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INTRODUCTION 

The need for a reviewof Migratory Bird Sanctuaries (MBS) has 

been a long standing requirement for the Canadian Wi1d1ife Service across 

Canada. The former Western Region hada review in 1966 for the 3 Prairie 

provinces. Guide1ines for the establishment of new sanctuaries have been 

modified through the years, with a 1974 directive that new MBS were only 

to be estab1ished on Federal or Provincial Crown Land. 

Historica11y many reasons have been given for the establishment 

of MBS, a11 of them with some sort of bio1ogica1 justification. Today, 

most those bio1ogica1 reasons have disappeared and been lost through the 

years, and by today' s standards 1t wou1d be difficu1t to justHy more 

than 3 or 4 of the existing 13 MBS in Ontario. 

For the deve10pment ofthis Review, eco1ogica1 data was co11ect­

ed on each individua1 Sanctuary, consultation with existing landowners 

and neighbours took place and above a11 each individua1 site was dis­

cussed with the Wild1ife Branch, Ontario' Ministry of Natura1 Resources 

(District Office). CWS staff a1so had an opportunity to review the rec­

ommendations. 
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The findings of our Review are in a way . almost an horror story 

in. regard to Migratory Birds and their habitats. We now have the 

following activities taking place inside Sanctuary Boundaries in Ontario: 

An incrèase from 20 to 50 landowners on one, being now a 

full year,round prime residential area; 

. Caged Migratory Birds on display; 

One covering a large track of agricul tural land in or der to 

avoid the introduction of a Municipal Bylaw on fire arms. 

Residential subdivisions; one cemetery; one hospital; 

A nickel smelter; a lumber mill; a cement plant and junk 

yards; 

A gypsum plant; a sewage plant; a sports track; gravel pits; 

a private trailer park; 

Tailings; 

A training and interpretation school. 

The list of Sanctuary land-uses could go on and on, with only 

very few sites being of any use or being used by Migratory Birds. 

The Ontario Region is committed to implement the necessary 

changes to make MBS meaningful and justifiable under the Act. In order 

ta procede, "National Guidelines on· MB Sanctuaries·· are going to be re­

quired. 
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The writer, with help of CWS staff from 2 other regions, is pre-

paring a. list of required changes to the MB Sanctuary Regulations and 

Guidelines. 

We hope that this Review will help identify the problems of MBS 

in Ontario, which we are sure must reflect in many ways a common 

situation across Canada. 

We submit this Review to Senior Management and hope to be in-

structed to implement most of the recommendations hereby outlined. 

J.F. Carreiro 
Head, Habitat & 

Ecological Assessment 
Canadian Wildlife Service 
Ontario Region 
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ST. JOSEPH' S ISLAND BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: Approximately 15 km south of Hilton Beach, Jocelyn Town­
ship, District of Algoma, Ontario. 
Lat. 46°04'; . Longitude 83°55' 
UTM Grid Reference 736055 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 Sheet No. 41J/4W (St. Joseph Island) 

2. Area: approximately 940 ha 

3. Land ownership: 

Parks Canada and Provincial CrownLand 

4. Major Habitat Type: 

forest 
open lake 
lakeshore marsh 
fort/interpretation site 

5. Description of Area: 

40% 
50% 

8% 
2% 

St. Joseph Island is located at the west end of the North. 
Channel of Lake Huron. The Migratory Bird Sanctuary (MBS) 
is situated at the southern tip of the Island. The bound­
ary of the MBS extends offshore to the International Bound­
ary. 

A dense hardwood forest with scattered conifers covers most 
of the mainland portion of the MBS. Dominant trees are Red 
Maple, Red Oak, Beech, Yellow Birch, White Birch, Black 
Ash, Hemlock, Black Spruce, White Spruce and Eastern White 
Cedar. This forest habitat is common in the St. Joseph 
Island area. 

A cleared area of about 2 ha at the southwest point con­
tains the ruins of Old Fort St. Joseph and Parks Canada 
office and interpretation centre. Scattered clumps of 
Eastern White Cedar are located around the grassy knoll 
containing the old fort. 

The shorelines of four small bays are composed of a fringe 
of Scirpus sp. marsh, backedby a narrow zone of Phragmites 
sp. Inland from this zoneis a bayberry/alder strip. 
Sections of the shoreline not fringed withScirpus are 
stony. 
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A very large marsh is located on the St. Marys River shore­
line of St. Joseph Island north of the MBS. This wet1and 
area, important to waterfow1 and other wet1and-dependent 
migratory birds, stretches from the MBS boundary north to 
Hay Point and Munuscong Lake. The genera1area is composed 
of open river, interspersed emergent vegetation, 1akes and 
swamps. 

The MBS a1so inc1udes Pirate Island offshore from La Pointe 
Point. A number of other is1ands, inc1uding Janden Island, 
are located just to the east of theMBS. 

The main1and portion of the MBS is a National Historic 
Park. A· more detai1ed description· of the vegetation of 
Fort St. Joseph National Historic Park can be found in 
Graham (1977). 

6.. Public Use: 

Fort St. Joseph National Historic Park attracts many visi­
tors each year· from Canada as we11 as the United States. 
Park facilities now inc1ude· the ruins of 01d Fort St. 
Joseph and a visitor centre. Nature trai1s andpossib1y an 
expanded nature interpretation program are p1anned for the 
near future. 

7. Importance to the Resoutce: 

The St. Joseph Island BS is not of great importance in 
terms of its value to migratory birds. One of the main 
reasons that the MBS was original1y estab1ished was to 
provide protection because. "both diving and marsh ducks 
frequent the area in large numbers during the migration 
season and a few species such as Black Duck and Common and 
Red-breasted Mergansers breed in the area". 

The open water and marsh areas of the MBS are utilized by 
some migrating waterfow1~ most notab1y Scaup, but the num­
bers invo1ved are insignificantcompared to nearby areas. 
Ontario Ministryof Natura1 Resources (OMNR) staff indicate 
that most of the duck use in the area occurs in the Hay 
Pointmarshes, to the north of the MBS. The nearby Pumpkin 
Point area is also loca11y important for migratingwater­
fow1. Both the Hay Point and Pumpkin Point marshes are 
hunted. . 

The MBS a1so has poor waterfow1 breeding habitat, as was 
stated by B. Johnson in 1973. 
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A recent report (Graham, 1977) lists 120 bird species ob­
served atFort St. Joseph National Historie Park and pro­
vides a description of bird species/habitat associations. 
The author also makes note of the presence of a heron rook­
ery, a Black Tern' colony, a Herring Gull colony and a Bald 
Eagle nest, aIl outside the MBS. This report provides a 
thorough description of the avifauna typical of this area, 
which will provide a good base upon which to develop a 
nature interpretation pro gram for the Park. 

The MBS is of value to migratory birds, but there is little 
if anything to distinguish. it from other similar areas 
nearbY. . It contains habitat and avifauna typical for the 
region. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1950, a petition was received by CWS from the Member of 
Parliament for Algoma West which supported the establish­
ment of a bird sanctuary at the southern tip of St. Joseph 
Island. It was signed by two localreeves, four council­
lors of Jocelyn Township, and thirty-nine local residents. 
This request was made . in an effort to protect migratory 
birds from the extensive hunting that was occurring in the 
area, and also to provide a site which prohibited the entry 
of dogs. Local hunters would train dogs to chase deer 
toward the beach where capture was easy, and this resulted 
incomplaints from residents in the area. 

The Dominion Wildlife Officer for Ontario surveyed the area 
and found it to be suitable as a sanctuary site due to its 
use as a migration stopover. The proposed' area was Crown 
Land consisting mainly of a Naval Reserve of 230 ha and 81 
ha Military Reserve. These wereno longer required by the 
Department of National Defense and the Land Division of the 
Department of Natural Resources and Northern Affairs agreed 
to their inclusion in a sanctuary. 

Isolated on a peninsula extending south of the Military 
Reserve was the Old Fort Joseph Historie Site, under the 
jurisdiction of the National Parks and Historie Site Ser­
vices. Due to its location, in between the reserve and 
offshore sections, the site was a necessary component of 
the- sanctuary and permission was granted to include it. 

The offshore area of the proposed sanctuary constituted 
navigable waters and was therefore the responsibility of 
the Department of Transport. This federal agency concurred 
with the proposed sanctuary, provided that navigation 
rights and the maintenance of navigational equipment were 
not interferred with. 
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The St. Joseph' s Island Bird Sanctuary' was estab1ished on 
March 8, 1951. 

A 1973 CWS survey, conducted at the request of Parks 
Canada,. described the MBS as of minor importance as a mi­
gration stopover, po or breeding habitat for waterfow1 and 
ineffective at reducing the hunting of waterfow1. CWS 
bio1ogist B. Johnson recommended that the MBS be cance11ed 
"rather than continue -the fa1se impression that the area, 

. because i t is a sanctuary, is doing something posi ti ve for­
migratory birds". 

In the fa11 of 1973 the Regional Director of .Parks Canada 
requested that CWS not proceed with the p1anned. cance11a­
tion of the MBS unti1 a zoning scheme was deve10ped to 
provide some measure of protection for the site. 

In October of 1974 Parks Canada was again informed of CWS 
desires to cancel the St. Joseph' s Island MBS because of 
its 1imited value tomigratory birds. 

Since 1982 the mainland portion of the MBS, the old naval 
and mi1itary reserves, has been designated Fort St. Joseph 
National and Historic Park. As such, the main1and area of 
the MBS is subjeC1: to National Park regu1ations.· This 
1egis1ation enab1es Parks Canada to regu1ate visitor use 
and activity. The restoration of the old fort site and 
construction of the visitor centre have had minor impact on 
the value of the habitat to migratory birds. 

Parks Canada is present1y determining their requirements 
for inclusion of offshore areas in the Park. These areas 
might inc1ude offshore is1ands and shore1ine open water to 
protect archeo1ogica1 sites such as old docks and piers. 
Decisions on the· type of offshore boundary, and a 1ega1 
survey of same, have not at this time been made. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (P.C. 1951-1118, March 8, 1951 and 
P.C. 1974-1989~ September 10~ 1974). 

National and Historic Parks Regulations under the National 
Parks Act (P.C. 1982-3136). 

As noted above the mainland portion of the MBS i8 also sub­
ject to the National and Historic Parks Regulations.' This 
1egis1ation enab1es Parks Canada to regu1ate visitor use 
and activities within the Park. 
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Parks C?nada staff post the mainland boundary of the MBS 
yearly with MES and National Park signs. The offshore 
water boundary is not, and never has been, posted. Signs 

. are placed at the shoreline. 

District OMNR staff report no enforcement problems and 
limited hunting pressure in the area from local residents. 
Parks staff indicate that some waterfowl hunting takes 
place in the open water outside the MBS signs, but techni­
cally within the MBS. 

10. Recommendations: 

(i) That the St. Joseph's Island BS be eliminated. 

This MBS ls of no speclal importance to migratory birds and 
ls serving no useful purpose. To quote CWS biologis t B. 
Johnson, the MBS should be cancelled "rather than continue 
the false impression that the area, because it is a 'sanc­
tuary', is doing something posi ti ve for migratory birds .... 

Parks Canada now has the legislative authority to control 
public use and activities on the mainland portion of the 
MBS. Parks regulations, in conjunction with the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act and Regulations, ean provide an ade­
quate level of protection for migratory birds and their 
habitat at this site. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Region 
File No. 9396-6-16 (2 vol.) 

Graham, H.D. 1977. An avifaunal inventory of Fort St. 
Joseph National Historie Park, 1976. Contract No. CR 
76-21. Parks Canada, Cornwall, Ontario. 
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YOUNG LAKE BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 3 km southwest of Me1drum Bay, Dawson Township, Manitou1in 
County, Ontario. 
Latitude 45°54' Longitude 83°08' 
UTM Grid Reference 343853 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 41 G/14 (Me1drum Bay) 

2. Area: 534 ha 

3. 

. 4. 

5. 

Land ownership: 

Private ownership, (major 1andowners W. Joyce and 
M. Wickett) 

Major Habitat Type: 

open 1à.ke 
wetland 
pasture/farm1and 
wood1and 

Description of Area: 

15% 
5% 

55% 
25% 

Young Lake.Bird Sanctuary is 10cated at the western end of 
Manitou1in Island, 3 km southwestof Me1drum Bay. 

The area genera11y has sha110w soi1s under1ain by 1ime­
stone. The main features of the Migratory BirdSanctuary 
(MBS) are the centra11y 10ca ted Young and Wickett Lakes. 
Young Lake, the sma11er of the two, is very sha110w with a 
muddy bottom. The east and west ends of the 1ake have 
typica1 wet1and vegetation such as Typha sp., Scirpus sp., 
Nuphar sp., E10dea canadensis and some Potamogeton spp. 
The main body of the 1ake is almost devoid of submergent 
growth. A small beaver dammed creek connects Young Lake 
to Wickett Lake. The beaver f100ded creek has dense 
growth of Alnus sp., Scirpussp., Typha sp. and some sub­
mergents. At the point where the creek enters the western 
end of Wickett Lake, it has a vegetation growth simi1ar to 
that found at Young Lake. Most of Wickett Lake is open 
water. 

The north section of the MBS is pasture with scattered 
pockets of bush. To the south of Young and Wickett Lakes 
the MBS is solid mixed hardwood/softwood bush. 

Habitat contained within the MBS is very common in the 
area. Numerous lakes simi1ar to Young and Wickett Lakes 
are 10cated in the vicinity. 
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Because of the private ownership of the property within. 
the MBS, public use is limited. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

It is reported by a local landowner and the Ontario Mini­
stry of Natural Resources (OMNR) staff that the Young Lake· 
MBS attracts a peak of approximately 200 ducks and about 
25 Canada Geese during migration. Although a few Canada 
Geese stop at the MBS during spring migration and some 
have been seen in the general area during late spring/ 
early summer, no Canada Geese have nested at the MBS. One 
of the main reasons for establishing the MBS was to en­
courage Canada Geese to nest. 

A number of puddle ducks have been recorded as nesting in 
the MBS each year, with Black Ducks being the most note­
worthy (Perret, 1961). While theMBS has been described 
as having "excellent nesting cover", the habitat is not 
uncommon in the area. 

Staff of OMNR have noted larger concentrations of migra­
ting waterfow~ on lakes adjacent to and in the vicinity of 
the Young Lake BS than on lakes within the MBS • Those 
lakes with the larger concentrations are hunted each fall. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1959 the Dawson Conservation Club proposed the forma­
tion of a sanctuary at Meldrum Bay, Manitoulin Island 
centered around Young and Wickett Lakes. It was stated 
that hunting was limiting the use of the proposed site by 
waterfowl. Although the area was privately owned, the 
Conservation Club obtained permission from the landowners 
to propose the establishment of a sanctuary. 

A biologist from the Canadian WildlifeService examined 
the site in-\ the fall of 1959 and subm!tted his recommen­
dation in favour of establishing a MigratoryBird Sanct­
uary. 

The Ontario Department of Lands. and Forests did not con­
cur. The Minister felt that the isolated conditions would 
present enforcement problems and more importantly, he 
questioned the value of small sanctuaries as a waterfowl 
management too!. The Minister was reluctant to concur 
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in the establishment of the sanctuary un1ess there were 
exceptiona1 features which made the area unique~ The 
Minister 1ater bowed to pressure from the local landowners 
and the Dawson Conservation Club. 

Young Lake Bird Sanctuary was estab1ished on September 29, 
1960 (P.C. 1960-1337). 

At present, no land use changes detrimenta1 to the value 
of the- MBS as migratory bird habitat have occurred. Nor­
mal farming operations continue on the up1and. 

9. Protective Status and, Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (P.C. 1960-1337, September 29, 1960 
and P.C. 1974-1989, September 10, 1974). 

The land within the MBS is private1y owned. The MBS was 
origina11y posted by the RCM Police. OMNR staff indicate 
that any required re-posting is carried out by the 1and~ 

owners. 

No enforcement prob1ems have been noted. 
visitedinfrequent1y by enforcement staff. 

The MBS is 

The local 1andowners 1ike the idea of the MBS as a "safe 
place for ducks". Although the 1andowners be1ieve that 
MBS signs are more respected by the public than "no tres­
pasa" signs, appropriate posting as private land to re­
strict public access under the revised "The Trespass to 
Property Act" wou1d like1y provide adequate protection for 
the area. 

10. Recommeridations: 

That the Young Lake BS be e1iminated. 

This MBS is of on1y very local importance to migratory 
birds. The MBS is not frequented by large numbers of 
waterfow1 which are heavi1y hunted and in need of addi­
tiona1 protection in the region. Numerous simi1ar areas 
exist in the region and many which are hunted receive 
greater use by waterfow1 than does the MBS. 

The MBS is on private property and appropriate posting 
could provide adequate protection for migratory birds if 
the' 1andowners so desired. ' 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

- 15 -

11. References: 

Canadian Wild1He Service, Ontario Region, 
File No. 9396-6-18. 
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FIELDING BIRD SANCTUARY. 

1. Location: 2 km south of Copper Cliff within the City of Sudbury and 
Walden Township, District of Sudbury, Ontario 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Latitude 46°27' Longitude' 81°04' 
UTM Grid Reference 948441 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 41 1/6 (Copper Cliff) 

Area: 1,295 ha 

Land ownership: 

International Nickel Company of Canada 
Nickel District Conservation Authority 

'. private ownership 

Major Habitat Type: 

open lake 30% 
abandoned farmland 10% 
scrub bush 5% 
wet meadow/wetland 5% 
subdivision/indus trial 50% 

Description of Area:· 

Fielding Bird Sanctuary is situated almost wholly within 
the City of Sudbury, and in~ludes Kelly and Robinson 
Lakes. Open lake comprises about 30% of the M1gratory' 
Bird Sanctuary (MBS) area. The lakes are fringed by scat­
tered growths of Scirpus sp. and Typha sp. Little submer­
gent aquatic growth is present. 

Few plant species are capable of sustained growth as a 
result of' the pollution from extensive nickel smelting 
operations in the area. 

At the inlet end of Kelly Lake a wide grassy wetmeadow 
surrounds the meandering Junction Creek. Immediately 
adjacent to this meadow is an indus trial complex and a 
subdivision which ls presently expanding. Both lakes are 
surrounded by sparsely vegetated rock, with old field and 
scattered trees back from the water's edge. 

The International Nickel Company of Canada, which owns 
approx1mately half of the land with1n the MBS, is located 
along the northwest corner of theproperty. Located on 
the INCO propertyare a smelter, a refinery and tailings~ 

At the southwest end of Kelly Lake a small recreation and 
conservation area' is being developed. 
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A' 1imited amount of· boating activity occurs on Kelly and 
Robinson Lakes. Public use of the southwest portion of 
the MBS will 1ike1y increase when the recreation centre 
near the out1et creek is comp1eted. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

Kelly Lake receives some use by early spring migrants 
since the in1et at Junction Creek is one of the first 
areas to open up. A few Goldeneye, Bufflehead and other 
waterfowl species concentrate in the availab1e open 
water. Migrating ducks and some Canada Geese also utilize 
the MBS during the spring, however, no large numbers are 
present. During fal1 migration several species of water­
fowl utilize the two 1akes, but again no large numbers are 
present. The MBS can be described as a local staging area 
of no great importance. 

The type of habitat present in the MBS is very common 
throughout the region. In terms of use by migratory birds 
(specifica11y waterfowl), Ontario Ministry of Natura1 
Resources (OMNR) District staff report that simi1ar 1akes 
in the area that are hunted support more waterfow1 
throughout the migration period than do the 1akes in the 
Fielding BS. 

Other species of birds, such as Ring-bi11ed Gu11s and 
Great Blue Herons, which are commonin the region, a1so 
frequent the MBS. 

8. Historica1 and Present Land Use Conf1icts: 

In 1951 local landowners and the local fish and game club 
proposedthe formation of a Sudbury sanctuary surrounding 
Kelly Lake and Robinson Lake. At this Ume the City of 
Sudbury did not encompass the 1akes and they were there­
fore open to hunting. Ali fifteen 1andowners signed a 
petition supporting the proposed sanctuary.. The Inter­
national Nickel Company of Canada and the Copper Cliff Rod 
and Gun Club also expressed their des ire to have a sanc­
tuary estab1ished at Kelly Lake. The proposed sanctuary 
was to protect waterfow1, but in addition one main purpose 
was to provide a 1anding site for aircraft which was pro­
tected from hunting activity. 

The area' was examined by a bio1ogist from the Canadian 
Wi1d1ife Service, and on June 6, 1952 (P.C. 1952-3240) the 
Fielding Bird Sanctuary was established. 
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. In 1955, a. new iron~ore separation plant was constructed 
by INCO, the discharge from which was responsible for pol­
luting a stream which flowed through the MBS into Kelly 
Lake. That effluent ,. composed of complex carbon struc­
tures was apparently damaging the aquatic vegetation 
thereby destroying the value of the area as waterfowl 
habitat. Within the next four years INCO, responding to 
government and public concern over the pollution, estab­
lished a settling basin and redirected the stream away 
from Kelly Lake.· At present it is understood that any 
water pumped into Kelly Lake is not considered to be pol­
luted. 

The subdivision developments at the northeast end of Kelly 
Lake and north of Robinson Lake have expanded during the 
last few years. New houses now back ante the wet meadow 
at Junction Creek. In at least one location land fill and 
garbage havebeen dumped beside a stream where it enters 
Kelly Lake. 

Otherthan a sewage outfall, no other land use changes 
have occurred that have significantly affected the use of 
the MBS by migratorybirds. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (P.C. 1952-3240, June 6, 1952 and 
P.C. 1974-1989, September 10, 1974). 

The MBS is almost wholly included within the City of Sud­
bury and as such is subject to the the City's no discharge 
of firearms bylaw. The small section of the MBS in Wald en 
Township is also subject to a township no discharge bylaw 
(within 500 feet of aresidence). 

OMNR. District staff report that no enforcement problems 
have occurred in the past and that very litt le enforcement 
effort is expended at the MBS. The development in and 
around the MBS has not created any enforcement problems. 
The main reason for a lack of enforcement problems is that 
the MBS receives little .use bywaterfowl therefore people 
are not attracted to the MBS. Nearby areas which support 
larger numbers of waterfowl are available forhunting. 

The MBS is not presently posted. No MBS signs were ob­
served during an August 1983 visit. Pri vate no· trespass­
ing signs,. however, were in. evidence. 
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10. Recommendations: 

(1) That the Fielding MBS be eliminated 
The OMNR District staff. concur. 

The MBS is of no special importance to waterfowl or other 
migratory birds, even ona local basis. Hundreds of other 
lakes and ponds exist in the area and many currently 
support far more use by waterfowl thandoes the MBS. 

It is the opinion of CWS and OMNR that appropriate posting 
of the pro pert y surrounding Kelly Lake, as per The Tres­
pass to Property Act of 1980" in. conjunction with the City 
of Sudbury' s no dis charge of firearms bylaw would provide 
an adequate level of protection for the area commensurate 
with its.value to migratory birds. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Region, 
File No. 9396-6-6. 
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ELEANOR ISLAND BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 6.5 km northof Gravenhurst in Lake Muskoka District of 
Muskoka, Ontario. 
Latitude 44°59' Longitude 79°23'30" 
UTM Grid Reference 268822. 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 31 D/14 (Gravenhurst) 

2 • Area: 0 .6 ha. 

3. Land ownership: 

Government of Canada; Environment Canada, Canadian Wild­
life Service, Eleanor Island National Wildlife Area. 

4. Major Habitat Type: 

shrub/tree 
bare rock/scattered grass and shrub 
grass/shrubs 

30% 
50% 
20% 

5. Description of Area: 

6. Public Use: 

The small rocky island is located in the lower section of 
Lake Muskoka, about 1.6 km from the mainland. The island 
is highest on the west side and slopes toward the east. 
The easterri third of the island is a mixture of Red Oak 
(Quercus rubra) , Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), 
Eastern White Pine (Pinus strobus), an various shrubs 
including Elderberry ('Saiiibu.cus canadensis). Approximately 
ha If of the pines are dead. The central part of the is­
land is a mixture of grasses and raspberry shrubs. The 
higher western third of the island is composed of bare 
rounded granite rock with clumps of grasses and shrubs 
scattered throughout. The western rock face drops steeply 
to the water's edge. 

Recreational use of this island is low and basically limi­
ted to a few visita by interested birdwatchers. 

7. Importance to the Reaource: 

Eleanor Island BS supports one of the few gull and heron 
colonies in the vicinity of Lake Muskoka. In 1970 the 
island was reported to have 20 to 30 nesting pair of Great 
Blue Heron and approximately 300 pair of nesting gulls 
(mainly Ring-billed Gulls with some Herring Gulls). 
During a visU to the Island in the spring of 1983, 23 
Great Blue Heron nests were observed. At that time .only 
five herons were on nests, but another 25 birds were fly­
ing about the is1and. Most of the heron nests were 10-
cated in dead white pine snags; 5 of the 13 white pine 
contained in red oak trees. 
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Approximately 1200 Herring Gulls were on or around Eleanor 
Island during the above-noted 1983 visit. Herring Gull 
nests were scattered over the lsland; all areas except the 
cobble beach, the grass/shrub area and dense shrubs sup­
ported gul! nests, however, most. nests were located in the 
more' open, rocky western third. At the time of the visit,' 
April 22, 55nests were located that contained from 1 to 3 
eggs; 92 recently constructed nests, that did not contain 
eggs were also found. It is safe to assume that in excess 
of 200 pair of Herring Gulls nested on Eleanor Island in 
1983; the' total was likely muchhigher. 

Although the nesting activity of Great Blue Herons has 
killedalmost one half of the white pine trees present on, 
the Island, nesting habitat for the birds should be suf­
ficient for the near future. In the long term, the well­
known destructive effect that Great Blue Herons have on a 
standing timber will likely result in a death of, standing 
trees. 

An 'expansion of the dense grass/raspberry shrub and/or 
dense shrub zones would reduce the nesting area available 
for Herring Gulls. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

9. 

The Corporation of the Township of Muskoka purchased 
Eleanor Island and declared it a bird sanctuary because of 
the nesting gulls and herons. In 1970 the Township Coun­
cil, concerned that under a new Regional Government they 
would lose control of land use' on the island, offered 
Eleanor Island to the Canadian Wildlife Service with the 
understanding that the nesting colonies would be pro­
tected. On September l, 1970 title to Eleanor Island was 
transferred to the Government of Canada. The following 
year, Eleanor Island was. declared a Migratory Bird Sanc­
tuary. Eleanor Island has since been designated as a 

. National Wildlife Area under the Canada Wildlife Act (P.C. 
1977-2958, October 20 ~ 1977). 

Protective Status and Enforcement: 

As stated in the previous' section, Eleanor Island is de­
signated and posted as both a National WildHfe Area (NWA) 
and a Migratory Blrd Sanctuary (MBS). This dual designa­
tion ls redundant. National Wi1dlife Area regu1ations can 
restrlct activitles and protect nestlng birds as we1l or 
better than the MBS designation. The MBS status Is only 
of value as a public recognition factor. As the public 
becomes more aware of the NWA program, the added status of 
MBS will become more superfluous. NWA regulations will 
allow strict control of public access and activities. 
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No enforcement prob1ems have been noted by the District 
Ontario Ministry of Natura1 Resources enforcement staff, 
since 1itt1e recreationa1 activity takes place on Eleanor 
Island. In addition, the is1and is loca11y recognized as 
a sanctuary and many nearby residents take it upon them-· 
selves to keep an eye on the is1and. 

10. Recommendations: 

(1) The present status of Eleanor Island as a MBS should 
be e1iminated. 

National Wild1ife Area regulations can adequately re­
strict activities to protect nesting birds. 

(11) A management plan for Eleanor Island should be pre­
pared. That plan shou1d address the protection of· 
the nesting colonies, possib1y by prohibiting access 
during the nesting· season, April to August. Re­
stricted access atother times is not required. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wild1ife Service, London, Ontario. 
8275-6. 

File No. 
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CHANTRY ISLAND BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 2 km southwest of Southampton, Saugeen Township, 
Bruce County, Ontario 
Latitude 44°29' Longitude 81°24' 
UTM Grid Reference 679263 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 41 1/6 (Chesley) 

2. Area: 63 ha 

3. Land ownership: 

4. 

5. 

Government of Canada: Transport Canada 

Major Habitat Type: 

beach 3% 
wood1and (hardwood, some cedar) 10% 
open ponds and bays 3% 
wet meadow 17% 
open 1ake 67% 

Description of Area: 

Chantry Island is located in Lake Huron, about 1 km off­
shore from the town of Southampton. The is1and i tse1f ia 
approximate1y 19 ha in size, however, the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary (MBS) boundary extends 183 metres offshore from 
the norma1high water mark. At that offshore boundary the 
water depth is about 20 metres. 

The east side of Chantry Island consists of a beach ridge 
fronted by a 7 m wide cobb1estone beach. The ridge i8 
approximate1y 3 m high and extends the full north-south 
1ength of the is1and. Sma11er ridges are oriented per­
pendicular to this main ridge and run toward the west aide 
of the is1and. 

The main beach ridge is. dense1y vegetated with Black 
Wi11ow, Pop1ar, Basswood, some Map1e, Choke Cherry,' Red 
Elderberry and Red-osier Dogwood. To the west of the 
lighthouse, and on ground slight1y lower than the beach 
ridge, a dense growth of white ash projects to the west. 
Some Red Oak are a1so present here. An Eastern White 
Cedar/Tamarack comp1ex is located on the north side of 
this predominant1y ash bush. The low ridges which run 
east-west are sparse1y treed. 
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The west side of the is1and _ is very f1at and consists of 
several rocky bays and ponds. These open areas grade into 
a wet meadow zone that appears to be f100ded regu1ar1y by 
wind tides. The wet meadow, composed of sedges and 
grasses (Ca1amagrostis sp.), slopes gent1y to the- eaat 
where it merges with the treed zone. 

Dense growths of 1i1ac are found around the 1ighthouse and 
the two old stone buildings. Herbaceous cover on the 
beach ridge inc1udes C1intonia, Wild Cucumber, Herb Robert 
and grasses. 

Visita are made to Chantry Island by the boating public 
but 1itt1e abuse is now evident. Since about 1933 gu11s 
have been banded on Chantry Island by local natura1ists 
under the authority of a federa1 permit.. During the 1ate 
1970's Canadian Wi1d1ife Service, Toxico1ogy Division 
staff undertook scientific studies of gu11s on Chantry 
Island dea1ing with, among other things, the effects of 
chemica1s on reproductive success, population 1eve1s, 
behaviour and reproductive performance. 

Activities associated with periodic inspection and main­
tenance visits by Transport Canada staff are norma11y 
centered around the automated 1ighthouae. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

Chantry Island was origina11y proposed as a MBS because of 
its gu11 and heron colonies. At. that time Herring Gu11s 
were undoubtab1y the most common nesting bird, however, as 
ia the case in most of the Great Lakes the Ring-bil1ed 
Gull population has exp1oded. In 1978, the most recent 
year for which accurate figures exist, Chantry Island 
supported 7,890 Ring-bi11ed Gull nests and 3,797 Herr1ng 
Gull nests. The 1978 census a1so notes 70 B1ack-crowned 
Night Heron nests and 30 Great Blue Heron nests. 

In 1980, 30 Great Blue Heron nests were observed in a 
sma11 grouping of trees at the southwest corner of the 
is1and. The nests were located on one of the low ridges 
in pop1ar, basswood, dead cedar and dead birches. The 
trees· were described as highly exposed and in poor shape. 

In 1983 the co1onyat the location described in 1980 had 
disappeared. Twenty-five Great Blue Heron nests were now 
located in. the large White Ash bush immediate1y to the 
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west of the 1ighthouse. These nests were a11. of a size to 
suggest that the co1ony had been at !ts present location 
for at 1east two years. B1ack-crowned Night Heron nests. 
were a1so located in the zone of cedar Just to the north 
of the Great Blue Heron co1ony, and in dense mixed growth 
on the inside edge of the beach ridge. 

In November of 1983 approximate1y 250 ducks were observed 
on the' west side of Chantry Island. Most of the. birds 
were Ma11ards, but about 25 Black Ducks were a1so pre­
sent. The bays and ponds on the western side of Chantry 
Island provide loca11y important habitat for waterfow1 
migrating down the shore1ine of Lake Huron. A few ducks 
have been noted as nesting on Chantry Island, but the MBS 
'is not a significant nesting area. 

It is like1y that the wet meadow zone and the sha110w 
ponds and bays on the west side of Chantry Island are 
uti1ized by migrating shorebirds, a1though no observations 
have been made to document the above. 

8. Historica1 and Present Land Use Conf1icts: 

Chantry Island was brought to the attention of CWS in 1957 
by a group of concerned local (Southampton) natura1ists 
and the ,Mcl1wraith Field Naturalists of LOndon. These 
citizens fe1t that the gul1 and heron' colonies were being 
threatened by a proposa1 from individua1s who wished to 
1ease the is1and from the Ministry of Transport (MOT) and 
create .a recreation area featuring cottages and pienic 
areas. The area was examined by a bio1ogist from the Can­
adian Wi1d1ife Service and recommended as a MBS because of 
its large gu11 colonies. The Department of Transport 
agreed to the establishment ofa MBS on the condition that 
their rights to maintain navigational aids were not jeo­
pardized. The then Minister of Ontario Lands and Forests, 
Mr. Clare E., Map1edoram, agreed to the designation of the 
is1andas a MBS, a1though it was stated that he fe1t the 
proposed sanctuary was quite superf1uous. It was fe1t 
that regu1ations under the Migratory Birds Convention Act 
cou1d adequate1y protect the gu11 colonies. 

After much negotiation with MOT,the Canadian Wi1d1ife 
Service- had Chantry Island and its surrounding waters 
dec1ared a Migratory Bird Sanctuaryon December 20,1957. 

As ear1y as 1962 comp1aints were voiced about the increase 
in the gu11 population and the resulting increase in 
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public nuisance. In 1963 CWS biologist W.R. Miller re­
ported that "adefinite gull prob1em exists in severa1 of 
the towns .bordering the 1ake" (Huron). Miller further 
stated that in his view, because of the existing gu11 pro­
b1em and the widespread explosion of gu11 populations, the 
MBS status should be removed or estab1ished on a 1imited­
use basis, that is, in effect only during the nesting 
season. No action was taken. 

In 1980 concern was expressed over MOT' s brush clearing 
operations around the 1ighthouse. Maintenance crews 
undertook this work around June 25 which caused some mor­
ta1ity of gu11 chicks in the vicinity. 

As stated previous1y, CWS Toxico1ogy Division has under­
taken scientificstudies of gu11s on Chantry Island during 
the past few years. One such study required the construc­
tion of chicken wire exc1osures. During the 1983 visit to 
Chantry Island three exc10sures were observed in disar­
raye The mess of wood and chicken wire is an eyesore and 
does nothing to further the image of CWS in the eyes of 
MOT and the public. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (p .C. 1957-1692, December 20, 1957 
and .P.C. 1974-1989, September 10, 1974). 

The Chantry Island MBS remained unposted from 1957 until 
1963. As a resu1t of this, the public as we11 as provin­
cial and federal enforcement staff were confused about the 
status of the is1and. Several violations occurred, but no 
charges were laid because of the 1ack of posting. In 1963 
the R.C.M. Police erected MBS signs on Chantry Island. 
During a 1967 visit to the MBS by a CWS bio1ogist, no MBS 
signs were observed. The island was again posted. During 
the 1983 visit to Chantry Island, no MBS. signs were in 
evidence. 

District OMNR staff report few enforcement prob1ems at the 
Chantry Island MBS. 

10. Recommendations: 

(i) That, for the present~ the status of Chantry Island 
MBS should be continued. 
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(ii) Chantry Island should be transferred ta CWS when the 
Island is no longer required by Transport Canada. 
At that time, Chantry Island should be declared a 
National Wildlife' Area under the Canada Wildlife 
Act, and' the MBS designation should be eliminated.· 
NWA Regulations would allow for stricter control of 
activities on Chantry Island during the nesting 
season.- Access to .the Island could be prohibitèd 
yearly from May to August. This would allow undis­
turbed nesting to occur and at other times of the 
year recreational activities that would not de tri­
mentally affect the colonies could be permitted. 
Designation as a NWA would, if required, permit 
management of the vegetation ta benefit specifie 
species. A management plan would be drafted to 
address these and other issues if Chantry Island was 
declared a National Wildlife Area. 

(11i) Chantry Island MBS should be posted yearly, or as 
required. 

(iv) The Toxicology Division of CWS should be required to 
remove material and clean up study areas in the MBS 
at the completion of yearly scientific work. Scien­
tific research work· shouldonly'be implemented under 
MBS Permit. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Region 
File No. 9396-6-4 
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PINAFORE PARK BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: About half of the Sanctuary is located within the City of' 
St. Thomas and half within Yarmouth Township, Elgin 
County, Ontario 
Latitude 42°45' Longitude 81°11' 
UTM Grid Reference 855337 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 41 1/14 (St. Thomas) 

2. Area: 403 

3. Land ownership: 

Corporation of the City of St. Thomas 
St. Thomas Cemetery Co. 
numerous private holdings 

4. Major Habitat Type: 

5. 

Agricu1tural 
Subdivision/industria1 
City Park . 
Wood1and 
Open water (lake gravel pit) 

Description of Area: . 

44% 
40% 

6% 
5% 
5% 

Pinafore Park Bird Sanctuary is partia11y situated within 
the southern 1imits of the City of St. Thomas and subse­
quent1y includes residentia1 areas, hospita1, Pinafore 
Municipal Park and Pinafore Lake. The southern end of 
Pinafore Lake has typica1 wet1and vegetation and inc1udes 
a section of f100ded stream. Some wood1and and agricul­
tural land are also located within the City boundary. 

South of the City 1imits the Migratory Bird Sanctuary 
(MBS) contains a large f100ded grave1 pit, a cemetery, a 
nursery stock farm, agricu1tural land and some residences 
a10ng the concessions roads •. 

The habitat contained within the MBS is common in the St. 
. Thomas area. Numerous ponds and grave1 pits are located 
in the genera1 area and much of the Yarmouth Township is 
productive agricultura1 land. 

The main features of the MBS are the open water areas, 
Pinafore Lake and the grave1 pit, and the agricultural 
fields. 
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Pinafore Park receives many visitors over the course of 
the year.~ One attraction of the Park is the caged display 
of native songbirds, held under CWS permit by the parks 
department of the City of St. Thomas. During spring and 
fall migration visitors to the Park may see upwards of 
1500 t02000 waterfowl. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

During the fall up to 1000 ducks, mainly Mallard and Wood 
Ducks, utilize Pinafbre Lake and the gravel pit as a sta­
ging area of local importance. Most of the Mallards will 
feed on waste grain in the adjacent farm fields. A maxi­
mum of 1500 Canada Geese will also utilize the gravel pit 
and Lake during the fall. These birds are part of a lar­
ger flock which traditionally stage on the St. Thomas 
Reservoir in the Provincial Crown Game Preserve north of 
the City. Approximately 4000-5000 Canada Geese utilize 
the Reservoir each fall and some of the birds exhibit a 
daily movement pattern from the Reservoir to the MBS and 
the surrounding area to feed. Many birds loaf in the Lake 
and gravel pit during the day. 

Up until 1980 the area south of St. Thomas and adjacent to 
the MBS was designated as a Provincial Crown Game Pre­
serve. . Since that designation was removed the habitat 
within the MBS has provided a more important refuge for 
the waterfowl. 

8. Historical and Present land UseConflicts: 

In February of 1955 the Council of the Corporation of the 
City of St. Thomas requested that Pinafore Park be desig­
nated as a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary. The Park was 
valued as a refuge for waterfowl, but hunting activity 
outside the City limit was adversely affecting the value 
of the area. City officials, the Elgin Field Naturalist 
Club and local landowners were anxious~ that the area be 
designated a sanctuary. The Dominion Wildlife Officer for 
Ontario examined the area and approved it as a potential 
sanctuary. The Minister of Ontario Lands and Forests con­
curred. 

Pinafore Park and surrounding lands within the concession 
block were officially designated as a Migratory Bird Sanc­
tuary on December 7, 1955. 
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No major land use changes have occurred in the recent past 
that have adversely affected the use of the MBS by migra­
tory birds. The area of subdivisions has increased, how­
ever, these areas are removed from the grave1 pit/Pinafore 
Lake area. A greater acreage of corn is now being grown, 
and this is presently providing more field feeding oppor­
tunity within the MBS.The nature of the gravel pit pond 
area has not, nor is i t like1y to change in the near 
future. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Regulations under the Migratory Birds Con­
vention Act (P.C. 1955-1811, December 7, 1955 and P.C. 
1974-1989, September 10, 1974). 

Approximate1y the northern ha1f of the MBSis inc1uded 
within the city of St. Thomas and is therefore subject to 
the no dis charge of firearms Municipal by 1aw. The re­
maining part of the MBS is private rural property and 
cou1d be posted as "no trespassing", however more distur'­
bance to the waterfow1 using the area wou1d 1ikely occur. 
In genera1 the public has more respect for a MBS sign than 
for a "no trespass" signe 

No major enforcement prob1ems present1y exist. The ., en­
forcement staff of Ontario Ministry of Natura1 Resources 
(OMNR) receive only a few comp1aint ca11s each year. 

OMNR District staff indicate some concern that if the MBS 
status was removed, and posting of the private property in 
the township did not prevent trespass, that the Township 
of Yarmouth wou1d pass a no discharge of firearmsby1aw 
that might encompass the who1e township, not justthe area 
within the present MBS. OMNR has been working to prevent 
the spread of stich by1aws which can close large areas to 
recreationa1 shooting and hunt1ng. 

Posting 'of the MBS is undertaken annua11y by the Parks 
Department of the City of, St., Thomas. 

10. Recommendations: 

The Pinafore ParkMBS be reviewed for possible e11mination 
This MBS acts as a loca11y important staging are a for 
ducks and Canada Geese in conjunction with the Provincia1-
1y Crown Game Preserve reservoir. The northern ha1f of 
the present MBS is contained within the City of St. Thomas 
and is subject to' a no discharge of firearms municipal 
by1aw. No trespass posting of the private 
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property in the southern half of the present MBS should 
minimize disturbance to any waterfowl loafing in the 
gravel pit pond. 

As a result of eliminating the MBS, waterfowl use of the' 
southern portion of the present MBS may decrease. How-' 
ever, the presence of PinaforeLake, withinthe City of 
St. Thomas, and the St. Thomas reservoir, north of the 
City andwithin the Provincial Crown Game Preserve, should 
pro- vide a more than adequate refuge area for migrating 
ducks and geese. Waterfowl use in the general St. Thomas 
area my decline onlys1ightly as a resu1t of this action. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wi1dlife Service, Ontario Region 
File No. 9396-6-13. 
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GUELPH BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: About· 60% is located in Puslinch and Guelph Township, 
Wellington County, and 40% is located within the city 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Area: 

·limits of the City of Guelph, Ontario 
Latitude 43°30' Longitude 81°15' 
UTM Grid Reference 603164 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 40P/9 (Guelph) and 40P/8 (Cambridge) 

620 ha 

Land ownership: 

A number ofdifferent owners ho1d title to the land con­
tained within the Migratory Bird Sanctuary (MBS): Domlime 
(former1y Canadian Gypsum Co. Ltd.); City of Guelph; Grand 
River Conservation Authority; Provincial Crown Land; Niska 
Wildlife Foundation. (Kortright Waterfow1 Park), and, num­
erous private holdings. 

Major Habitat Type: 

river 
forested areas 
meadow 
agricu1tura1 
residentia1/industria1 

3% 
32% 
10% 
19% 
36% 

5. Description of Area: 

The Guelph Bird Sanctuary is a comp1ex mixture of urban, 
indus trial , rural and natura1 areas at the southern 1imits 
of the City of Guelph. 

The major feature of importance to migratory birds is the 
Speed Ri ver which flows through the 1ength of the Migra­
tory Bird Sanctuary (MBS). The river ls bordered by cedar 
bush and swamp a10ng most of lts length. In the northern 
ha1f of the MBS the Speed River is bordered on the east 
side by a gypsum quarry and plant, and a major subdivision 
which has recent1y been expanding. At the very northern 
end of the MBS the City' s sewage treatment plant dischar­
ges into the Speed River. This discharge, in addition to 
a number of spring-fed creeks, keeps the Speed River open 
during the winter months. 

The Kortright Waterfow1 Park and NiskaPropagation and 
Research Centre are located in the· central area of the MBS 
wlthin a cedar bush. The park is situated on the lower 
reaches of the spring-fed Hanlon Creek where it enters the 
Speed River. 
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The western and southern sections of the MBS are a mixture 
of cedar bush, old field (goldenrod and hawthorn) and cul­
tivated agricultural land. 

Kortright Waterfowl Park, which iS operated by the Niska 
Wildlife Foundation, has on. public dis play approximately 
1,000 captivewaterfowl, representing over 75 different 
species of ducks, geese and swans from North America and 
around the world. Guided or self-guided tours are avail­
able to the public. In addition to the viewing of water­
fowl, both captive and free-flying, activities such as 
hiking, cross-country skiing and snowshoeing are encour­
aged within the Park. Research facilities are also pro­
vided for students and professors from the University of 
Guelph. Research on migratory birds other than waterfowl 
is conducted by the University of Guelph in other areas of 
the MBS. 

A privately-owned trailer park operatres a facility within 
the MBS on the eastern side of the Speed River, south of 
Kortright. In addition to this· recreational facility, a 
major subdivision is located within the MBS. A number of 
working farms and smaller rural homesites are located in 
the southern section of the MBS. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

During the fall migration a peak of approximately 5000 
ducks, mainly Ma1lard, Black Duck and Wood Duck, and 1000 
Canada Geese are attracted to the MBS. The section of the 
Speed River receiving the MOSt intensive use is centered 
about Kortright Waterfow1 Park, however, MOst sections of 
the river both within and outside of the City of Guelph 
are utilized by numbers of waterfowl. Many of these birds 
will feed in corn stubble· fields in the area of the MBS. 
The number of waterfowl remaining in the vicinity during 
the winter ls about the same as peak numbers during the 
falle Again, the Speed River adjacent to Kortright Water­
fowl Park is intenslvelyused by wintering waterfowl, pre­
dominantly Mallards. An estimated 200 Black Ducks winter­
ing on the Speed River tend to concentrate in the open 
water Just downstream from the sewage treatment plant. 
Small numbers of Wood Ducks,Plntail and Wigeon also 
winter on the Speed River. 
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The Guelph BS acts as a regionally important migration 
stagingand wintering area for waterfowl and, as such, 
helps to make Kortright Waterfowl Park an important nature 
education. centre. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1951, H.G. Mack, a private landowner, made a request 
that a' piece of land at the southern edge of the City of 
Guelph bedesignated a Migratory Bird Sanctuary. He owned 
a game and waterfowl farm which exhibited geese, ducks, 
pheasants, peacocks, doves and other exotic birds. No 
comparable assemblage of live birds existed in Canada and 
the landowner made a request for the formation of a Migra­
tory Bird Sancttiary' to afford protection of the birds from 
hunters and vandals. This collection later became known 
as Kortright Waterfowl Park. 

The area was used. by large numbers of waterfowl in the 
winter. since few other ice-free waters of comparable size 
existed in the area. Its proximity to Guelph promoted 
heavyhunting pressure and out-of-season shooting was 
difficult to control. 

These ·reasons coupled with the landowner' s request were 
the factors presented in support of the formation of a 
sanctuary. Eleven of twelve landowners, authorized its 
establishment. The City of Guelph, the Wellington County 
Fish and Game Protective Association, and many conserva­
tionists also supported the establishment of the Migratory 
Bird Sanctuary. The Canadian Wildlife Service had the 
Guelph Migratory Bird Sanctuary established on July 4, 
1952 (P.C. 1952-3464). 

The major land use conflict in the Guelph BS is the de­
velopment and expansion of residential subdi visions near 
the Kortright Waterfow1 Park. Unfortunate1y for the per­
sonsopposed to the. development. of these subdivisions, the 
Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations cannot restrict land 
use practices on private land. In addition to this, resi­
dents of the subdivisions are technically in violation if 
they allow· their pets to run at large. 

As previously stated the section of the Speed River that 
is most intensively used by waterfowl is adjacent to Kort­
right Waterfowl Park and the habitat is therefore rela­
tively secure. Nosuch security exists for other sections 
of the river that are privately owned, whether inside the' 
City of Guelph or in Puslinch Township. 
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9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act (P.C. 1952-3464, July 4,~ 1952- and 
P.C. 1974-1989 September 10, 1974). 

Most of the Guelph BS is posted by staff of the Kortright 
Waterfowl Park. The staff also patrols the MBS in the 
vicinity of Kortright Park. Good cooperation exists 
between Kortright and enforcement staff of OMNR and the 
present relationship is described as satisfactory. At 
times, the development of the subdivisions hascreated 
enforcement problems related to dogs running at large in 
the cedar bush adjacent to Kortright on the Speed River. 
Kortright staff are able to handle the Situation and do 
not consider it a serious problem. 

It should also be noted that even, though much of the more 
intensively utilized section of the Speed Riveris located 
within the City of Guelph, the City' s firearm discharge 
bylaw does permit hunting on parcels of land greater than 
5 acres if a person has written permission from the land­
owner. Because of that bylaw, hunting could occur on the 
Speed River adjacent to Kortright if the area was not 
designated as a MBS. 

10. Recommendations: 

(i) The present status of the Guelph BS should be 
reviewed for boundary changes. 

Suggestions have been made in the past that the integrity 
of the MBS could be maintained if just the Speed River and 
the Kortright property were included. In principal the 
arguments are sound, but the Speed Ri ver would require a 
buffer strip along each side and it would be difficult to 
legally delineate and post the boundary. Additiona11y, as 
described by staff of Kortright, waterfowl utilize almost 
ail, of the- Speed River within the MBS., Granted the most 
use' occurs adjacent to Kortright Park, but the distribu­
tion and number of waterfowl utilizing the area could be 
reduced if the MBS designa tion' were removed. However, i t 
is not acceptable to have the subdivision and industrial 
areas ,(Gypsum plant, quarry and tailings, sewage plant) 
included within theMBS. 

Cii) The present arrangement for' posting of the MBS by Kort­
right Waterfowl Park staff should be continued. CWS 
enforcement staff' in London will supply the appropriate 
MBS signs, and Kortright staff will post the boundary. 
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11. References: 

Canadian Wi1dlife Service, Ontario Region 
File No. 9396-6-7 and 7/01 (2 volumes) 
Canadian Wildlife Service, London 

. File No. 9396-6 
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MISSISSIPPI LAKE BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 17 km north of Perth, Drummond Township, 
Lanark County, Ontario. 
Lat., 45°03' Long. 76°14' 
Military Grid Reference 032877 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 Sheet No. 31F/l (Carleton Place) 

2. Area: + 430 ha 

3. Land ownership: 

Canadian Wildlife Service, Pr1vate ownership and Provin­
cial Crown Land 

4. Major Habitat Type: 

Marsh & Open Water 
Swamp and Carr 
Upland Forest 
Crop & Hay Land 

5. Description of Area: 

30% 
30% 
10% 
30% 

The Mississippi Lake National Wildlife. area (235 ha) is 
located within the boundaryof the Mississippi Lake Bird 
Sanctuary, which is larger in size, partly attributable to 
additional bottomlands of the. Mississippi Lake and River. 
The area delineated as a Migratory Bird Sanctuary (MBS) 1s 
also designated a Partial Fish Sanctuary. 

Mississippi , Lake, which appears as a swelling of the 
Mississippi River, contains at its southwestern end a 
small land-locked bay known as Mud Lake or McEwen Bay. 
This bay was formed in 1890 due to the construction of a 
dam by a milling company about 17 km downstream at 
Carleton Place. It is around this new body of wa·ter that 
the NWA is centered. A small stream, Mclntyre Creek, 
flows·. into the main channel at the southern end that con­
nects Mc Ewen. Bay to the Mississippi River. A peninsula 
and an island block the mouth of the baYe 

Previous to flooding, McEwen Bay was low-lying farmland. 
Now the farmland is restricted to a portion of the MBS, 
along its western boundary. The aurrounding region con­
sista of gently rolling terrain,' of a sedimentary baae. 
In upland areaa, limeatone outcroppings become exposed. 

McEwen Bay ia relatively ahallow, exhibiting an average 
depth of about. 1.5 m~ The bottom is muddy, with loose 
vegetative debr1s and ailt covering much of 1ta surface. 
In apite of ita brown colour, the water 1a fairly clear. 
A very lush growth of aquatic plants (Alisma plantago 



1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Il 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
D 
1 
1 
1 

6. Public Use: 

- 44 -

-aquatica, Pontederia corda ta , Nuphar variegatum, Nymphaea 
odorata, ~ ~.) .can. be found around the shoreline be­
tween the open water and Wild Rice (Zizania aquatica) 
stands. Wi1d Rice is the most abundant emergent to be 
found, forming extensive beds a10ng the shore of the bay 
and river. Few dense eattai1 (Typha !E.. ) stands are evi­
dent. 

F100ded scrub, or more speeifica11y willow-dogwood-map1e 
thicket (Salix !E.., Cornus !E.., ~ rubrum), dominates 
the land surrounding the bay. In some areas, this com­
munit y is rep1aeed by Silver Map1e Swamp (Acer sacchari-
~) at the aquatie interface. ----

Backing the thieket, in some areas on dry land, is a 
mature hardwood forest, eonsisting primarily of map1e, elm 
and ash (~ saecharum, Ulmus americanus, Fraxinus !E..) 
with some patches of White Cedar (Thuya oecidentalis). 
Beyond this zone is farm1and. 

In 1972, the Ontario Ministry of Natura1 Resources (OMNR) 
he1ped estab1ish a pienie area at the southwestern corner 
of the MBS near the mouth of Mclntyre Creek. The fo1low­
ing faci1ities were made avai1ab1e: pienic tables, two 
toi1ets provided with· paper, a barbeque with wood sup­
p1ied, garbage cans and a boat rampe This is the only 
boat. 1anding in the western end of Mississippi Lake •. 

Recreational use of the MBS is. low. It ine1udes bird­
watching, picnicking, trapping, fishing and boating. The 
Ye1low Piekere1 run in Mclntyre Creek is a spectacu1ar 
event attracting500 to 600 people eaeh spring. 

Agricultur.;ù activity is eontinued within the MBS, how­
ever, due to the topography and shallow soi1, it is 
1imited to haying. 

Signs loeated at aceess. points authorize the use of the 
area for boating and pienicking until 15 September. Per­
mits are issued by the Canadian Wi1dlife Service for hay­
ing. and trapping. 

The Partial Fish Sanctuary regu1ations outlaw fishing from 
15 September to 15 Deeember. 

Alr other activities are prohibited. 
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7. Importance to the Resource: 

Mississippi. Lake BS 1acks the potentia1 for deve10pment as 
a waterfow1 production site. There is on1y slight breed­
ing use. (10 - 15 broods/year), some feeding and, roosting 
andnopost-breeding or wintering is evident. Further . 
evidence of low waterfow1 breeding use appeared during a 
study in 1971 of the effectiveness of Wood Duck boxes. 
Although the species is' present during the breeding 
season, none of the 23 Wood Duck boxes were used. How­
ever, the area makes up for this shortcoming in' its high 
1eve1 of importance. as a MBS. Each October, up to 10,000 
birds may be attracted to the site; most1y consisting of 
Black Ducks, Ma11ards, Wood Ducks and Ring-necked Ducks. 
They gather here not because of unlimited food or idea1 
staging habitat, but to 'escape hunting pressure from out­
side. of the MBS boundary. 

The absence of birds at times of the y9ar other than dur­
ing migration raised questions as to the value of the site 
as a NWA,. but the. proximity of the area to the Trans­
Canada Highway (No. 7 from Peterborough to Ottawa) and to 
Ottawa a110wed easy accessibi1ity by people other than 
hunters thus increasing its status. 

Mclntyre Creek is' an important spawning area for Ye110w 
Pickere1, however, fishing pressures on Mississippi Lake 
have. reduced the number of this species and increased the 
quantity of panfish great1y. 

The Mississippi River area is acc1aimed by commercial har­
vesters to be the best bu11frog harvesting area in Onta­
rio. Over the 1ast ten years, the population has been 
dec1ining at a rate significant enough to cause concerne 
A harvest was permitted in 1978 for OMNR study purposes. 
It was revea1ed that without exceeding the recommended 
limita of harvest, over half the estimated frog population 
cou1d be removed in a single season. 

One important issue concerning the Mississippi Lake BS is 
the' controversy overWi1d Riceharvesting. 

In 1979, special permission was given by CWS at the re­
quest of OMNR to the Lanark Wi1d Rice Company for the har­
vesting of Wlld Rice in the bay. This occurred in spite 
o·f a· five-year moratorium on new 1icenses for commercial 

. riceharvesting' commencing 1978. CWS monitored the har­
veste In, one week the company c1eared the bay of Wi1d 
Rice., Thisactivity had a potentia1 high impact on the 
waterfow1 population, because ducks feed on Wi1d Rice. 
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For at least 10 years, Wild Rice has been growing in Mc­
Ewen Bay, and this has resulted in the production of a 
unique strain described as . "Mississippian" on the north 
and northwest shores. In 1977, when the bay was not of­
ficially owned by CWS, a commercial harvester seeded Mc­
Ewen· Bay with a strain from Calabogie Lake and a small. 
are a with a Manitoba strain. The latterdied out but the 
Calabogie strain competed with the local and attained sig­
nificant numbers in the following year, though· in subse­
quent years it uprooted. The Calabogie strain is commer­
cially more desirable. 

The McEwen Bay beds represent only a small fraction of the 
total Wild Rice around Mississippi Lake. Under the exist­
ing conditions, CWS decided that no further seeding or 
harvesting would take place, prohibiting the introduc:tion 
of new Wild Rice strains, and a total ban ,on harvesting. 

The aim of the commercial harvesters and OMNR was. to 
obtain a maximum density of Wild Rice stands in McEwen Bay 
and thereby achieve the highest economic gain. This con­
flicts with the CWS viewpoint, which is to create an ecol­
ogical balance between flora and fauna and to preserve the 
natural species diversity. Public opinion, generated· by 
local hunters were against Wild Riceharvesting. 

Another conflict of interests evolved through a discussion 
with respect to bridge construction over Mclntyre Creek in 
1979. CWS was concerned for the future of the Yellow Pic­
kerel spawning area. They supported the premise that 
every precautionbe taken to create the least disturbance 
to the stream bed by angling the bridge to accommodate 
Mclntyre Creek. The result was a creek diverted and 
angled to allow the construction of a two-lane concrete 
bridge that connects a single-lane dirt road. The opinion 
of the OMNR was that the silting would settle down in less 
than a year. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1958, CWS was approached by the Mississippi Fish and 
Game· Protective Association to have Mud Lake become a Mig­
ratory Bird Sanctuary; as it was an important spring and 
fall migration stopover for waterfowl. In 1959, the area 
was declarèd both a Federal Bird Sanctuary under the Mig­
ratory Birds Convention Act ~ and a Provincial Fish 
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Sanctuary by OMNR. The area was designated a fish sanc­
tuary to keep' the fishermen from disturbing waterfowl. 
The fish in the bay did not warrant protection since they 
consisted main1y of bu11heads. This restriction prompted 
one 1andowner to request exclusion from the MBS to render 
his . lots more appea1ing for sale as cottage deve10pment 
sites.. Consequent1y, the regu1ations were reduced so that 
the restriction app1ied only to a three month period from 
September 15 to December 15. Later, an owner of a large 
section of land decided to se11 part of his- pro pert y • 
These- circumstances demonstrated that the future of the 
sanctuary was in jeopardy, thus necessitating its purchase 
as a NWAto estab1ish a per'manent waterfow1 sanctuary. 

Most of the land was acquired in 1968, and Mississippi 
Lake became the first NWA in Ontario. Since much of the 
property probab1y fulfi11s the requirements of hazardous 
land with respect to flooding, the acquisitions genera11y 
re1eased the owners of undesirab1e tax burdens. 

The sale was de1ayed due to an undefined right-of-way ac­
companying one of the property transactions. This prob1em 
still exists and recent attempts to find a solution have 
been unsuccessful. The Mississippi Lake Bird Sanctuary 
was initia11y referred. to as Mud Lake Bird Sanctuary but 
to avoidconfusion wi th other Ontario Mud Lakes, the name 
was changed in 1970. 

In 1979, lands under water previous1y be1ieved to have 
been transferred, were discovered not to be 1isted in the 
deeds. Acquisitions for these bottom1ands were then ob­
tained by quit c1aim. A few areas have not yet been pur­
chased. One property possesses unknown ownership, a sec­
ond will not se11; another owner prefers to retain his 
land for his heirs to water catt1e, whi1e the 1ast re­
quests an exorbitant SUIn. The final owner dec1ared a 
desire to lease his land to campers, thereby exemp1ifying 
the present need for rapid sett1ement by CWS. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement of the Regulations: 

The'Mississippi Lake Bird Sanctuary is contro11ed by the 
Wi1d1ife Area Regulations (P.C. 1978-1439, April 27, 1978) 
under the Canada Wlld1ife Act and by the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary Regulations (p .C. 1959-734 June 11, 1959 and 
P.C. 1974-1989, September 10, 1974) under the Migratory 
Birda Convention Act. The Sanctuary la a1so protected by 
a Partial Fish Sanctuary Regulations, under the Fisheries 
Act, adminiatered by the Ontario Mlnistry of Natura1 
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Resources. Even if the Wildlife Act Regulations protect 
the majority of the lands includedin the. Sanctuary, the 
Bird Sanctuary status is still fu11y worth because it pro­
tects very strategie locations as the River areas adjoin­
ing the NWA. 

During the first years of the Sanctuary establishment, 
there were some enforcement prob1ems essentially re1ated 
to a posting set not soon enough and, as we11 , not suffi­
ciently- obvious. As a resu1t of this gap, hunters were 
setting floating and permanent blinds each year farther 
inside the Sanctuary to a point (5 years ago) at which 
complaints arose. At that moment, the situation was given 
serious consideration and solved with diplomacy by the· 
enforcement officer in charge. Then, the post locations 
were reviewed and now, as a preventive measure, the post 
signs are chequed (and replaced if necessary) each year 
before the lst of September, a long time prior the opening 
of the hunting season. - The situation is now under control 
and no more problems of this kind have-been reported. 

10. Recommendations: 

(1) To continue present status, the Bird. Sanctuary Regulations 
are necessary to control strategie points at the River 
entrance and on the River side even if almost al1 the area 
is owned by CWS and set as a NWA. On the other hand, one 
part of the Sanctuary out of the NWA isnot significantly 
important in improving the protection of the National 
Wildlife Area. This partis an upland area between High­
way T and the NWA boundary. However, as this area does 
not create land use conf1icts or enforcement problems, it 
remains usefu1 as a buffer zone and helps to have a very 
easy and c1ear definition of the Sanctuary boundary. 

(2) The en.forcement procedure shouldeontinue as it is. The 
present posting seem to beadequate- and we11 understood by 
the hunters of the Mississippi Lake area. 

(3) Mississippi Lake Bird Sanetuary and National Wi1dlife Area 
being visi ted by the public mainly' for reerea tional pur­
poses ,. ine1uding nature viewing, ft wou1d be appropriate 
to set a sma1l seale: interpretation program whieh wou1d 
provide information about the role of Mississippi Lake NWA 
and MBS', and which wou1d explain some of the natura1 phe­
nomena disp1ayed by this area, re1ated in particu1ar to 
waterfow1, habitats and wetland biology. However this 
possibility should be considered only in the genera1 
framework of a Management Plan for Mississippi Lake NWA in 
accordance with the objectives stressed in the said Plan. 
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The possibility of having habitat improvement should be 
considered in this area but again in the .context of a 
Management P·lan for Mississippi Lake NWA. It has to be 
noticed that improvements could be imp1emented oaly after 
more information is gathered about the eco1ogy of the area 
and with respect to the genera1 idea of preserving the 
eco1ogical balance, diversity and naturalness of the site. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wild1ife Service, Ontario Region, File # 9275-6-4 
and 9396-6-12. 
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RIDEAU BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: Partially within the Corporation of Merrickville, Montague 
and Wolford Townships, in theCounties of Lanark and Leeds 
and Grenville, Ontario. 

2. Area: 

3. Land 

4. Major 

Military Grid Reference. 3187262. 

NTS '1:50 009 

800 ha. 

ownership: 

Corporation 
Parks' Canada 
system. 

Habitat Type: 

Marsh 
Swamp 
Upland Forest 

Sheet No. 3lB/13 (Merrickville) 

of 
as 

Merrickville and private ownership and 
owners and managers of the Rideau Canal 

Crop & Hay Land 

10% 
10% 
10% 
40% 
30% Open Water 

5. Description of Area: 

The Rideau Bird Sanctuary includes a section of the Rideau 
River and Rideau Canal (the Canal passes through the 
centre of the River) which begins within the Corporation 
of Merrickville and' extends west and then southwest .to 
cover a distance of 5.6 kilometres by water. 

Along the first 2.4 kilometres, on. either side of the 
River, there are extensive marshes constituted of Cattails 
(Typha sp.) and Wild Rice (Zizania sp.) with broadleaf 
emergents' (Alisma plantago-aquatica, Sagittaria cuneata), 
floating (Nymphaea odorat a , Hydrocharis morsus-ranae), 
free-floating (~!E..) and submerged vegetation (Elodea 
canadensis). Behind these marsh are as are swamps. Alder 
(Alnus rugosa), Tamarack (Larix laricina) grow in these 
sites and moss and sedges "'("Carex ~.) cover the ground. 
Then, as the soil becomes less saturated, Eastern white 
cedar (Thuja occidentalis ~.) grow in dense stands. 
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The remainder of the river is open. No more weed beds are 
encountered andonly scattered clumps of emergents (Typha 
~ and Sagittaria cuneata) grow close to the shores WhIëh 
are fairly dry and suitable for cottage and residential 
development. As a matter of fact, the lands adjoining the 
river in this area have been divided into small lots. The 
rest of the terrestrial part of the Sanctuary ls composed 
of farmlands· and of upland woodlots (Sugar maple (Acer 
saccharum), Basswood (Tilia americana), Elm (Ulmus amert=' 
canus), etc.). -----

Boating and fishing occur along the river. Due to the 
presence of the Rideau Canal within the sanctuary, boat ers . 
are permitted to carry firearms through the area to hunt­
ing grounds beyond the Sanctuary. The land has been sub­
divided and yearround residences were built. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

This area is suitable for waterfowl staging due to the 
abundance of aquatic plants which provide cover and food. 
Up to one thousand Canada Geese and one thousand ducks, 
mainly dabblers su ch as Mallal:'ds, Black Ducks and Blue­
winged Teal, and divers (Ring-necked Ducks) gather in the 
Sanctuary during the fall. In addition to suitable habi­
tat, this area provides waterfowl staging on the Rideau 
river with an undisturbed refuge during the hunting sea­
son.Waterfowl productivity in this area is not signifi­
cant. 

The whole Rideau River system is bordered by more or less 
extensive weed beds with varying levels of human distur­
bance. Some areas, like the area under consideration 
close to Merrickville~ are better quality habitats than 
others and so are more suitable to accommodate numbers of 
staging waterfowls.. However what is a characteristic of 
the Rideau. River systemis the impossibility to point out 
one localized area. where the majority of the staging birds 
gather. Even so, some better habitats accommodate larger 
numbers of waterfowl and, as the marshes close to Merrick­
ville,' play a more important role for the locally staging 
waterfowl groups. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1957, the Smiths Falls Hunt Club proposed the formation 
of a bird sanctuary on the Rideau River at Merrickville. 
The Corporation of Merrickville granted permission for its 
establishment; and the Ontario Federation of Anglers and 
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Hunters, as weIl as the Kingston Rod and Gun ·Club approved 
the plan. AlI 20 1andowners signed a petition in agree­
ment to their' inclusion in the Sanctuary., 

The area was inspected by the Dominion Wildlife Officer 
for Ontario who found it to be a first. c1ass migratory 
bird sanctuary site. The marshlands provided an ideal 
habitat for waterfow1. 

The Minister of Lands and Forests· of Ontario concurred to 
the proposaI, and in December 6, 1957, the Rideau Bird 
Sanctuary was formed. 

Since the creation of the Sanctuary in 1957, the lands 
were· divided in such a manner that the present number of 
1andowners is probably about three times what it was 
then. The deve10ped sites are located very close to the 
shore in the area of open water with no or few weed beds. 

The Rideau River shoreline is currently zoned Environ­
mental Protection. 

Protective Status and Enforcement: 

The Rideau Bird Sanctuary is controlled by the Migratory 
Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory Birds Con­
vention Act; P.C. 1957-1614, December 6, 1957 and P.C. 
1974-1989, September 10, 1974. 

Enforcement of the Regulations in this Sanctuary does not 
create major prob1ems. Given that duck hunting in the 
surroundings takes place essentially on saturday morning 

. and involves almost only local residents, and the no­
hunting regulation is easy to enforce in the Sanctuary. 
Each year the sign. posts are checked and replaced before 
September lst, and the presence now of a fairly large 
residEmtial community located in the Sanctuary itself in 
addition to the vicinity of the Corporation of Merrick­
ville create a self-control situation by the local resi­
dents,. which know we1l the Sanctuary 1imits and are part 
of a close knitted community. This situation at 1east 
helps to prevent that shooting take place in the Sanctuary. 

In fact, no major transgressions have been recorded re­
cently in the Sanctuary, and the many residents in the 
area provide by themselves part of the surveillance of the 
Sanctuary Regulations in addition to the normal patrolling 
by the local OMNR conservation officer. 
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10 •. Recommendations: 

The status of the Rideau Bird Sanctuary has to be re­
viewed. This area with its important weed beds provide an 
appropriate waterfowl staging habitat on· the Rideau. 
River. As a matter of fact groups of ducks and geese of 
local importance stage in this area. However, since i ts 
creation in 1957, the Sanctuary has. been undergoing land 
use changes detrimental to the MBS goals. The original 20 
landowners have subdivided their properties and new resi­
dences have been built so that at the moment there are 
over 50 landowners in the Sanctuary. Now, in the second 
half of the Sanctuary (the farther from the Corporation of 
Merrickville), large parts of the shorelines are complete­
ly developed. These areas are still visited by waterfowl 
(as many built-up areas on the Rideau River shoreline) but 
lack the tranquil1ty they first displayed 25 years ago 
when the y were less disturbed. Nevertheless, the first 
part of the Sanctuary still remains an interesting staging 
area on the Rideau River. It constitutes with its exten­
sive marshes good waterfowl habitat on this river. 

In the daily lUe of the local community of Merrickvllle 
. and its surroundings, the Sanctuary is essentiàlly a no­
hunting area.· Even if one consequence of a Sanctuary 
creation is to have a no-hunting area, the aim still re­
main the protection of the migratory birds. Also, as a 
result of protecting an area suitable to waterfowl, a 
certain amount of protection is given to the wetland in­
volved. Again this protection is an effect and not an 
objective of the setting of a Sanctuary. In theprocess 
of reviewing this Sanctuary, care must be taken to avoid 
confusion between the "waterfowl management tool" and the 
"land use tool effect" provided by the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary Regulations. 

In conclusion, the revision of the Rideau Bird Sanctuary 
should give special attention to the first part (closest 
to Merrickville) of the present Sanctuary which contains 
fine and less disturbed waterfowl habitat. However, be­
fore· any further recommendations may be given out, the 
actual and detailed ownership might be elucidated as well 
as.· the further development pro jects for this area. 

, 
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To do so, consultation with the 1andowners, the munici­
pali ty , Parks Canada and the OMNR should be carried out. 
Also, in addition to the attention given to the present 
site close to Merrickvi1le, much consideration shou1d be 
given to some other possible Sanctuary sites on the Rideau 
River, in order to insure that the Sanctuary protection is . 
provided at the most appropriate location (extended and 
undisturbed waterfow1 habitat) on the Rideau River. Lands 
owned by Parks Canada a10ng the Ri ver are particularly 
worthy in that respect, provided that these areas are 
under Crown control and so do not suffer from housing 
develop- ment. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wi1dlife Service, Ontario Region, File # 9396-6-
15. 
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UPPER CANADA BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 5 km. southwest of Ing1eside, Wil1iamsburgh Township in 
Dundas County and Osnabruck Township inStormont County, 
Ontario. 
Lat. 44°57' Long. 75°03' 
Mi1itary Grid Reference 963774 
N.T.S. ·1: 50 000 Sheet No. 31B/14 and 31 B/11 (Morris­
burg) 

2. Area: 2663 ha (1353 ha of land - 1310 ha of open water) 

3 •.. Ownership: 

Provincial Crown Land 

4. Habitat Type: Land Section 

Open Water 
Wet1and 
Up1and Forest 
Crop and Hay Land and Parks 

5. Description of Area: ' 

50% 
10% 
15% 
25% 

Upper Canadà Bird Sanctuary adjoins the St. Lawrence River 
30 ki10metres upstream from Cornwall, and extends offshore 
to the international border. It inc1udes the Crys1er Farm 
Batt1efie1d Park, Upper Canada Village, a marina, an air­
field, a golf course, nature trai1s, camping and picnick 
sites. Severa1 is1ands are located within the sanctuary: 
Morrison, Nairne, Ault and some sma11er ones. However the 
southern ha1f of Ault Island, located in the centre of the 
area, does not comprise part of theSanctuary. Across the 
St. Lawrence River. the state of New York and the St. 
Lawrence Parks Commission have estab1ished the Wilson Hill 
State Fish and Game Management Area, thus creating with 
Upper Canada a very extensive conservation comp1ex. 

A large. part of the Sanctuary is covered by wood1ots (in 
particu1ar, sugar· map1e stands) and parks consisting main-
1y of open grassy areas. To a 1esser extent. there are 
some wet areas where speciessuch as wi110ws (Sa1ix ~.), 
elm (Ulmus americanus) and ash (Fraxinus nigra)-grow. One 
of the wet areas is a carr (Sa1ix ~.) with dead trees and 
the lower strata formed of Sparganium~. The exposed 
shores are sandy or rocky wh11e artificia11y protected 
shores (in the areas where the causeways join the islands) 
are· bordered with wetland vegetation main1y Typha ~. but 
also other emergents such as Scirpus ~., Carex ~., 
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. f10ating (Nymphaea !!.E..), free-f1oating (Lenticu1a !!.E..) and 
submerged aquatic vegetation (Myriophi11um ~.). As a 
who le , Upper Canada Bird Sanctuary displays a:-ai verse and 
interesting up1and f1ora, as we11 as, wet1and areas, the 
latter forming goodwaterfow1 staging habitat. 

6. Public Use: 

Some·. areas have been more specifica11y deve10ped for 
Canada Geese use. A pen with two artificia1 ponds host 
the geese when they come in ta feed. Parce1s of land are 
cu1tivated and corn and buckwheat are grown as feeding 
crops for migratory birds. At Ault Island and on the 
mainland, goose nesting is1ands have been bui1t on some 20 
ponds or dugouts provided by the Parks Commission. 

Camping and picnic si tes as we11 as nature trai1s are 
provided ·for public use. The combination of Upper Canada' 
Village, migration gatherings of geese, historica1 parks 
and other attractions make the Sanctuary a heavy used. 
area, especia11y in the summertime. 

Special permits have been issued a110wing the use of fire­
arms for predator control on the Sanctuary property. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

Before the creation of the Upper Canada Bird Sanctuary, 
Canada Geese were kept a11 year around and fed on the 
site. As a resu1t of their presence and food avai1abi1-
ity, migrant Canada Geese were attracted in increasing 
numbers in this staging area. In the fa11 of 1963, a 
maximum of 980 geese were counted and 900 out of the total 
were migrants. In 1964, the numbers were still increasing 
and on October 20, 1400 Canada Geese were staging in the 
Sanctuary. Now numbers of staging migrant geese reach as 
high as 8000 in addition to 3000 loca11y nesting birds and 

. their broods, that nest in the' Sanctuary and surrounding 
agricu1tura1 land. Simi1ar high numbers of birds nest and 
stage some 5 km. away in the Wilson Hill State Management 
Area. In fact~ the numbers of breeding geese have become 
so high that control measures such as co11ecting eggs, had 
to be'undertaken. 

Canada Geese nest in the Upper Canada in different loca­
tions mainly in the goose nesting is1ands in the severa1 
ponds dug twenty years ago. They are fed for extensive 
periods .. with the grain .cultivated by Ontario Ministry' of 
Natura1 Resources (OMNR) in the Sanctuary for this pur­
pose. Corn and buckwheat are provided in a pen a10ng the 
sides, of the. "eight shaped" pond. There the geese feed 
and rest and may be observed by visitors as the pen is 
part of a naturetrai1 system. During the migration 
period, when the geese dens! ty reach higher 1eve1s, large 
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flocks may be seen, resting or feeding aIl over the Sanc­
tuary, on the parks 'lawns, on the water in the protected 
channels" in the goose pen and in wetland areas. 

Many other waterfowl occur in Upper Canada Bird Sanctuary, 
including Mallard, Black Ducks , Wood Ducks , Blue-winged 
Teal. Common mergansers and other diving ducks may be 
seen too and aquatic birds such as Cormorants, Great Blue 
Herons, Kingfishers are common in the area. 

The largest numbers of ducks are seen staging during 
spring and fall migration when the birds gather on the 
protected channels (between the mainland and the Islands), 
to feed and to reste On the other hand, few ducks nest in 
the Sanctuary and attempts to increase the productivity 
(Mallard nesting platforms, wood duck boxes) were not very 
successful. 

Upper Canada Bird, Sanctuary hold the largest Banding sta­
tion on the Atlantic Flyway. Sixto seven thousand geese 
are banded each year as· weIl as twelve to fifteen hundred 
ducks. 

The combination of the Upper Canada Bird Sanctuary and the 
N. Y. State Management Area, enable waterfowl to gather in 
large protected areas and even ta make local movements 
without being disturbed during the hunting season. As a 
result, this area is excellent and safe for staging water­
fowl and, as a second level effect, the hunting in the 
surroundings is enhanced. 

8.. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

The upper Canada Bird Sanctuary was initially proposed in 
1960 by the Ontario ;.. St. Lawrence Development Commission, 
as mitigation for habitat losses due to the flooding of 
the Seaway, who desired federal participation in their 
fish and wildlife management plan. The Commission hoped 
to develop the area. as a useful resting, feeding and nest­
ing ground for wild Canada Geese and other species, and 
thereby create a waterfowl display. 

The property under consideration was entirely Crown land, 
except for the southern half of Ault Island. This section 
was originally retained by Ontario Hydro to provide space 
for cottages.' An attempt, was made to secure cottage 
owners permission for their ,inclusion in the Sanctuary, 
however" this was later abandoned. Complications arose 
because several indi viduals were unavailable and some of 
the cottages were being used as hunting lodges. 
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In the interest Qf providing federa1 assistance for the 
management plans of the St. Lawrence Parks, the request 
for the Sanctuary status was accepted. 

The area could revea1 va1uab1e information concerning the. 
effect of artificia1 w1ter 1eve1 changes on re1ated spe­
cies, and it was a potentia1 site on which to promote con­
servation education and to permit observation of migrating 
waterfow1. The official establishment of Upper Canada 
Bird Sanctuary occurred on March 16, 1961, P.c. 1961-385. 

During the fa11 of 1968 the St. Lawrence Parks Commission 
providedfunds for the construction of twenty goose nest­
ing is1ands. A goose enclosure was bui1t to provide year­
round she1ter for a f10ck of Canada Geese. 

Wi th the increasing number of Canada Geese gathering in 
the area in relation to an enhanced waterfow1 habitat, 
some prob1ems arose in the spring with farmers living in 
the v1cin1ty.. The b1rds were attracted to flooded fields 
recent1y seeded and were caus1ng damage especia11y in wet 
springs. Unti1now,rel1ef wasgiven to comp1aining 1and­
owners through the provision of appropriate scaring per­
mits. However the number of breeding geese hav1ng in­
creasedconstant1y since 1962,breeders now tend to spread 
out in cu1tivated areas where most of the time they make 
prob1ems not only in the spring, but 1ater in the season 
too. 

In addition to the land occupied by cottages, there is 
another piece of land on Ault Island exc1uded from the MBS 
which is still in its natura1 state. Deve10pers have not 
yet. out1ined plans for these lands owned by the Township. 
If we accept the deve10pment possibility which 1s still 
possible, the part of Ault Island out of the Sanctuary is 
a very stable environment and this enc10sed area in the 
Sanctuary's 1imits has generated no conf1icts with the MBS 
objectives •. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement: 

Upper Canada Bird Sanctuary is contro11ed by the Migratory 
Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the M1gratory Birds Con­
vention Act· (P.C. 1961-385,. P.C. 1974-514). 

No major enforcement prob1ems· are recorded in this Sanc­
tuary. Al1 year round a Conservation Officer is affected 
to this area and seasona11y (during the hunting period) 
additiona1 staff patro1 the area. Al1 the area is we11 
posted . and, in the past, when hunters entered in the 
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Sanctuary they· did it de1iberate1y and were prosecuted. 
As a matter of fact the continuous presence of provincial 
emp10yees, working on different tasks, keeps the area very 

. we11 under control •. 

Recommendations: 

(1) To continue present status. The Sanctuary being 10cated 
on the migration route of Canada Geese and being a staging 
areafor thousands of these birds, the Sanctuary fu1fi11s 
a very important ro1e.. As we11 , large numbers of ducks 
rest and feed in thisarea for varying periods of time in 
the spring and in the fa11. 

(2) Banding activities and habitat improvements undertaken by 
the Ontario Ministry of Natura1 Resources, are conducted 
with great care and resu1t in very positive impacts. How­
ever, the number of geese breeding now in the area seem to 
have reached very high and maybe unexpected (when the pro­
ject was first conceived) 1eve1s. As a matter of fact, 
population control measures had to be undertaken. 

Therefore, it is recommended that the breeding geese popu­
lation be kept under control, and even reduced if it ap­
pears to be necessary, in such a manner tha t further ex­
pansion to thesurrounding farmlands be avoided. 

(3) The present enforcement strategy is excellent. The Cana­
dian Wi1d1ife Service will continue to support the Ontario 
Ministry of Natura1 Resources efforts through the provi­
sion·of sign posts and otherre1ated materia1s when neces­
sary and through additiona1 assistance on request. How­
ever the genera1 responsibi1i ty and management of. the area 
shall remain in the hands of the provincial ministry who 
is accomplishing a very fine and wise job since the 
creation of the Sanctuary. 

(4) In the eventuality of land deve10pment in Ault Island, 
much care should be taken to avoid anci11ary effects espe­
cia11y in the protected channel during waterfow1 staging· 
periods. A certain amount of disturbance might be toler­
ated but if plans are to have a rapid deve10pment of the 
who1e site, consultations· shou1d take place with deve1-
opers so that prob1ems re1ated to the Sanctuary May be 
expressed and to find a satisfactory compromise possib1y 
through the planning of the works schedu1e. Again, be­
cause of their experience on the site and their management 
invo1vement, considerations on this subject must a1so 
remainmonitored by OMNR. 

11. References: 
Canadian Wi1d1ife Service, Ontario Region, 
File # 9396-6-17. 
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BECKETT CREEK BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 4 kmeast of Cumberland, Cumberland 
Township, Russell County, Ontario 
Lat. 45°31' Long. 75°21' 
Mi1itary Grid Reference 732403 
N.'T.S. 1:50 000 Sheet No·~··31-G/11 W (Thurso) 

2 •. Area:- 103 ha. 

3. Land ownership: 

The· City of Ott.awa Public Schoo1 Board and the· Ontario 
Hydro Electric Power Commission 

4. Major Habitat Type: 

Wet1and 10% 
Crop and Hay Land 40% 
Up1and Forest, (Sugar Map1e and White Pine) 50% 

5. Description of Area: 

Beckett Creek Bird Sanctuary is located on the south bank 
of the Ot tawa River. Approxima te1y 16 ha of the area is 
composed of the river and its adjoining wet1and. A major 
highway passes through the Migratory Bird Sanctuary (MBS) 
and a trave11ed road forms the southern boundary. 
Becketts Creek empties into the Ottawa River at the 
western bound- ary of the waterfront lot. The creek 
carries a re1ativ1y high sediment load and this materia1 
becomes deposited to form bay bars at the mouth and low 
off-shore is1ands to the east. 

The· predominant soil.type of the wet1and part is Bearbrook 
Clay ..Emergents (Typha !p.-, Saggitar1a !p'.), Submergents, 
f10ating (Nymphaea ~.) and free-f1oating (Lenticu1a ~.) 
form the aquatic vegetation component. Then, grasses, 
sedges (Carex ~.) and rushes (Juncus ~.). grow close to 
the water -as we11 as shorter and taller shrubs (Sa1ix ~., 
Popu1us tremu1oides~ ~ typhina, Ulmus american~ 

Southward a10ng the creek is a river terrace supporting a 
gr ove of mixed deciduous trees: Si1ver Map1e (Acer sac­
charinum) , American E1m (UlIDus americanus) , Basswood 
(Ti1ia américana) ~ . Red Ash (Fraxinus pensy1vanica) with 
\>.lîite Pine (Plnus strobus). Beyond that, around the farm 
buildings, are field and meadows where domestic anima1s 
are kept. Just in the back of the farm house, a pond was 
dug to accommodate tame waterfowl. Fo11owing this area 
and extending to thetrave11ed road is a forest which is a 
sugar map1e (~ saccharum) stand with associated 
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species: Striped Maple (Acer pensylvanicum), Yellow Birch 
(Betula alleghaniensis) with an areawhere a pure white 
pine stand (Pinus strobus) grow. 

The Ottawa Board of Education has an Outdoor Natural 
Science School .within the boundaries of the Sanctuary 
where basic ecology is taught to groups of public school 
students. Up ta 25 000 children take advantage of the Mc­
Skimming Science School each year. through normal as· well 
as special classes (deaf, handicapped etc.) in one day 
trips or for classes lasting one week long in the summer. 

The Canadian Wildl1fe· Service issues a permit to the 
school board for both the. capture and possession of mig­
rat ory birds. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

Dabbling ducks, mainly Blue-winged Teal, nest in. the Sanc­
tuary, in the wetland area, close to the river. Great 
Blue. Herons,. Kingfishers and Northern Harriers are common 
visitors of this area. In the fall, waterfowlgather at 
duskin the artificial pond dug in the backyard of . the 
farmhouse in the same area where a group of tame Canada 
Geese are kept under permit. 

The .Canada Geese nest in the enclosure around the artifi­
cial pond but each year some pairs escape and· go by foot 
to nest in the very same location close tothe river. The 
presence of tame Canada Geese sometimes attract wild Geese 
which stick around for more. or less extensi ve lengths of 
time. 

In the upland area ~ a. typical communi ty of passerine birds 
nest in the sugar maple grove and in the white pines. 

The Sanctuary is not of special significance forwater­
fowl, it is simply representative of the bird fauna of the 
Ottawa valley. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

In 1967 the Ottawa Public School Board approached CWS to 
apply for a permit for the capture and possession of mig­
ratory birds. The School Board had purchased farmland for 
the purpose of establishing an Outdoor Natural Science 
School and were interested in conducting bird banding 
activities. In addition, they requested that CWS consider 
thearea for a migratory bird sanctuary to protect it from 
hunters and vandals. 
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CWS supported the outdoor natura1 science program and 
accepted the proposal. 

To insure complete security for the students visiting the 
area, it was necessary to inc1ude the marshland and is­
lands- at the river front as part of the Sanctuary. These' 
lands also provide an attractive waterfowl study site for 
the- school. Ontario Hydro owns this property, and they 
agreed to permit its inclusion in the MBS on the condition 
that the land regain its former status if required for 
purposes incompatible with sanctuary regulations. 

The MBS was created on February 4, 1969, and is subject to 
an Ontario'Hydro easement and right-of-way, south of High­
way 17. 

Unti1 now, the Sanctuary surroundings have beena stable 
environment essential1y used as farmland. Even though the 
Sanctuaryarea is zoned conservation and the surroundings 
agriculture, the present administrator of the Science 

,School is concerned about eventua1 changes and is working 
with the OMNR office to create a buffer zone around the 
Ottawa Board of Education property. As a matter of fact, 
the Ottawa Board of Education is managing wisely the whole 
area, keeping the naturalness of the site in spite of a 
heavy public use. 

Hunting on the Ottawa River occurs main1yon the Québec 
side but usual1y local residents set up b1inds around the 
Sanctuary limits each fall. 

9. Protective Statusand Enforcement: 

Beckett Creek Bird Sanctuary is controlled by the Migra­
tory Bird Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory Birds 
Convention Act (P.C. 1969-211, February 4, 1969; P.C. 
197 4-1989 ~ September 10, 1974)., 

'The Sanctuary is kept we11 posted in the River area (on 
the Ontario Hydro property) where hunters' are attracted. 
However violation of the Sanctuaries regu1ations were 
recorded four and five years ago. The first time, despite 
the presence of obvious signs, hunters entered in the 
Sanctuary and ki11ed tame geese in the wetland portion of 
the- Sanctuary. Afterthis event, the director of the 
Science School decided to keep the geese close to the farm 
buildings al1 year long. The next year, in spi te of this 
precautionary measure, another hunter came into the Ottawa 
Board 'of Education property and ki11ed geese in the back­
yard' of the farmhouse. This last person was arrested and 
prosecuted. Since then, no major incident took place. As 
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a matter of fact, the Sanctuary is we11 known in the area 
andany abnorma1ity wou1d be recorded and reported to con­
cerned authorities. These incidents are rather re1ated to 
unethica1 hunters than to gaps in the enforcement strategy 
of the Sanctuary. 

10. Recommendations: 

11. 

To continue present status 

Due to the heavy use by chi1dren from the public schoo1 
board and to the important ro1e piayed by the Science 
schoo1 in. transmitting values re1ated to wi1d1ife, it is 
essentia1 for educationa1 purposes,· that the schoo1 have 
access to a good and very safe wet1and area. Thus, the 
Canadian Wildlife Service shou1d continue to provide 
support to the Ottawa Board of Education considering that 
they are pursuing their original objectives which received 
full approva1 from CWS in 1967 when Beckett Creek BS was 
created. 

However, it shou1d be kept in mind that Beckett Creek BS 
is a special case among Ontario' Migratory Bird Sanctuar­
ies. Indeed, even if the Sanctuary is not an area of out-

. standing significance for birds, the Sanctuary status is 
continued for the reasons· stated above. In the future, 
consideration shou1d be given to the fact that Sanctuary 
Regulations exist to protect migra tory birds and their 
habitat so that any new Sanctuary is established for the 
benefit of migra tory birds as the· first and essentia1 
deciding factor. 

(2) To continue topreserve the natura1ness of the areain 
spite of the high 1eve1 of public use experienced by the 
Sanctuary. 

References: 

Canadian Wi1d1ife Service~ Ontario Region, File # 9396-6-2. 
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MOOSE RIVER MIGRATORY BIRD SANCTUARY' 

1. Location: 18 km northe~st of Moosonee, District of Cochrane, Ontario 
Latitude 51°20' Longitude 80°25' 
UTM Grid Reference 412873 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 Arnold Point 42P/8 

2. Area: 1 457 hectares 

3. Land ownership: 

Provincial Crown Land 

4. Major Habitat. Type: 

Tidal Mudflats 10% 
Coastal Marsh 55% 
Forest interspersed with grassy meadows 35% 

5. Description of Area: 

The Moose River Migratory Bird Sanctuary is composed of 
twoseparate units at the mouth of the Moose River on the 
southwest sideof Jàmes Bay. These two areas are Ship 
SandsIs1and 10cated a10ng. the west side of the Moose 
River at its mou th , and a section of mainland on the east 
side of the river mouth from Arnold Point. (Long Point) 
east to Partridge Creek. The coastal boundary for both 
units extends 61 metres offshore from the normal high tide 
water mark. 

The downstream end (northeast) of Ship Sands Island is 
divided by numerous tidal creeks. Only a smal1 portion of 
the extensive tidal mudf1ats adjoining the Island are in­
cluded within the Sanctuary. Immediately inland from the 
mudflats a f100ded sedge marsh begins. Many pools con­
taining marsh arrowgrass (Triglochinpa1ustris) are scat­
tered throughout this large zone of Carex sp •• Along much 
of· the shore1ine, bu1rush (Sc1rpussp.), cattail (Typha 
sp.) and a compositae (Senecio sp.) are found between the 
tidal flat and sedge areas. 

Inland on the Island, on slight1y higher ground, the sedge 
marsh gradually grades into a grassy meadow as the soi1 
becomes 1ees saturated. In much of this zone wil10w and 
a1der shrubs (Sal1x sp., Alnus sp.) are becoming estab­
l1shed. Much O"fthe upstream (southwest) half of the 
Island is covered by fore st vegetation of varying den­
sity. The main tree species present are Black Spruce 
(Picea mariana), White Spruce (!. glauca), Tamarack (Larix 
1aricina)' and Balsam Pop1ar (Populus' balsamifera). Exam­
ination of past and current aerial photographs indicates 
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that vegetation succession has been occurring. The fore st 
and, shrub zones have been expanding at the expense of 
sedge marsh areas. 

The pattern of vegetation zones in the upstream (south­
west) half of Ship Sands Island is similar to that present· 
in the downstream half, however, the flats and sedge marsh 
zones are muchnarrower. 

The mainland portion of the Moose River MBS is composed 
almost entirely of flooded sedge marsh. Tidal flats form 
the northern· boundary. To the south, the broad area of 
sedge (~ sp.) grades into willow thicket (Salix sp.). 
In some sections of the coast a clear distinction between 
willow and sedge zones is apparent but in others, fingers 
of willow growthextend into the sedges, and in many areas 
scattered clumps of· low willow are isolated from the main 
zone of willow growth. 

Numerous tidal creeks cut back into the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary (MBS) and a number of fresh water creeks cross 
the MBS and flow into James Bay. 

The pattern of vegetation. present ln the MBS ls common 
along most of the James Bay coast. Coastal sedge marsh is 
bordered on the shore by extensl ve tidal mudflats and on 
the inland side by shrub willow/spruce forest. Fens are 
scattered throughout the forested zones. The habitat 
wi thin the MBS is therefore not unusual or of cri tical 
importance. 

Public use of the MooseRi ver MBS proper is not exten­
sive. Birdwatchers periodically visit Ship Sands Island 
and persons travelling to and from James Bay may put 
ashore during inclement weatheror unfavourable t1de con­
ditions. By regulation the possession of a firearm is 
prohibited in a Migratory Bird Sanctuary, however, special 
permission. by regulation allows waterfowl hunters. to 
transport unloadèd firearms and other hunting appliances 
through the Wavy creek section of the Moose River MBS ad­
jacent to Ship Sands Island. 

Wavy Creek is the traditional route for hunters travelling 
to and from the west coast of James Bay. 

7. Importance to the Resource: 

The funnel shape: of Hudson and James Bays concentrates 
large numbers of migrating waterfowl and shorebirds in 
southern James Bay each fall. The area is especially 
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noted for its use as a staging area for Lesser Snow 
Geese. During fall migration all the eastern Arctie 
Lesser Snow Geese pass through James Bay. The resu1ts of 
year1y aerial goose surveys conducted by' the Ontario Min­
istry of Natura1 Resources (OMNR) a10ng the coast of James· 
Bay demonstrate that the Moose River MBS provides a rest­
ing and feeding area of considerable importance. The 1982 
OMNR Goose Survey, conducted in ear1y October, indicated 
that of the birds present along the James Bay coast trom 
the Ontario/Qu~bec border to the Albany River, 27% (9,400) 
were located in the Moose River MBS and surrounding area 
(Ship Sands Island to Natatishee Point). 

The· Lesser Snow Geese stay essentia11y in the coastal 
marsh . where the y rest and feed, particu1ar1y on sedges· 
(~ sp.) and Marsh Arrowgrass (Trig1ochin pa1ustris). 
The geese genera11y concentrate .. in the lower part of the 
Ship Sands. Island during the ear1y ·fa11 and gradua11y 
shift upstream as the food resources of the lower area are 
dep1eted.Many geese remain in the area unti1 ice pre­
vents access to food. During spring Lesser Snow Geese are 
Most numerous during breakup when sea ice is still solid 
but streams and river mouths are open. The Snow Geese 
appear to trave1 north a10ng the James Bay coast in re1a­
tive1y sma11 hops. 

Canada Geese a1so uti1ize the MBS, but in much sma1ler 
numbers than LesserSnow Geese. Canada Geese tend to feed 
a10ng the tide 1ine and therefore do not re1y on the 
coasta1 marsh zone to the same extent as Lesser Snow 
Geese. In the spring Atlantic Brant May stop on the open 
waters between Arnold Point and Ship Sands Island and at 
themouth of the Partridge River. 

Dabb1ing ducks (Pintai1~ Ma11ard, Green-winged Tea1, Black 
Duck) tend to concentrate in the open tidal marshes of the 
MBS during spring, however~ the area is not of particu1ar 
importance for nesting. Dabb1ing ducks moult along the 
who1e coast of James Bay in relatively small numbers and 
the MBS does not contain an unusua11y high concentration. 
During fall migration the above-noted species of dabbling 
ducks frequent the coasta1 marshes and creeks. of the MBS. 

The Moose River MBS a1so provides habitat for migrating 
shorebirds such as ye11ow1egs and p1overs. These birds 
May be found on t1da1 mudflats from' mid-July until Octo­
ber. The MBS offers a large undisturbed area of tidal 
flat and coasta1 marsh but the extent to wh1ch shorebirds 
depend on th1s MBS habitat 1s not known. Staging areas' 
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are critica1 to the surviva1 of shorebirds, so the MBS may 
be of more importance than is rea1ized at this time. 

As origina11y intended at the Ume of Us establishment, 
the Moose River MBS provides a large undisturbed feeding. 
and resting area for migrating geese in an area of heavy 
hunting-pressures (to the north).The presence of the MBS 
ho1ds more geese in the southern part of the Bay for a 
longer period of time than if no protected area- existed. 
This benefits the geese which are a110wed to feed undis­
turbed, and a1so the hunters who have a much better oppor-
tunity to harvest birds throughout the ear1y fa11. 

8. Historica1 and Present Land Use Conf1icts: 

As previous1y noted, the southern James Bay attracts tens 
of thousands of geese and ducks each fa1le In the 1950' s 
it was noted that the number of birds using the extreme 

. south end of the Bay was dec1ining. Increased hunting 
pressure as a resu1t of easy access to the mouth of the 
Moose River was b1amed for the dec1ine. Native hunters 
were forced to trave1 further north up the shore of James 
Bay in search of game. 

In March of 1956 discussions were initiated between the 
Canadian Wi1d1ife Service and Ontario Lands and Forests 
(now OMNR) to estab1ish a migratory bird sanctuary in 
southern James Bay. It was fe1t that such a sanctuary 
wou1d he1p to ho1d geese in the area during the fa11 mig­
ration thereby improving hunting, and wou1d a1so provide 
an undisturbed are a for the geese to feed prior to migrat­
ing further south. 

The original proposa1 ca11ed for the formation of a sanc­
tuary in the vicinity of Big Piskawanish Point, about 50 
km north of the Moose River. It was hoped that the sanc­
tuary wou1d deter white hunters from spreading into the 
Indian hunting area beyond Ha1fway Point. A number of 
disadvantages to the proposed location were present, the 
major one was that a MBS 50 km up the coast would do noth­
ing to solve' the prob1em at the mouth of the Moose River. 
Late in 1956 a new location was proposed at the Moose 
River estuary. This area was to inc1ude Ship Sands Island 
and a portion of main1and to the east of the river mouth. 
Local native people. agreed with the decision in the hope 
thatthe ducks and geese wou1d attain their former abun­
dance. On January 2, 1958 the Moose River Bird Sanctuary 
was estab1ished. 
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In 1973, inresponse to Wavy Creek si1ting in and provid­
ing easy access to Ship Sands Island at 10w tide, the 
western boundary of the MBS was extended to the mainland 
shore. The MBS now inc1uded Wavy Creek and any new1y 
formed is1ands contained in the' Creek. 

No land use practices detrimenta1 to the value of the MBS 
as migratory waterfow1 habitat have occurred. The status 
of the area· as Provincial Crown Land undoubtab1y is re­
sponsib1e forthis. 

In 1978 a· proposal was made by Chief Link1ater to alter 
the boundaries of the Moose Ri ver MBS. The Chief re­
quested that a portion of Ship Sands Island be removed 
from the MBS and that severa1 sma11 is1ands and f1ats be 
inc1uded in the MBS. Chief Link1ater' requested these 
changes in order to estab1ish a camping' area on Ship Sands 
so that families travelling to and from James Bay cou1d 
pull in during bad weather. CWS dec1ined to make the pro­
posed changes in the MBS because of the necessity to have 
a MBS of sufficient size to provide good quality feeding 
and resting habitat for the geese. 

Chief Link1ater a1so raised the prob1em of the "wil10w­
line boundary" at the Arnold Point section of the MBS. It 
was observed that some BS boundary signs were 10cated back 
in thewi110w growth zone and not at the norther1y edge as ' 
described in the Regulations. The prob1ems of posting 
such a boundary 1ine and the confusion of some hunters as 
to the location of the actua1 1ine have continued to the 
present. 

9. Protective Status and Enforcement of the Regulations: 

Migratory Birds Sanctuary Regulations under the Migratory 
Birds Convention Act: P.C. 1958-15" 23 November, 1954 and 
P.C. 1174-1989~ 10 September, 1974. 

In genera1, no major enforcement prob1ems exist with 
regard to the Moose River MBS. The area is traditiona11y 
known. as a sanctuary by bO,th local and southern hunters 
who genera11y recognize the value of the MBS. 

In the past two prob1ems related to the enforcement of 
Sanctuary Regulations have arisen; both were related to 
the boundary of the MBS. In the first instance, the silt­
ing of Wavy Creek enabled hunters to easily cross the. 
channel at low tide and enter the western side of Ship 
Sands Island. In 1973' this prob1em was solved by a1tering 
the western boundary of the Ship Sands Island portion of 
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the MES. The MES western boundary was shifted tothe 
mainland bank of Wavy Creek so that the MES then included 
the waters of Wavy Creek and any islands contained there­
in. This change, including the provision for the trans­
portion of unloaded firearms through Wavy Creek, has 
proven.to be satisfactory, however, some years the posting 
of this boundary is incomplete. 

The other problem relates to the "willow boundary" on the 
mainland portion of the MES at Arnold Point. The northern 
Umit of willow growth is supposed to form the southern 
boundary of the MES. Intheory, this moveable boundary is 
to shift with the willow thicket growth. Unfortunately, 
the presence of scattered willow clumps in the sedge zone 
and the growth of, low willows outside the higher willow 
thicket growth makes the posting of this boundary Une 
very dlfficult. The confusion as to the location of this 
southern boundary of theMBS hasnot beenresolved. 

Recommendations: 

(i) The present status as a Migratory Bird Sanctuary should be 
maintained. The rms, because of its strategic location at 
the mouth of the Moose River, plays a very important role 
in providing Lesser Snow Geese with an undisturbed area in 
which to feed and reste Additionally, the presence of the 
MES in such an easily accessible area close to Moosonee 
holds large numbers of geese in the extreme· southern end 
of James Bay. Consequently, waterfowl hunters are able to 
harvest geese throughout the falI in an area of high hunt­
ing pressure. Without the MBS, hunting success would be 
significantly lower. 

(ii) The southern boundary of the Arnold Point section of the 
MES needs to be better defined. As previously mentioned, 
this boundary is supposed to follow the northerly edge of 
willow growth. On the ground it is difficult to determine 
exactly where the boundary should be and this leads to 
somewhat subjective decisions being made about where signs 
should be located. There is a consensus between local 
native people and OMNR staff in Moosonee that a more 
clear-cut boundary is required to eliminate' any misinter­
pretation. 

Furtherdiscussions should be held between OMNR biologists 
and CWS staff to determine the best location of a new 
southern boundary for the Arnold Point portion of the 
MBS. Local native people should also be consulted. Any 
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change or redefinition of the old "wi11ow line" boundary 
must ref1ect the value of ·the coasta1 marsh to feeding 
geese.. The area of coasta1 marsh within the MBS shou1d 
not be reduced. 

Whatever the final bouildary agreement is ,. the decision 
shou1d not be cons1dered permanent. Because of the con­
stant1y chang1ng nature of the coasta1 vegetation, the 
boundar1es of the Moose Ri ver MBS shou1d be rev1ewed 
per1odica11y, perhaps everyf1ve years. 

(111) Inaddit10n to using regu1ar MBS signs, consideration 
shou1d be given to additiona1 posting 1n the Cree lan­
guage. Such posting may lead to better co-operation from 
local native people, and .would tie in to any hunter edu­
cationprogram undertaken by OMNR in the Cree language. 

(iv) Arrangements should be made between CWS and OMNR 
Moosonee to have the Junior Ranger crew post the MBS on an 
annua1 basis. The posting wou1d be completed under the 
supervision of OMNR enforcement staff. 

11. References: 

Canadian Wild1ife Service, Ontario Region, File # 9396-6-11 

Carreiro, J.F. and G~D. Tessier. 1976. 

Critica1 and important areafor migratory birds in southern 
Ontario and James Bay. CWS ms. report. 123 pp. 
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HANNAH BAY BIRD SANCTUARY 

1. Location: 60 km east of Moosonee; landarea located in the district 
of Cochrane, Ontario. Offshore areas located in the 
District of Keewatin, Northwest Tèrritories. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

3. 

Area: 

Lat. 51°20' Long. 79°38' 
Military Grid Reference 953882 
N.T.S. 1:50 000 Sheet No. 32M/5 (Petite Rivière 

Mississicabi) 

29 785 hectares (approximately 23 828 ha in Ontario 
and 5957 ha in NWT) 

Land ownership: 

Major 

Provincial Crown Land and Federal Crown Land within North­
west Territories (approximately 20% of the total area of 
the Sanctuary) 

Habitat Type: 

Tidal MudfIats and open water 20% 
Coastal Marsh 25% 
Spruce forest, fen complex 55% 

Description of Area: 

Hannah Bay forms thesouthernmost projection of James 
Bay. The Migratory Bird'Sanctuary (MBS) is Iocatedon the 

. east side of the Bay and stretches northward from the 
mouth of the Little Missisicabi River to East Point. The 
Sanctuary extends 6.4 km west from East Point and includes 
open. water, shoals and tidal flats which are part of the 
Northwes t Terri tories. In addition to the coas tal area, 
the Sanctuary includes sedge marshes, inland fèns and 
spruce forest which stretch eastward to the Ontario/Qu~bec 
border. The northern boundary of the Sanctuary i8 a line 
due eastward from East Point to the Ontario/Qu~bec border, 
while the north bank of the south branch of the Little 
Missisicabi River forms the southern boundary. 

The Hannah Bay Bird Sanctuary is characterized by areas of 
extensive mud flats and weIl developed sedge marsh inter­
spersed by lakes and streams. The tidal flats, wh.ich may 
reach a few kilometers in width, are hard packed silts and 
clays; the water in this area is brackish and turbide 
Following the flats there are sedge dominated marshes 
(Carex~. and other species as Triglochin maritima, ~­
tUS 'rufus , Salicornia eurofea) ; wi th rush and bulrush 
Eleocharis ~., Scirpus ~. on the edges, and occasional 

pool areas colonized by Potamogeton~. On higher sites 
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needlerush (Juncus balticus) and grasses are found, while 
Cattail (Typha ~.), Mare 's tail (Hippuris vu1garis) grow 
in the numerous sha110w ponds. The deeper potho1es con­
tain a variety of submergents including Myriophy11um spi­
catum, Potamogeton ~. ,etc. Farther inla,nd" extensive 
wet meadows (Carex ~.), freshwater swamps, fens and bogs· 
(Betu1a pumi1a, Larix 1aricina, Sphagnum ~.) and Black 
Spruce (Picea mar~ forest cover. the area. SaUx~ •. 
may be found a10ng the banks. of streams such as the Little 
Missisicabi River. 

1 
Registered trap1ines are located' within the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary and Native people continue to camp and pursue 
this traditiona1 activity. 

7 •. Importance to the Resource: 

The funne1-shaped out1ine of Hudson and James bays cause 
birds migrating from the Arctic to concentrate at the 
southern end of . James Bay each fa1!. Extensive tida1 
f1ats, coasta1 marshes and inland fens attract hundreds of 
thousands of ducks, geeseand shorebirds each autumn. The 
above-noted vegetation zones are common a10ng the southern 
shore of James Bay, however, the coasta1 sedge marsh zone 
is considerab1y wider at the Hannah Bay BS than a10ng 
other sections of the shore1ine. 

The most common fa11 migrants are Lesser Snow 
Canada Geese, Pintai1s, Black Ducks, Ma11ards, 
winged Tea1 and White-winged Scoters. 

Geese, 
Green-

Lesser Snow Geese are found in numbers reaching severa1 
thousands of birds during the fa11 and spring migration 
through the Hannah Bay Bird Sanctuary. In 1972, Curtis 
(1973) recorded 1,884 large Canada Geese and 14,435 Lesser 

. Snow Geese in Hannah Bay betweeen September 19 and 22, and 
on October 4 to 10 Curtis recorded 398 large Canada Geese 
and 28,560 Lesser SnowGeese. Lumsden (1971) recorded 
35,897 Lesser Snow Geese October 4-6, and 64,538 October 
15-18. Ontario Ministry of. Natura1 Resources (OMNR), in 
the 1982 Goose Survey, recorded over seven thousand Lesser 
Snow Geese in the Sanctuary itse1f which constituted one 
fifth of the total number counted in southern James Bay in 
this goose survey·. 

These habitats are essentia1 for the waterfow1 as feeding 
grounds to rep1enish their fat reserves in order to con­
tinue their migratory journey. 

In addition to the value that the MBS has as a feeding and 
resting .area. for migrating geese, the coasta1 portion of 
the Sanctuary 1s important· as a mou1ting area for Canada 
Geese., 
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During spring migration, some ducks may remain in the 
Sanctuary, on the offshore islands and the, mainland, and 
attempt to nest. However, severe flood tides restrict the 
possibility of significant waterfowl production, in this 
area. Large numbers of ducks congregate along the coastal 
marshes of the MBS each summer to moult. An OMNR banding, 
crew has operated in the Sanctuary for the past two 
years. Thousands of ducks utilize the tidal flats, 
coastal marsh, streams and ponds during the fall migration. 

Many shorebirds Black-bellied, Golden and Semipalmated 
,plOVers, Yellowlegs, Dunlin, Semipalmated Sandpipers, Hud­
sonian Godwit, Red Knot, Wilson's Snipe, pass through 
Hannah Bay Bird Sanctuary during migration. The endan­
geredEskimo Curlew, thé migration routes of which remain 
unknown, has been recorded near Hannah Bay by Hagar and 
Anderson (1977). 

The- presence of large tidal flats, coastal marsh and sedge 
marsh, in conjunction with the low disturbance as a,resu1t 
of its remote location and protective status, make this 
Sanctuary extremely attractive to large numbers of mig­
ratory waterfowl and shorebirds. 

8. Historical and Present Land Use Conflicts: 

On October 21, 1938 the Province of Ontario, in response 
to concerns regarding the protection of Lesser Snow Geese 
and other waterfowl, established an Ontario Crown Game 
Preserve on the east side of Hannah Bay. The inland area 
from East Point to the Missisicabi River and eastward to 
the Ontario/Québec border was to be known as the Hannah 
Bay Waterfow1 Sanctuary. 

In order to obviate any jurisdictional prob1ems, Ontario 
requested that a suitable area of open water, flats and 
shoalsfronting the Waterfow1 Sanctuary, and part of the 
Nortnwest Territories ~ be established as a Federal Mig­
ratory Bird Sanctuary. 

The establishment of a Migratory Bird Sanctuary was recom­
mended by Mr. Harrison F. Lewis the Chief Federal Mig­
ratory Birds Officer for Ontario and Québec and Mr. D.J. 
Taylor the De put y Minister of Game and Fisheries for 
Ontario and the Northwest Territories Council. On 
February 25, 1939 the tidal waters fronting the western 
boundary of the Provincial Waterfow1 Sanctuary were de­
clared a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary by Order-in-' 
Council P.C. 1939-406. 
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In 1946,' it was proposed that the Federal Sanctuary in­
clude the land covered by the Provincial Waterfowl Sanc­
.tuary, to simplify and improve migtatory bird protection. 
On August 27, 1946 the proposaI was carried. through J by 
Order-in-Council P.C. 1946-3635. 

In 1973 the southern boundary of the MBS was a1tered to 
accommodate the new Tidewater Goose Camp, owned and oper­
ated by Mr. James Rickard. The southern boundary was 
moved northward to the' north bank of the south branch of 
the Little Missisicabi River, thereby positioning the 
estab1ished goose camp outside the MBS.. This boundary 
alteration does not appear to have adverse1y affected the 
use of theMBS by waterfow1. 

In 1978 the owner of the TidewaterCamp requested that the 
southern boundary be moved further north to give the Camp 
access to more coastal marsh for goose and duck hunting. 
That 1978 request was turned down by the Canadian Wi1d1ife 
Service, since that area ofcoasta1 tide fIat and marsh is 
extensive1y used as a feeding and roosting area by thou­
sands of Lesser Snow Geese, Canada Geese and ducks. It 
was fe1t that a further reduction in the. area of coasta1 
marsh would reduce the number of waterfow1 uti1izing the 
area and adverse1y affect the value of the Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary. 

A probable reason for the boundary a1teration request is 
that . another hunting camp operates in the same genera1 
area. The Harricanaw River Goose Camp run by Ontario 
North1and Rai1way had been in operation for many years 
prior to the establishment of the Tidewater Goose Camp. 
Although no major problem existed, the hunting area of 
Tidewater is confined between the MBS on the north and the 
Harricanaw River to the south. It is on1y natura1 for the 

.Tidewater Camp to want to have access to a 1arger area for 
goose and duck hunting, however, the purpose of the MBS 
would not be .served if the southern boundary was moved 
further up the coast. 

At present, the habitats of the Hannah Bay Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary do not appear to be undergoing change that has 
(or will) affect the use of the area by migratory birds. 

Protective Status and Enforcement of the Regulations: 

The Hannah Bay Bird Sanctuary is contro11ed by the Mig­
ratory Bird Regulations under the Migratory Birds Conven­
tion Act; (P.C. 1958-15,. January 2, 1958 and P.C. 1974-
1989 J. September 10, 1974). 
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Because of its -remote location, the Hannah Bay Bird Sanc­
tuaryis a difficult area, from'a practical point of.view, 
to enforce the Regulations. Original posting was carried 
out by RCM Police a few years ago, and very infrequent 
visits are made to this area by RCM Police or Conservation 
officers. Posting of the south boundary along the Little' 
Missisicabi River was carried out in 1983 by seasonal 
staff of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. 

In general the Sanctuary is subjected to very little dis­
turbance, however, some Native people' travelling from 
Fort:-Rupert (Rupert House) in Qu~bec may unknowingly stop 
and hunt in the Sanctuary because the north boundary is 
indicated by only one signpost. In addition, reports have 
been received from local residents indicating that some 
hunting periodically takes place in the southern portion 
of the Sanctuary. . 

10. Recommendations: 

(i) To continue the present status due to the great value of 
Hannah Bay Bird Sanctuary as a staging are a for water­
fowl. This Sanctuary was first established to. improve 
goose hunting in James Bay in accordance with Harrison 
Lewis' belief that the protection of some resting areas 
wouldcause more geese to stay longer on these staging 
areas. As this proved to be the case (Cooch,pers. comm. 
in Allison, 1977), the Sanctuary's usefulness is obvious 
and its integrity should be preserved. One value of the 
Sanctuary lies in its extensive mud flats and sedge 
marshes which provide ample food for birds. Any further 
reduction in size would adversely affect this Sanctuary's 
function. 

(H) To improve the· posting and enforcement of the Migratory 
Bird Sanctuary Regulations. 

The northern boundary of the MBS at. East Point should be 
marked with an appropriate number of signs so that persons 
travelling down the coast have no difficulty determining 
where· the MBS begins. These signs and posts should be 
checked yearly and replaced as required. 

Subject to agreement with the. Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources and the R.C.M. Police, the southern boundary of 
the MBS should continue to be posted by seasonal staff of 
OMNR. CWSshould continue to provide signs and make a 
monetary contribution to cover expenses. Consideration 
should be gi ven to adding MBS signs in the Cree language 
at strategic' locations. 
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Enforcement effort shou1d be increased. R.C.M. Police 
. shou1d visit the Hannah Bay MBS at 1east once a year • 
. Enforcement efficiency and Native comp1iance to MBS Regu­
lations may be increased by reintroducing the practice of 
hiring Nati ve people to provide Warden· Services. This 
practice seems to have been abandoned in 1976. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS . 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

That the St. Joseph's Island BS be e1iminated. 

This MBS is of no special importance to migratory birds and Parks 
Canada now has the 1egis1ative authority to control public use and 
activities on the mainland portion of the. MBS. 

That the Young Lake BS be e1iminated. 

This MBS is of on1y very. local importance to migratory birds Bince 
numerous simi1ar areas exist in the region which receive greater 
waterfow1 use. 

That the Fielding BS be e1iminated. 

The MBS is of no special importance to waterfow1 or other migratory 
birds, even on a local basis. 

That the present status of Eleanor Island as a MBS shou1d be 
e1iminated. 

National Wi1d1ife Area regu1ations can adequately restrict 
activities to protect nesting birds. A management plan which wou1d 
address the protection of nesting colonies, shou1d be prepared. 

5. That, for the present, the status of Chantry Island BS shou1d be 
continued. 

When the Island is no longer required by Transport Canada, the MBS 
shou1d be dec1ared a National Wi1d1ife Area and the MBS designation 
shou1d be e1imina ted. At. such Ume a management plan wou1d be 
drafted to discuss the possibi1ity of restricting access during the 
nesting season, and other issues. 

6. That the Pinafore Park BS be reviewed for possible e1imination. 

This MBS acts as a loca11y important staging area for ducks and 
Canada Geese· in conjunction withthe' Provincia11y Crown Game 
Preserve reservoir. Pinafore Lake, which is protected by the no 
dis charge of firearms municipal by1aw, together with the reservoir 
shou1d provide a more than adequate refuge areafor migrating ducks 
and geese. 

7. That the present sta tus of the Guelph BS be reviewed for boundary 
changes. 

It 18 not acceptable to have the subdivision and industria1 areas 
inc1uded within the MBS. 
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8. That' the present status of Mississippi Lake BS be continued. 

The Bird Sanctuary regulations are necessary to control strategie 
points at the river . entrance and on the river side. A management 
plan will be devised to address the possibility of estab1ishing a 
sma11 scale interpretation program, and of improving the habitat,· 
once more information is gathered regarding the eco1ogy of the area. 

9. That the status of the Rideau Bird Sanctuary be reviewed. 

Thisarea, with its important weed beds, provides an appropriate 
waterfow1 staging habitat on the Rideau River. However due to. 
extensive land use changes, an e1ucidation of the actua1 ownership 
status and p1anned deve10pment projects is required in or der to form 
recommendatiotis. . Consideration shou1d be given to other possible 
sanctuary sites on the Rideau River in order to insure that the 
Sanctuary protection is provided at the MOst appropriate location. 

10. That the present status of the Upper Canada BS be continued • 

. The Sanctuary is a staging area for thousands of Canada Geese and 
for a large number of ducks. It is recommended that the breeding 
goose population be contro11ed or reduced to avoid further 
expansion. In the e'lentof land deve1opment. on Ault Island, care 
s~ou1d be taken to avoid anci11ary effects, especia11y in the 
protected channel during waterfow1 staging periods. 

11. That the present status of Beckett Creek BS be continued. 

12. 

The MBS forms an essentia1 part of the educationa1 activities of the 
Outdoor Natura1 Science Schoo1 by providing public schoo1 chi1dren 
with access to a safe wet1and area. 

That the present status of the Moose River MBS be maintained. 

The MBS p1ays a very important ro1e in providing Lesser Snow Geese 
with an undisturbed area in which to feed and rest. The southern 
boundary of the Arnold Point section needs to be better defined,. and 
a11 boundaries shou1d be reviewed periodica11y due to the changing 
nature of the coasta1 vegetation. 

13. That the present status of Hannah Bay BS be continued. 

The MBS is of great importance as a staging area for .waterfowl. The. 
posting and enforcement of. the area shou1d be improved. 


