
 

 

                

 
 
 
 
 

Mimico Waterfront Park 
 
 

Terrestrial Biological Inventory 
and Assessment 

 
May, 2010 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  



MM ii mm ii cc oo   WW aa tt ee rr ff rr oo nn tt   PP aa rr kk  

  May,  2010 

  

Table of Contents 
 
 

p a g e  

1.0 Introduction.............................................................................................1 
1.1 TRCA’s Terrestrial Natural Heritage Program .................................................................1 

 

2.0 Study Area Description ..........................................................................2 
 

3.0  Inventory Methodology .........................................................................3 
3.1  Landscape Analysis ........................................................................................................3 
3.2  Ranking and Scoring Communities and Species ...........................................................4 
3.3  Field Work .......................................................................................................................5 

 

4.0  Results and Discussion.........................................................................6 
4.1  Landscape Context .........................................................................................................6 
4.2  Vegetation Community Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park .........................................6 

4.3.1  Vegetation Community Representation ........................................................................... 6 
4.3.2 Vegetation Communities of Concern............................................................................... 7 

4.4  Flora Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park .....................................................................7 
4.4.1  Flora Species Representation.......................................................................................... 7 
4.4.2  Flora Species of Concern ................................................................................................ 8 
4.4.3 Plantings........................................................................................................................... 8 
4.4.4 Invasive Species............................................................................................................... 9 

4.5 Fauna Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park ...................................................................9 
4.5.1 Fauna Species Representation ........................................................................................ 9 
4.5.2 Fauna Species of Concern .............................................................................................. 9 

 

5.0  Recommendations...............................................................................12 
5.1  Site Highlights ...............................................................................................................12 
5.2  Site Recommendations.................................................................................................12 

5.2.1 Protect and Maximize Contribution of Mimico Waterfront Park to Natural System ....... 12 
5.2.2 Site-specific Restoration Activities at Mimico Waterfront Park....................................... 14 

 

6.0 References ............................................................................................15 
 
 
 

   



MM ii mm ii cc oo   WW aa tt ee rr ff rr oo nn tt   PP aa rr kk  

  May,  2010 

  

p a g e  

L is t  o f  Tab les  
  
Table 1: Habitat patch quality, rank and species response............................................................. 4 
Table 2: Schedule of the TRCA biological surveys at Mimico Waterfront Park............................... 5 
 

L is t  o f  Maps  
 
Map 1:  Mimico Waterfront Park in Context of Regional Natural Cover........................................ 17 
Map 2:  Mimico Waterfront Park .................................................................................................... 18 
Map 3:  Pre-construction Vegetation Communities and Flora Species of Concern (2001-04) .... 19 
Map 4:  Post-construction Vegetation Communities and Flora Species of Concern (2009) ....... 20 
 
 

List of Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: List of Vegetation Communities................................................................................. 21 
Appendix 2: List of Flora Species .................................................................................................. 22 
Appendix 3:  List of Fauna Species ................................................................................................ 25 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

   



MM ii mm ii cc oo   WW aa tt ee rr ff rr oo nn tt   PP aa rr kk  

  May,  2010 

  

 
Report prepared by:   Paul Prior, Fauna Biologist 
   Gavin Miller, Flora Biologist 
   Patricia Moleirinho, GIS Technologist 
 
Reviewed by:   Sue Hayes, Project Manager, Terrestrial Field 

Inventories 
Scott Jarvie, Manager, Watershed Monitoring and 
Reporting Section 

 
This report may be referenced as: 
 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA).  2010.  Mimico 
Waterfront Park, Terrestrial Biological Inventory and Assessment. 

 

  
 
 
 
  
 

   



MM ii mm ii cc oo   WW aa tt ee rr ff rr oo nn tt   PP aa rr kk
  May,  2010

  

1.0 Introduction 
 
In 2009 the Toronto Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) conducted a flora and fauna inventory 
of the newly constructed Mimico Waterfront Park (phase I). As shown in Maps 1 and 2, the park is 
located on the western waterfront in Etobicoke, just west of the mouth of Mimico Creek and close 
to the lake fill peninsulas associated with Humber Bay Park. This study area (about 5 hectares) is 
loosely connected with the Humber Bay Park and the lower valley of Mimico Creek. It runs 
between Douglas Boulevard in the southwest to Superior Avenue in the northeast, encompassing 
three formerly-isolated parkettes: Norris, Amos Waites, and Superior Parks. Phase II has not yet 
been constructed, it will extend northeast from Superior Avenue to the base of the western 
peninsula of Humber Bay Park. The whole area (Phases I and II) was the subject of vegetation, 
fauna and flora surveys in 2001 and 2004. The current study area is confined to the constructed 
Phase I lands; the earlier records provide pre-construction baseline information for comparison. 
 
TRCA undertook the field work during the 2009 field season in order to assess the results of the 
new park regarding vegetation communities, flora and fauna species, to estimate the success of 
plantings and installed habitat features, and to compare pre- and post-construction conditions. 
 
The site features are to be understood within the larger regional context provided by the Terrestrial 
Natural Heritage Program of the TRCA (see Section 1.1), keeping in mind the question “How does 
Mimico Waterfront Park fit within the regional and watershed natural system, and how should its 
contribution to this system be protected and maximized?” The important underlying message 
presented 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 
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. 
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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. These indicators summarize changes that occurred within the historical natural system. 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 (TNHSS) 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. 
 

2.0 Study Area Description 
 
Mimico Waterfront Park lies on the shore of Lake Ontario within the Carolinian floristic region, 
which is composed of mainly deciduous forest. The surficial geology and soils at this location 
have almost been entirely replaced by anthropogenic fill from the mid-twentieth century up to 
2007. Mid-twentieth century soil mapping shows the soils to be Chinguacousy clay loam to the 
south and Berrien sandy loam to the north (Hoffman and Richards 1955). The shoreline was a 
sandy beach known in the 1950s as Mimico Beach. At this time, almost the entire beach was 
buried with fill and low-rise apartments constructed along the armoured shoreline with minimal 
natural cover remaining. A small fragment of the beach was left, as shown in the pre-construction 
vegetation map (Map 3). This began to deteriorate due to the loss of natural dynamic processes 
and isolation from sources of sand deposition. 
 
The nearby Humber Bay Park was constructed in the early 1980s, forming two peninsulas on 
either side of the mouth of Mimico Creek. The park provided more recreational space and natural 
cover nearby, but helped to further cut off the natural sand source for the remnant beach. The first 
phase of the new park was constructed in 2006-08. The relict beach at Amos Waites Park was 
filled in and replaced by a sand dune / sand barren feature, paths, and a sheltered embayment 
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aimed at creating wetland habitat. The shoreline is now armoured and no longer subject to most 
dynamic coastal processes; the sandy feature was emplaced to compensate for the lost beach 
and to provide a piece of coastal habitat. Mimico Waterfront Park is part of a semi-continuous 
corridor of natural cover and public parkland along the Toronto waterfront. It is close to the mouth 
of Mimico Creek and the Humber Bay Park, which also have some areas of natural cover. The 
whole area has high recreational use by pedestrians and dog-walkers. Yacht clubs cover much of 
the western peninsula of Humber Bay Park across a short stretch of water from Mimico Waterfront 
Park. 
 
 

3.0  Inventory Methodology  
 
A biological inventory of Mimico Waterfront Park was conducted in 2001 and 2004, before 
construction. This inventory covered both Phase I and II areas. A second biological inventory took 
place in 2009 for the Phase I lands following construction. Inventories covered vegetation 
communities and species (flora and fauna) according to the TRCA methodology for field data 
collection (TRCA 2007d). 
 
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 3.3). 
 
Quality Distribution of Natural Cover 
 
The quality of each habitat patch is evaluated according to three criteria: size (the number of 
hectares 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 
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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 three 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, more 
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 

 
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 meters from the edge of the forest patch, using 100 meter 
increments. A recognized distance for deep interior conditions occurs at 400 meters from the 
patch edge. Such conditions are a habitat requirement for several sensitive fauna species. 
 
Quantity 
 
The quantity target is the amount of natural cover which needs to exist in the landscape in order 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  Ranking and Scoring Communities and Species 

While the targets for the natural heritage system are derived from regional-scale information, the 
ground-truthing surveys at the site level provide important information that can be used in 
conjunction with the targets to plan decisions at the site level. A key component of the ground-
truthing surveys is the scoring and ranking of vegetation communities and flora and fauna species 
to generate local “L” ranks (L1 to L5), which were first assigned in 1996-2000. These are reviewed 
and updated regularly (TRCA 2010). They roughly correspond to the habitat patch ranks. For 
example, a species ranked L4 may be expected in habitat patches with a quality of L4 or better. 
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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 but is now 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. 
 
3.3  Field Work 

Vegetation communities and flora species were surveyed concurrently. Botanical field-work for the 
site was conducted in 2001, 2004 and 2009 (Table 2). 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 and urban species of concern (species ranked L1 to L4) were mapped as point data with 
approximate number of individuals seen. 
 
Fauna data were collected by the TRCA in June of 2004 and 2009 (Table 2). The summer surveys 
were concerned primarily with the mapping of breeding bird species of regional concern. 
Songbirds are surveyed in June/July in order to obtain breeding bird data and to exclude 
migrants. The methodology for identifying confirmed and possible breeding birds follows Cadman 
et al. (2007). Fauna species of regional and urban concern (species ranked L1 to L4) were 
mapped as point data with each point representing a possible breeding bird. 
 
Table 2: Schedule of the TRCA biological surveys at Mimico Waterfront Park 

Survey Item Survey Dates Survey Effort (hours) 
Vegetation Communities 
and Flora Species 

19th Sep 2001, 21st July 2004, 29th May 
2009. 

9 hours 

Breeding Songbirds 15th June 2004, 9th and 24th June 2009 1¼ hours 
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4.0  Results and Discussion 
 
This Section provides the information collected and its analysis in the context of the TNHS 
Strategy. 
 
4.1  Landscape Context 

Based on 2002 orthophotography, 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, today (i.e. 2002) 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% of the 
surface area of the jurisdiction. 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. 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. 
 
Mimico Waterfront Park is small and isolated enough that landscape analysis was not performed 
on the site. The total study area includes just 1.6 hectares of natural cover after park construction 
(it had 0.7 hectares prior to construction) (Appendix 1). Of this natural cover, more than half is 
armour stone shoreline with minimal vegetation, so currently it barely qualifies as natural cover. 
There are 3.3 hectares of manicured landscape. The presence of Lake Ontario also complicates 
attempts to provide accurate patch quality assessment, especially with such small patches. It can 
be assumed that the habitat patch quality is “poor” (L4) or “very poor” (L5). However, it is 
anticipated that part of the sheltered embayment will become wetland over time, and more 
vegetation may arise spontaneously amid the armour stone and through planting. Any increase in 
natural cover would improve the site and also increase positive matrix influence on nearby areas 
such as Humber Bay Park. 
 
4.2  Vegetation Community Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park 

4.3.1  Vegetation Community Representation 

A total of five different ELC vegetation community types were described for the site in 2004 and six 
in 2009 (Appendix 1). These are entirely anthropogenic disturbed communities, with the exception 
of the deteriorating remnant of Mimico Beach that was filled in when the park was expanded 2006-
2008. The beach was classified as Mineral Open Beach (BBO1). Adjacent to it was a Treed Sand 
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Barren occupying 0.1 hectare, but this was dominated by the same suite of exotic species as the 
prevailing Exotic Successional Woodland (CUW1-b) and Exotic Deciduous Thicket (CUT1-c). 
 
By the time of the 2009 survey, the beach had been filled in and the park extended generally. 
Much of the extended land became either manicured or armour stone shoreline, largely 
unvegetated – Rubble Open Shoreline (BBO2-A). The latter includes the small island that shelters 
the embayment. Closer analysis of the exotic-dominated scrubby areas revealed that parts of the 
Exotic Cultural Woodland could be classified as plantation: Horticultural Deciduous Plantation 
(CUP1-d) and Siberian Elm Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-f). The Horticultural Deciduous Plantation 
is dominated by Norway maple (Acer platanoides); these two plantations can be considered focal 
points for the invasive trees that dominate them. A small part of the Exotic Successional Woodland 
next to where the beach used to be retains some original sandy soil. 
 
The sandy feature that was installed to replace the beach is dynamically separated from the 
nearby water by armouring and a formal trail. Being no longer subject to coastal processes, it was 
classified as Anthropogenic Sand Barren (SBO2). Small areas (0.2 hectares) have been recently 
planted with native trees as Restoration Deciduous Plantation (CUP1-A). 
 
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. The Mineral Open Beach and 
Treed Sand Barren that were noted prior to park construction are communities that are of regional 
concern, ranked L3 and L1 respectively. However, they were in very poor condition with few native 
species and so these ranks do not reflect the conservation concern of the vegetation. 
 
The Anthropogenic Sand Barren that replaced the beach in 2009 has a rank of L4 and is 
considered to be of conservation concern in an urban area such as Mimico Waterfront Park. 
Although it is an artificial feature, it has the potential for supporting certain sensitive species 
characteristic of dry sandy sites that are not connected with coastal processes. 
 
4.4  Flora Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park 

4.4.1  Flora Species Representation 

Mimico Waterfront Park had a total of 133 species of vascular plants recorded in 2001, 2004 and 
2009 (Appendix 2). The 2001 list encompasses both Phase I and Phase II lands, and included 66 
species; 94 were found on the new parkland of Phase I in 2009. The total from both years 
included 104 naturally-occurring species and at least 29 planted species (planted status was not 
clearly recorded in 2001). Of the non-planted species, only 27 are native (26%). The poor results 
(low species richness and dominance by exotics) are related to the intense development and 
filling of the site and its small size. However, 17 of the 29 planted species are native, and an 
additional 5 are native to other parts of Ontario. This reflects the commitment of the recent 
landscape design to using native species. 
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4.4.2  Flora Species of Concern 

Only one non-planted species of concern was observed at Mimico Waterfront Park: bushy 
cinquefoil (Potentilla paradoxa) (Map 3). One or two plants were observed on the relict Mimico 
Beach in Amos Waites Park in 2001. It was not seen in 2009 after the beach was filled in and new 
parkland constructed. Bushy cinquefoil has a rank of L3 and is considered provincially uncommon 
(S4) (NHIC 2010). It is a coastal species in the lower Great Lakes and is restricted to shorelines 
with a low-to-moderate amount of energy: for example, semi-sheltered sand bars that are 
submerged during high water levels. It could conceivably re-colonize from elsewhere or be 
planted along the water’s edge of the lagoon, if there is sufficient soil. 
 
4.4.3 Plantings 

Most of the plantings occurred in 2008, and are concentrated in the sand barren feature and a 
woody planting to the south. Weather conditions in 2008 and 2009 were favourably moist, so the 
recently-planted material is almost entirely living. Seventeen of the 29 species planted are native. 
Planted species ranked L1 to L4 are shown on Map 4. 
 
The sand barren has plantings of sand cherry (Prunus pumila ssp. pumila) (about 25 plants) and 
beach grass (Ammophila breviligulata) (over 100 plants), a dune specialist that has large 
populations on Toronto Island. This plant is never found on stabilized sands away from direct 
coastal action. The sand cherry is of the coastal subspecies for which there are no historic records 
in the TRCA jurisdiction; however, it occurs in coastal habitats on eastern Lake Ontario and 
conceivably could have occurred in Toronto. The seed source for planted sand cherry according 
to TRCA staff is usually the Wasaga Beach area on Georgian Bay. (An inland sand barren 
subspecies, P. pumila ssp. susquehanae, has historic records from the early 20th century in the 
Lambton prairie or nearby (Varga 2009)). 
 
Woody plantings include mostly common and widely available native trees; the swamp maple 
(Acer x freemanii) is a cultivar selected for urban uses rather than part of a wetland restoration. 
Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), silver-berry (Elaeagnus commutata), Great Lakes St. Johnswort 
(Hypericum kalmianum), and fragrant sumach (Rhus aromatica) are not locally native but are 
native to other parts of Ontario. Given the intensely urban character of the park, strict adherence 
to locally-native species is not as important as it would be in restoring a relict natural habitat such 
as Toronto Island or High Park. For example, Great Lakes St. Johnswort is native to coastal 
habitats of Lakes Erie and Huron/Georgian Bay but not Lake Ontario. Consideration of species 
suitability for site conditions is important. Beach grass is restricted to active sand dunes directly 
connected to the shoreline. Fragrant sumach is often favoured as a native (or near-native) 
ornamental shrub. But it is restricted to dry, rocky places with infertile soils and would likely be 
outcompeted on most urban sites (dry, but disturbed and overly-fertile soils) in the long term. 
 
The sheltered lagoon feature that is intended in the long term to support a coastal wetland 
supported only two planted species in 2009: boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum) (6-20 plants); and 
soft-stemmed bulrush (Scirpus validus) (3-5 plants). 
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4.4.4 Invasive Species 

Many of the exotic plants at Mimico Waterfront Park are short-term species of newly-disturbed 
ground such as roadsides or recent fill. But several invasive exotic plants are present. The heavy 
dominance by exotic species of some of the plant community polygons may actually make control 
and restoration work easier because total clearance and re-planting of these areas becomes an 
option; there is nothing that needs to be preserved. For example, woody exotics can be cut and 
the ground tilled repeatedly to remove the ground layer prior to planting. Dog-strangling vine 
(Cynanchum rossicum) and Japanese knotweed (Fallopia japonica/Polygonum cuspidatum) are 
probably the most immediate priorities as individual species. They are currently localized along 
some of the edges of the park but extremely aggressive; they could threaten not only Mimico 
Waterfront Park, but also the larger Humber Bay Park nearby. Woody exotics such as Siberian elm 
(Ulmus pumila), buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Norway and Manitoba maples (Acer platanoides 
and A. negundo) are likely to seed in and take over any terrestrial plantings including the sand 
barren, which is relatively sheltered and stable. Numerous new Manitoba maple seedlings were 
observed on the sand barren installation. Garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata) and lily-of-the-valley 
(Convallaria majalis) are likely to expand into shaded areas. 
 
A few of the planted trees are invasive: European alder (Alnus glutinosa) is often mistaken in the 
nursery trade for speckled alder (Alnus incana ssp. rugosa) and so ended up at Mimico Waterfront 
Park. European ash (Fraxinus excelsior) is growing along an old fenceline near Superior Avenue. 
European white birch (Betula pendula) was observed in 2001, and an unfamiliar elm, later 
identified as Japanese elm (Ulmus davidiana), has been extensively planted near the centre of the 
park north of the sand barren feature. Japanese elm’s invasive potential is unknown, but it was 
setting seed in 2009. 
 
4.5 Fauna Findings for Mimico Waterfront Park 

4.5.1 Fauna Species Representation 

The TRCA fauna surveys at the site in 2004 documented a total of eight bird species and one 
mammal, for a total of nine possible breeding fauna species. A repeat of the survey in 2009 
documented 14 bird species and one mammal, for a total of 15 fauna species. Refer to Appendix 
3 for a list of the breeding fauna species at the Mimico Waterfront Park and their corresponding L-
ranks. 
 
4.5.2 Fauna Species of Concern 

Fauna species, like vegetation communities and flora species, are considered of regional concern 
if they rank L1 to L3 based on their scores for the seven criteria mentioned in Section 3.2. It is 
important to also document the status of L4 species, i.e. those species that are of concern within 
the urban portions of the region. As with flora, this is a proactive, preventive approach, identifying 
where conservation efforts need to be made before a species becomes rare. 
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Fauna surveys at the Mimico Waterfront Park reported no L1 to L4 fauna species in 2004, and just 
one L1 to L4 species in 2009. This species, woodchuck, is currently ranked as an L4 species but 
the expectation is that when more recent Local Occurrence data is incorporated into the ranking 
process, the species will probably be re-ranked as an L5 species.  
 
It is important to note that, although the site currently lacks any evidence of breeding for any 
species of regional or urban concern, the site is being used as a foraging location by species of 
concern that nest off-site. The 2009 fauna surveys documented three aerial-feeding bird species 
foraging over the site: chimney swift (Chaetura pelagica), barn swallow (Hirundo rustica) and 
purple martin (Progne subis). Chimney swift is now listed as Threatened under the federal Species 
at Risk Act (Environment Canada 2010). It is likely that swifts observed foraging over the study 
area are nesting in buildings in the vicinity – local natural habitat provides supplies of small aerial 
insects which this species, along with purple martin and barn swallow, depend upon. 
 
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 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 44 10x10 km grid squares in the TRCA jurisdiction is 
considered regionally rare (i.e. scores three to five points for this criterion) (TRCA 2010). There 
were no regionally rare fauna species reported for the site. As is the case with flora, most 
regionally rare fauna species have other associated factors that explain their vulnerability and 
need to be taken into account in conservation strategies. 
 
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.  
 
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. None of the breeding fauna species reported 
from the study area in either 2004 or 2009 score more than two points for this criterion. However, 
given that the site is located on the lakeshore there can be little doubt that any natural habitat on 
the site plays an important part in providing foraging and shelter opportunities for migrant 
songbirds in both the spring and the fall. Consideration of migrant birds falls outside of the scope 
of the surveys conducted. 
 
It is important to understand that negative matrix influences are not solely associated with the 
proximity of urban and suburban developments. 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. Such impacts are especially important for breeding fauna since repeated disturbances 
have severe implications for nest attendance and the feeding of vulnerable young; nest 
productivity in heavily used areas is reduced for all but the most resilient of species (the latter 
including non-natives such as house sparrow and European starling). The negative impacts are 
not quite as important for migrant species particularly in situations where individuals have the 
opportunity to move on to less disturbed areas. However, in the urban landscape such 
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opportunities are considerably restricted and in recent years the importance of stop-over habitats 
in the life-cycles of migrant birds has been become a significant issue. It is as stop-over habitat 
that the vegetation communities at Mimico Waterfront Park become important for fauna, providing 
both foraging and shelter opportunities for migrants passing through the urban landscape.  

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 hectares in 
total) score the maximum five points, while species that show no minimum habitat requirement, or 
require <1 hectare in total, score one point. Species scoring three points or more (require 5+ 
hectares in total) are deemed area sensitive species. There were no such species reported from 
the Mimico Waterfront Park.  
 
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. 
 
The issue of patch isolation sensitivity at the current site has little real impact on the breeding 
fauna but is potentially restrictive regarding migrant songbirds. If foraging and sheltering migrants 
are repeatedly disturbed then they will need to re-locate to less-disturbed habitats – maintenance 
and replenishing of energy levels is absolutely crucial for migrating individuals. If there is no viable 
connection between habitat patches then considerable stress is placed on birds as they struggle 
to find opportunities to move to other areas on their migration path. In this way, the establishment 
of a series of natural refuges along the lakeshore and throughout the city’s ravine system 
becomes of considerable importance.  
 
Fauna species that score greater than three points under the habitat dependence criterion are 
considered habitat specialists. These species exhibit a combination of very specific habitat 
requirements that range from their 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. None of the 
fauna species that breed at Mimico Waterfront Park can be considered habitat specialists. 
Migrating birds also tend to be somewhat generalist in their habitat selection, even those species 
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that are otherwise extreme habitat specialists in their breeding locations. The most important 
habitat considerations for migrant songbirds are the availability of food and shelter.   
 

  
5.0  Recommendations 
 
The recommendations for Mimico Waterfront Park are given in relation to the regional targets for 
natural heritage in the TRCA jurisdiction. Every site, no matter how small, makes its own 
contribution to the natural system and will require its own individualized plan of action. Following 
is a short summary of the site highlights, followed by specific recommendations. 
 
5.1  Site Highlights 

 Part of Lake Ontario shoreline corridor, in proximity to Humber Bay Park and Mimico 
Creek to the east 

 104 naturally-occurring flora species observed 
 Bushy cinquefoil found in 2001 but not relocated in 2009; suitable habitat could allow 

recolonization 
 New plantings on various soil types including sand barren; opportunities still exist for 

fine-tuned restoration in Phase I; more will arise in Phase II 
 Planting survival in first year after planting appears to be good 
 New sheltered lagoon feature still has no wetland but potential for further landscaping 

and planting 
 Invasive species infestations include dog-strangling vine, Japanese knotweed, garlic 

mustard, Norway and Manitoba maples, and lily-of-the-valley 
 Site provides foraging opportunities for aerial-foraging species such as chimney swift 

 
5.2  Site Recommendations 

Recommendations are organized according to scale of the area considered, from the park’s 
regional context down to specific restoration activities. 
 
5.2.1 Protect and Maximize Contribution of Mimico Waterfront Park to Natural System 

Recommendations based on this objective address landscape ecology, as well as connections to 
the larger system. 
 
Optimize Patch Size and Shape 
 
The more that natural cover is retained at the study area and vicinity, the better it can support a 
healthy level of biodiversity. Even though there is no potential for large habitat patches at Mimico 
Waterfront Park, any increase in natural cover through strategic plantings and restoration will 
improve the patch size and shape and facilitate in reducing negative matrix influences. 
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• A general increase in natural cover (especially wetland and thicket) should be a continuing 

goal for this site, including Phase II. 
 

Minimize Negative Matrix Influence 
 
The larger a habitat block, the more resilient the associated fauna and flora communities are to 
developments within the landscape or to increased user pressure. The intense urbanization of the 
area has resulted in the domination of vegetation communities by exotic plants; the vegetation 
communities bear almost no resemblance to pre-development conditions. 
 
• A stewardship program should engage local residents and park visitors in natural heritage 

restoration activities including removal of invasives, planting, and maintenance. 
 
• Invasive species present on site should be removed. Woody invasives that produce prolific 

seed (e.g. Manitoba and Norway maple; Siberian elm, buckthorn, and European alder) should 
be a high priority. These will sabotage the restoration areas. The highest-priority herbaceous 
invasives would be dog-strangling vine, Japanese knotweed, lily-of-the-valley, and possibly 
garlic mustard, although there is limited prospect of success with the latter due to its long-lived 
seed bank. 

 
• Trails should be directed to prevent trampling of sensitive restoration features. In the completed 

Phase I area, this could involve erecting barriers to discourage access to the sand barren. 
Viewing opportunities are already present from the perimeter of this small feature. In Phase II, a 
combination of viewing opportunities and access barriers could be incorporated into the 
design stage. 

 
• Adjacent properties that come up for redevelopment or upgrades should include retrofits of at-

source hydrological improvements (permeable pavement, bioretention swales, and infiltration 
measures). 

 
• Adjacent properties that come up for redevelopment or upgrades should include removal of 

exotic species and planting of native species in their landscaping plans. 
 
• Include further plantings that provide both foraging and shelter opportunities for migrant 

songbirds, e.g. berry-bearing shrubs and trees, dense thickets.  
 
Improve Connectivity to Nearby Habitat 
 
Connectivity of habitat to Humber Bay Park, other areas of the waterfront, and Mimico Creek is 
currently compromised by adjacent shoreline residential development. The construction of Phase 
II of Mimico Waterfront Park will mitigate this lack of connectivity on the east side. 
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• Ensure provision of patches of natural habitat along the shoreline of Phase II, including 
wetland, thicket, and herbaceous communities. 

• Encourage native plantings and provision of habitat cover among waterfront landowners 
through the stewardship program. 

 
5.2.2 Site-specific Restoration Activities at Mimico Waterfront Park 

The landscaping and planting at Mimico Waterfront Park is so far mostly successful but is very 
new. To ensure its continued success, further plantings and maintenance will be needed. These 
should be tailored to the site conditions, which are urban and mostly sheltered from direct coastal 
influences by the lakefill peninsula of Humber Bay Park and by shoreline armouring. 
 
Tailor Plantings to Site Conditions 
 

• The sand barren feature should be further planted with species of inland sand barrens and 
prairies; coastal species such as beach grass may not grow well in the long term. Nearby 
seed sources of invasive species such as Manitoba maple should be removed as soon as 
possible. A couple of examples of suitable species for the sand barren would be little 
bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), sky-blue aster (Aster oolentangiensis) and smooth 
wild rose (Rosa blanda). 

 
• Determine whether the sheltered lagoon is without vegetation because it has not yet had a 

chance to establish itself or if other factors are preventing establishment (e.g. carp, 
Canada geese, water depth). These factors should be addressed prior to further planting. 

 
• Other plantings should focus on generalist, urban-tolerant species, with maintenance to 

prevent exotic invasion. 
 
• Continue monitoring the success of plantings and other restoration work every two years 

as directed, and provide ongoing recommendations based on findings (adaptive 
management). 

 
• Provide turtle-basking opportunities both off-shore and within the newly created lagoon. 

 
• Consider turtle-nesting opportunities within the site. Attention should be paid to the viability 

given the high degree of foot traffic within the park, and also to the possible exposure to a 
high population of urban-subsidized nest-predators (raccoons Procyon lotor, striped 
skunks Mephitis mephitis, and Virginia possums Didelphis virginiana). The recently created 
island at the mouth of the lagoon may provide safe nesting opportunities if the substrate is 
appropriate. 
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Appendix 1: List of Vegetation Communities - Mimico Waterfront Park

2004 observations before park construction Local
ELC Vegetation Type area Local Geophy. Total Rank
Code (* indicates present as inclusion and/or complex only) # ha Occur. Requir. Score (2009-03)

Successional
CUT1-c Exotic Deciduous Thicket 0.1 2.0 0.0 2.0 L+
CUW1-b Exotic Successional Woodland 0.4 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

Dynamic (Beach, Barren, Prairie)
BBO1 Mineral Open Beach 0.2 3.0 2.0 5.0 L3
SBT1 Treed Sand Barren 0.1 3.5 5.0 8.5 L1

Meadow
*CUM1-c *Exotic Forb Meadow 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

manicured 2.1
natural cover 0.7

2009 observations after park construction

Plantation
CUP1-A Restoration Deciduous Plantation 0.2 2.5 0.0 2.5 L5
CUP1-d Horticultural Deciduous Plantation 0.1 3.5 0.0 3.5 L+
CUP1-f Siberian Elm Deciduous Plantation 0.04 4.0 0.0 4.0 L+

Successional
CUW1-b Exotic Successional Woodland 0.3 1.5 0.0 1.5 L+

Dynamic (Beach, Barren, Prairie)
BBO2-A Rubble Open Shoreline 0.6 3.5 0.0 3.5 L5
SBO2 Anthropogenic Sand / Gravel Barren 0.3 4.5 0.0 4.5 L4

manicured 3.3
natural cover 1.6
natural cover minus armourstone shore which is quasi-natural 1.0



Appendix 2: Mimico Waterfront Park Flora Species (2001 & 2009)
Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank

Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA
Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (03/2009)

Potentilla paradoxa bushy cinquefoil 4 3 5 4 16 L3
Ambrosia artemisiifolia common ragweed 2 1 3 0 6 L5
Asclepias syriaca common milkweed 2 2 0 2 6 L5
Aster ericoides ssp. ericoides heath aster 2 1 2 1 6 L5
Aster lanceolatus ssp. lanceolatus panicled aster 1 2 3 1 7 L5
Bidens frondosus common beggar's-ticks 2 1 4 0 7 L5
Calystegia sepium hedge bindweed 3 2 3 2 10 L5
Carex cristatella crested sedge 2 2 4 1 9 L5
Cornus stolonifera red osier dogwood 1 2 0 3 6 L5
Crataegus punctata dotted hawthorn 2 2 3 3 10 L5
Equisetum arvense field horsetail 1 2 1 1 5 L5
Fraxinus americana white ash 1 2 0 3 6 L5
Impatiens capensis orange touch-me-not 1 2 0 2 5 L5
Juncus dudleyi Dudley's rush 2 2 3 1 8 L5
Oenothera biennis common evening-primrose 2 1 1 1 5 L5
Parthenocissus inserta thicket creeper 1 2 0 1 4 L5
Populus deltoides cottonwood 2 1 4 1 8 L5
Prunus virginiana ssp. virginiana choke cherry 1 2 0 1 4 L5
Ranunculus sceleratus cursed crowfoot 2 2 3 2 9 L5
Rhus typhina staghorn sumach 2 1 2 2 7 L5
Ribes cynosbati prickly gooseberry 2 3 2 2 9 L5
Salix exigua sandbar willow 2 1 5 2 10 L5
Solidago altissima tall goldenrod 1 2 0 0 3 L5
Ulmus americana white elm 1 4 0 2 7 L5
Verbena urticifolia white vervain 2 2 2 2 8 L5
Vitis riparia riverbank grape 1 1 0 0 2 L5
Xanthium strumarium clotbur 3 1 4 0 8 L5
Acer platanoides Norway maple 3 3 L+
Aesculus hippocastanum horse-chestnut 4 4 L+
Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard 2 2 L+
Arctium lappa great burdock 3 3 L+
Arenaria serpyllifolia thyme-leaved sandwort 5 5 L+
Barbarea vulgaris winter cress 3 3 L+
Bromus inermis ssp. inermis smooth brome grass 3 3 L+
Bromus tectorum downy chess 4 4 L+
Campanula rapunculoides creeping bellflower 3 3 L+
Capsella bursa-pastoris shepherd's purse 4 4 L+
Chenopodium album var. album lamb's quarters 3 3 L+
Chrysanthemum leucanthemum ox-eye daisy 3 3 L+
Cichorium intybus chicory 3 3 L+
Cirsium arvense creeping thistle 2 2 L+
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle 3 3 L+
Convallaria majalis lily-of-the-valley 3 3 L+
Crataegus monogyna English hawthorn 3 1 4 0 8 L+
Cynanchum rossicum dog-strangling vine 3 3 L+
Dactylis glomerata orchard grass 3 3 L+
Daucus carota Queen Anne's lace 3 3 L+
Descurainia sophia flixweed 5 5 L+
Diplotaxis muralis wall rocket 5 5 L+
Dipsacus fullonum ssp. sylvestris teasel 4 4 L+
Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive 3 3 L+
Euonymus europaea European spindle-tree 4 4 L+
Festuca pratensis meadow fescue 3 3 L+
Geum urbanum urban avens 3 3 L+
Glechoma hederacea creeping Charlie 3 3 L+
Hemerocallis fulva orange day-lily 4 4 L+
Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket 2 2 L+
Hieracium caespitosum ssp. caespitosum yellow hawkweed 3 3 L+
Hypericum perforatum common St. Johnswort 3 3 L+
Inula helenium elecampane 3 3 L+
Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce 3 3 L+
Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca motherwort 3 3 L+



Appendix 2: Mimico Waterfront Park Flora Species (2001 & 2009)
Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank

Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA
Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (03/2009)

Lepidium campestre field pepper-grass 4 4 L+
Ligustrum vulgare privet 5 5 L+
Linaria vulgaris butter-and-eggs 3 3 L+
Lolium perenne perennial rye 4 4 L+
Lonicera x bella shrub honeysuckle 3 3 L+
Lycopus europaeus European water-horehound 4 4 L+
Malus pumila apple 2 2 L+
Malva neglecta common mallow 5 5 L+
Matricaria matricarioides pineappleweed 5 5 L+
Matricaria perforata scentless chamomile 4 4 L+
Medicago lupulina black medick 3 3 L+
Melilotus alba white sweet clover 3 3 L+
Phleum pratense timothy grass 3 3 L+
Plantago major common plantain 3 3 L+
Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky blue grass 3 3 L+
Polygonum cuspidatum Japanese knotweed 4 4 L+
Ranunculus acris tall buttercup 3 3 L+
Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn 2 2 L+
Robinia pseudoacacia black locust 3 3 L+
Salix x rubens European tree willow 3 3 L+
Sinapis arvensis charlock 4 4 L+
Sisymbrium altissimum tumble mustard 5 5 L+
Solanum dulcamara bittersweet nightshade 3 3 L+
Sonchus oleraceus annual sow-thistle 5 5 L+
Sorbus aucuparia European mountain-ash 3 3 L+
Syringa vulgaris common lilac 3 3 L+
Taraxacum officinale dandelion 3 3 L+
Thlaspi arvense penny-cress 3 3 L+
Trifolium hybridum alsike clover 5 5 L+
Trifolium pratense red clover 3 3 L+
Trifolium repens white clover 3 3 L+
Tussilago farfara coltsfoot 2 2 L+
Ulmus glabra Scotch elm 5 5 L+
Ulmus pumila Siberian elm 4 4 L+
Verbascum thapsus common mullein 3 3 L+
Veronica arvensis corn speedwell 5 5 L+
Viburnum opulus European highbush cranberry 3 3 L+
Vicia cracca cow vetch 3 3 L+
Viola tricolor Johnny jump-up 5 5 L+
Acer negundo Manitoba maple 2 0 0 2 4 L+?
Atriplex patula halberd-leaved orache 5 5 L+?
Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass 3 3 L+?
Ammophila breviligulata marram grass 4 4 5 4 17 pL2
Acer x freemanii hybrid swamp maple 5 3 5 2 15 pL3
Acer rubrum red maple 2 4 1 5 12 pL4
Acer saccharinum silver maple 1 2 5 3 11 pL4
Amelanchier arborea downy serviceberry 3 2 4 3 12 pL4
Betula papyrifera paper birch 1 4 2 4 11 pL4
Eupatorium perfoliatum boneset 1 3 4 3 11 pL4
Quercus macrocarpa bur oak 2 4 3 3 12 pL4
Scirpus validus soft-stemmed bulrush 2 2 5 3 12 pL4
Spiraea alba wild spiraea 2 4 4 3 13 pL4
Thuja occidentalis white cedar 1 4 1 5 11 pL4
Acer saccharum ssp. saccharum sugar maple 1 3 0 2 6 pL5
Fraxinus pennsylvanica var. pennsylvanica red ash 2 2 2 3 9 pL5
Fraxinus pennsylvanica var. subintegerrima green ash 2 2 2 3 9 pL5
Populus tremuloides trembling aspen 1 3 1 3 8 pL5
Tilia americana basswood 1 4 2 3 10 pL5
Verbena hastata blue vervain 2 2 4 2 10 pL5
Alnus glutinosa European alder 4 4 pL+
Betula pendula European white birch 4 4 pL+
Caragana arborescens Siberian pea-shrub 5 5 pL+



Appendix 2: Mimico Waterfront Park Flora Species (2001 & 2009)
Local Popn. Hab. Sens. Total Rank

Occur. Trend Dep. Dev. Score TRCA
Scientific Name Common Name 1-5 1-5 0-5 0-5 2-20 (03/2009)

Celtis occidentalis hackberry 5 5 pL+
Elaeagnus commutata silver-berry 5 5 pL+
Fraxinus excelsior European ash 5 5 pL+
Hypericum kalmianum Great Lakes St. Johnswort pL+
Populus x canadensis Carolina poplar 5 5 pL+
Rhus aromatica fragrant sumach 5 5 pL+
Rosa rugosa wrinkled rose 5 5 pL+
Ulmus davidiana Japanese elm pL+
Prunus pumila var. pumila sand cherry 5 5 10 pL+?



Appendix 3: Fauna List for Mimico Waterfront Park Study Area (2009).

Common Name Code Scientific Name 2004 2009 LO PTn PTt AS PIS HD StD + TS L-Rank

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

Birds
American Crow AMCR Corvus brachyrhynchos X 0 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 5 L5
American robin AMRO Turdus migratorius X 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
Canada goose CANG Branta canadensis X X 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 0 6 L5
common grackle COGR Quiscalus quiscula X 0 3 2 1 1 0 1 0 8 L5
killdeer KILL Charadrius vociferus X 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 9 L5
mallard MALL Anas platyrhynchos X X 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 0 8 L5
mourning dove MODO Zenaida macroura X 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 6 L5
red-winged blackbird RWBL Agelaius phoeniceus X X 0 2 2 1 1 0 2 0 8 L5
song sparrow SOSP Melospiza melodia X 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 9 L5
European starling EUST Sturnus vulgaris X X L+
house finch HOFI Carpodacus mexicanus X L+
house sparrow HOSP Passer domesticus X X L+
mute swan MUSW Cygnus olor X L+
rock dove ROPI Columba livia X X L+

Incidental Species: species that are reported on as incidental to the TRCA protocol.

Mammals
woodchuck WOOD Marmota monax 1 1 2 2 1 3 0 1 0 10 L4
grey squirrel GRSQ Sciurus carolinensis X 0 2 2 1 3 0 0 0 8 L5

LEGEND
LO = local occurrence PIS = Patch Isolation Sensitivity
PTn = population trend, continenSTD = sensitivity to development
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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