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I. MEMO 

To: LEAR Committee Members, MHBC Consultants and County Staff 
From: Bernard Shalka, Municipal Consultant 
Date: January 11, 2017 
Subject: Summary of Public Comments Received between Oct. 18 and Jan. 3, 2017 
 

Following is a summary of comments received from community members in response to the 
LEAR Study draft material presented at the public consultation on October 18, 2016, in the 
Bloomfield Town Hall. The comments were recorded on Study forms (nos. 1-20) as well as in 
emails (nos. 21-23) and one phone message (no. 24). The original documentation is on file at 
Planning Services. 
 
This public input was provided to the LEAR Project Director and Agrologist for their 
consideration in preparing appropriate revisions to the Study model and mapping. In 
commenting, most property owners included parcel ID numbers, which enabled the consultants 
to focus their review on specific sites and areas. 
 
Comments outside the scope of the LEAR Study but related to agricultural and rural policies will 
be considered in finalizing the Draft Official Plan for presentation at a Special Council Meeting 
following completion of the LEAR Study. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

COMMENTS 

1. GIS Model 

i. The GIS model fails to take in historical land use. 

ii. A remote browsing analysis would yield a more detailed and accurate map as GIS data 

has been generalized to parcels. 

iii. The ‘capacity for’ agriculture is not addressed without drainage, i.e. LIDAR data. 

iv. The historical aerial photo of PE County would show the past to present farming (as a 

legal record) if ever needed. 

v. ARDA – CIL mapping included several types of capacity mapping that may be of use to 

your model. 

vi. A look at land use model literature should give the County a better model. 
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2. Hallowell – Soil 

i. The maps are not good! We have 50 acres east of Bloomfield, which is some of the best 

land in the county and is “Rural”. You must be more specific – have smaller parcels, 

otherwise this is nonsense – totally irrelevant! 

 

3. Venue & Presentation 

i. Need to have meetings in a larger venue with microphones so hearing impaired can 

participate. Most could not hear in this room. 

ii. Too many people to be able to view the maps adequately and make comments. 

 
4. Hallowell – Soil 

i. Soil data is very inaccurate. Shows as class 6 but I feel it is class 1 or 2 - very good soil. 

(triangle piece Rd 12, Shannon and Rd 32). 

 
Venue 

i. Bloomfield Hall is too small and the acoustics are very bad: new venue. 

 
5. North and South Marysburgh - Soil 

i. Both farms are about 150 acres each and are definitely not prime. 

 
6. Athol – Soil 

i. I believe the score for this property is too high. From Road 18 south towards Kelly Rd 

west side of Rankin Rd the land is not Prime Agricultural - shallow solid first part, next 

part is large cedar bush and there is also a large hardwood bush. 

 
7. Ameliasburgh – Soil 

i. Badgley Rd to McIntyre Rd down to Rd 19 is poor soil, not class 2. 

ii. Along Rd 19 is class 4 farmland. 

 
8. AR Factor – Conflicting Uses 

i. There should be no score for conflict on Prime Ag. You need to protect it by not allowing 

any further development close to it. 

 
9. North Marysburgh – Soil 

i. How did you arrive with a prime agricultural property when over 1/3 of the farm is 

grown up with red cedars and in a lot of places there is only 6 inches of soil? 

 
10. North Marysburgh – Soil 

i. The house is currently Shore Land - good soil, score 160.7. 
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ii. Across from the house - about one foot of soil, grew mostly hay, bad for farming; the 

parcel has a little bit of everything – gravel along the road, deep soil in part of back, 

knolls and hollows and flat out back, maybe 3 feet of soil - score of 164 is too high, is not 

Prime Ag. 

iii. Third parcel is rocky, poor soil (south of road) - useless, we scrub our cedar; the 

neighboring farm is cedar - score 184 is too high: I don’t agree with the Prime Ag finding. 

 
11. Ameliasburgh (Lake Consecon) – Severances 

i. We would like our property to be zoned so severances would be permitted (Rural Res.?) 

ii. Also would like to have our property re-pointed [?] to determine its score. 

 
12. Hallowell – Soil 

i. Class 2 soil should be class 1 - 14’ of soil depth. 

ii. Class 6 soil in back is good; used for farming and maple syrup. 

iii. I need to know conflicting land use area - question uses.  

 
13. Waupoos Hamlet – Boundary 

i. Concerned about Hamlet boundary - is changed. Used to go to the boundary of Rds 8 & 

38.  

ii. Otherwise the property is good. 

 
14. North Marysburgh – AR Factor re: Accessibility 

i. Waupoos Island is a special situation to consider as there is only one farmer that farms, 

therefore a bunch of comments don’t add to its weight. 

ii. Add a factor for access to the property; for example, no combines or transports, car 

access. 

iii. Only specific farming can happen (e.g. sheep grazing), therefore without livestock this 

land isn’t a prime agricultural area.  

 
15. Athol & South Marysburgh – Soils 

Athol  

i. The soil changes quite a bit throughout the property; depth varies as well; soil data does 

not represent property accurately. 

 
South Marysburgh 

ii. Soils are very variable; somewhat represented by soils layer, but not accurate. 

iii. Will Prime Ag designation cause MPAC to increase property assessed value? 
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16. Approach to Agricultural Mapping & Policy 

i. Blocking fails because of the unique characteristics and the patchwork look of Prince 

Edward County agriculture. Blocking ‘parcels’ is an artificial planning concept that may 

facilitate easy and quick generalizations – but it does not recognize the reality of the 

area. 

ii. Various parcel sizes and opportunities as so acknowledged within the opening [open 

house] narratives as our area was described; block mapping does not align with those 

facts. 

iii. Within the weighing, to ignore the drainage issue is unrealistic. 

iv. Conflict within provincial policy statements; prime agricultural designation and realizing 

agricultural land use goals. 

a. The County wants to encourage the developing agro-tourism components of our 

economy and we all want (all) farm lands utilized to their fullest potential. Many 

small parcels would not be not practical to the traditional commercial farm 

operator, but a market exists that can put these smaller parcels into (or back into) 

production. 

b. The Committee recognizes that in Prince Edward County viable agriculture exists in 

small parcels. In fact the weighting is prominent in recognizing that fact; yet by 

designating land as Prime Agricultural we are restricting these opportunities; in fact, 

we would be achieving more negative results. 

c. This current reevaluation is an exercise without substantive ‘purpose’ if we fail to 

align with the County’s stated goals and market realities. 

d. We need to both protect the traditional farm operations and to enhance the 

potential of the emerging markets: wineries; organic and market gardens: the list 

and ideas are extensive. 

e. Within this process needs to be an equally coordinated communication with 

provincial authorities. The result can be a more productive use of our agricultural 

land inventory. Currently provincial policy statements restrict the best agricultural 

practices for many parcels. This communication may take longer but such a meeting 

of the minds by all controlling bodies is not just a good idea, it is essential. 

 
South Marysburgh – LE & AR Factors 

i. Agree with reclassification of property to the west – to rural. 

a. This property is 67 acres but the land is split – divided by and separated by 39-40 

acres of marsh – not useable. 

b. Barns and footprint are included in the calculation but that should not be the case: 

1) the parcel is too small to support livestock; 2) livestock are a potential nuisance to 
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neighbors and wineries; and 3) the older barns are functionally obsolete – more 

suited to creative conversions. Result: The effective work land is +/- 20 acres. 

c. The size and configuration and drainage restricts the property from traditional 

farming and a prime ag zone would effectively cause one barn to be lost (or both) 

and have to be less utilized. 

d. Property has potential to be productive as market gardens/barn conversions. Rural 

would be the best option. 

ii. Probably the property to the east (between Norm Hardies and Cold Creek) should be 

Rural as well. 

 
Athol – LE & AR Factors 

i. The parcel is identified as a Prime Agricultural Candidate. 

ii. It is a 75 acre parcel of which only 12 acres can be farmed. I can attest to 63 years of 

that. The back half is wet with a minor portion as a beaver meadow. In fact the wooded 

area is being destroyed by beavers. The front easterly half is shallow soil and wet. Even 

the land that is farmed (the 12 acres) is close to bedrock - 9” to 15” of soil, sometimes 

less. 

iii. Is generally known by farmers as one of the areas that is at the butt end of farming 

jokes. 

iv. Oddly enough, where drainage is possible, grapes will grow well in this shallow stony 

soil. 

 
Hillier – LE & AR Factors 

i. Although separate assessments, these 2 parcels are deemed as one (merged) by the 

registry office. Should be the same designation.  

ii. Under the proposal, the smaller ID unit is presented as ‘Prime’. This is a ridge of land, 

not farmable. It contains an old bank barn (traditional) that has conversion potential but 

little or no agricultural value. 

iii. The land next to this parcel is being re-claimed by Ducks Unlimited, evidence of the 

more rural nature. 

 
17. Hallowell – Soil & Threshold Score 

i. I feel the LEAR map presented tonight is not accurate in some areas. Circled areas are 

prime and should remain prime on the map. 

ii. The LEAR scores for some areas are far from accurate – e.g. the land east from Rd 12 is 

far superior to some other areas that have a higher score. 

iii. The whole area from Rd 12 to Waring’s Corners should be in the 180 – 200 score. 
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iv. The land we rented for many years east of Matthie Road between 33 & 62 was scored 

200. It is not nearly as good land as that above from Rd 12 to Waring’s Corners. 

v. I would like to know what the maps would look like with break point of 120 & 130. 

 

18. North Marysburgh – Soil & Conflicting Uses 

i. There is a patch of soil shown as class 2 - is not accurate, is a class 6. 

ii. This land was always just pasture…father never grew crops there. 

iii. The other north of property is not class 2 land. It is also a class 6, which is the land class 

to the south. 

iv. Conflicting land uses that should also be considered is MDS calculation as there is a 

number of houses close to our farm that would stop expansion. You could never earn a 

living on this land as per the barn’s current location and size. 

 
19. Hillier – Soil, Small Parcels, EP & Conflicting Uses 

i. Has concerns over soil classification 

ii. Small lot sizes cannot be sustainably farmed as independent agricultural operations 

iii. Environmentally protected land should be considered a conflicting use 

iv. How can small parcels of class 1 and 2 soils surrounded by swamp be considered Prime 

Ag? 

v. How come rural residential properties [are not] a conflicting land use; MDS limits the 

agricultural uses of the land. 

 
20. Ameliasburgh – Conflicting Uses & MDS 

i. We have four poultry barns on our properties. Over the past number of years 

neighboring land has been severed and new homes built as well as new lots created for 

future development. Each time we wrote a letter of concern to the County reminding 

them of our farm location and the possible impact of yet another new lot or building. 

Now the MDS requirements are concerning to us as the ‘new’ homes and lots pose a 

potential risk to our future development of our long existing farm. These new homes 

and lots could prevent us from building and/or expanding our farm because now the 

MDS measurements would require us to be a distance away from the ‘new’ home! 

ii. PLEASE consider ‘grandfathering’ existing farms to be able to expand/rebuild/or build 

new barns on their farms without having MDS inhibit the process because of a new 

home or lot created near our farms. 

iii. Your land evaluation review study can adopt this idea and study the impact on County 

farms, as there are more farms in the county where this same problem exists. 
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21. Draft LEAR Map 

i. The map depicts everything as either prime or rural – this is untrue, e.g., wetlands are 

not likely to be the subject of development as they are more likely to be protected, but 

because they are  depicted as being Rural, they skew the weighting of neighbouring 

parcels. I strongly advocate a new ‘Neutral’ classification which would help bring some 

balance to the weighting and consolidation scheme that has het to take place. 

ii. Accessibility MUST be a factor in the Prime Ag designation. Would advocate that 

Waupoos Island be relieved of its Prime Ag designation. I know why the County wants it 

Prime Ag; namely, they do not want to be responsible for servicing a large population on 

it; but it defies the truth, and abuses the process in my opinion. 

 
22. Methodology 

i. The ‘140’ display map used at the Bloomfield meeting: It did not truly reflect the lands 

that were subject to this study. Parcels and natural areas beyond the influence of 

municipal regulations should have been shaded other than white or brown. This would 

convey a better picture of what is being studied. Although this was stated at the 

meeting, the words were meaningless and had no impact. All eyes and brains were on 

‘the map’. The objects on the 140 map I am referring to are: 

 All DND properties 

 All wetlands and watercourses 

 All parks, conservation areas, wildlife areas, provincial, federal, and municipal lands 

(dumps, etc.) 

ii. The assessment process: Currently there are huge swaths of abandoned agricultural 

land. These tracks have, by and large, for the last century and a half been agriculturally 

active. I heard some voices at the Bloomfield meeting say these had been abandoned 

because they were of poor quality. I disagree. I hold that the predominant cause of 

abandonment was the lack of ‘entrepreneurs’ willing to commit to the life of a farmer. 

The sons and daughters of my and subsequent generations went to college and 

university and they do not want the farming life of their childhood. Further, the lack of 

financial resources for those that might have wanted to increase the amount of land 

they worked or even bought their own farm were and are hard come by. 

iii. On the 140 map this abandoned land scores as Rural, because the only data used to 

determine its agricultural potential dates from 2000 and the only criteria is ‘was it used 

for farming or grazing since then’. I strongly advocate more emphasis on soil quality and 

terrain. To clear a well soiled, well drained field of overgrowth these days is quick and 

relatively inexpensive. This argument emphasizes a point I’d like to make: Are you 

documenting the status quo, or the potential. 
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iv. The Blocking process: Although you have not reached the blocking phase, I have the 

following suggestions for the end product: 

 The Municipality should, and already has in some cases, designate which roads it is 

willing to support commercial and residential development alongside. These routes 

should then be bordered with the rural designation to a suitable depth. I suggest 350 

feet, as that would provide a 5 acre lot on a 660 foot frontage. 

 The Municipality should also recognize that agricultural runoff needs to be 

considered in this final plan. I believe a similar strip be imposed everywhere prime 

agricultural lands touch the major water bodies that surround the county. Besides 

mitigating runoff these strips could be converted to residential/recreational uses. 

 The two above recommendations also recognize that land rich, cash poor small 

farms will still have the ability to sever and sell small parcels of their lands should the 

need arise, as they have so many times over the past decades. Neither of these 

provisions would significantly influence the end result, but would allow for some 

flexibility for the owners of these lands. 

v. Taxation: In the currently outlined LEAR process the last stage is ‘blocking’, whereby 

specific designations will be overridden in the name of convenience in order to 

aggregate larger blocks of land with a single designation. Because this process is 

arbitrary and guided by perception, future taxation policies must treat undeveloped 

Rural and Prime Ag lands as the same. After the blocking process, any differences in 

taxation rates for both Rural and Prime Ag would have to be based on income earned 

from these lands or physical evidence that they are ‘In Use’. 

vi. MDS: Lastly, with the Prime Ag designation, and the future Provincial regulations and 

restrictions placed upon those lands, should come the abolition of all Minimum Distance 

Setback provisions on Prime Ag designated lands. MDS provisions are the greatest single 

threat to the preservation of Prime Ag lands. The standard OBC setback provisions 

should be all that is needed to govern the use and development of Prime Ag lands in 

regard to the construction of agricultural facilities and the normal business practices of 

agriculture. As I know this last point is beyond the authority of the Municipality, I would 

hope/suggest that this municipal government will withhold the outcome of this project 

until the Province duly considers removing MDS restrictions on Prime Ag lands. 

 
23. Ameliasburgh – Proposed designation  

i. North East Corner of Lake Consecon: This area is more appropriately characterized as 

Rural than the proposed Prime Ag. 

 
24. Hallowell (Sandy Hook Road) – LEAR score 

i. LEAR score of 137 is too low for the farm. How can this be appealed? 
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ADDENDUM to MEMO dated January 11, 2017: Comment Locations Map: 
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II. MEMO 

To: LEAR Committee, MHBC Consultants, OMAFRA Staff and County Staff 
From: Bernard Shalka, Municipal Consultant 
Date: February 21, 2017 
Subject: Public Comments on Draft Maps 
 
For your consideration I have prepared the following summary outline of comments received in 
response to the LEAR Study maps presented at the two open houses on February 6, 2017.  

The submissions are organized by Ward and where possible, identified by road, parcel ID and 
LEAR score. The original documents are on file at Planning Services. 

As you will see from the outline, most of the submissions argue against a proposed Prime 
Agricultural designation based on firsthand knowledge of soils, topography, farming history, 
etc. The next most mentioned issue pertains to the way prime agricultural areas have been 
blocked. A relatively small number of submissions contend that proposed Rural Lands should be 
Prime Agricultural Areas. 

All of the comments should be considered in preparing refinements to the Lear maps. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

COMMENTS: SUMMARY OUTLINE 

[Note: The original format has been modified for consistency with MEMO IV.] 

1. Ameliasburgh re: suggests regrouping lots with poor soil to support water main use / Hwy 

33, Carrying Place to Consecon 

Comments: 

i. Properties have been “grouped” with prime agricultural land to the east. Lot 106 could 

be grouped instead (apart from lots 104, 104, 103, 102, etc.). The County has invested 

millions in a water main and this will go unused on several lots with poor soil 

classification because of grouping. 

 
Hillier re: questions Consecon expansion, grouping, soil data and process / Stinson Block 

Comments: 

i. Land from 26 Stinson Block south has very little soil and has recently been developed. 

This land directly south-west of Consecon is not tilled and should be considered for 

boundary adjustments to expand Consecon in the future. If it is prime ag, Consecon will 

never grow. 
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ii. I believe the process has been a failure. The grouping, the soil class, and the review 

process seems to have got a lot of the prime ag wrong. 

iii. Can the mapping be left alone, not changed until more accurate soil data etc. is used? 

 

2. Ameliasburgh re: suggests regrouping and questions proposed Rural / Hwy 33, Carrying 

Place to Consecon 

Parcel IDs: 16571 to 13366 / LEAR Scores: most fall between 145 and 180 

Comment: 

i. Carrying Place block along highway 33. Do not use highway as boundary, use offset 

concession line. / Christian Rd to Burr Rd 

 
Parcel IDs: 6675 to 13818 / LEAR Scores: most fall between 164 and 185 

Comment:  

ii. Why are lands along Christian Rd. not going Prime Ag? (Block of Christian Rd. & Burr Rd.) 

 
3. Ameliasburgh re: suggests regrouping to support development and infrastructure usage / 

Hwy 33 

Parcel ID: 16739 / LEAR Score: 102.5 

Comments: 

i. My land on Loyalist Parkway has been grouped into the proposed prime agricultural 

area. The LEAR map clearly shows my lands did not meet the threshold score of 140, 

and so any hope of future development will be quashed due to grouping. 

ii. I would like to see any dividing line pushed off of Loyalist Parkway and instead use lot 

lines or concession to divide land use when it comes to grouping. It may be more 

accurate and make better use of existing infrastructure. 

 
4. Ameliasburgh re: questions PSW and ANSI / Huff’s Island 

Parcel IDs: 2057, 2428 & 13452 / LEAR Scores: 167, 179 & 166, respectively 

Comments: 

i. Why is bush ANSI? 

ii. G. Hopkins to send email to Mr. Moynes and Mr. Black with a screenshot of their 

properties and the PSW and ANSI showing. 

  
5. Ameliasburgh re: questions soil / Salem Rd 

Parcel ID: 13353 / LEAR Score: 181 

Comment: 

i. Area circle on Map - Don’t understand what the difference in this land is. Explain to me 

further. 
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6. Ameliasburgh re: questions rural score / Gore Rd 

Parcel ID: 1612 / LEAR Score: 92.5 / Adjoining parcels score from 165 to 182 

Comments: 

i. Why is this scoring as rural? G Hopkins to find out why there are “null” values for some 

AR factors. 

 

7. Ameliasburgh re: asserts marginal soil and Rural designation to utilize water line /  Victoria 

Rd 

Parcel ID: 2552 / LEAR Score: 174 

Comment:  

i. This soil is marginal. And also the lot due east of Hwy 33 & Trenton water should stay 

Rural, so the water line can be utilized by new homes. 

 
8. Ameliasburgh re: asserts poor soil and need to expand EP / Victoria Rd 

Parcel ID: 966 / LEAR Score: 157 

Comments:  

i. Feel strongly that the soils are far too shallow and rocky. 

ii. Some EP needs to be expanded. 

iii. This review was done in the 1990s and [?the designation] was changed at that time. 

 
9. Ameliasburgh re: argues for environmental protection / CR 3 

Parcel ID: 1145 / LEAR Score: 37 

Comment: 

i. I am 100% against further housing development or any commercial development in or 

around my property. This area is an environmental oasis and should be protected at all 

costs. We have deer, wild turkeys, coyotes, milk snakes, partridge, owls, etc., including 

wetland, flora & fauna. Please help preserve our natural environment. 

  
10. Ameliasburgh re: questions large block size / CR 3 

Parcel ID: 973 / LEAR Score: 36 

Comment: 

i. Now that I understand the consequences of the Rural vs. Ag designations, this whole 

process makes much more sense. But I’m not convinced that the large blocks (600 ac?) 

restriction in an old, chopped-up county like PEC makes sense. It does seem that the 

provincial agenda once again trumps individual landowner rights. 

 
11. Ameliasburgh re: requests review of proposed Prime Ag based on unsuitability for 

agriculture / Lakeside Drive 

Parcel ID: 13404 / LEAR Score: 104 
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Comment: 

i. Please review the zoning on my property. Dr. Jim Dyment has some info and has agreed 

to look at the property. Not suitable for agriculture. 

12. Ameliasburgh re: asserts poor soil / Hwy 33 

Parcel ID: 1073 / LEAR Score: 163 

Comment: 

i. Soil is too thin, shale (4”) 

 

13. Ameliasburgh re: argues against Prime Ag designation / CR 19 

Parcel ID: 969 / LEAR Score: 190 

Comments: 

i. My understanding is that the property is zoned Rural 3, which permits a broad range of 

uses. 

ii. My wife's father took ownership in 1973 and held the property without interruption 

until he passed away. As a result, title is now in the name of my wife and her sister and 

they are taking a proactive approach to possibly developing the property including 

severing it if necessary. 

iii. My understanding is that for the past 54 years, the land has never been used for farming 

or agricultural purposes.  The property is partially wooded with some marshy areas near 

the south limit. 

iv. Accordingly, to eventually change the zoning to Prime Agriculture would in my view 

cause harm on the basis that it would reduce considerably the potential for 

development on a piece of land that has been vacant for so many years. 

 
14.  Ameliasburgh re: argues against Prime Ag designation due to poor soil and steep slope / 

CR19  

Parcel IDs: 16456 & 16457 / LEAR Scores: 153 & 159 

Comments: 

i. We have lived here and helped farm since 1986 and Keith has farmed this property for 

approximately 57 years.  

ii. The land to the west of us (south side of CR 19) has not been worked since I have been 

here, it has served only as cattle pasture, as it is very shallow and is very hilly (steep). I 

would guess it to be approximately 60 acres. 

iii. The rest of the workable land is quite shallow (you have to watch very closely when 

plowing that you aren’t too deep or you might pull up a large shale flat stone). I would 

say the soil is a clay loam type, with gravel areas intermixed throughout and the shale 

bedrock is generally not too far below the surface. 
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iv. We are currently considering purchasing the farm from Keith, so this issue is quite 

important to us and we would definitely appreciate it if you would be able to provide us 

more information as this project progresses. 

 

15. Ameliasburgh re: supports Prime Ag to slow the creation of small lots / Cunningham Rd 

Parcel ID: 15905 / LEAR Score: 75 

Comment: 

i. I am satisfied with the designation of the property. I am happy if this can slow down 

separation of properties into small lots. 

 

16. Ameliasburgh re: argues for Rural or split designation to allow severance / Rednersville Rd 

Parcel ID: 14531 / LEAR Score: 190 

Comments: 

i. The parcel is currently and proposed to remain in a Prime Agricultural Area that adjoins 

current and proposed Rural Lands on the east. 

ii. Only a few acres are farmed; the remainder is not good for crops. 

iii. Council approved his application for severance off the front, which was overturned by 

OMAFRA. 

iv. The parcel should be designated Rural Lands. 

v. Alternatively, can the parcel be split designated to allow severance at the front on 

Rednersville Road? 

 
17. Ameliasburgh re: argues for Rural designation / Huff’s Island  

Parcel ID: 2431 / LEAR Score: 129 / Surrounding Scores: 150, 152, 183 & 184 

Comments: 

Requests that the parcel be changed from proposed Prime Agricultural Area to Rural Lands 

for the following reasons: 

i. The parcel is too small to permit an efficient or proper farming operation; 

ii. Nearly half of the property has been reforested pursuant to the Province’s 20 year of 

Reforestation Program. The forest is now a mature pine and spruce forest. (See aerial 

pictures) 

iii. There is a knoll on the property which cannot be farmed. (See aerial) 

iv. A spring runoff area cannot be farmed and is beneficial for the welfare of the wildlife in 

the area. (See aerial) 

v. At present the house on the property is non-conforming by virtue of the Official Plan 

and Zoning in that there is not 100 acres. 
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vi. A “Rural” designation will not contravene the stated purpose of an official plan under 

the Planning Act as it would not impede “securing the health, safety, convenience or 

welfare of the inhabitants of the area”. (Section 14. 

vii. Precedent: Two severances have been granted to lands immediately north and east of 

the property. (See R-Plan attached) 

 
18. Hillier re: argues for Rural due to shallow soil and proximity to quarry / Alexander Rd 

Parcel IDs: 13676 & 13677 / LEAR Scores: 179 & 179 

Comment: 

i. Should be rural. Shallow soil, limestone ridge, proximity to quarries affecting the water 

table. 

 

19. Hillier re: asserts marginal soil /  Pleasant Bay Rd 

Parcel IDs: 13217, 13218, 13219 & 14334 / LEAR Scores: 182, 146, 156 & 184, respectively 

Comment:  

i. Lots 27 – 23, southern half of lots (close to CR 33) should be marginal land (class 4 or 

worse) 

 
20. Hillier re: supports Prime Ag to limit small residential parcels / Partridge Hollow Rd 

Parcel ID: 6131 / LEAR Score: 158 

Comments: 

i. Moved to PEC and purchased a 33.4 ac. parcel, which has a house, hayfield and recently 

built barn (garage and workshop). 

ii. Is satisfied with the RU1 zoning and an agricultural designation. 

iii. Does not want a lot of small residential parcels created throughout the countyside. 

 
21. Hallowell re: argues against Prime Ag due to municipal runoff, steep slopes, humors and 

knolls / CR 10 – Eames Rd – Mowbray Rd 

Parcel ID: 3313 / LEAR Score: 175 

Comments: 

i. Regarding the approximately 129 ac. farm fields that are bordered on 3 sides by Eames 

Rd., Mowbray Rd. and Rd. 10, I contend that this property is not prime agricultural 

because: 

 There are two large municipal drainages that dump runoff from Picton Heights onto 

this property. The volume of water is more than the ditches (privately maintained) 

can handle. Consequently, approx. 2/3 of the farm becomes a flood plain in the 

spring which kills off winter wheat and delays spring planting. 
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 The property has steep slopes and humors that are highly erodible and require soil 

conservation practices. These humors and knolls also make the drainage difficult. 

Too cost prohibitive. 

 
22. Hallowell re: questions EP and Shore Land boundaries / West Lake 

Parcel ID: 13568 / LEAR Score: 177 

Comment: 

i.  [See map - Questions the EP and Shore Lands boundaries on West Lake.] 

 

23. Hallowell re: questions change to Prime Ag vs. commercial along Loyalist / Hwy 33 from 

Picton to Bloomfield 

North side  LEAR Scores: Large majority range from 106 to 123 

South side LEAR Scores: Majority range from 144 to 169 

Comment: 

i. Why does Prime Ag touch Loyalist Parkway between Picton & Bloomfield – west of 

County Rd. 1? The north side is mainly commercial, including Hallowell House, fuel 

storage, Barley Days Brewery and Hagerman’s Farm Retail. Previously the County had 

proposed this stretch of Loyalist as a corridor for future commercial and other 

developments. Why the change? 

 
24. Sophiasburgh re: requests change from Prime Ag to Shore Lands / South Big Island Rd 

Parcel ID: 9613 / LEAR Score: 190 

Comments: 

i. We would like the Committee to consider changing our property designation from 

prime agriculture to shore lands. 

ii. This property is situated between two other shore land properties and it would make 

sense to continue that designation onto our land. The waterfront has a firm sand beach 

making it an ideal spot for other recreational opportunities as highlighted by the 

Canadian Land Inventory of Muscote Bay. 

iii. Please call so we can discuss this further. 

 
25. Sophiasburgh re: claims shallow soils and asks if greenhouses are permitted / CR 15 

Parcel ID: 11015 / LEAR Score: 188 

Comments: 

i. Shallow soils. 

ii. Greenhouses. Permitted? 

  
26. North Marysburgh re: disagree with Prime Ag based on soil, cedars, swamp and rock / CR 8 

Parcel ID: 7645 / LEAR Score: 182 
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Comments: 

i. We do not agree with this [Prime Agricultural Area] assessment. 

ii. We are on an escarpment and there is no topsoil. A local farmer farms 30 acres and he 

agrees that this acreage is on the low end of a 3 designation. Some of the land shown on 

the map has scrub cedars, swamp and lots of rock. 

iii. We would be pleased if someone came out to Waupoos and saw for themselves that 

this is nowhere near prime agricultural land. 

 

27. North Marysburgh re: argues against change to Prime Ag / CR 8 

Parcel ID: 13894 / LEAR Score: 152 

Comments: 

i. We noted with surprise that our property is to be changed to prime agricultural land. 

We certainly feel that it has not changed from the rural land that it is now. 

ii. Some of the property is farmed but we have swamp, cedars, and rocks. We also have EP 

at the road front. 

iii. Large equipment cannot get into the fields very easily so only small farming operations 

can get into the fields. We also must go through neighbours property to get there and 

this has been by what we would say is a “grandfathered” deal. As our county changes 

this may soon not be feasible. 

iv. The summer of 2016 yielded next to nothing. 

v. We would like to be added to the list of opposed to our property being changed to 

Prime Agricultural. 

 
28. North Marysburgh re: argues against Prime Ag / Cressy 

Parcel ID: 7099 / LEAR Score: 141 

Comments: 

i. Lands are subject to a significant extent of EP. 

ii. Wooded area reflects significant drainage constraints. 

iii. Not workable in these areas. 

iv. Please review. 

v. See Candidate Prime Ag area that is isolated by surrounding EP area. This would be 

better to remove (i.e. put into Rural). 

 
29. North Marysburgh re: disagrees with Prime Ag / CR 8 between Bongard & Roses Crossroads 

Parcel IDs: 7645, 13893, 13895, 14098, 7796 & 7644 / LEAR Scores: 182, 166, 156, 149, 186 

& 187, respectively 

Comment: 
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i. Land in Waupoos proposed to be changed from rural to prime on the east side shouldn’t 

be. 

 
South Marysburgh re: disagrees with Prime Ag / CR 17 to CR 13 

Parcel IDs: 16349, 16341 & 11301 / LEAR Scores: 145, 146 & 141, respectively 

Comment: 

i. Land south of Milford east of Rd 17 through to CR 13 is not prime. 

 

30. South Marysburgh re: questions Rural and Prime Ag / CR 13 & CR 17 

Parcel ID: 11251 / LEAR Score: 102 

Comments: 

i. South side of Rd. 13, west of Black River – Change from Rural to Prime Ag? Shoreline is 

fully developed between McMahons Bluff and our study area to the east. One small 

apparent vineyard (Google Earth) is the only agriculture visible in this area. 

ii. Both sides of Jacksons Falls Rd. one or two parcels deep are still being farmed actively – 

Why Rural? 

iii. Prime Ag on both sides of CR 17 near junction with CR 16 ignores residential severances. 

[Note: New iii, which was omitted in the original Memo due to oversight. Nov 22, 2017] 

iv. Prime Ag south of Rd. 17 and north of Black River is a fiction, at least as far west as 

Jacksons Falls when the escarpment face is taken into consideration. [Note: Number iii 

in original Memo, revised for accuracy. Nov 22, 2017] 

v. Why are the Solar Farms not Industrial? 

 
31. South Marysburgh re: disputes Prime Ag / CR 13  

Parcel IDs: 16344, 16345, 16348 & 15765 / LEAR Scores: 34, 34, 35 & 66 

Comments: 

The proposed redesignation of this block from Rural Lands to Prime Agricultural Area is 

incorrect for the following reasons: 

i. The four lots comprising this block have very poor soil and were designated in the 

current Official Plan as Rural Lands, not Prime Agricultural Area, as a result of “block” 

analysis by a committee of experts that included local farmers, planners and OMAFRA 

staff.   

ii. The lands are an integral part of a large Rural designation that has no crop production 

due to consistently poor soil. 

iii. Like the rest of this Rural area, two of the lots have been developed for single detached 

dwellings and small scale businesses. The other two lots have wells and road access, and 

have been purchased by individuals for new homes and possibly businesses. 
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iv. The block fronts on a busy Tourist Corridor that supports small scale businesses, which 

in turn benefit the local economy, as promoted by the County’s Draft Official Plan and 

Economic Development Strategy. 

v. The Committee of Adjustment, in approving the severance of this block for residential 

and other non-agricultural uses, has confirmed the suitability of the block’s Rural Lands 

designation, its consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement, and its conformity with 

the Comprehensive Zoning By-law. 

vi. The nearest Prime Ag Area is separated from the block by a tall escarpment, a road and 

a wide treed slope, and therefore it is neither spatially nor functionally connected to the 

expansive Rural Lands where the block is located. 

vii. The LEAR analysis scores all four lots far below the 140 Prime Ag threshold, presumably 

because: 

a. the soils are entirely CLI 6 and 7; 

b. there is no history of agricultural use; 

c. there is no existing agricultural use; 

d. the adjoining lands are CLI 6 and 7; and 

e. the consent-created lots are much smaller than the Official Plan minimum for a farm 

severance; 

viii. Under a Prime Agricultural designation, the current permitted and existing uses in the 

block would be made “non-conforming”. This makes them impossible to use as 

permitted by the current Official Plan and Zoning and seriously devalues their economic 

worth to the owners and the local economy. 

ix. Also the owners would be prohibited from establishing the secondary non-agricultural 

uses permitted in Prime Ag unless: 1) the secondary uses are directly related to 

agriculture in the area or 2) the lands are farmed. These restrictions are imposed by the 

PPS through its definitions of agriculture-related uses, on-farm diversified uses and agri-

tourism uses. 

x. For example, the first option would require a person who makes preserves to use 

produce grown in the area. If corn is the only local crop, things like corn relish would be 

the only permitted preserve. 

xi. The second option would require, for example, artists to establish farms on their small, 

stony lots in order to have studios to create and sell their work. And not only would they 

be forced to farm on unproductive soil, they would have to do so in the midst of 

neighboring Rural homes that would constrain the only agricultural activity possible due 

to the soil—livestock operations—because of MDS. 

xii. Unnecessarily forcing property owners to engage in farming on non-prime agricultural 

lands in order to accommodate highest and best uses makes no sense. 
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xiii. To summarize, the proposed redesignation of highly functional Rural Lands to a 

fragment of false Prime Agricultural Area—despite contradictory LEAR results and 

opposing land use policies—undermines the credibility of the study and begs to be 

reversed. 

 
32. South Marysburgh re: details concern about conflicting shoreline uses, LEAR methodology, 

change from Prime Ag to Rural, farming history, interim forest use and protection of Prime 

Ag / Black Creek – Morrison Point Rd area 

Parcel IDs: 11279 & 11687 / LEAR Scores: 182 & 151 

Parcel IDs: 13992, 13993, 13994 & 13995 / LEAR Scores: 181, 156, 161 & 183 

Parcel IDs: 15765 & 15770 / LEAR Scores: 161 & 171 

Parcel IDs: 16346, 16347 & 16349 / LEAR Scores: 130, 182 & 182 

Comments:  

i. I realize this is beyond the scope of last night's meeting, but "Shoreline" zoning is still a 

direct and imminent threat to adjacent farming and food production, due to 

incompatible use and attitudes clashing side by side.  The accounts of this are numerous 

over the years. 

ii. I received a good account of the mapping techniques and their use from the consultant 

who was in attendance.  This leads to my fundamental objection.  The decisions appear 

to be made largely on current use, partly through satellite imaging, and not land 

classification and quality. 

iii. The block of land in question is:  Lots 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, Concession 1, NBR, most of which 

is scheduled to be rezoned from Prime Agricultural to Rural. In our case on Lot 9 I hope I 

saw correctly that we are still Zoned as Prime Ag below the escarpment. Please confirm 

that this is correct. [Lot Scores: (5) 151, (6) 161, (7) 161, (8) 171, (9) 182] 

iv. Above the escarpment on lot 9, I see that we are scheduled to be rezoned Prime 

Ag.  This is definitely not based on land quality, most of this land being class 5 and 6.  In 

a good year we can grow some cereal grains and hay, and also use this land as 

pasture.  In a drought year, for example this past summer of 2016, we got nothing but 

the colour brown. The red clover seeding all killed out and most of the deep-rooted 

alfalfa barely survived after looking brown and dead all summer. By contrast, we got a 

good crop of Winter Rye below the escarpment, across from Black River Chapel, with 

the help of only one significant rain last summer. This is top notch fertile and drought 

resistant land, this crop being achieved without commercial fertilizer (and pesticides as 

well). … [Parcel ID: 16346 / Score: 130] 

v. We have used this information on soil type and limitations of lot 9 above the 

escarpment [Score: 130], as well as my first hand documentation of cropping and yields, 

to make a direct comparison to the excellent class 1 land we have below the 
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escarpment on lot 9 [Score: 182].  Unfortunately we have all too little of this resource, 

only 44 acres in total.  This absolute prime land is irreplaceable: once the topsoil is 

removed, it is lost forever. For the same reasons and with the same rationale and first 

hand evidence, we went to the Ontario Municipal Board before and are prepared to do 

it again, to protect the most essential of non-renewable resources, prime farmland. 

vi. Now to the current issue, the proposal to rezone a major block of lots 5, 6, 7, and it 

appears some of lot 8, from Prime Agricultural to Rural designation, shown by the 

diagonal orange lines on the map [Scores: 151, 161, 161, 171]. I can confirm that this 

land, and most of the land on the north side of Morrison's Point road, is excellent class 1 

land and must be preserved as prime agricultural land for us and for future 

generations. Here are two or three major points. I have personally farmed all the 

farmland on lot five, north and south of Morrison's Point Road…. All the soil analyses 

done show high to excellent fertility. Yields of hay and grain were high even in drought 

years. The depth of soil and ground water supplied enough moisture even in drought 

years.  The wooded lands in the north sectors provide long term financial stability to the 

farm as timber. I will have to recheck soil maps again to confirm their status as class 1 

and 2. 

vii. I have farmed land on lot 6, north of Morrison's Point Road….in past years. In one very 

dry year it saved our feed supply for the dairy herd with one critical rain.  This was a 

third cut of hay after two cuts of hay had been done before.  This land as well as the 

land south of Morrison's Point Road, like lot 5 land, is excellent in all respects. 

viii. I have also had opportunity to farm lot 7 south of the road in the past…. The land on the 

north side…is also very good [farmed] land. 

ix. With respect to mapping, the forested land on the Vowinckel farm is an excellent 

protector of the soil. The key point is that it is a covering that was removed once in the 

past by our ancestors. This was a very laborious task in the past. Now it is not.  Modern 

machinery can remove the forest to prepare for "development" in a matter of days. A 

rezoning to Rural opens up the potential to non agricultural uses and potential loss of 

the topsoil and loss of use for our food supply. In the wrong hands and with the wrong 

zoning, we can lose this resource, a loss for future generations. 

x. To summarize, this is not a small block, but approximately 533 acres of the best land we 

have in Prince Edward County. The "develop anything anywhere mindset" is short 

sighted. The correct zoning is essential to protect and preserve this resource for future 

generations. 

 
33. South Marysburgh re: states likely support for Rural due to unworkable topography / CR 13 

Parcel ID: 11121 / LEAR Score: 101 

Comment: 
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i. In examining the Draft LEAR Threshold score it would appear that our lot might be a 

candidate for rural designation. We would likely support this designation as a good 

portion of the lot is unworkable due to topography. When will we get clarity on this? 

 
34. South Marysburgh re: disagrees with proposed designation / CR 17 

Parcel ID: 14396 / LEAR Score: 126 

Comment: 

i. We do not agree with proposed plan on Lot 12 NBR along County Rd. 17 and also Lot 16 

and Lot 17. 

 
35. South Marysburgh re: claims poor soil and states concern about impact of Prime Ag 

designation on MPAC / CR 13 

Parcel ID: 11134 / LEAR Score: 160 

Comments: 

i. Lot is rocky, suitable for hay only. 

ii. Concern would be that Prime Agricultural would increase the value for MPAC 

assessment when I can’t grow corn, soy beans, etc. 

   
36. South Marysburgh re: requests review of change from designated Lakeshore to Prime Ag / 

Wycott Lane 

Parcel ID: 11124 / LEAR Score: 121 

Comments: 

i. I’d like to get the proposed Rural to Prime Ag designation reviewed. Property is approx. 

10 ac. with lakeshore. Prior designation on Schedule E – Land Use Designations is 

Lakeshore.  January 2017 map notes the change to Prime Ag. Note: Properties to the 

west of ours are fully forested. 

 

37. South Marysburgh re: argues for Rural due to land type and terrain / CR 17 

Parcel IDs: 14398, 14399 & 15930 / LEAR Scores: 126, 126 & 139 

Comment: 

i. Lot 17 and 18 NBR should be considered rural due to the land type and south of 17 the 

terrain is unfriendly to farm. 

 
38. South Maryburgh re: agrees with Prime Ag / Royal Rd 

Parcel ID: 16513 / LEAR Score: 180 

Comment: 

i. Considering use of land from past to date we feel Agricultural use on the property best 

describes it, in fact all of it. Almost all farmed, plus new hay being planted on back 

acreage along Hilltop Rd. 
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39. General re: notice to absentee owners, LEAR accuracy and economic impact 

Comments: 

i. Out of town property owners are not informed and these are lots. Your proposed 

changes are at least 40% incorrect. Ameliasburgh and Sophiasburgh Wards are very 

wrong. If you want correct information please contact me. 

ii. Can I please ask who had the idea to restrict what little development land was left in the 

County and who decided on what land. You are showing some lands that barely have 

any top soil at all. Without infill building within the County you are creating a huge 

burden on our taxpayers. The message as I read it shows that the County will be closed 

for business. Farming is not the biggest business in the County yet someone has decided 

to restrict any/all rural development. Also without this development I would like to 

know where the needed tax dollars are going to come from. 

iii. I have studied your mapping. I cannot believe this is being considered with the tax loss it 

will create. Toronto already made a similar mistake and they are now in a world of 

trouble. I also cannot believe the lands being considered for agricultural zoning as some 

of these lands have less than 2 inches of top soil. I also do not see the benefit of 

agricultural zoning as it will create lower taxes for such lands and restrict the rural 

county on development. Maybe someone can explain this so I am more educated as all I 

can see is less tax dollars for the County and the message that the County is closed for 

rural business. Can you please inform me why this was done and at whose request? 

iv. You are proposing to change the zoning on some lands that have maybe 2 inches of 

topsoil and are not agricultural land at all and others you are changing would be prime 

future development lands which cannot be developed if you change the zoning. There 

will be a lot of upset property owners if this is enforced and as you add agricultural land 

to the zoning plan you are now reducing the tax base for the County, which us residents 

cannot afford. Infill building is one the largest tax suppliers for the County and it seems 

someone has forgot that. The County is a business and I do not understand why the 

County is not viewed in this manner. These proposed zoning changes will send the 

wrong message. We have all been told over the years the County is open for business 

and I would like to know when this will happen. 

v. At least if you are making zoning changes make sure the zoning suits the land and your 

plan is correct. Anyone who knows the land in the County can see the errors and our 

local government should know what land is what. It is not that difficult if someone takes 

the time…someone who knows land in the County should review your plan as who ever 

did it, did it very wrong. 

 
40. General re: objects to map at Open House 
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Comment: 

i. I am shocked that the Threshold 140 map was on display. As shown by the Bloomfield 

meeting, it is very inaccurate and misleading. I had told others that the last map was 

much better and relatively accurate as well as fairly close to the Official Plan map. Some 

people were confused by the T 140 map. 
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ADDENDUM to MEMO dated February 21, 2017 - Comment Locations Map 
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III. MEMO 

To: LEAR Committee, MHBC Consultants, OMAFRA Staff and County Staff 
From: Bernard Shalka, Municipal Consultant 
Date: October 2, 2017 
Subject: Additional Comments on Draft LEAR Map (version Jan 23, 2017) 
 
On February 21, 2017, you were sent a Summary Outline of Comments received from attendees 
at the LEAR open houses held on February 6, 2017. Following is an addendum to that Summary. 
Included are additional comments received to date, organized by Ward and identified by road, 
LEAR parcel ID, and LEAR score. The original documents are on file at Planning Services. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

ADDENDUM to SUMMARY of COMMENTS dated Feb. 2017 

[Note: The original format has been modified for consistency with Memo IV.] 

1. Ameliasburgh re: feedback on soils, swamp and EP / Hwy 33, CR 3, CR 19 & Salem Rd 

Parcel IDs: Numerous parcels in various areas / LEAR Scores: Variable 

Comments: 

i. Hwy 33 from Carrying Place to Consecon – Soil variable 

ii. CR 3 & Pulver Rd – Good soil 

iii. Salem Rd & Carnrike Rd – Six inch soil 

iv. Carnrike Rd – Swamp? 

v. Salem Rd from CR 2 Rd to Whitney Rd – north and south side of road are the same 

vi. Area between CR 19-Salem Rd-Whitney Rd-Cunningham Rd – Review swamp 

boundaries. Expand EP? 

2. Ameliasburgh re: requests a review of Rural / CR 3, Rossmore to Rednersville 

Parcel IDs: Multiple parcels / LEAR Scores: Most are well above the Prime 140 threshold 

Comment:  

i. A severance last Wednesday involved some very good farm land.  Council 

questioned why it was designated Rural and asked for some consideration that it be 

reviewed through LEAR for inclusion into the Agriculture designation. 

 
3. Ameliasburgh re: requests the removal of EP / Huffs Island Rd 

Parcel ID: 2428 / LEAR Score: 179 

Comments: 
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i. Remove EP from Lot 7 Concession 3 Ameliasburgh or 1050 Huffs Island Rd 

  
[Note: This parcel is also cited in Comment 4 of the Summary Outline Feb 21, 2017] 

4. Ameliasburgh re: opposes Prime Ag due to rocky, shallow soil / Victoria Rd 

Parcel ID: 972 / LEAR Score: 143 

Comments: 

i. I am opposed to the rezoning proposal being considered for our area. Having lived 

on a family farm all my life I know how shallow the soil is here. I have picked more 

rock off this property than I care to remember. 

ii. Calling it prime agriculture is laughable. Taking away the ability to sever a lot to 

possibly supplement retirement seems unfair. 

5. Ameliasburgh re: protests Prime Ag due to shallow soil / Victoria Rd 

Parcel IDs:  1081 & 1215 / LEAR Scores: 103 & 177 

Comments: 

i. I would like to question and protest the ongoing change to the official plan 

designations that I understand are being proposed from rural to prime 

agricultural. As a previous owner of farming land in Northumberland County and as a 

comparison my sole problem with this proposal is based on the soil depth and as 

such the lack of moisture the soil can maintain for any crop and therefore lack of any 

possible livelihood from farming in this area of Prince Edward County. 

ii. I'm a property owner on the Western portion of Victoria Road on the top of the 

escarpment and as such the soil is 12-14" deep. Since 2005 we have attempted to 

plant trees on the 50 acres we own with limited success. These trees are being 

grown solely for the benefit of future generations with costs born by us there is no 

profit. 

iii. The properties abutting ours are also very low productive shallow soil which is 

mostly scrub forest or swampy areas on the North side of Victoria Road. This is 

especially bad timing after the dry summer we had in 2016 where we lost 50% of the 

trees we had invested in over the last 7 years and other farm crops in the area were 

left in the field as they were not worth the cost to harvest. 

Additional Comments: 

i. MPAC rated the soils as Class 6. 

ii. One of the properties is managed forest. 

6. Ameliasburgh re: contests Prime Ag due to shallow soil and flooding / Carter Rd 

Parcel ID:  13250 / LEAR Score: 149 

Comments: 
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i. I would like to formally contest the rezoning of our land from rural to prime ag. 

While we fully support the preservation of farm land within the Municipality and 

throughout the Province, we do believe it should be done with a boots on the 

ground approach especially in the case of Prince Edward. 

ii. I contest the rezoning of our land on the basis that it is marginal land at best with 

the average soil depth to bedrock being under 12 inches. 

iii. Further to that, much of our land is flooded seasonally by the Allisonville creek. 

iv. The quality of our land was made very apparent during the drought of 2016 when 

our hay crop and pastures became what would be considered a total loss.  

7. Ameliasburgh re: opposes Prime Ag due to negative effect on the property / Victoria Rd 

Parcel ID: 2562 / LEAR Score: 152 

Comment: 

i. I am opposed to the reclassification of land in Ameliasburgh township to Prime 

agricultural. This change would have a negative effect on my property and should 

not be done. 

8. Ameliasburgh re: opposes Prime Ag due to non-prime soil / CR 19-Salem Rd 

Parcel IDs: 1274, 1275, 1317, 1322, 1323, 1324, 1327 & 2522 

LEAR / LE Scores: 147 / 54, 143 / 43, 151 / 56, 143 / 50, 145 / 53, 152 / 59, 149 / 52 & 150 / 

52  

Comments: 

i. We own approximately 400 acres in a block between Hwy 33 & Cunningham Rd. 

Probably the largest owned block. The average soil depth I would estimate is 1 foot. 

It is not prime agriculture nor is the rest of the block. 

ii. My family has owned a portion of this for over 100 years. If it was not for pasturing 

beef cattle and cutting a bit of hay on it, it would not be worth farming. 

iii. I don’t know of any cash croppers renting any of that block. I worked for crop 

insurance for 10 years and the maximum yields offered on this area were very 

minimum. Now you are suggesting Prime Agriculture. I don’t think so. 

Additional Comment: 

i. I have lived here for 50 years and can verify our land is not Prime Agricultural. Good 

for pasturing cows only. 

9. Ameliasburgh re: disbelieves proposed Prime Ag due to shallow soil / CR 19 

Parcel ID: 957 / LEAR Score: 170 

Comments: 

i. The idea to consider our property as “prime ag” is hard to believe as a great deal of 

it is so close to the rock it makes it hard to produce a crop of any kind. A lot of the 
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land near us has grown up to cedar trees and bush. I have vowed to never let this 

happen on our property and it would now seem that I am being penalized for 

keeping the land clear. 

ii. I am reminded of the standing joke from the counties around us which says “When 

farmers from Prince Edward take a soil sample in to be tested, they are the only 

ones to ask for the soil to take back home.” 

10. Ameliasburgh re: argues for a change from Rural to Prime Ag  / Smokes Point Rd 

Parcel IDs: 825, 925 & 928 / LEAR Scores: 167, 178 & 178 

Comments: 

i. I am writing to advise you of my concerns with the designation of my properties as 

Rural Lands. I am formally requesting that they be revised to Prime Agricultural 

Areas. 

ii. I own the following properties on Smokes Point Road: 

 Assessment Roll Number 328-040-01600-0000 

 Assessment Roll Number 328-040-01603-0000 

 Assessment Roll Number 328-040-01604-0000 

iii. These properties are part of a farm business registered as Thyme Again Gardens, a 

certified organic mixed family farm. I have been operating the farm continually since 

I purchased the main property (01600) in 1997; first as leased land to another local 

farmer, and then as my own farm. 

iv. The properties are registered as "Farm" under the following provincial programs: 

 with Agricorp for Farm Business Registration (FBR # 4088977) 

 with MPAC and with OMAFRA's Rural Programs Branch for Farm Property Tax 

Class designation (Owner ID # 24390338) 

 with the Provincial Premises Registry (Premises # ON4221500) 

 with ProCert Organic Systems (Reg # 01-808) 

v. As a small family farmer, I am deeply concerned with the creeping loss of farm land 

(especially small family farms) to industrial, commercial and residential 

development. 

vi. It is important to me that the LEAR maps accurately reflect my lands as Prime 

Agricultural Areas, so that my rights as a farmer, and the land's designation as a 

farm, are preserved. 

11. Ameliasburgh re: requests a review / Valley Rd 

Parcel ID: 2120 / LEAR Score: 159 

Comment: 

i. Requests a review of the identified lands – 28 acres on one side and 50 acres 

opposite. 
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12. Ameliasburgh re: protests EP and questions Prime Ag / Marsh Rd 

Parcel ID: 13451 / LEAR Score: 131 

Comments: 

i. I see that the south end of my property, a wood lot, (as well as that of some of my 

neighbours) has been redesignated EP. This area is definitely not marshy, nor does it 

form a particular run-off basin. I would like to protest this redesignation. 

ii. With regard to the LEAR results, though the on-line map is unclear, it seems that my 

lands have remained Prime Agricultural, while the other lands north of Huff Island 

Road, west of Marsh Road seem to be classed rural. There is no difference in the 

agricultural quality or productivity of all these fields. I would appreciate an 

explanation here as well. 

13. Ameliasburgh re: requests Rural / Hwy 33 at Salem Rd 

Parcel ID: 1434 / LEAR Score: 52.5 

Comment: 

i. Pursuant to our conversation yesterday regarding my property zoning I would like to 

make a formal request that the zoning designations of my property remain under 

RU-1 category in the new plan on properties: 

i. Part of Lot 105 – 106, Concession 3 Ameliasburgh, Part 1 47R-8775 

ii. Part of Lot 105 – 106, Concession 3 Ameliasburgh, Part 2 47R-8775 

 
14. Hillier re: requests Rural due to rocky, non-farmable lands / Clossen Rd 

Parcel ID: 15694 / LEAR SCORE: 161 

Comment: 

i. As a follow up to our meeting we are sending this email as our formal request to 

NOT rezone our lands located as Lot 2, Conc. 3, Lakeside, Hillier, Clossen Rd. from 

Rural to Prime Ag as proposed by the LEAR program. 

ii. The north portion of these lands are nothing but rock (we actually call it our Quarry 

lot) and not suitable for farming.  Rezoning these lands would make them unusable 

for us by any means. For example by keeping the non-farmable lands zoned as Rural 

leaves us the potential for creating a residential lot and bringing more revenue into 

the County. 

 
15. Hillier re: requests Rural due to a contiguous residential cluster / Chase Rd 

Parcel IDs: 13808 & 13809 / LEAR SCORES: 143 & 156 

Comment:  

i. As an additional follow up to our meeting we are sending this email as our formal 

request to NOT rezone our lands located at Part Lot 7, conc. 2, Hillier (90 Chase Rd.) 
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from Rural to Prime Ag as proposed by the LEAR program as this area is contiguous 

to an existing cluster of homes. Please see the attached. 

16. Hallowell re: requests a review / CR 12 

Parcel ID: 3645 / LEAR Score: 129 

Comment: 

i. Requests a review of the identified lands. 

 
17. Hallowell re: requests Rural due to small size and limited access / Gilead Rd & Hwy 62 

Parcel IDs: 4534 & 4581 / LEAR Scores: 103 & 181 

Comments: 

i. We are writing this letter to request a change for our two properties to be changed 

from prime agricultural to rural. 

ii. As it stands, our two properties are classified as prime agricultural because they are 

South of Gilead Road. We would like to re-zone these properties and have them 

severed. 

iii. [ID 4534] This property is 4.46 acres. Due to the size of this property, farm 

machinery cannot maneuver on this small lot as our house is on one side with a tree 

line in middle which makes this lot very narrow. Since farm machinery is large in 

size, the machine can’t be maneuvered on this property due to the narrow width. 

iv. [ID 4581] This property is 25.06 acres that is broken up with a thick tree line and a 

small creek that runs in the middle which has one area of approx.. 12 acres of 

workable land and the other side has approx. 5 acres of workable land. Due to the 

natural growth of the nature in the middle of the property, it is very inconvenient for 

farm machinery to access the workable land as they have to enter from two 

different roads. 

v. We are requesting to have both properties changed from prime agricultural to rural 

because in the future we plan to sever the properties for residential use. 

 
18. Sophiasburgh re: asserts soil is poor / CR 15 & Foster Rd 

Parcel IDs: 10581 & 10595 / LEAR Scores: 172 & 175 

Comment: 

i. The lands are clay and poorly drained. 

 
19. North Marysburgh re: requests Rural along Shore Lands / Ridge above CR 8 from Kellars to 

Bongards Crossroads 

Parcel IDs: 7547, 7562, 13889, 14419, 7533, 7572, 13885, 13887, 7531, 7532, 7536, 7529, 

7110, 13856, 7111, 13850, 7103 & 7787 
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LEAR Scores:  183.8, 186.5, 187.5, 185, 188.7, 174.3, 180.1, 169.4, 168.5, 175.9, 181.1, 

176.6, 176.2, 173.7, 173.8, 167, 179 & 129 

Comment: 

i. Requests that the ridge top above CR 8, from Kellars Crossroad to Bongards Xrd, be 

used as the boundary between the Rural/Shore Lands designations and the Prime 

Agricultural designation. 

 
20. North Marysburgh re: opposes Prime Ag due to swamp, cedars, rocks and poor access  / CR 

8 & Rock Crossroad 

Parcel ID: 13894 / LEAR Score: 152 

Comments: 

i. We noted with surprise that our property had been designated to be changed to 

prime agricultural land. We certainly feel that it has not changed from the rural land 

that it is now. 

ii. Some of the property is farmed but we have swamp, cedars, and rocks. We also 

have EP at the road front. 

iii. Large equipment cannot get into the fields very easily so only small farming 

operations can get into the fields. We also must go through neighbours property to 

get there and this has been by what we would say [is a] “grandfathered” deal. As our 

county changes this may soon not be feasible. 

iv. The summer of 2016 yielded next to nothing. 

v. We would like to be added to the list of opposed to our property being changed to 

Prime Agricultural. 

[Note: This parcel is also cited in Comment 27 of the Summary Outline Feb 21, 2017] 

 

21. North Marysburgh re: believe Prime Ag is wrong  / CR 8 & Rock Crossroad 

Parcel ID: 6916 / LEAR Score: 161 

Comments: 

i. I have had several people approaching us interested in purchasing the property. You 

may have spoke to one of them by now. We believe that the carving of a prime 

agricultural designation on a part of our property will make it unsalable and we are 

therefore extremely concerned. 

ii. I would be very happy to show you the property and why we feel the rezoning (sic) 

would be wrong. 

22. North Marysburgh re: requests information / CR 8 

Parcel ID: 7099 / LEAR Score: 141 

Comment: 
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i. We [Ainley Group] have been asked by [the owner] to provide quotes for a proposal 

he may submit re: his lands. I understand that his site may be re-designated to 

Agriculture from Rural in the current LEAR. Can you provide me with any comments 

on this…and process and timing to bring the LEAR to a conclusion. 

 
23. South Marysburgh re: requests Rural due to terrain, flooding and access / CR 13 

Parcel ID: 11121 / LEAR Score: 101 

Comments:  

i. I attended one of the public meetings related to the upcoming reassignment of 

Prime Agricultural lands designation. I completed a form requesting a 

reconsideration of our property at 1216 County Rd. 13. One of the drawings from 

the early part of the process indicated our property as possibly not being a Prime 

Agricultural candidate. I would be in concurrence with that opinion. 

ii. While we have areas of good deep soil, the terrain makes our property unsuitable 

for most types of intensive agricultural use. We are putting about 4 acres under 

cultivation on the "flatlands", but much of the remaining land is not what would 

normally be considered prime agricultural land for crops typically grown in this 

climate. 

iii. We are bounded on both sides by a ravine and there is a stream feeding into one of 

the ravines that meanders across our property, flooding in three areas on a regular 

basis. Indeed, about 5 acres is permanently wet in all but the driest years. As I 

understand it, we are restricted from taking any measures that would impact the 

flow of this stream. We are also under further restrictions under the Quinte 

Conservation Authority and also as an area of Provincial Scientific Interest. 

iv. On top of all of these issues, about 2/3 of our property is composed of steeply rolling 

hills that would make the use of a tractor difficult and any type of large harvesting 

equipment almost impossible. In terms of agriculture, most of our property is only 

suitable for grazing with limited potential for pasture for hay harvest. 

 
[Note: This parcel is also cited in Comment 33 of the Summary Outline Feb 21, 2017] 

24. Athol re: requests Rural due to poor soil, red cedars and use as an airstrip / Easterbrook Rd 

& CR 24 

Parcel ID: 2699 / LEAR Score: 127 

Comments: 

i. I must object to the inclusion of the property that I own, namely, Lots 13 & 14 

Concession III SSEL, in the newly designated area of Prime Agricultural Land. 
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ii. There is only one cultivated field to the west of my property and Soup Harbour. It 

appeared not to yield a crop this year. The rest of the land comprises uncultivated 

fields abandoned to red cedars. 

iii. The Soil Type on my property…is predominantly 6R. 

iv. My neighbour farmer uses several of the existing fields. The land is not naturally 

fertile. The shallow soil less than a foot deep on the limestone drains quickly of any 

moisture. The yields from the crops planted are poor to nothing depending on the 

drought conditions that seem to prevail in July and August. Please see Exhibit “C” 

that details the cultivated land use. 

v. I have a turf airstrip…and several acres of grass around the house and hanger. Over 

2/3 of the 170 acre property is in red cedars and thorn bushes. There are some areas 

where even red cedars will not grow. 

vi. As you are aware the Transport Canada regulations for airports changed as of 

January 1, 2017…. This effectively prohibits a private person such as myself from 

constructing an airstrip on their own property due to the costs involved and the 

resistance that would be encountered. If the property is designated Prime 

Agricultural it would throw up another barrier for any future owner. 

vii. Please find attached the following exhibits in support of my property remaining 

designated “Rural” [Exhibits “A” to “E”]. 

 

25. General re: requests OP provision for designation of Specialty Crop Areas 

Comments: 

i. I am concerned that there is no area of Specialty Crops designation in Prince Edward 

County. This, yet some well known vineyard owners have stated publically that parts 

of the County have the best soil for wine grapes in the province and is subject to 

special climatic conditions. 

I make the following points: 

1. "Prime agricultural lands include specialty crop areas and/or Canada Land 

Inventory Classes 1, 2 and 3 soils, in this order of priority for protection." 

[http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/landuse/prime-ag-areas.htm] 

2. Specialty crop areas are given the highest priority for protection in the 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. 

3. Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) obliges Municipality to identify Prime 

Agricultural Land. This has never done to include areas ideal for grapes in 

Prince Edward County, which is inconsistent with the PPS. 

4. Other areas in the province already have this protection, for example 

Niagara. Unequal treatment of different municipalities is not acceptable. 

http://www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/landuse/prime-ag-areas.htm
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Therefore, now, prior to guidelines being released, a similar request should 

be able to be made to the provincial government. [Niagara Tender Fruit and 

Grapelands map http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=12343] 

5. By the time the province has produced guidelines, prime areas may well be 

destroyed. 

ii. I understand the draft official plan (2016) has as an objective: 

7.2.2 Objective 10  Review and update the Prime Agricultural Areas designations 

once guidelines for establishing specialty crop areas are developed by the 

Province. 

iii. I ask that the wording in the Official Plan reflect the requirement of the County to 

identify the grape Specialty Crop Area. If it is possible, I suggest the plan say 

something to the effect that areas with the potential for Specialty Crop designation 

be identified and mapped, and subsequent discussions and proposals be made to 

the province.  

iv. I believe it is better to be proactive than to react to what the government offers. In 

addition, if the County waits for the release of the government guideline, then 

begins investigation of the lands, and then applies for the designation, the resulting 

protection will be delayed by years. 

 

  

http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/AssetFactory.aspx?did=12343
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ADDENDUM to MEMO dated October 2 – Comment Locations Map 
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IV. MEMO 

To: LEAR Committee, MHBC Consultants, OMAFRA Staff and County Staff 
From: Bernard Shalka, Municipal Consultant 
Date: November 14, 2017 
Subject: Open House Comments on Draft LEAR Map, dated October 20, 2017 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

All, following is a summary of the comments recorded on forms at the October 30th and 

November 1st open houses. The 28 submissions are organized by Ward, and identified by road, 

parcel ID, LEAR score and LE score.  

 

Staff is now reviewing the comments and the “Areas Under Review” as identified on the draft 

LEAR map presented at the open houses.  When this work is complete, a committee meeting 

will be scheduled. 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

SUMMARY OUTLINE 

Picton Open House, November 30, 2017 

1. Hallowell re: concern about losing aggregate potential / CR 1 & Matthie Rd 

Parcel ID: 4896 / LEAR Score: 158 / LE Score: 80 

Comments: 

i. My concern is losing my future resource [aggregate] on this property. 
 

2. Hallowell re: concern about losing aggregate potential / CR 1 & Matthie Rd 

Parcel ID: 5380 / LEAR Score: 176 / LE Score: 80 

Comments: 

i. Our concerns are not to lose future reserve for designation of aggregate or extraction 
on this property. 
 

3. Hallowell re: concern about losing aggregate potential and incorrect LEAR score / CR 1 & 

Matthie Rd 

Parcel ID: 5391 / LEAR Score: 175 / LE Score: 80 

Comments: 

i. Property has soil depth ranging from 6 to 12 in. on most of the property. 

ii. Currently “R1” designation. 

iii. This property scored 175 which is incorrect: 45 acres – swamp; 60 acres – marginal farm 

land. This is Class 4 to 5 land. 

iv. Property designation now Ag Potential Aggregate. 
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4. Hallowell re: ensure aggregate resources have priority / Loyalist Parkway 

Parcel ID: 4159 / LEAR Score: 52 / LE Score: 40 

Comments: 

i. Please make sure that Aggregate trumps all classes of land. This county needs the 

quality of gravel that we can produce. 

 

5. Hallowell re: suggests Bloomfield settlement area be enlarged  / CR 4 

Proposed Prime Agricultural Area 

Comments: 

i. Enlarge Bloomfield settlement area to the west for future growth. 

 

6. Hallowell re: concern about Prime Ag severance restriction for small parcels / CR 12 

Parcel ID: 3645 / LEAR Score: 132 / LE Score: 42 

Comments: 

i. Concerned with all parcels of land within prime ag being painted with the same brush. 

County planners should have the ability to help small property needs change or 

subdivide. Planners should have power to say yes or no, think outside the box on land 

that is too small to make a living from. Would like to sever a lot, build a new house, but 

can’t because of prime ag. Sometimes land uses don’t make sense. 

 

7. Sophiasburgh re: requests Rural parcel not be blocked as Prime to allow severance / Fry Rd 

Parcel ID: 10435 / LEAR Score: 113 / LE Score: 100 

Comments: 

i. A soil report (a quantitative analysis) from A & L Canada Laboratories Inc. did show poor 

soil. There is very shallow soil. My LEAR score is 112.50 which is considerably below the 

140 score threshold for prime agriculture. 

ii. Our woodlot was in the Woodlands Improvement Act (1966) agreement. The agreement 

indicated “it is not the intention of this Act, and the Ministry will not enter into 

agreements for land suitable for agricultural development. 

iii. From 918 up to 1134 Fry Rd this area is already fragmented with severances. Is there a 

possibility to include the solar facility as part of a rural area? The solar panel farm built 

in close proximity to our property is on “prime agricultural land.” 

 

Additional Comments Received by email: 

i. This letter is being written to address concerns regarding the Official Plan within 

Prince Edward County, more specifically, the classification of 1000 Fry Road as 

“prime agricultural” land, and requesting it be considered within the Land Evaluation 

Area Review and appropriate changes made. 
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ii. I trust this letter will enlighten you on how this land is not suitable for agricultural 

activities. The property has an area of 22.7 acres most of which is thick wood lot 

with the exception of the existing single dwelling bungalow my father lives in. This 

woodlot consists of a variety of trees with a heavy population of mature maple 

trees. By remapping the land to “rural” it would allow it to more appropriately fit its 

functional use. The economic impact for Prince Edward County would be greater by 

allowing a change in mapping and lastly, the Province of Ontario has previously 

correctly classified this land as woodlot, not agricultural. 

iii. I am proud to say my upbringing was in Prince Edward County. I called 1000 Fry road 

my home until the age of 19 when I ventured away to school. This was where I 

played along the trails which wind their way through the forest. Having moved away 

to gain experience within my profession within the Ontario Provincial Police, I have 

realized how lucky I was to have grown up there. While considering the past, it is 

important to consider the future. I have been granted an opportunity which allows 

me to return to this magnificent part of the province although in doing so it requires 

a relocation. This relocation is not just myself however, it brings along my partner as 

well. After much consideration we have come to the conclusion that building a new 

home is the best decision for us. In discussing this with my family, we were given the 

opportunity to build on my father's property which we viewed as an amazing idea. 

After a couple of phone calls we reached a dead end, this forest is considered by 

both the province and municipality as “Prime Agricultural Land”. This was a 

significant disappointment to us as we felt this property was ideal for our needs now 

and in the future. 

iv. Without the severance we would be required to look at building in the area of 

Trenton, Belleville or Napanee. Not only would this mean lost permit funds for 

Prince Edward County, but lost business income for the small businesses that drive 

The County. The economic impact for The County albeit small is something we 

would prefer to keep local. We have already liaised with a local builder and he, his 

trades are all local County contractors. 

v. What comes to mind about Prime Agricultural Land are long, wide fields filled with 

corn or soy beans which are part of The County's landscape. The County also has 

locales filled with suitable land for grape production. This does not come close to 

describing the Fry road property. Immediately adjacent to the property is a large 

solar farm and a house on either side. 
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vi. It is not practical for this land to be farmed. Firstly, doing so would require cutting 

down 22 acres of mature trees to be able to create a surface. The area in question 

has a great deal of hills, not conducive to navigation. Secondly, the thick limestone 

which lines The County is mere inches below ground which was clearly displayed by 

the folks who dug the foundation for the existing house. Multiple rock gardens were 

created using the large limestone pieces extracted from the dig still leaving excess 

rock to be piled alongside the lot. This can also be clearly demonstrated by the 

annual digging of potato hills in the recreation garden which continually yields more 

rock, than potatoes. There is a creek which dissects the property acting as a linkage 

to the wetlands north of the property. This would need to be destroyed for 

agricultural activities to occur. However anecdotal this may be, it would not take a 

visitor long to realize 1000 Fry Rd. Is certainly not prime agricultural land.  

vii. When this property was purchased in 1991 the woodlot was part of the Woodlot 

Management Program which was created by the Ontario Ministry of Natural 

Resources under the Woodlands Improvement Act. Prior to the repeal of this 

program in 1998, the purpose of this Act was to improve and manage woodlots 

around the province. Literature pertaining to membership of this program states 

only properties suitable for forestry purposes may be involved. The literature goes 

on to state, “It is not the intention of this Act and Ministry will not enter in 

agreements for land suitable for agricultural development.” The fact that the 

Ministry once acknowledged this land to be a woodlot, not suitable for agricultural is 

a clear demonstration of the contradiction of more recent classification. 

viii. I trust this letter will allow you to see how inappropriate and implausible the current 

“Prime Agricultural” classification is regarding 1000 Fry Road. It would be an 

incredible opportunity to raise a family in the same place I once roamed the trails in 

the woods. Beyond bringing significant economic advantages to The County, it is 

clear this property is not suitable for agricultural. The opportunity to build a home in 

this space would complete our dream of returning to The County and we sincerely 

hope you can help us along this path.  

 

8. Sophiasburgh re: requests review of Prime Ag for lot severances / South Big Island Rd 

Parcel IDs: 9932, 9933, 9930, 12641, 12642, 12643 & 9619 

LEAR Scores: 179, 102, 102, 179, 179, 179 & 190 

LE Scores: 90, 90, 90, 90, 90, 90 & 90 

Comments: 

i. You need to review shore line west of Caughey Rd on South Big Island. Only 10 acres is 

farmed on this road on south water side. Would be more practical to have as residential 

lots. 
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9. Sophiasburgh re: requests change to Rural to permit severances / South Big Island Rd 

Parcel ID: 12643 / LEAR Score: 179 / LE Score: 90 

Comments: 

i. I have a small parcel of land on South Big Island Rd. Built a house on it and there is only 

approx. 4 acres of farmable land on it. It is residential on either side of me as well. One 

on east side was just severed and rezoned and new owner is now building house. I 

would like to have my land rezoned to rural so I could sever to be able to give my 

siblings each a part of the lot. 

 

10. North Marysburgh re: contests Prime Ag based on soil and conflicting uses / CR 8 near 

Waupoos 

Parcel IDs: 14071 & 7110 / LEAR Scores: 182 & 169 / LE Scores: 82 & 73 

Comments: 

i. Parcel 14071 – Soil is very shallow and not prime. 

ii. Parcel 7110 – Land south of the ridge to CR 8 is bordered by a winery and Inn on one 

side and an Inn on the other side; not good for agricultural activities (i.e. spraying and 

noise) 

 

11. South Marysburgh re: contests Prime Ag based on constraints  / Morrison Point Rd 

Parcel ID (farm): 15770 / LEAR Score: 166 / LE Score: 71 

Parcel ID (10-acre lot): 11038 / LEAR Score: 108 / LE Score: 20 

Comments: 

i. We own a 10 acre lot next to the land marked for review on the north side of the road. 

This is owned by 2 adult siblings who both grew up on the adjoining farm. (This land is 

between the schoolhouse and the Vowinckle farm.) This land is completely forested and 

includes a significant ridge which makes farming it near impossible. This 10 acre parcel 

should not be prime ag – to make it so is deceptive and not reflective of the reality of 

the ridge and forest. We feel the property should be designated as rural give the 

geographical and environmental constraints. 

 

12. South Marysburgh re: contests Prime Ag based on soil, farming history and blocking / 

Morrison Point Rd  

North Side - Parcel ID: 13994 / LEAR Score: 160 / LE Score: 66 

South Side - Parcel ID: 13995 / LEAR Score: 172 / LE Score: 73 

Comments: 

Relating to: 238 / 256 Morrison Point Road; CON NBR PT LOTS 6 & 7; Roll No. 804-015-14100-000 

By the owner 
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These comments concern LEAR’s “Revised Draft Prime Agricultural Areas and Rural Lands” for the 

County as shown on a map dated October 18th 2017 (herein the “Land Use Map”) as it relates to the 

above referenced property (the “Property”). 
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Additional Comments: 
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Further Additional Comments: 

1. In paragraph 3 of my previous additional comments I stated “On this basis the LE score 

of the area north of Morrison Point Road in concessions 5, 6, the east part of concession 

7 and also the forested area of concession 5 constitute a block with an LE score below 

70.  As such it should be and continue to be classified as rural land”.  I believe that all or 

part of these areas could also be combined with forested areas currently classified as 

rural land which abut the northern border of my property (eastern half of concession 7) 

in order to form an appropriately sized block. 

2. I further note that the strip of sheet rock abutting the southern side of Morrison point 

road and traversing at least concessions 5, 6, and 7 has a natural escarpment of its south 

side.  At this escarpment the land falls down to the more fertile fields below.  It would 

be in accordance with the intent of the Planning Act to demark the southern border of 

the rural land at this escarpment, rather than at Morrison Point Road. 

3. I feel I am entitled to an explanation as to the basis on which the advisory committee 

made a decision to consider reclassifying the northern part of my property as prime 

agricultural land given (a) the LE score was 66 and it must have known that the land was 

not farmed for the past 25 years (and abuts a larger block of rural land).  Please provide 

me with comments on this point. 

 

3rd Further Additional Comments: 

1. I have reviewed the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement issued under section 3 of the 

Planning Act. 

2. I note that section 6 of the Policy Statement defines “agricultural uses” to include “agro-

forestry”.  The term “agricultural uses” appears in sections 2.3.3.1 and 2.3.3.2 of the 

Policy Statement.  The intent of these two provisions would appear to be to ensure that 

inter alia, forestry plantings constitute a permitted use on prime agricultural land.  The 

converse is not true – namely that the planting of a forest constitutes a farming activity 

which would cause a property’s AR score to be increased.  Accordingly, I believe that the 

planting of trees on the Property and the management of this area for the production of 

saw logs some 70 years later does not constitute farming for purposes of the LEAF study 

and the related AR scores. 

3. In any event I believe that the LE score for the north and south sides of the property 

should be below 70. 

4. On this basis the northern property (and also the contiguous southern property) can be 

combined with the rural areas north of my lands to form a rural block.    
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13. North & South Marysburgh re: questions proposed Prime Ag and Rural / Waupoos Island, 

Morrison Point Rd,  CR 16 & Half Moon Bay 

Parcel IDs / LEAR Scores  / LE Scores: Numerous [Note: all of the cited areas are proposed 

Rural Lands or designated Shore Lands] 

Comments: 

i. I question whether the following should be designated Prime Ag: 

a. County Rd 16, north side particularly. 

b. Property on Morrison Point Road – Margaret Kerr’s and east of there to just 

short of the lake. 

c. Half Moon Bay (Prime Ag – grape). 

d. Waupoos Island. 

 

14. South Marysburgh re: requests reconsideration of Prime Ag based on soil / South Bay, e of 

Babylon Rd 

Parcel ID: 11543 / LEAR Score: 150 / LE Score: 72 

Comments: 

i. Please reconsider my farm in South Bay to be all “rural” rather than having the front 

field designated as “prime agricultural”. It is part of a very small area of prime 

designation….There is not much good land here. 

 

15. South Marysburgh re: disputes Prime Ag based on forest and soil / CR 10 

Parcel ID: 11185 / LEAR Score: 163 / LE Score: 78 

Comments: 

i. I own the 27.5 acres (26.0 acres after taking off the 1.5 acres of environmentally 

protected land) 

ii. The property is mostly treed (old growth forest) and the Ministry of Natural Resources 

has assigned me Plan Number…as a Managed Forest. The soil is sand which has 

undergone severe erosion when Charlie Creek was first formed. A very small portion of 

the property can be farmed and a local farmer tries to grow hay on 2 fields. The 

property is classified as Prime Agricultural and it most certainly is not! 

 

16. Athol re: contests Prime Ag based on runoff, drainage, slope and residential uses / Lots 1 

through 5, Concession East of East Lake 

Parcel IDs - Lots 1 to 5: 3313, 16296, 3278, 3269 & 3268 

LEAR Scores - Lots 1 to 5: 175, 161, 175, 172 & 141 

LE Scores - Lots 1 to 5: 75, 64, 79, 77 & 57 

Comments: 

i. I own Lot 1, lots 2 – 5 are neighbours 
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ii. I filled out a comment form in Feb of 2017 to no avail so I will try again. I spoke to staff 

and tried to explain the reasons why Lot 1 should not be prime ag: 

a. Steep slope at east end of property bordering Mowbray 

b. Property receives water from “The Heights” in 2 locations. This water runs 

through approx.. ½ the property resulting in killed out wheat. By the time it dries 

out in the spring it’s too late to plant corn. I tried wheat after we bought the 

farm then immediately went back to hay and it’s been have ever since (for wet 

ground look at satellite imaging). 

c. Lots 1 through 5 are already developed with housing all around the fringes. 

d. Entire property is Hummocry with knolls that require special farm practices such 

as not tilling and is not suited to full tillage due to soil erosion. 

e. Adjacent Lots 2 – 5 also have water drainage issues (Again, see satellite imagery 

for wet areas). 

iii. Please contact me with your findings or if you need any more info. 

Ameliasburgh - November 1, 2017 

17. Ameliasburgh re: contests Prime Ag based on road run-off, residential severances and 

municipal water service  / Loyalist Pkwy between Consecon and Carrying Place 

Parcel IDs  / LEAR Scores  / LE Scores: Numerous 

Comments: 

i. Properties should not be considered prime ag: 

a. There are small lots being lumped into “blocking” of prime ag that will never be 

farmed. 

b. Generally, land right next to a highway are high in run-off / salt and not ideal soil. 

ii. I suggest a strip along the parkway be identified as rural land. This would also take 

advantage of current water infrastructure in that rural municipalities have issue with 

infrastructure debt. 

 

18. Ameliasburgh re: contests Prime Ag based on road run-off, poor soil and municipal water 

service / Loyalist Pkwy between Consecon and Carrying Place 

Parcel ID: 16739 / LEAR Score: 93 / LE Score: 80 

Comments: 

i. Property should be zoned RR, at least for 400 ft. off of Hwy lines as city water runs along 

Hwy from Carrying Place to Consecon. 

ii. This land could be severed in the future has poor soil depth, as well, along the Hwy 

there would be run off of salts and oils from the Hwy. 
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19. Ameliasburgh re: disagrees with blocking Rural as Prime Ag and supports use of the 

municipal waterline / Loyalist Pkwy between Consecon and Carrying Place 

Parcel IDs / LEAR Scores / LE Scores: Numerous 

Comments: 

i. Properties not reaching the prime ag threshold should not be clumped into bigger 

parcels that are considered prime. 

ii. Water line along Loyalist Parkway should be used and people should be encouraged to 

hook up any way to move prime zoning back to the east of Loyalist Parkway (maybe 

closest parcel or 500 ft. limit?) between Consecon and Carrying Place. 

 

20. Ameliasburgh re: disagrees with Prime Ag soil score / Loyalist Pkwy 

Parcel ID: 1073 / LEAR Score: 153 / LE Score: 80  

Comments: 

i. The LEAR scores our soil at 80.00 but we do not agree with this. 

ii. At most we have 1 foot of soil. If we plant trees we get down at most 12 inches. And 

then we have to use a Johnson Bar to break the shale and basically we are planting the 

trees on top of the ground. 

iii. If this designation comes into effect, what are we allowed to use the land for? 

 

21. Ameliasburgh re: asserts soil is non-prime / Area Under Review: Loyalist Pkwy–Snider Rd–

Victoria Rd–CR 19 

Parcel IDs – Lots 100 & 101: 1438, 16219, 1555, 972 & 957 

LEAR Scores – Lots 100 & 101: 154, 174, 149, 142 & 164 

LE Scores – Lots 100 & 101: 59, 80, 56, 47 & 64 

Comments: 

i. I have lived in that block all my life and I don’t consider it prime agriculture. It has very 

shallow soil and lots of flat rock. I have had to pick rock all my life from there. 

ii. I would appreciate notification of changes should they be considered. 

  

22. Ameliasburgh re: asserts soil is non-prime / Area Under Review: Loyalist Pkwy–Snider Rd–

Victoria Rd–CR 19 

Parcel IDs – Lots 100 & 101: 1438, 16219, 1555, 972 & 957 

LEAR Scores – Lots 100 & 101: 154, 174, 149, 142 & 164 

LE Scores – Lots 100 & 101: 59, 80, 56, 47 & 64 

Comments: 

i. After living and working on this property for 83 years it [dis]qualifies (excuse the 

spelling) for prime ag designation. 
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ii. It does vary from very close to the rock, to a lot of land, to low, to break up as it would 

be very hard to get a crop planted. We have fields on this property that I have never 

seen worked in my 83 years because of this problem. 

iii. We have no plans to sell or sever and would like to see things stay as they are. As I have 

said before, I feel I am being penalized because we have kept our property treeless and 

looking good. 

 

23. Ameliasburgh re: asserts soil is non-prime and used for pasture / Area Under Review: 

Loyalist Pkwy–Snider Rd–Victoria Rd–CR 19 

Parcel IDs – Lots 98 & 99: 13085, 16222, 14868 & 16220 

LEAR Scores – Lots 98 & 99: 171, 165, 180 & 175 

LE Scores – Lots 98 & 99: 80, 70, 80 & 75 

Comments: 

i. This is a 3 Generation Farm, we pasture 90% of it. 

ii. Farms in the whole area under review are very close to the rock.  

iii. The centre of this block is water way to Wellers Bay, which consists of a lot of Wetland 

that is non-workable.  

iv. The Farm to the west of me is all pasture for cattle.  

v. Soil samples that were taken 40 years ago from the ditches was all trucked in, not 

exampable [representative] for soil samples.  

vi. I strongly suggest you review this well before any decisions are made. 

 

24. Ameliasburgh re: claims no agricultural use in proposed Prime Ag block / Wilson Rd 

Large Parcel ID (adjoined by 3 small severed parcels, including address no. 1341 below): 

4485 / LEAR Score: 173 / LE Score: 73  

Comments: 

i. A petition was signed by all owners on the south side of Wilson Rd from 1341 to corner. 

ii. All lots have been built on – no agriculture use is in the block. Some properties have 

different zoning already, but some not. 

iii. Please make this block (backed by woods) all the same. 

 

25. Ameliasburgh re: requests lands be changed to Rural / Lakeside Dr 

Parcel ID: 13404  / LEAR Score: 93 / LE Score: 80 

Comments: 

i. I was told at Feb. 6/17 meeting, the lands would be changed to “Rural” from “Prime”. I 

would still like this changed and to be notified in writing of any changes. 

ii. I previously submitted a comment, would you review it again. 
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26. Ameliasburgh re: disputes Prime Ag scoring and claims properties not conducive to farming 

/ Stinson Block Rd 

Parcel IDs: 5986, 14902 & 5964  / LEAR Scores: 169, 168 & 158 / LE Scores: 80, 80 & 80 

Comments: 

i. Lots adjacent to the Consecon Hamlet boundary on Stinson block rd. have not been 

farmed lately and incorrectly scoring higher than 140 on the LEAR. 

ii. Also, steep land makes most of the property unfarmable. 

iii. Any future expansion of Consecon unlikely if this land is prime ag. I believe those lots 

should be lumped in with the LEAR scoring of the Hamlet properties, as they would not 

be conducive to farming so close to Hamlet properties. 

 

27. Ameliasburgh re: disputes EP and asserts Prime Ag / Marsh Rd 

Parcel ID: 13452 / LEAR Score: 181 / LE Score: 90 

Comments: 

i. *Natural Heritage Feature added – MNR. 

ii. The wood lot on this property (as well as adjacent properties (e.g. unit 2057) has been 

designated EP. These woods have always been used to supply heating fuel and, up until 

2000, cattle have been run in it. 

iii. This area is NOT swampy and does not have streams running through it. Putting an EP 

designation on this small area curtails my rights quite arbitrarily and to no 

environmental or social advantage. Neighbouring fields are Prime Agricultural, as would 

this area be if it were cleared – as should be my right! 

 

28. Sophiasburgh re: requests Shore Land designation vs. Prime Ag  / South Big Island Rd. 

Parcel ID: 9613 / LEAR Score: 187 / LE Score: 90 

Comments: 

i. I would like you to revisit the property and consider a shore line [land] designation. 

ii. When you look at the map, most of the shoreline or waterfront in the county is 

designated shore line [shore land]. If it isn’t it has already been developed. 
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ADDENDUM to MEMO dated November 14, 2017 - Comment Locations Map 

 


