “poor” for the small 

extension to the north (Maps 7 and 8). These scores are as expected given the urban setting.  

 

The TRCA measures matrix influence at the landscape level by assigning set values; positive, 

neutral and negative, to the type of landscape use occurring within 2 km of the subject site. It is 

important, however, to also understand and consider the matrix influence that occurs at the site 

and patch level. Such influences include those transferred to an otherwise remote natural habitat 

patch from a distant urban or suburban development, for example via a trail system. 

 

Habitat Patch Total Score 

 

The combination of “poor/very poor” matrix influence on the site, and the mix of “fair” habitat 

patch size with “fair/poor” patch shape, results in an overall “poor” or L4 habitat patch quality 

(Map 9). Landscape scores are intended to be applied at the broader landscape level and 

therefore caution needs to be exercised when referring to such measures at the more refined site 

level. However, in this particular case, it appears that the landscape scores are in keeping with the 

ground-truthed fauna representation, with very few L3 species reported. Considerably more L3 

flora points were mapped but this is typical in an urban setting where sensitive flora populations 

persist longer than sensitive fauna populations – plant populations do not have the opportunity to 

vacate a deteriorating habitat in the same way that many fauna species do (for the same reason, 

less mobile taxa such as herpetofauna lag behind highly mobile birds in the exodus of sensitive 

fauna that occurs as urbanization encroaches). 

 

4.3  Vegetation Community Findings for Granger Greenway Study Area 

4.3.1 Vegetation Community Representation 

The Granger Greenway Study Area has a relatively high proportion of forest communities due to 

its steep valley topography (Table 3). The presence of the East Humber River and past and 

present land use disturbances also results in a number of dynamic and successional 

communities. A total of 31 different ELC vegetation community types were described for the site 

(Map 10; listed in Appendix 1). There are 15 forest communities (including 4 present as inclusions 

within larger polygons), 4 successional communities, 1 wetland, 1 unvegetated aquatic (the river), 

3 meadows, and 7 dynamic communities (beach/bar, bluff, barren). One forest, three plantations, 

and one barren were recorded solely as complexes and/or inclusions within other communities. 

Communities range in age and origin from native mature deciduous and mixed forests down to 
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recently-abandoned barren areas, probably released from disturbance as recently as 2005-2010. 

In between these extremes are mid-aged riparian dynamic and disturbed forest communities. 

 

Table 3. Summary of Vegetation Communities, Granger Greenway Study Area 

 

Class Number of Types Area (hectares) 

Forest 15 10.1 

Successional 4 6.7 

Meadow 3 1.0 

Wetland 1 0.04 

Aquatic 1 1.3 

Dynamic (beach,bluff, barren) 7 0.8 

Total 31 20.0 

 

The site has 10.1 ha of forest, just over half of the whole study area. A slight majority of the forest 

(5.8 ha) is composed of various types of native forest, mostly on slopes and terraces slightly 

elevated above the current flood plain. The remaining 4.3 ha consists of a single disturbed 

floodplain type: Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest (FOD7-a). Deciduous 

forest covers 6.8 ha; while there are 3.3 ha of mixed forest and 1.0 ha of coniferous forest. The 

steep ravine slopes extending down the east side of the valley from Langstaff Road include Dry-

Fresh White Pine – Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FOM2-2), Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous 

Forest (FOD5-1), Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple – Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FOD6-5), and Fresh-

Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOC4-1). North of Langstaff, on the west slope of the valley, 

are found Fresh-Moist Hemlock Coniferous Forest (FOC3-1) and Dry-Fresh Oak – Hardwood 

Deciduous Forest (FOD2-4); the former on a northeast aspect, the latter on a southerly aspect. 

 

Fresh-Moist Basswood Deciduous Forest (FOD7-F) occurs on a floodplain terrace in the study 

area north of Langstaff Road, while similar terraces south of Langstaff have examples of Fresh-

Moist Hemlock – Hardwood Mixed Forest (FOM6-2) and Dry-Fresh White Cedar – Hardwood 

Mixed Forest (FOM4-A). Finally, extensive areas of Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland 

Deciduous Forest (FOD7-a) cover parts of the floodplain in the main part of the study area south 

of Langstaff Road. While the other forest types are predominantly native, invasive species such as 

dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis) and garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata) dominate the ground 

layer of the Manitoba maple (Acer negundo) forest. Plantation is represented only by small 

inclusions within disturbed and successional areas and does not represent a significant feature at 

the Granger Greenway Study Area. 

 

Successional semi-wooded communities cover 6.7 ha (about 34% of the natural cover). Most of 

this is Native Deciduous Successional Woodland (CUW1-A3), located on the floodplain and lower 

slopes. The semi-open character is maintained by tree regeneration on the one hand; and 

occasional tree-removing flood events, Dutch elm disease, and possibly other tree pathogens on 

the other. Although the tree cover has some preponderance of native species, invasive species 

such as European buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), and shrub 
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honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.) are prominent members of the shrub and sapling layers. In general, 

there is a very thick cover of these shrubs as well as the native vines riverbank wild grape (Vitis 

riparia), thicket creeper (Parthenocissus inserta) and virgin’s bower (Clematis virginiana). There is 

also an area of Exotic Successional Savannah (CUS1-b) on the north side of Pine Grove Avenue. 

 

Open meadow covers just 1.0 ha; most of this is Native Forb Meadow (CUM1-A) with a high 

proportion of tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima) and aster (Symphyotrichum spp.) It occurs in 

small areas near the verge of Langstaff Road and on one section of floodplain. 

 

Wetlands are virtually absent. There is one Unvegetated Vernal Pool (MAS2-H) found in the 

floodplain forest on the east side of the river)). Some wetland plants such as bulrush (Scirpus 

spp.) occur along the riverbank, mixed with non-wetland species to varying degrees. 

 

On the other hand, the East Humber River is associated with several dynamic-type vegetation 

communities at the Granger Greenway Study Area. These include Reed Canary Grass Riparian 

Bar (BBO1-3), Mineral Treed Riparian Bar (BBT1-B), Mineral Open Bluff (BLO1), White Cedar 

Treed Bluff (BLT1-A), and Deciduous Treed Bluff (BLT1-B). Of particular interest is the small patch 

of Treed Sand Barren (SBT1) located on a knoll at the top of slope on the east side of the river a 

short distance south of Langstaff Road. Anthropogenic Sand/Gravel Barren (SBO2) occurs as a 

couple of inclusions. Dynamic communities comprise 0.8 ha in total of the Granger Greenway 

Study Area. 

 

Disturbance to the vegetation communities is mostly from two sources: invasive species and the 

proximity of roads and yards which lead to dumping and erosion observed on many of the steep 

slopes. Dieback of conifers was noted, possibly due to a combination of edge effects (urban 

matrix influence changes to hydrology and exposure), climate change, and simple senescence of 

over-mature trees that get replaced by fast-growing opportunistic deciduous species. Exotic 

species are most prominent in the floodplain (i.e. the Manitoba maple forests and the 

successional semi-treed communities). The more mature mixed and coniferous forests are 

relatively free of exotics. The role of particular invasive exotic species at the Granger Greenway is 

discussed below (Section 4.4.2). Trail use is currently almost non-existent, although there is 

evidence of past incursions, including the traces of a mill pond and raceway dating back to the 

19th century. 

 

4.3.2 Vegetation Communities of Concern 

The vegetation communities that occur in the TRCA jurisdiction are scored and given a local rank 

from L1 to L5 based on the two criteria mentioned in Section 3.2. Vegetation communities with a 

rank of L1 to L3 are considered of concern across the entire jurisdiction while L4 communities are 

considered of concern in the urban portion of the jurisdiction. The Granger Greenway Study Area 

lies within the urban landscape and so L4 communities are considered along with L1 to L3 

communities as being of conservation concern. In addition, community ranks do not take into 

account the intactness or quality of individual examples of communities; thus, a common type of 

vegetation community may be of conservation concern at a particular site because of its age, 
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intact native ground layer, or other considerations aside from rank. For example, an old-growth 

sugar maple forest may belong to a relatively common and adaptable vegetation type but should 

still be considered of high conservation concern.  

 

There are seven vegetation communities at the Granger Greenway Study Area with a rank of L1 to 

L3 plus an additional eleven that are ranked L4 (communities are listed with ranks in Appendix 1; 

location and boundaries shown on Map 10). The communities of conservation concern (L1 to L4) 

occupy 6.5 ha, 32% of the total natural cover. 

 

Most of the forest types are L4 communities. The ground layer in the forest communities on the 

terraces (i.e. Dry-Fresh White Cedar – Hardwood Mixed Forest [FOM4-A], Fresh-Moist Hemlock – 

Hardwood Mixed Forest [FOM6-2], and Fresh-Moist Basswood Lowland Deciduous Forest (FOD7-

F] includes a good representation of sedges, ferns, and spring ephemerals. The Fresh-Moist 

Hemlock – Hardwood Mixed Forest (FOM6-2) has a rank of L3. Ground vegetation is less dense 

on the steep slopes, but a wide range of sedges is still present. 

 

The Unvegetated Vernal Pool (MAS2-H) has a rank of L2. Unfortunately, this feature is isolated 

within the site and does not support the amphibian populations (or associated swamp plants) that 

can be found in the wetlands of the Boyd Conservation Area and Kortright area to the north. 

 

Five of the seven communities that have a rank of L2 or L3 are in the Dynamic category. The 

Treed Sand Barren (SBT1) (rank L2) on the knoll near Langstaff Road is of particular interest, 

supporting several flora species of conservation concern. The White Cedar Treed Bluff (BLT1-A) 

near Pine Grove Road also has a rank of L2. The Treed Riparian Bar (BBT1-B), Reed Canary 

Grass Open Bar (BBO1-3), and Deciduous Treed Bluff (BLT1-B) are ranked L3; the stream bank 

communities have a wide array of species (see section 4.4.2). There is also a White Pine 

Successional Woodland (CUS1-A2) (rank L4) consisting of an area of mature forest white pine 

(Pinus strobus) with understorey removed, but recently released from manicuring. Inclusions of 

Anthropogenic Sand/Gravel Barren (SBO2) (rank L4) occur in disturbed areas near Pine Grove 

Road west of the river and on a lot off the south side of Langstaff Road. 

 

 

4.4  Flora Findings for Granger Greenway Study Area 

4.4.1 Flora Species Representation 

Floristic surveys conducted by TRCA in 2005 and 2012 identified a total of 364 species of vascular 

plants (Table 4; Appendix 2). These included 350 naturally-occurring species and 14 planted 

species. Many of the planted species are associated with the edges of properties backing onto the 

site as well as a couple of old homesteads in the flood plain that no longer exist. Three of the 

planted species show some signs of reproducing and so could be considered adventive, i.e. 

escaped from cultivation although not necessarily established. Of the non-planted species, 195 

are native (56%). Biodiversity of this site is moderately high given the study area size, and reflects 
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the presence of mature forest and riparian communities, as well as the sand barren. Each of these 

has own suite of species. 

 

Table 4. Summary of Flora Species, Granger Greenway Study Area 

 

Total # of species 364 

Naturally-occurring species 350 

Planted species 14 

Native (naturally-occurring) species 195 

Number of L1 - L3 species 18 

Number of L4 species 66 

Exotic species (established) 155 

 

 

4.4.2 Flora Species of Concern 

There are 84 vascular plant species of regional and urban conservation concern (rank L1 to L4) at 

the Granger Greenway Study Area; of these, 17 are ranked L3 and one is L2. Appendix 2 lists 

plant species by ranks and locations are shown on Map 11. The ranks are based on sensitivity to 

human disturbance associated with development; and habitat dependence, as well as on rarity 

(TRCA 2010). In most cases, the species are not currently rare but are at risk of long-term decline 

due to the other criteria. 

 

Seven of these L1 to L4 plants are regionally rare (found in six or fewer of the forty-four 10x10 km 

UTM grid squares that cover the TRCA jurisdiction. However, four of these score as rare only 

because they have only recently been tracked as separate subspecies with their own scores. 

Hence, there are so far few records in the jurisdiction even though they probably aren’t actually 

rare. 

 

Three species are actually regionally rare: narrow-leaved panic grass (Dichanthelium linearifolium) 

which is also the sole L2 species at the site; glabrate fireberry hawthorn (Crataegus chrysocarpa 

var. phoenica), and prickly-ash (Zanthoxylum americanum). The prickly-ash population is one of 

the most extensive in the TRCA jurisdiction, covering a portion of a floodplain terrace on the east 

bank of the river about half-way between Langstaff Road and Pine Valley Road. Most of the TRCA 

records for this species are in Vaughan. 

 

Most (80) of the flora species of concern at the Granger Greenway Study Area are sensitive to 

development, being vulnerable to at least one kind of disturbance that is associated with land use 

changes (see Map 7 for sensitivity to development scores). Some of these are vulnerable to 

hydrological changes. Ferns such as oak fern (Gymnocarpium dryopteris) and bulblet fern 

(Cystopteris bulbifera) require cool, moist, sheltered conditions, often with groundwater close to 

the surface. Increasing warmth and dryness will cause these species to decline. The same is true 

of hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), one of the keystone species of the mixed and coniferous forest 



 

G r a n g e r  G r e e n w a y :  P i n e  G r o v e  t o  B o y d  

November  2012  

 

13  

communities at the study area; in fact, dieback was observed on some of the hemlocks during the 

2012 field work. 

 

Hydrological and nutrient disturbances can also encourage invasive species that displace some of 

the smaller and more sensitive forest species. Garlic mustard and dame’s rocket now dominate 

the herb layers of much of the floodplain forest at the expense of what would naturally be there. 

Invasive plants at this site affect such less-competitive species as wood anemone (Anemone 

quinquefolia), wild columbine (Aquilegia canadensis), black-fruited mountain-rice (Piptatherum 

racemosum), and maple-leaved viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium). 

 

Increased human traffic into a natural area results in disturbance caused by trampling and also 

facilitates incursion of invasive species that compete with the existing native flora. There is 

currently very little trampling at the site; however, the extension of the Granger Greenway Trail will 

bring traffic. The forest here includes sensitive species such as the wood anemone, oak fern 

(Gymnocarpium dryopteris) and other ferns; foamflower (Tiarella cordifolia), and Solomon’s seal 

(Polygonatum pubescens). 

 

Some species may be deliberately removed if they are seen: Michigan lily (Lilium michiganense) 

and to some extent several of the fern species are prized for gardens. Wild collection for edible 

fiddleheads could also have a detrimental effect on the currently-L5 species ostrich fern (Matteucia 

struthiopteris). 

 

Habitat fragmentation can lead to increased populations of herbivores such as white-tailed deer 

(Odocoileus virginianus); deer have had significant impacts in parts of the TRCA jurisdiction such 

as Rouge Park. Evidence of deer browse was ubiquitous at the Granger Greenway Study Area, 

but seems not yet to have attained severe levels. 

 

In addition to being sensitive to land use impacts, most (71) of the species of concern can be 

considered habitat specialists, scoring relatively high in habitat dependence. Habitat dependence 

scores are shown on Map 12. Roughly, they are found in seven or fewer vegetation cohorts 

(groupings of vegetation types with similar floristic characteristics) (TRCA 2010). They will not 

readily recover when these habitats are lost or altered. The Granger Greenway Study Area has 

habitat specialists corresponding to its forest, riparian, and dynamic barren or successional 

habitats. 

 

Forest species are particularly well-represented, especially those of mixed and deciduous forests. 

The site has 11 forest sedge species. Notable among them are spreading wood sedge (Carex 

laxiculmis var. laxiculmis), broad-leaved sedge (C. platyphylla), and Peck’s sedge (C. peckii). 

Maidenhair fern (Adiantum pedatum) and black-fruited mountain-rice are other species of intact 

forests that occur on the terrace communities. Also of interest is the southern species running 

strawberry-bush (Euonymus obovatus) and the northern species starflower (Trientalis borealis). 

The former is found at the base of the slope in the section of the site south of Langstaff Road, 

while the latter occurs north of Langstaff in hemlock forest. 
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While there are no real wetlands at the Granger Greenway Study Area, there are some wetland 

and riparian species associated with the banks of the East Humber River. These include barber-

pole bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus), soft rush (Juncus effusus), and black willow (Salix nigra). The 

black willow was found in 2005 north of Langstaff Road. Two species of grass: eared brome 

(Bromus latiglumis) and riverbank wild rye (Elymus riparius) are specific to riparian forest and 

woodland habitats. 

 

The Treed Sand Barren on the knoll just south of Langstaff Road has several habitat specialists 

associated with it, notably the narrow-leaved panic grass, the only L2 species found on site; and 

also red-seeded sedge (Carex tonsa var. rugosperma). Glabrate fireberry hawthorn, and smooth 

wild rose (Rosa blanda) occur in openings above bluffs and along the sunny edges of the forest 

patches. 

 

Invasive Species 

 

Invasive species are most prevalent in the Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest (FOD7-a) 

and the successional semi-treed communities on the floodplain. Garlic mustard and dame’s 

rocket are particularly abundant in these places, and where runoff and other disturbance from 

yards at the top of the valley slope have entered the site. Dog-strangling vine (Cynanchum 

rossicum) is local and scattered; there is a large population south of the current study area (i.e. 

south of Pine Grove Road) that was identified in the 2012 vegetation survey. This species is 

particularly problematic in the TRCA jurisdiction and other parts of the Lower Great Lakes (TRCA 

2008). Goutweed (Aegopodiuim podagraria) similarly has large populations south of Pine Grove 

Road. However, exact locations were not mapped. Garlic mustard and dog-strangling vine are 

currently the subject of research on biological control (Bouchier and Smith 2008). 

 

There are a number of abundant invasive shrubs. Buckthorn, multiflora rose, and various 

honeysuckles (Lonicera xylosteum, L. morrowi, L. tatarica, and their hybrid L. x bella) make up 

much of the understorey in the disturbed communities. Autumn-olive (Elaeagnus umbellata) is 

fairly abundant in the more areas near Pine Grove Road. Norway maple (Acer platanoides) is also 

appearing in some of the forest and woodland understorey. 

 

Finally, there are five localized patches of common reed (Phragmites australis ssp. australis), one 

on the east bank of the river immediately south of Langstaff Road and the other four to the north. 

These four patches to the north are in the path of construction of erosion control works at the 

Vaughan Works Yard and the trail alignment for Granger Greenway. 

 

The best approach to reducing the spread of invasive species at the Granger Greenway Study 

Area is to control sources of disturbance. Only a couple of the species at this site lend themselves 

well to removal efforts because they have local, identifiable populations (please refer to Section 

5.2 Recommendations for further details). 
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4.5  Fauna Species Findings for Granger Greenway Study Area 

4.5.1 Fauna Species Representation 

The TRCA fauna surveys at the Granger Greenway Study Area in 2012 documented a total of 26 

bird species, 7 mammals, and 2 herpetofauna species, bringing the total number of possible 

breeding vertebrate fauna species identified by the TRCA to 35. Three additional bird species 

(mourning warbler, Geothlypis philadelphia; rose-breasted grosbeak, Pheucticus ludovicianus; 

and indigo bunting, Passerina cyanea), can be added from the 2005 Boyd Conservation Area 

survey which mapped several points within the northern section of the current study area, giving 

an overall total of 38 species. This total is similar to those from several other study areas of equal 

size in the same urban-rural interface zone. For example, the 2011 inventory for the study area at 

Jefferson Sideroad and Yonge Street documented 42 fauna species. Refer to Appendix 3 for a list 

of the fauna species and their corresponding L-ranks. 

 

4.5.2 Fauna Species of Concern 

Fauna species, like vegetation communities and flora species are considered of regional 

conservation concern if they rank L1 to L3 based on their scores for the seven criteria mentioned 

in Section 3.2. Since the subject site is situated within the urban zone this report also considers 

those species ranked as L4, i.e. those species that are of concern in urban landscapes. As with 

flora, this is a proactive, preventive approach, identifying where conservation efforts need to be 

made before a species becomes rare. 

 

Fauna surveys at the Granger Greenway Study Area in 2012 reported nine bird species of regional 

and urban concern (L1 to L4), including two L3 bird species: pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus 

pileatus) and pine warbler (Setophaga pinus). In addition, there were two herpetofauna and four 

mammal species of urban concern (L4). A further one L3 and two L4 ranked bird species can be 

added from the inventory conducted at the north end of the area in 2005, bringing the total to 18 

fauna species of regional and urban concern (Table 5). Locations of these breeding fauna are 

depicted on Map 13. 

 

Table 5.  Summary of Fauna Species of Regional and Urban Concern, Granger 

Greenway 

Fauna 

Number of 

Species 

Number of  Species of Regional and Urban Concern (L1 to 

L4 rank) 

birds 29 12 

herps 2 2 

mammals 7 4 

TOTALS 38 30 

 

Local occurrence is one of seven scoring criteria for fauna species and is based on TRCA data 

and information from the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) of the Ontario Ministry of 
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Natural Resources (OMNR) (NHIC 2008). Using local occurrence as a measure of regional rarity, 

any species that is reported as a probable or confirmed breeder in fewer than 10 of the forty-four 

10x10 km UTM grid squares in the TRCA jurisdiction is considered regionally rare (i.e. scores 

three to five points for this criterion) (TRCA, 2010). The fauna surveys at the Granger Greenway 

Study Area did not document any species that are considered regionally rare.  

 

Sensitivity to development is another criterion used to determine the L-rank of fauna species. A 

large number of impacts that result from local land use, both urban and agricultural, can affect the 

local fauna. These impacts – considered separately from the issue of actual habitat loss – can be 

divided into two distinct categories. The first category involves changes that arise from local 

urbanization that directly affect the breeding habitat of the species in question. These changes 

alter the composition and structure of the vegetation communities; for example, the clearing and 

manicuring of the habitat (e.g. by removal of dead wood and clearance of shrub understorey). The 

second category of impacts involves changes that directly affect individuals of the species in 

question. Examples include increased predation from an increase in the local population of 

predator species that thrive alongside human developments (e.g. blue jays, Cyanocitta cristata; 

American crows, Corvus brachyrhynchos; squirrels, Sciuridae; raccoons, Procyon lotor; and house 

cats, Felis catus); parasitism (from facilitating the access of brown-headed cowbirds, Molothrus 

ater, a species which prefers more open, edge-type habitat); competition (for nest-cavities with 

bird species such as house sparrows, Passer domesticus; and European starlings, Sturnus 

vulgaris); flushing (causing disturbance and abandonment of nest) and, sensitivity to pesticides. 

 

Fauna species are considered to have a high sensitivity to development if they score three or 

more points (out of a possible five) for this criterion. At the study area the majority of the species 

that are ranked L1 to L4 receive this score (thirteen of the eighteen species) and are therefore 

considered sensitive to one or more of the impacts associated with development (Map 8). Three of 

the bird species are ranked L3 and their presence within the urban landscape is significant.  

 

Only one of the L3 ranked birds (mourning warbler) and one of the L4 ranked species (indigo 

bunting) are species that habitually nest on or near to the ground and as such are highly 

susceptible to ground-borne disturbance, e.g. off-leash dog-walking. Interestingly, neither of these 

species was re-located in 2012, having been reported in 2005, however the number of individual 

territories for these two species is far too small to warrant detailed analysis in an attempt to identify 

any real declines.  

 

Ground-nesting birds are highly susceptible both to increased predation from ground-foraging 

predators that are subsidized by local residences (house cats, raccoons) and to repeated flushing 

from the nest (by pedestrians, off-trail bikers and dogs) resulting in abandonment and failed 

breeding attempts. Currently there are very few trails (informal or formal) through the study area 

and therefore the absence of sensitive ground-nesting species may be due more to the impacts of 

subsidized predators associated with the adjacent residential development rather than from hiker 

and dog-walking disturbance.  
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Many of the negative influences can be transferred deep within an otherwise intact natural matrix 

by extensive trail networks used by large numbers of people originating from quite distant urban 

and suburban centres. Extensive public use of a natural habitat can have substantial negative 

impact through the cumulative effects of hiking, dog-walking and biking on the site. Similarly, 

clearing of forest understory to accommodate trails will displace such sensitive species.  

 

Various studies have shown that many bird species react negatively to human intrusion (i.e. the 

mere presence of people) to the extent that nest-abandonment and decreased nest-attentiveness 

lead to reduced reproduction and survival. One example of such a study showed that abundance 

was 48% lower for hermit thrushes (a ground-nesting/foraging species) in intruded sites than in 

the control sites (Gutzwiller and Anderson 1999). Elsewhere, a recent study reported that dog-

walking in natural habitats caused a 35% reduction in bird diversity and a 41% reduction in 

abundance, with even higher impacts on ground-nesting species (Banks and Bryant 2007). 

 

Area sensitivity is a scoring criterion that can be closely related to the issue of a species’ need for 

isolation. Fauna species are scored for area sensitivity based on their requirement for a certain 

minimum size of preferred habitat. Species that require large tracts of habitat (>100 ha in total) 

score the maximum five points, while species that either show no minimum habitat requirement, or 

require <1 ha in total, score one point. Species scoring three points or more (require ≥5 ha in 

total) are deemed area sensitive species. Researchers have shown that for some species of birds, 

area sensitivity is a rather fluid factor, dependent and varying inversely with the overall percentage 

forest cover within the landscape surrounding the site where those species are found (Rosenburg 

et al. 1999).  

 

Seven of the fauna species of regional and urban concern that were identified at the Granger 

Greenway Study Area are considered area sensitive, including two L3 species (pileated 

woodpecker and pine warbler) that require at least 20 ha of habitat. All of these area sensitive 

species are forest species and as such most are well-accommodated by the almost continuous 

patch of forest which constitutes the bulk of the study area (Map 5); the two higher scoring 

species are present perhaps due to the proximity of the more extensive forest patches in the Boyd 

Conservation Area, to the north of Langstaff Road. Other than a narrow strip of forest interior to the 

south of Langstaff Road, it is in this more extensive forest to the north of the study area that the 

closest patches of interior forest exist (Map 6); such patches are important for many forest fauna 

species since the interior conditions satisfy very specific habitat preferences, e.g. moisture, 

temperature and light. 

 

Species’ patch-size constraints are due to a variety of factors including foraging requirements and 

the need for isolation within a habitat block during nesting. In the latter case, regardless of the 

provision of a habitat patch of sufficient size, if that block is seriously and frequently disturbed by 

human intrusion, such species will be liable to abandon the site. Such a variety of habitat needs 

are more likely satisfied within a larger extent of natural cover. The amount of forest cover at the 

study area accommodates only one or two territories of each of the seven area sensitive species; 

as far as the four L4 area-sensitive species are concerned (all of which are cavity-nesting species) 

this low density is probably due in part to the limited number of tree-cavities available, but also, at 
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just 13.7 ha, the carrying capacity of the forest patch to the south of Langstaff Road has probably 

already been filled.   

 

 

Patch isolation sensitivity in fauna measures the overall response of fauna species to 

fragmentation and isolation of habitat patches. One of the two main aspects of this scoring 

criterion is the physical ability or the predisposition of a species to move about within the 

landscape and is related to the connectivity of habitat within a landscape. The second main 

aspect is the potential impact that roads have on fauna species that are known to be mobile. Thus 

most bird species score fairly low for this criterion (although they prefer to forage and move along 

connecting corridors) whereas many herpetofauna score very high (since their life cycle requires 

them to move between different habitat types which may increase likelihood of road-kill). One 

example of how this criterion affects species populations is the need for adult birds to forage for 

food during the nestling and fledgling stage of the breeding season. By maintaining and 

improving the connectivity of natural cover within the landscape (e.g. by reforestation of 

intervening lands) we are able to positively influence the populations of such species, improving 

their foraging and dispersal potential. 

 

Seven of the nine non-avian fauna species reported from the study area are considered sensitive 

to patch isolation, including the two L5 ranked species (raccoon and grey squirrel, Sciurus 

carolinensis). For these latter two species the high occurrence of road-kill within their populations 

is compensated by the sheer abundance of the species. However, for the other five species, 

particularly the two snake species (common gartersnake, Thamnophis sirtalis, and brownsnake, 

Storeria dekayi), the incidence of road-kill is compounded by their sensitivities to other matrix 

influences. As such, road-kill has the potential to gradually diminish local populations of these 

species and, if the species are to persist at the site, measures need to be taken to enable safe 

passage for these fauna elements throughout the site. In other parts of the Toronto region it has 

become clear that road-kill applies to paved and un-paved trails frequented by bicycles. 

 

Fauna species that score greater than three points under the habitat dependence criterion are 

considered habitat specialists (Map 14). These species exhibit a combination of very specific 

habitat requirements that range from the microhabitat (e.g. decaying logs, aquatic vegetation) and 

requirements for particular moisture conditions, vegetation structure or spatial landscape 

structures, to preferences for certain community series and macro-habitat types. Three fauna 

species that occur in the study area are considered habitat specialists, two (pileated woodpecker 

and pine warbler) being forest specialists and the third (northern rough-winged swallow, 

Stelgidopteryx serripennis) a cavity nester with very specific nest-site requirements. 

 

Richness is essentially the presence or absence of species at a site. Beyond mere presence of 

single species is the idea that a natural system can be considered as a healthy functioning system 

if there is an association of several species thriving within that system. Each habitat type supports 

particular species associations. As the quality of the habitat patch improves so will the 

representation of flora and fauna species within that habitat. In this way representation biodiversity 

is an excellent measure of the health of a natural system. The presence of a very low number of 
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forest habitat dependent species indicates that the forest habitat in the study area is functioning at 

a rather low level. To some extent, this is to be expected given the urban landscape in which the 

site is embedded. Just 1 km north of the current study area the forest habitat in the Boyd 

Conservation Area accommodates a much higher number of forest specialists, due to a 

combination of the greater extent and the higher quality of the forest habitat. 

 

 

5.0  Summary and Recommendations 
 

The recommendations for the Granger Greenway Study Area are given in relation to the regional 

targets for natural heritage in the TRCA jurisdiction. To reach the regional targets for quality 

distribution and quantity of natural cover, every site will require its own individualized plan of 

action. Following is a short summary of the study area within the regional context, followed by 

specific recommendations. 

 

5.1  Site Summary 

1. The site is located on the East Humber River as it crosses the boundary between rural 
and urban landscape and therefore provides a natural link between the two land-use 
zones. 
 

2. Thirty-one vegetation types were observed, ranging from mature mixed and deciduous 
forest to sand barren. The site includes 15 forest, 4 successional, 1 wetland, 1 aquatic, 
7 dynamic, and 3 meadow vegetation community types. 
 

3. Mature native forest on the ravine slope and some of the flood plain terraces forms a 
continuous corridor extending south along the East Humber River from the larger 
natural areas at Boyd Conservation Area and further north. The site has 10.1 ha of 
forest in total. 

 
4. Wetland is conspicuously lacking; it is restricted to one vernal pool and a number of 

wetland species occurring in riparian habitats such as depositional bars. 

 
5. The Treed Sand Barren south of Langstaff Road is a notable feature containing several 

flora species of regional as well as urban conservation concern. 
 

6. Three hundred and fifty flora species were observed including 18 plants ranked L1 to 
L3 considered flora species of regional concern, plus an additional 66 species of 
concern in urban areas (L4). Many of these species are associated with the forest and 
dynamic vegetation communities. 

 
7. There are three regionally-rare species: narrow-leaved panic grass, glabrate fireberry 

hawthorn, and prickly-ash. The narrow-leaved panic grass has a rank of L2 and is 
found in the Treed Sand Barren, while the prickly ash is notable for being one of the 
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largest populations in the TRCA jurisdiction. The fireberry hawthorn is a species of 
woodland edges and successional habitats. 

 
8. The Granger Greenway Study Area has a large number of woodland sedge species (11 

in total). 
 

9. The 38 species of vertebrate fauna observed is a total which is to be expected for small 
forest patches embedded in the urban landscape within the Toronto region.  

 
10. The only two low-nesting bird species on the site list – indigo bunting and mourning 

warbler - were reported in 2005 but not in 2012. 
 

11. The site constitutes an important link along the natural riparian corridor joining the rural 
areas to the north of the city to the Lake Ontario shoreline and therefore is potentially 
extremely important for migrating songbirds. 

 

12. The native fauna community has already been compromised, primarily due to the 

negative matrix influence associated with the neighbouring residential developments. 

However, the flora community is still in relatively good condition and as such it is 

important to ensure that any management of the site strives to maintain and enhance 

the native vegetation communities.  
 
 

5.2 Site Recommendations 

The recommendations primarily address objectives of protecting regional biodiversity in the TRCA 

jurisdiction. In order to maintain or enhance the current level of biodiversity at the Granger 

Greenway Study Area, the overall integrity of the natural heritage system that includes the site 

must be protected. Therefore, at the landscape scale, in keeping with the TNHSS, habitat patch 

size and shape need to be optimized so as to provide large enough habitat patches with interior 

habitat to support sensitive flora and fauna sustainably. In addition, connectivity between natural 

habitats within and beyond the study area must be improved. 

 

Furthermore, the suggested recommendations identify the issues that may occur with the 

increased public use of the Study Area through the development of a future trail system. The trail 

plan needs to address this potential increase in negative matrix influence and ensure that effective 

mitigation is included as part of the plan. This includes strategic placement of any interpretive 

signage, managing public use, allowing healthy dynamic natural processes to proceed, and 

controlling invasive species. 

 

The following recommendations address the above natural heritage concerns, with an emphasis 

upon bolstering the existing natural features on site. Thus, we recommend overall that 1) existing 

habitats and features be protected and enhanced; 2) that public use be managed; and 3) that 

invasive species be controlled. 
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1. Protect and Enhance Existing Features 

The first priority should be to focus on maintaining conditions that allow existing 

communities or species of conservation concern to thrive. This is especially true of the 

Treed Sand Barren on the knoll south of Langstaff Road, and the native forest communities 

on the flood plain terrace which are most likely to be affected by trail routing. 

 
a. Any future trail alignment should minimize removal of vegetation and leave the 

forest canopy intact. Special attention should be given to certain flora species of 

concern that are likely to be near the trail alignment: black willow, hemlock, white 

cedar, black ash, yellow birch, and prickly-ash; Michigan lily, purple melic grass, 

black-fruited mountain-rice; northern maidenhair, oak, and bulblet ferns; and 

running strawberry-bush. The ideal situation would be to flag these species prior to 

trail construction and ensuring that the trail alignment detours around them. Some 

of the herbaceous species may be transplantable. A trail alignment that makes use 

of the existing bridge north of Langstaff would avoid any sensitive features in the 

northern part of the Study Area. 

 

b. Forest cover should be increased through strategic plantings and restoration of 

gaps in the riparian canopy and manicured areas. Opportunities for restoration are 

somewhat limited, however, any gap restoration will improve habitat patch size and 

shape, and help reduce negative matrix influences. Other considerations are 

improving habitat connectivity along the Humber River corridor; buffering existing 

communities or species of conservation concern (maintaining conditions that allow 

these species to thrive and expand); increasing interior forest conditions; and 

reinforcing the avifaunal population. It should be noted that there is no expectation 

that sensitive low-nesting species will return to breed in the area but by enhancing 

the canopy there may be added opportunities for canopy-nesting species. 

 
c. Planting to guide succession should be undertaken in the Manitoba Maple Lowland 

Deciduous Forest in order to improve biodiversity. For example, canopy gaps could 

be planted with such species as basswood (Tilia americana), white cedar, and 

black maple (Acer saccharum ssp. nigrum) that would eventually supersede the 

Manitoba maple. 

 
d. Areas selected for restoration should have soil and moisture assessment in order to 

help determine suitable lists of species for planting. If soil conditions are suitable in 

the Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest, consideration should be given to 

adding additional vernal pool features. The vernal pools would need to be 

hydrologically separated from the East Humber River. 
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e. Ensure effective and adequate passage (e.g. tunnels and culverts) for snakes and 

mammals across or under roads and trails, for example when designing the trail 

network within the site where appropriate. 

 
f. The rather small size of the forested area at the site in turn reduces the viable 

opportunities for cavity-nesting birds, especially given the management 

requirement to remove hazard trees in the vicinity of trails. Providing properly 

constructed and fully-monitored nest-boxes would enhance opportunities for 

species such as great-crested flycatcher, and increase the likelihood of recruitment 

of other cavity-nesters such as eastern screech-owl (Megascops asio). 

 
g. Thinning and/or burning should be considered to help maintain the Treed Sand 

Barren habitat. It is important to secure the future of this community from land use 

changes or development. 

 

2. Manage Public Use 

Landscape metrics indicate that the existing matrix influence at this urban-edge site is 

largely negative. The impact of these urban influences will likely be exacerbated by the 

disturbance that occurs along a network of trails. Visitor pressure is likely to increase and it 

is important to pre-empt any potential increase in user pressure by designing the trail 

network to minimize negative impacts on sensitive forest habitat and species. 

 

a. Any future trail planning needs to consider the locations of flora and fauna species 

of concern and to direct visitor pressure away from these areas. Likewise, 

restoration activities should target non-sensitive areas. 

 

b. Dogs should be either excluded from the site or, at the very least; the leash-by-law 

should be properly enforced, bolstered by effective interpretive signs. 

 

c. Backyard dumping and runoff should be controlled, possibly through the 

application of a Sustainable Neighbourhood Action Plan (SNAP). 

 
3. Control Invasive Species 

Several invasive plant species are threats to the native biodiversity at the Granger 

Greenway Study Area. However, of more concern is the potential for Granger Greenway to 

act as a conduit for these invasive species to disperse into Boyd Conservation Area.  It is 

essential that well-planned and realistic measures be undertaken to control invasive 

species. Management for invasive species will need to be tailored to the individual species 

in question, depending on how wide-spread and established they are.  
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a. Since most of the invasive species at the Granger Greenway Study Area have large 

and/or diffuse populations, the best approach is to control disturbance that would 

aid their further spread rather than eradication efforts. For example, trailside 

plantings of competitive native ground covers such as bloodroot (Sanguinaria 

canadensis) and eliminating backyard dumping would reduce the disturbance that 

encourages garlic mustard. 

 

b. A few species such as common reed, Norway maple, and autumn-olive might be 

realistic candidates for eradication efforts from the site. The common reed in 

particular is a good candidate because it occurs in five discrete patches and the 

species has a high potential for aggressive spread if not removed. Removal should 

occur as part of the construction process of the trail and of erosion control at the 

Vaughan Works yard. 

 
c. Invasive species control should be undertaken as a proactive measure along the 

trail corridor prior to construction as well as to any other areas targeted for 

restoration planting. This would include local removal of shrub honeysuckles, 

buckthorn, multiflora rose, and other species that are widespread across the site as 

a whole. 
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Appendix 1: List of Granger Greenway Vegetation Communities 2012

Tot. Local
area Local Geophy. Total Rank
# ha Occur. Requir. Score (2012-08)

Forest
FOC3-1 Fresh-Moist Hemlock Coniferous Forest 0.6 2.5 2.0 4.5 L4
FOC4-1 Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest 0.4 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4
FOM2-2 Dry-Fresh White Pine - Sugar Maple Mixed Forest 2.2 2.5 1.0 3.5 L4
FOM4-A Dry-Fresh White Cedar - Hardwood Mixed Forest 0.6 2.5 1.0 3.5 L4
*FOM6-1 *Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Hemlock Mixed Forest 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4
FOM6-2 Fresh-Moist Hemlock - Hardwood Mixed Forest 0.5 2.0 3.0 5.0 L3
FOD2-4 Dry-Fresh Oak - Hardwood Deciduous Forest 0.4 2.5 2.0 4.5 L4
FOD3-1 Dry-Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest 0.2 2.0 2.0 4.0 L4
FOD5-1 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest 0.5 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
FOD6-5 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple - Hardwood Deciduous Forest 0.1 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
FOD7-a Fresh-Moist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest 4.3 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
FOD7-F Fresh-Moist Basswood Lowland Deciduous Forest 0.5 3.0 1.0 4.0 L4
*CUP1-3 *Black Walnut Deciduous Plantation 3.0 0.0 3.0 L+
*CUP3-8 *White Spruce - European Larch Coniferous Plantation 3.5 0.0 3.5 L5
*CUP3-H *Mixed Conifer Coniferous Plantation 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5

Successional
CUH1-A Treed Hedgerow 0.1 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
CUS1-b Exotic Successional Savannah 1.3 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUW1-A2 White Pine Successional Woodland 0.3 2.5 1.0 3.5 L4
CUW1-A3 Native Deciduous Successional Woodland 5.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 L5

Wetland
MAS2-H Unvegetated Mineral Vernal Pool 0.04 5.0 2.0 7.0 L2

Aquatic
OAO1 Open Aquatic (deep or riverine unvegetated) 1.3 2.0 0.0 2.0 L5

Dynamic (Beach, Bluff, Barren)
BBO1-3 Reed Canary Grass Riparian Bar 0.03 4.0 2.0 6.0 L3
BBT1-B Mineral Treed Riparian Bar 0.1 4.0 2.0 6.0 L3
BLO1 Mineral Open Bluff 0.04 2.5 2.0 4.5 L4
BLT1-A White Cedar Treed Bluff 0.2 3.5 3.0 6.5 L2
BLT1-B Deciduous Treed Bluff 0.4 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3
*SBO2 *Anthropogenic Sand / Gravel Barren 4.0 0.0 4.0 L4
SBT1 Treed Sand Barren 0.1 3.5 4.0 7.5 L2

Meadow
CUM1-A Native Forb Meadow 0.6 1.5 0.0 1.5 L5
CUM1-b Exotic Cool-season Grass Graminoid Meadow 0.4 1.0 0.0 1.0 L+
CUM1-c Exotic Forb Meadow 0.05 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

ELC 

Code

Vegetation Type                                                                                                      

(* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only)

Scores
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Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank Presence only n of
Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA at site langstaff

Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (08/2012) in 2012 2005

Dichanthelium linearifolium narrow-leaved panic grass 4 3 5 5 17 L2 x
Adiantum pedatum northern maidenhair fern 2 3 5 5 15 L3 x
Anemone quinquefolia var. quinquefolia wood-anemone 2 4 3 5 14 L3 x
Carex eburnea bristle-leaved sedge 3 4 4 4 15 L3 x
Carex laxiculmis var. laxiculmis spreading wood sedge 3 3 5 3 14 L3 x
Carex platyphylla broad-leaved sedge 3 4 4 3 14 L3 x
Carex tonsa var. rugosperma red-seeded sedge 3 4 4 4 15 L3 x
Crataegus chrysocarpa var. phoenica glabrate fireberry hawthorn 4 3 4 4 15 L3 x
Euonymus obovatus running strawberry-bush 2 4 4 4 14 L3 x
Gymnocarpium dryopteris oak fern 1 3 5 5 14 L3 x
Juglans cinerea butternut 1 5 4 4 14 L3 x
Piptatherum racemosum black-fruited mountain-rice 3 3 5 4 15 L3 x
Salix nigra black willow 3 2 5 4 14 L3 x
Sisyrinchium montanum blue-eyed grass 2 3 4 5 14 L3 x
Stellaria longifolia long-leaved chickweed 3 3 4 4 14 L3 x
Trientalis borealis star-flower 1 4 4 5 14 L3 x
Viburnum acerifolium maple-leaved viburnum 2 3 4 5 14 L3 x
Zanthoxylum americanum prickly-ash 4 4 4 3 15 L3 x
Acer rubrum red maple 2 4 1 5 12 L4 x
Acer saccharinum silver maple 1 2 5 3 11 L4 x
Acer saccharum ssp. nigrum black maple 2 3 4 2 11 L4 x
Acer spicatum mountain maple 2 3 4 4 13 L4 x
Actaea pachypoda white baneberry 2 3 4 3 12 L4 x
Amelanchier arborea downy serviceberry 3 2 4 3 12 L4 x
Amelanchier interior hybrid serviceberry complex 3 3 3 3 12 L4 x
Amelanchier laevis smooth serviceberry 2 2 4 3 11 L4 x
Apios americana ground-nut 3 4 3 3 13 L4 x
Apocynum androsaemifolium spreading dogbane 2 3 2 4 11 L4 x
Apocynum cannabinum var. hypericifolium clasping-leaved hemp dogbane 4 2 3 2 11 L4 x
Aquilegia canadensis wild columbine 1 4 3 5 13 L4 x
Asarum canadense wild ginger 2 3 4 3 12 L4 x
Betula alleghaniensis yellow birch 1 4 3 5 13 L4 x
Betula papyrifera paper birch 1 4 2 4 11 L4 x
Bromus latiglumis eared brome 3 2 4 3 12 L4 x
Cardamine maxima hybrid toothwort 3 3 3 3 12 L4 x
Carex arctata nodding wood sedge 2 4 2 3 11 L4 x
Carex aurea golden-fruited sedge 2 2 4 4 12 L4 x

Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.
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Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank Presence only n of
Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA at site langstaff

Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (08/2012) in 2012 2005

Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.

Carex cephalophora oval-headed sedge 2 3 4 4 13 L4 x
Carex communis fibrous-rooted sedge 2 4 3 3 12 L4 x
Carex deweyana Dewey's sedge 2 4 3 3 12 L4 x
Carex hystericina porcupine sedge 2 3 2 5 12 L4 x
Carex laxiflora loose-flowered sedge 2 3 4 3 12 L4 x
Carex peckii Peck's sedge 2 3 4 3 12 L4 x
Carex pedunculata early-flowering sedge 2 3 3 3 11 L4 x
Carex pellita woolly sedge 2 3 4 3 12 L4 x
Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania sedge 2 4 3 4 13 L4 x
Carex stricta tussock sedge 2 3 3 4 12 L4 x
Carex tenera var. echinodes marsh straw sedge 5 3 2 3 13 L4 x
Carpinus caroliniana ssp. virginiana blue beech 1 3 4 3 11 L4 x
Cornus rugosa round-leaved dogwood 2 4 4 3 13 L4 x
Crataegus macracantha long-spined hawthorn 2 2 4 3 11 L4 x
Cuscuta gronovii swamp dodder 2 3 3 3 11 L4 x
Cystopteris bulbifera bulblet fern 1 3 4 4 12 L4 x
Danthonia spicata poverty oat grass 2 3 3 4 12 L4 x
Desmodium canadense showy tick-trefoil 3 2 3 3 11 L4 x
Diervilla lonicera bush honeysuckle 2 3 2 4 11 L4 x
Dryopteris intermedia evergreen wood fern 2 4 4 3 13 L4 x
Dryopteris marginalis marginal wood fern 1 3 3 4 11 L4 x
Dryopteris x triploidea confusing hybrid wood fern 4 2 3 3 12 L4 x
Elymus riparius riverbank wild rye 2 2 4 4 12 L4 x
Eupatorium perfoliatum boneset 1 3 4 3 11 L4 x
Fagus grandifolia American beech 1 4 3 4 12 L4 x
Fraxinus nigra black ash 1 4 4 3 12 L4 x
Juncus articulatus jointed rush 3 2 4 2 11 L4 x
Juncus effusus soft rush 1 4 4 3 12 L4 x
Lilium michiganense Michigan lily 1 4 3 5 13 L4 x
Maianthemum canadense Canada May-flower 1 4 1 5 11 L4 x
Pinus strobus white pine 1 4 3 4 12 L4 x
Polygonatum pubescens downy Solomon's seal 1 4 2 5 12 L4 x
Populus grandidentata large-toothed aspen 1 3 4 3 11 L4 x
Prunus pensylvanica pin cherry 2 4 3 3 12 L4 x
Quercus macrocarpa bur oak 2 4 3 3 12 L4 x
Quercus rubra red oak 1 4 2 4 11 L4 x
Ranunculus hispidus var. caricetorum swamp buttercup 2 4 4 3 13 L4 x
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Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank Presence only n of
Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA at site langstaff

Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (08/2012) in 2012 2005

Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.

Ranunculus recurvatus var. recurvatus hooked buttercup 3 3 2 3 11 L4 x
Rosa blanda smooth wild rose 2 3 3 4 12 L4 x
Sagittaria latifolia common arrowhead 2 2 5 4 13 L4 x
Schizachne purpurascens purple melic grass 2 3 3 5 13 L4 x
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani soft-stemmed bulrush 1 2 5 3 11 L4 x
Thuja occidentalis white cedar 1 4 1 5 11 L4 x
Tiarella cordifolia foam-flower 1 3 3 4 11 L4 x
Trillium grandiflorum white trillium 1 3 4 5 13 L4 x
Tsuga canadensis eastern hemlock 1 4 3 5 13 L4 x
Viola pubescens var. scabriuscula smooth yellow violet 5 4 1 2 12 L4 x
Acer saccharum sugar maple 2 3 0 2 7 L5 x
Achillea millefolium ssp. lanulosa woolly yarrow 3 2 0 1 6 L5 x
Actaea rubra ssp. rubra red baneberry 2 3 1 3 9 L5 x
Ageratina altissima var. altissima white snakeroot 2 2 2 1 7 L5 x
Ambrosia artemisiifolia common ragweed 2 1 3 0 6 L5 x
Amphicarpaea bracteata hog-peanut 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Anemone canadensis Canada anemone 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Anemone virginiana common thimbleweed 3 3 0 3 9 L5 x
Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla 2 3 1 4 10 L5 x
Arisaema triphyllum Jack-in-the-pulpit 1 3 2 3 9 L5 x
Asclepias syriaca common milkweed 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Athyrium filix-femina var. angustum northeastern lady fern 2 3 1 3 9 L5 x
Bidens frondosa common beggar's-ticks 2 1 4 0 7 L5 x
Calystegia sepium hedge bindweed (sensu lato) 3 2 3 2 10 L5 x
Carex blanda common wood sedge 2 2 1 2 7 L5 x
Carex cf. cristatella crested sedge 2 2 4 1 9 L5 x
Carex radiata straight-styled sedge 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Carex rosea curly-styled sedge 2 2 3 2 9 L5 x
Chenopodium simplex maple-leaved goosefoot 4 2 3 1 10 L5 x
Cicuta maculata spotted water-hemlock 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Circaea canadensis ssp. canadensis enchanter's nightshade 2 1 1 1 5 L5 x
Clematis virginiana virgin's bower 2 2 2 3 9 L5 x
Cornus alternifolia alternate-leaved dogwood 2 2 1 2 7 L5 x
Cornus foemina ssp. racemosa grey dogwood 3 2 3 2 10 L5 x
Cornus stolonifera red osier dogwood 2 2 0 3 7 L5 x
Crataegus punctata dotted hawthorn 2 2 3 3 10 L5 x
Cryptotaenia canadensis honewort 2 2 4 1 9 L5 x
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Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank Presence only n of
Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA at site langstaff

Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (08/2012) in 2012 2005

Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.

Dryopteris carthusiana spinulose wood fern 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Echinocystis lobata wild cucumber 2 2 3 1 8 L5 x
Eleocharis erythropoda creeping spike-rush 2 2 4 1 9 L5 x
Equisetum arvense field horsetail 2 2 1 1 6 L5 x
Equisetum hyemale ssp. affine scouring-rush 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Erigeron annuus daisy fleabane 2 2 0 1 5 L5 x
Erigeron philadelphicus var. philadelphicus Philadelphia fleabane 3 2 0 1 6 L5 x
Erythronium americanum ssp. americanum yellow trout-lily 2 3 3 2 10 L5 x
Euthamia graminifolia grass-leaved goldenrod 2 1 4 1 8 L5 x
Eutrochium maculatum var. maculatum spotted Joe-Pye weed 2 2 3 3 10 L5 x
Fragaria virginiana wild strawberry 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Fraxinus americana white ash 2 2 0 3 7 L5 x
Fraxinus pennsylvanica red ash 1 2 0 3 6 L5 x
Galium aparine cleavers 3 1 3 2 9 L5 x
Galium palustre marsh bedstraw 2 2 3 3 10 L5 x
Galium triflorum sweet-scented bedstraw 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Geum canadense white avens 2 2 1 2 7 L5 x
Glyceria striata fowl manna grass 2 2 1 2 7 L5 x
Hackelia virginiana Virginia stickseed 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Helianthus tuberosus Jerusalem artichoke 3 1 2 0 6 L5 x
Hydrophyllum virginianum Virginia waterleaf 2 2 1 2 7 L5 x
Impatiens capensis orange touch-me-not 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Juglans nigra black walnut 2 1 2 1 6 L5 x
Juncus dudleyi Dudley's rush 2 2 3 1 8 L5 x
Juncus tenuis path rush 3 2 1 1 7 L5 x
Juniperus virginiana red cedar 2 2 4 2 10 L5 x
Laportea canadensis wood nettle 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Lysimachia ciliata fringed loosestrife 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Maianthemum racemosum ssp. racemosum false Solomon's seal 2 3 2 3 10 L5 x
Maianthemum stellatum starry false Solomon's seal 2 2 1 3 8 L5 x
Matteuccia struthiopteris var. pensylvanica ostrich fern 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Monarda fistulosa wild bergamot 2 3 2 3 10 L5 x
Oenothera biennis common evening-primrose 2 1 1 1 5 L5 x
Onoclea sensibilis sensitive fern 2 3 1 3 9 L5 x
Ostrya virginiana ironwood 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Oxalis stricta common yellow wood-sorrel 5 1 1 1 8 L5 x
Parthenocissus inserta thicket creeper 2 2 0 1 5 L5 x
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Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.

Phryma leptostachya lopseed 2 2 3 2 9 L5 x
Plantago rugelii red-stemmed plantain 3 2 0 1 6 L5 x
Poa palustris fowl meadow-grass 2 2 3 2 9 L5 x
Podophyllum peltatum May-apple 2 3 3 2 10 L5 x
Populus balsamifera balsam poplar 2 2 3 2 9 L5 x
Populus deltoides cottonwood 2 1 4 1 8 L5 x
Populus tremuloides trembling aspen 2 3 1 3 9 L5 x
Prunus serotina black cherry 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Prunus virginiana var. virginiana choke cherry 2 2 0 1 5 L5 x
Ranunculus abortivus kidney-leaved buttercup 2 3 1 2 8 L5 x
Ranunculus sceleratus cursed crowfoot 3 2 3 2 10 L5 x
Rhus typhina staghorn sumach 2 1 2 2 7 L5 x
Ribes americanum wild black currant 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Ribes cynosbati prickly gooseberry 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Rubus allegheniensis common blackberry 2 3 0 1 6 L5 x
Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus wild red raspberry 1 1 0 1 3 L5 x
Rubus occidentalis wild black raspberry 2 1 0 1 4 L5 x
Salix eriocephala narrow heart-leaved willow 2 1 3 1 7 L5 x
Salix interior sandbar willow 2 1 5 2 10 L5 x
Sambucus racemosa ssp. pubens red-berried elder 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Sanguinaria canadensis bloodroot 2 3 0 3 8 L5 x
Scirpus atrovirens black-fruited bulrush 2 2 4 2 10 L5 x
Scirpus microcarpus barber-pole bulrush 1 2 4 3 10 L5 x
Solidago altissima tall goldenrod 2 2 0 0 4 L5 x
Solidago caesia blue-stemmed goldenrod 2 2 4 2 10 L5 x
Solidago canadensis var. canadensis Canada goldenrod 2 2 0 1 5 L5 x
Solidago flexicaulis zig-zag goldenrod 2 1 3 2 8 L5 x
Solidago gigantea late goldenrod 3 1 1 1 6 L5 x
Solidago nemoralis ssp. nemoralis grey goldenrod 3 2 2 2 9 L5 x
Symphyotrichum cordifolium heart-leaved aster 2 1 0 2 5 L5 x
Symphyotrichum ericoides var. ericoides heath aster 2 1 2 1 6 L5 x
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. lanceolatum panicled aster 2 2 3 1 8 L5 x
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum var. lateriflorum calico aster 2 2 3 2 9 L5 x
Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England aster 2 2 2 1 7 L5 x
Thalictrum pubescens tall meadow rue 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Tilia americana basswood 2 3 2 3 10 L5 x
Toxicodendron radicans var. radicans poison ivy (vine form) 2 2 4 2 10 L5 x
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Appendix 2: Granger Greenway Flora Species (2012)
N.B. 'x'=present during survey; 'p'=planted; 'pr'=adventive from planting.

Toxicodendron radicans var. rydbergii poison ivy (shrub form) 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Ulmus americana white elm 2 4 0 2 8 L5 x
Urtica dioica ssp. gracilis American stinging nettle 2 3 2 2 9 L5 x
Verbena hastata blue vervain 2 2 4 2 10 L5 x
Verbena urticifolia white vervain 2 2 2 2 8 L5 x
Viburnum lentago nannyberry 2 3 1 2 8 L5 x
Viola labradorica dog violet 3 2 0 2 7 L5 x
Viola sororia common blue violet 2 2 0 2 6 L5 x
Vitis riparia riverbank grape 2 1 0 0 3 L5 x
Xanthium strumarium clotbur 3 1 4 0 8 L5 x
Physalis cf. longifolia var. subglabrata smooth ground-cherry 5 5 3 4 17 LU x
Acer platanoides Norway maple 4 4 L+ x
Aegopodium podagraria goutweed 5 5 L+ x
Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard 4 4 L+ x
Alnus glutinosa x incana ssp. rugosa hybrid European - speckled alder 5 5 L+ x
Arctium lappa great burdock 4 4 L+ x
Arctium minus common burdock 5 5 L+ x
Asparagus officinalis asparagus 5 5 L+ x
Barbarea vulgaris winter cress 4 4 L+ x
Berberis thunbergii Japanese barberry 4 4 L+ x
Betula pendula European white birch 5 5 L+ x
Bromus commutatus upright chess 5 5 L+ x
Bromus inermis smooth brome grass 4 4 L+ x
Bromus japonicus Japanese chess 5 5 L+ x
Bromus tectorum downy chess 5 5 L+ x
Campanula rapunculoides creeping bellflower 4 4 L+ x
Carduus acanthoides plumeless thistle 5 5 L+ x
Carduus nutans ssp. nutans nodding thistle 4 4 L+ x
Carex spicata spiked sedge 5 5 L+ x
Centaurea jacea brown knapweed 5 5 L+ x
Cerastium fontanum mouse-ear chickweed 3 3 L+ x
Chelidonium majus celandine 5 5 L+ x
Chenopodium album lamb's quarters 5 5 L+ x
Chrysanthemum maximum Shasta daisy 5 5 L+ x
Cichorium intybus chicory 5 5 L+ x
Cirsium arvense creeping thistle 4 4 L+ x
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle 4 4 L+ x
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Convallaria majalis lily-of-the-valley 5 5 L+ x
Convolvulus arvensis field bindweed 3 3 L+ x
Crepis tectorum narrow-leaved hawk's beard 5 5 L+ x
Cynanchum rossicum dog-strangling vine 4 4 L+ x
Dactylis glomerata orchard grass 4 4 L+ x
Daucus carota Queen Anne's lace 4 4 L+ x
Dianthus armeria Deptford pink 4 4 L+ x
Digitalis lanata Grecian foxglove 5 5 L+ x
Dipsacus fullonum teasel 5 5 L+ x
Echinops sphaerocephalus common globe-thistle 5 5 L+ x
Echium vulgare viper's bugloss 3 3 L+ x
Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive 4 4 L+ x
Elaeagnus umbellata autumn olive 5 5 L+ x
Elymus repens quack grass 5 5 L+ x
Epipactis helleborine helleborine 5 5 L+ x
Euonymus alatus winged spindle-tree 4 4 L+ x
Euonymus europaeus European spindle-tree 4 4 L+ x
Fallopia japonica var. japonica Japanese knotweed 4 4 L+ x
Festuca rubra ssp. rubra red fescue 5 5 L+ x
Galium verum yellow bedstraw 5 5 L+ x
Geum urbanum urban avens 4 4 L+ x
Glechoma hederacea creeping Charlie 4 4 L+ x
Hemerocallis fulva orange day-lily 5 5 L+ x
Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket 4 4 L+ x
Hypericum perforatum common St. John's-wort 4 4 L+ x
Inula helenium elecampane 4 4 L+ x
Iris germanica garden iris 4 4 L+ x
Iris pseudacorus yellow flag 5 5 L+ x
Juniperus chinensis Chinese juniper 5 5 L+ x
Lamium maculatum spotted dead-nettle 5 5 L+ x
Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca motherwort 4 4 L+ x
Lepidium campestre field pepper-grass 5 5 L+ x
Leucanthemum vulgare ox-eye daisy 2 2 L+ x
Linaria vulgaris butter-and-eggs 5 5 L+ x
Lithospermum officinale Eurasian gromwell 5 5 L+ x
Lolium perenne perennial rye 4 4 L+ x
Lonicera morrowii Morrow's honeysuckle 5 5 L+ x
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Lonicera tatarica Tartarian honeysuckle 5 5 L+ x
Lonicera x bella shrub honeysuckle 4 4 L+ x
Lonicera xylosteum European fly honeysuckle 4 4 L+ x
Lotus corniculatus bird's foot trefoil 4 4 L+ x
Lycopus europaeus European water-horehound 5 5 L+ x
Lysimachia nummularia moneywort 4 4 L+ x
Lythrum salicaria purple loosestrife 4 4 L+ x
Malus pumila apple 4 4 L+ x
Malva cf. neglecta common mallow 4 4 L+ x
Medicago lupulina black medick 5 5 L+ x
Melilotus albus white sweet clover 4 4 L+ x
Mentha spicata spear mint 4 4 L+ x
Miscanthus sacchariflorus eulalia 4 4 L+ x
Morus alba white mulberry 5 5 L+ x
Myosotis scorpioides true forget-me-not 4 4 L+ x
Myosotis sylvatica woodland forget-me-not 3 3 L+ x
Nasturtium microphyllum small-leaved watercress 5 5 L+ x
Nepeta cataria catnip 5 5 L+ x
Origanum vulgare wild marjoram 5 5 L+ x
Pastinaca sativa wild parsnip 5 5 L+ x
Phleum pratense Timothy grass 4 4 L+ x
Phlox cf. paniculata garden phlox 5 5 L+ x
Phragmites australis ssp. australis common reed 4 4 L+ x
Picea abies Norway spruce 5 5 L+ x
Pilosella aurantiaca orange hawkweed 3 3 L+ x
Pilosella officinarum mouse-ear hawkweed 4 4 L+ x
Pilosella piloselloides smooth yellow hawkweed 3 3 L+ x
Pilosella x floribunda smoothish hawkweed 4 4 L+ x
Pinus sylvestris Scots pine 4 4 L+ x
Plantago lanceolata English plantain 5 5 L+ x
Poa compressa flat-stemmed blue grass 4 4 L+ x
Poa nemoralis woodland spear grass 3 3 L+ x
Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky blue grass 4 4 L+ x
Polygonum achoreum striate knotweed 5 5 L+ x
Polygonum aviculare prostrate knotweed 5 5 L+ x
Populus alba white poplar 5 5 L+ x
Potentilla argentea silvery cinquefoil 5 5 L+ x
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Potentilla recta sulphur cinquefoil 5 5 L+ x
Prunus tomentosa Manchu cherry 5 5 L+ x
Puccinellia distans alkali grass 4 4 L+ x
Pulmonaria officinalis lung-wort 5 5 L+ x
Ranunculus acris tall buttercup 4 4 L+ x
Ranunculus repens creeping buttercup 4 4 L+ x
Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn 4 4 L+ x
Ribes rubrum garden red currant 4 4 L+ x
Robinia pseudoacacia black locust 3 3 L+ x
Rosa multiflora multiflora rose 4 4 L+ x
Rumex crispus curly dock 5 5 L+ x
Salix alba white willow 5 5 L+ x
Salix x fragilis crack willow 3 3 L+ x
Salix x sepulcralis weeping willow 5 5 L+ x
Saponaria officinalis bouncing Bet 5 5 L+ x
Schedonorus pratensis meadow fescue 4 4 L+ x
Scilla siberica Siberian squill 4 4 L+ x
Scrophularia nodosa European figwort 5 5 L+ x
Securigera varia crown vetch 5 5 L+ x
Sedum acre mossy stonecrop 4 4 L+ x
Setaria cf. viridis green foxtail 3 3 L+ x
Silene latifolia evening lychnis 4 4 L+ x
Solanum dulcamara bittersweet nightshade 4 4 L+ x
Sonchus arvensis ssp. arvensis glandular perennial sow-thistle 5 5 L+ x
Sorbus aucuparia European mountain-ash 5 5 L+ x
Syringa vulgaris common lilac 4 4 L+ x
Tanacetum parthenium feverfew 5 5 L+ x
Taraxacum officinale dandelion 4 4 L+ x
Taxus cuspidata Japanese yew 4 4 L+ x
Thlaspi arvense penny-cress 5 5 L+ x
Tilia cordata little-leaf linden 5 5 L+ x
Tilia x flavescens hybrid linden 5 5 L+ x
Torilis japonica hedge-parsley 5 5 L+ x
Tragopogon pratensis meadow goat's beard 3 3 L+ x
Trifolium pratense red clover 5 5 L+ x
Trifolium repens white clover 5 5 L+ x
Tussilago farfara coltsfoot 4 4 L+ x
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Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail 3 3 L+ x
Ulmus glabra Scotch elm 5 5 L+ x
Ulmus pumila Siberian elm 4 4 L+ x
Urtica dioica ssp. dioica European stinging nettle 4 4 L+ x
Verbascum blattaria moth mullein 5 5 L+ x
Verbascum thapsus common mullein 4 4 L+ x
Veronica arvensis corn speedwell 4 4 L+ x
Veronica officinalis common speedwell 5 5 L+ x
Veronica persica Persian speedwell 5 5 L+ x
Veronica serpyllifolia ssp. serpyllifolia thyme-leaved speedwell 5 5 L+ x
Viburnum opulus European highbush cranberry 4 4 L+ x
Vicia cracca cow vetch 4 4 L+ x
Viola odorata sweet violet 5 5 L+ x
Acer negundo Manitoba maple 4 0 0 2 6 L+? x
Agrostis stolonifera creeping bent grass 5 5 L+? x
Geranium robertianum herb Robert 4 4 L+? x
Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass 3 3 L+? x
Pinus resinosa red pine 2 5 5 5 17 pL2 xp
Picea glauca white spruce 1 5 4 4 14 pL3 xp
Spiraea alba wild spiraea 2 4 4 3 13 pL4 xp
Campsis radicans trumpet creeper 5 5 pL+ xp
Corylus avellana European hazel 5 5 pL+ xp
Juglans regia English walnut 5 5 pL+ xp
Larix decidua European larch 4 4 pL+ xp
Picea pungens Colorado spruce 5 5 pL+ xp
Pinus nigra Austrian pine 5 5 pL+ xp
Spiraea x vanhouttei bridalwreath spiraea 5 5 pL+ xp
Vinca minor periwinkle 5 5 pL+ xp
Aquilegia vulgaris garden columbine 5 5 prL+ xpr
Hibiscus syriacus rose of Sharon 5 5 prL+ xpr
Tulipa x hybrida garden tulip 5 5 prL+ xpr
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Appendix 3: Fauna Inventory for Granger Greenway, 2003 - 2012.

Common Name Code Scientific Name

points 

mapped LO PTn PTt AS PIS HD StD + TS

L-

Rank

Survey Species: species for which the TRCA protocol effectively surveys.

Birds
mourning warbler MOWA Geothlypis philadelphia 1 (2005) 0 3 2 2 2 2 4 0 15 L3

pileated woodpecker PIWO Dryocopus pileatus 1 0 2 2 4 1 3 3 0 15 L3

pine warbler PIWA Setophaga pinus 1 0 2 2 4 1 3 3 0 15 L3

great-crested flycatcher GCFL Myiarchus crinitus 1 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

grey catbird GRCA Dumetella carolinensis 1 0 2 2 1 1 1 3 0 10 L4

hairy woodpecker HAWO Picoides villosus 2 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

indigo bunting INBU Passerina cyanea 2 (2005) 0 2 2 1 1 2 4 0 12 L4

northern flicker NOFL Colaptes auratus 1 0 3 2 1 1 2 3 0 12 L4

northern rough-winged swallow NRWS Stelgidoptery x serripennis 1 0 1 2 1 1 3 2 0 10 L4

red-breasted nuthatch RBNU Sitta canadensis 1 0 1 2 3 1 1 2 0 10 L4

rose-breasted grosbeak RBGR Pheucticus ludovicianus 1 (2005) 0 2 2 3 1 2 3 0 13 L4

white-breasted nuthatch WBNU Sitta carolinensis 1 0 2 2 3 1 2 2 0 12 L4

American Crow AMCR Corvus brachyrhynchos x 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 5 L5

American goldfinch AMGO Carduelis tristis x 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 0 7 L5

American robin AMRO Turdus migratorius x 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 6 L5

Baltimore oriole BAOR Icterus galbula x 0 2 2 1 1 0 1 0 7 L5

black-capped chickadee BCCH Parus atricapillus x 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 6 L5

blue jay BLJA Cyanocitta cristata x 0 4 2 1 1 0 1 0 9 L5

cedar waxwing CEDW Bombycilla cedrorum x 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 6 L5

chipping sparrow CHSP Spizella passerina x 0 2 2 1 1 0 2 0 8 L5

common grackle COGR Quiscalus quiscula x 0 3 2 1 1 0 1 0 8 L5

downy woodpecker DOWO Picoides pubescens x 0 3 2 1 1 1 1 0 9 L5

eastern phoebe EAPH Sayornis phoebe 2 0 2 2 1 1 2 1 0 9 L5

mourning dove MODO Zenaida macroura x 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 6 L5

northern cardinal NOCA Cardinalis cardinalis x 0 2 2 1 1 1 2 0 9 L5

song sparrow SOSP Melospiza melodia x 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 9 L5

European starling EUST Sturnus vulgaris x L+

house sparrow HOSP Passer domesticus x L+

rock dove ROPI Columba livia x L+

Incidental Species: species that are reported on as incidental to the TRCA protocol.
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Appendix 3: Fauna Inventory for Granger Greenway, 2003 - 2012.

Common Name Code Scientific Name

points 

mapped LO PTn PTt AS PIS HD StD + TS

L-

Rank

Mammals
beaver BEAV Castor canadensis 1 1 2 1 2 3 1 3 0 13 L4

eastern chipmunk EACH Tamias striatus x 0 2 2 2 3 1 3 0 13 L4

red squirrel RESQ Tamiasciurus hudsonicus x 0 2 2 1 3 1 2 0 11 L4

white-tailed deer WTDE Odocoileus virginianus x 0 2 1 3 2 2 1 0 11 L4

grey squirrel GRSQ Sciurus carolinensis x 0 2 2 1 3 0 0 0 8 L5

raccoon RACC Procyon lotor x 0 2 2 1 3 1 0 0 9 L5

domestic cat DOCA Felis catus x L+

Herpetofauna
brownsnake BRSN Storeria dekayi 1 2 2 2 1 3 0 4 0 14 L4

eastern gartersnake EAGA Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis 1 0 2 2 1 3 0 3 0 11 L4

LEGEND
LO = local occurrence PIS = Patch Isolation Sensitivity LX = extirpated
PTn = population trend, continent-wide STD = sensitivity to development L+= non-native/introduced
PTt = population trend, TRCA + = additional points
HD = habitat dependence TS = total score
AS = area sensitivity L-rank = TRCA Rank, October, 2008
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