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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

Ainley Group was retained to conduct an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) relating to the 
proposed development of Cressy Bayside Estates along County Road 7, in Prince Edward 
County, approximately 3 km east from the community of Lake on the Mountain.  The subject 
property is located on Part of Lots 64 and 65, Concession Bayside, Township of North 
Marysburgh, Municipality of the County of Prince Edward (Figure 1).  The properties have been 
identified as 1041 County Road 7, Picton, Ontario.   

The development is proposed to include eight (8) freehold single detached lots, with a private 
road, and common element areas.  The existing site conditions at the time of field investigations 
are shown on Figures 2 and 3.  

2.0 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT AND SCOPE OF WORK 

This report is being prepared to document the environmental features of the subject property and 
to provide an overview of potential impacts from the undertaking on the study area environment 
in consideration of Provincial and municipal planning policies.  

The scope of work for this investigation was completed per the Official Plan of the County of Prince 
Edward, with consultation from the Quinte Conservation Authority (QCA) – Planning Department.  
Pre-consultation was held with the County of Prince Edward Planning Department and QCA to 
confirm the scope of work. The following aspects have been addressed through desktop review 
and field investigations as part of the EIS for the proposed development on the subject property: 

 Vegetation and vegetation communities per the Ecological Land Classification (ELC). 

 Species at risk (SAR) review. 

 Significant features on the subject property and surrounding lands. 

 Birds, wildlife, and herpetofaunal species and habitat. 

3.0 SOURCES OF EXISTING BASELINE INFORMATION 

The following resources were identified and used to review background data on terrestrial and 
aquatic species within or in close proximity to the study area as part of the existing conditions and 
impact assessment.   

 MNRF – Land Information Ontario (LIO) / Natural Heritage Make-a-Map review for natural 
heritage data. 

 MNRF – Peterborough District Office – An information request related to SAR, fisheries, 
and natural heritage information has been submitted to the MNRF Peterborough District 
Office (Appendix A).  A response was received on July 16, 2018.  

 Ebird - review for bird species observation data. 

 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) – review for bird species observation data. 

 Aerial Photographs – Review aerial photographs of the study area. 
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Details pertaining to the above information sources and available information were utilized to 
compile existing conditions information in the study area, and are summarized in the existing 
conditions section of the report. 

The sections below summarize the above information sources and available information. 

MNRF LIO / Natural Heritage Make-a-Map (MNRF, 2015)  

Mapping available from LIO and Natural Heritage Make-a-map identified one (1) waterbody, Lake 
Ontario, within the subject property limits.  No evaluated (including Provincially Significant) or 
unevaluated wetlands, or Area of Natural or Scientific Interest (ANSI) were identified within the 
subject property boundaries.  Information provided by the NHIC also indicated species of concern 
present within the area, which included the Northern Map Turtle (SC) in the proximity of the subject 
property. 

MNRF Peterborough District Office – July 16, 2018  

The Peterborough District MNRF provide information on SAR, fisheries, and natural heritage 
features including miigation meaures and timing windows to protect SAR and fish habitat.  General 
information with respect to mitigation masures for SAR and other natural heritage features were 
also provided.  Additional information pertaining to SAR is provide in Section 6.6.1, and 
correspondence from MNRF is provided in Appendix A.  

Ebird (Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 2019)  

Ebird was reviewed to determine observations of bird species (including SAR) which have 
historically occurred in the study area. 

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Bird Studies Canada, 2019) 

OBBA was reviewed to determine observations of bird species (including SAR) which have 
historically occurred in the study area. 

Aerial Photographs  

Aerial photographs of the study area were reviewed to observe current conditions as well as 
changes in the study area to better understand the site ecology.  The available imagery shows no 
notable changes to the subject property. 

4.0 DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY  

The following field survey protocols were completed to assess and document the presence of 
vegetative, wildlife, migratory and breeding birds, and herpetofaunal species within the study area.  
During the field survey, emphasis was placed on SAR with the potential to occur within the study 
area.  Field surveys for respective ecological features were completed in accordance with the 
following methodology: 
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Vegetation 

Vegetation field surveys for species composition were completed within the study area on June 5 
and July 17, 2018.  During field surveys vegetation species were recorded.  Photographs of the 
identified vegetation communities are shown in Appendix B, and ELC field forms are included in 
Appendix C. 

Migratory and Breeding Birds 

Surveys of breeding birds were completed according the protocol developed by the Ontario 
Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA, 2001), including both point counts and incidental observations. The 
following is a general list of the guidelines that were followed: 

 Point counts undertaken for five-minute intervals. 

 Representative locations in different habitats were selected for point count surveys. 

 Point count locations were established so as to prevent duplicate counts. 

 Incidental site observations were also recorded. 

 At least two site visits were completed between May 24 and July 10, with all initial visits 
completed by the third week in June. 

o Surveys were completed on May 31, and June 8 and 14, 2018 

In addition to the above, species specific (Bobolink / Eastern Meadowlark / Eastern Whip-poor-
will) surveys were completed as outlined below: 

Bobolink / Eastern Meadowlark Surveys (per MNRF protocol; MNR, 2011) 

 Establishment of point count stations (shown on Figure 2 and 3) at approximately 250 m 
intervals. 

 Point count surveys at the identified stations were completed under field conditions with 
no precipitation, no or low wind speed, and good visibility.  Weather conditions including 
wind, cloud cover, precipitation, and temperature were recorded during field events.  GPS 
coordinates were recorded for each point count location. 

 Surveys commenced at dawn and continued until no later than 9 am. 

 Point count surveys included stopping at each point count location (within habitat suitable 
for Bobolink / Eastern Meadowlark) to undertake ten (10) minutes of observations (visual 
and auditory), with information recorded. 

 Completion of three (3) sets of point count surveys with surveys taking place between the 
last week of May and the first week of July, and each separated by a week or more. 

 Surveys were completed on May 31, and June 8 and 14, 2018. 
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Eastern Whip-poor-will Surveys (per MNRF protocol; MNR, 2013) 

 Establishment of point count stations (shown on Figures 2 and 3) at 300 m to 500 m 
intervals. 

 Surveys commenced a minimum of 30 minutes after sunset during the appropriate phase 
of the lunar cycle (50% of more of the visible moon face illuminated). 

 Point count surveys included stopping at each point count location to undertake six (6) 
minutes of passive listening, with information recorded. 

 Completion of four (4) sets of point count surveys with surveys taking place in May and 
June (two in May, two in June). 

 Surveys were completed on May 23 and 28, and June 20 and 28, 2018. 

Migratory breeding bird, and species specific surveys were completed during appropriate weather 
conditions and time of day.   Point observation counts were completed per the dates described 
above.  Incidental observation recordings were completed during all other field visits. 

Wildlife 

Observations of wildlife (turtles, amphibians, birds, snakes, mammals) were recorded during the 
field visits on May 28, June 1, 5, 14, 20, and 28, and July 17, 2018.  Any wildlife observations 
were noted along with locational information of the sighting.  Specific attention was given to the 
evaluation for the presence of SAR during the field visits, including SAR turtles, birds, and 
vegetation. 

Further information pertaining to wildlife surveys completed at the site is provided below.  During 
the survey, reference for specific habitat requirements for each species was per the MNR - 
Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000). 

Bats 

The potential for presence of bat species / specialized habitat (maternity roost colonies) was 
assessed per Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects (MNR, 2011).  Details 
regarding bat surveys methodology are outlined in Section 6.6.5 but generally included a review 
of ELC communities of the subject property to determine where appropriate bat habitat may be.  
These areas were then reviewed for snag / cavity trees. The survey was completed on June 5, 
2018. 

5.0 PLANNING POLICIES AND FRAMEWORK 

The following planning policies and framework were reviewed and applied to establish the 
suitability of the proposed development in consideration of environmental impacts to the subject 
land and adjacent properties. 
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5.1 Provincial Planning Policy 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (MMAH, 2020) outlines policies related to natural heritage 
features (Section 2.1) and water resources (Section 2.2).  The Planning Act requires that planning 
decisions shall be consistent with the PPS.  

According to the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

 Habitat of endangered or threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and 
federal requirements,  

 Significant wetlands (in coastal areas or in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E), and 

 Significant coastal wetlands. 

Similarly, unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or their ecological functions, development and site alteration shall not be permitted within: 

 Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E, 

 Significant woodlands (Ecoregions 6E and 7E, excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 
St. Marys River),  

 Significant valley lands (Ecoregions 6E and 7E, excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 
St. Marys River),  

 Significant wildlife habitat, 

 Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), and 

 Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E. 

In addition, development and site alteration is not permissible on lands adjacent to the natural 
features and areas identified above unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been 
evaluated and it has been demonstrated that no negative impacts on natural features and 
functions will occur. Development and site alternation shall not be permitted in fish habitat except 
in accordance with federal and Ontario-specific requirements. 

5.2 Municipality of The County of Prince Edward Official Plan, and Zoning By-Law 

5.2.1 County of Prince Edward Official Plan 

Prince Edward County has prepared an Official Plan with the intention that it will guide 
development activities in the County over the planning period to 2021.  Through a review of the 
Official Plan, the following notes have been made regarding the subject property. 

 The Prince Edward County Official Plan Schedule E (Land Use Designations) has 
identified the subject property as Shore Land and Aggregate. 

o Permitted uses on Shore Land designated lands include: 

 The predominant uses of land in the Shore Land designation will be a mix 
of low density residential; resort, tourist and maine commercial uses; 
seasonal tent, trailer and recreational vehicle parks; and, private and public 
open space areas. 
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 Given that residential development will be developed primarily on non-
municipal services, residential development in the Shore Land designation 
shall be permitted for single dwelling units only.  Condominiums, which 
require municipal water and sewer services, are not a permitted use. 

o Permitted uses on Aggregate designated lands include: 

 The predominant use of land in the Aggregate designation shall be the 
quarrying, blasting and extraction of consolidated aggregate or stone and 
unconsolidated aggregates such as gravel and sand for which a licence 
has been issued by the MNRF pursuant to the Aggregate Resources Act, 
as amended from time to time. 

In regards to conformity of the proposed development to the land use identified within the Official 
Plan, it is noted that the Shore Land designation allows for the single residential development 
which has been proposed.  It should be noted that the Official Plan does not list the proposed use 
(single residential development) as a permitted use of lands designated as Aggregate.   

 The Prince Edward County Official Plan Schedule B (Environmental Constraints) has 
identified the subject property as containing escarpments. 

o Escarpments are generally defined as long cliffs or bluffs such that an elevation of 
the top of the slope above the base or toe of the slope is 3 metres or greater than 
3 metres and the average slope exceeds 1 (horizontal) : 2 (vertical). 

o The extent and location of an escarpment shall be identified and confirmed as an 
Environmental Protection Zone in the implementing Zoning Bylaw. 

o Where development on or adjacent to an escarpment is proposed, the submission 
of an Environmental Evaluation from the proponent may be required by the County 
or concerned government agency. 

o An Environmental Evaluation shall analyze the specific limitation to and impacts of 
development of the subject lands as a result of the existence of the escarpment on 
the property.  Reports will be tailored to each situation; however, should generally 
address the following: 

 Sewage disposal facilities / soil depth; 

 Landscaping; 

 Water supply; 

 Building envelopes; 

 Erosion control; 

 Effects on fish and wildlife habitat; and, 

 Surface drainage (quantity and quality of water). 

o The Environmental Evaluation shall detail the manner in which the development 
may be accommodated, if feasible, and shall include a detail lot grading plan 
consisting of a survey of the property identifying with contour intervals and the top 
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of bank indicated; slope and depth of overburden; drainage course characteristics; 
forested areas; and the proposed buildable area and on-site services. 

o Increased lot frontage, lot area or setback requirements may be required where 
new lots are proposed to be created on lands where an escarpment is part of the 
total holding.  The minimum lot frontage should be approximately 90 metres to 
respond to the environmental and aesthetic influences of development in these 
areas.  The minimum setback from top of slope bank should be at least 15 metres.  

 The Prince Edward County Official Plan Schedule A (Environmentally Sensitive Areas) 
has not identified any Environmentally Sensitive Areas on the subject property; however, 
does identify Fisheries within the adjacent Adolphus Reach (Lake Ontario). 

o All applications for development on or adjacent to an Environmentally Sensitive 
Area shall be subject to: 

 An investigation of alternatives to the development in the proposed location, 
to the satisfaction of the County; 

 Review and consultation with the appropriate provincial agency for 
comment regarding the resource potential and to ensure that the impacts 
of the development is minimized; 

 The submission of an Environmental Evaluation if deemed required by 
County Council or any government agency; 

 Consideration and appropriate utilization of development control 
techniques such as: holding symbol, zoning, site plan control, parkland 
dedication, and subdivision or other agreements to preserve and 
supplement existing resources; and, 

 Shall be considered according to the underlying and adjacent land use 
designations as identified on Schedule ‘E’ of the Official Plan.  

It should be noted that this EIS is not intended to function as an Environmental Evaluation for the 
purposes of assessing slope stability. 

5.2.2 County of Prince Edward Zoning By-Law 

Prince Edward County has prepared a Zoning By-law to identify the permitted use of lands within 
the County.  Through a review of the Zoning By-law, the following notes have been made 
regarding the subject property. 

 The Prince Edward County Comprehensive Zoning Bylaw schedules have identified the 
subject property as zoned Rural 1 (RU1), Extractive Industrial (MX), and Environmental 
Protection (EP). 

o Permitted residential uses within RU1 zoned lands include: 

 One single detached dwelling. 

 Home business. 
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 Rural home business. 

 Private home day care. 

 Bed and breakfast establishment. 

 Group home. 

 Uses, buildings and structures accessory to the foregoing permitted 
residential uses. 

 Accessory farm accommodation. 

 One second unit or one garden suite. 

o Permitted non-residential uses within RU1 zoned lands include: 

 Agiculture. 

 Commerical greenhouses. 

 Conservation area including low impact outdoor recreation activities, nature 
study and wildlife areas, or other similar use as provided for the 
preservation of the natural environment. 

 Equestrian centre. 

 Farm. 

 Farm produce outlet. 

 Forestry and reforestration. 

 Garden and nursery sales and supply establishment. 

 Kennel. 

 Maximum of two windmills in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.33 
of this By-law. 

 Outdoor furnace in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.32 of this 
By-law. 

 Wayside pit and wayside quarry, in accordance with provisions of Section 
4.21 of this By-law. 

 Public uses or utilities in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.23 of 
this By-law. 

 Uses, building and structures accessory to the foregoing permitted non-
residential uses. 

 Farm winery (Amending By-law No. 2433-2009). 

 Mobile restaurant (Amending By-law No. 3064-2012) 

o Permitted non-residential uses within MX zoned lands include: 

 A pit or quarry and the crushing, screening or washing of aggregate. 
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 Asphalt or concrete batching plant. 

 Aggregate processing plant. 

 Wayside pit and wayside quarry, in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 4.21 of this By-law. 

 Uses, buildings and structures accessory to a permitted use. 

 An agricultural use, conservation, forestry, reforestation, or open-air 
recreational uses with accessory uses and buildings, except these uses 
shall not include dwellings. 

 Public uses and utilities in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.23 
of this By-law. 

 Residential uses are prohibited. 

o Permitted uses within EP zoned lands include: 

 Conservation uses including low impact activities connected with the 
conservation of soil and wildlife and buildings and structures related to 
functions / uses of the Conservation Authority. 

 Forestry. 

 Agricultural uses, excluding new buildings or structures.  

 Flood, sedimentation, and erosion control uses and structures as approved 
by Quinte Conservation. 

 Sustainable resource management uses such as fishing, hunting, and 
wildlife viewing and facilities and structures which are accessory to these 
uses, including board walks, duck blinds, and fish huts. 

 Docks and boathouses in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.1.6 
of the PEC Zoning Bylaw. 

 Per the Official Plan, The extent and location of an escarpment shall be identified and 
confirmed as an Environmental Protection Zone in the implementing Zoning Bylaw. 

o Where a zone boundary is indicated as following a natural feature, such as an 
escarpment, wetland or watercourse, the zone boundary shall be determined by 
the County in consultation with the Conservation Authority based on criteria 
relevant to the protection of the natural feature and, where available, the limits of 
the regulatory flood plain. 

o Notwithstanding the yard and setback provisions of the Zoning Bylaw to the 
contrary, no buildings or structures shall be permitted closer than 30 m of the top 
or toe of bank of any identified escarpment without written approval from Quinte 
Conservation.  

It is anticipated that an application for a Zoning Bylaw amendment will be submitted for the subject 
lands to ensure that the proposed development is permitted per the site specific zoning.  
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5.3 Quinte Conservation Authority 

The study area is located within the jurisdiction of the Quinte Conservation Authority (QCA), and 
is subject to Ontario Regulation 97/04 – Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands 
and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses.  This regulation pertains primarily to 
development on or adjacent to hazard lands, which includes such features as; watercourses / 
waterbodies, floodplains, steep slopes (i.e. escarpments), and wetlands (marsh, swamp, fen, and 
bog).  Setback requirements from hazard lands are identified as 15 m where the extent of the 
hazard is known.  The subject property is noted to include the following hazard lands; waterbody 
(Lake Ontario) and floodplain (Lake Ontario). 

It is understood that setback requirements associated with steep slopes can be modified with the 
support of a slope stability study.  

6.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing conditions reviews of the subject property were completed on May 28 and 31, June 5, 8, 
14, 20, and July 17, 2018.  In summary, the property was noted to consist of a mix of forest, field, 
and former aggregate pit, adjacent to Adolphus Reach.  Adolphus Reach is interpreted to support 
fish and fish habitat.  Adjacent properties include a mix of residential, agricultural, and vacant land 
uses.  Access to the subject property is via County Road 7.  The existing conditions of the subject 
property are shown on Figure 2, in the photographic log (Appendix B), and are detailed in the 
following sections. 

6.1 Land Use, Topography, and Drainage 

Land use on the subject property includes a mix of agricultural, recreational, and former aggregate 
extraction (Figure 2).  The surrounding area includes low densitry residential development, 
agricultural lands, as well as the open waters of Adolphus Reach.  

The topography of the subject property is generally sloped upwards from north to south (Adolphus 
Reach to County Road 7).  The elevation of the property ranges from approximately 75 metres 
above sea level (masl) at the shore of Adolphus Reach to 115 masl on County Road 7.   

Drainage on the subject property is generally to the north through sheet flow which eventually 
enters Adolphus Reach.  One drainage channel was observed on the subject property, 
commencing in the centre of the former aggregate pit and extending north to Adolphus Reach.   

6.2 Surficial and Bedrock Geology 

The subject property is identified as within the Prince Edward Peninsula physiographic region, 
which is a plain or low plateau of limestone projecting into the eastern part of Lake Ontario 
(Chapman and Putnam, 1984). This area, consistent with nearly the entirety of Prince Edward 
County, is underlain by limestone bedrock of the Lindsay Formations (Chapman and Putnam, 
1984).  
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Surficial geology in the study area is considered to be a mix of coarse-textured glaciolacustrine 
deposits of sand, gravel, and minor silt and clay, and Paleozoic bedrock (Ontario Geological 
Survey, 2010). 

6.3 Vegetation and Vegetation Communities 

The study area is located in the 6E-15 Lake Simcoe-Rideau Ecodistrict within the Mixedwoods 
Plains Ecozone, which is typically dominated by cropland, pasture, and abandoned fields, with 
deciduous, coniferous, and mixed forests present in small quantities (MNRF, 2009).  Field surveys 
were completed by Ainley Group on June 5 and 20, and July 17, 2018 to document vegetative 
species and communities within the project limits.  Vegetation within the subject property was 
identified and categorized in accordance with the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) for 
Southern Ontario (Lee et. al., 1998), with vegetative communities assigned ELC codes consistent 
with recently amended ELC classification tables (2013). Field investigation sheets for the ELC 
mapping as well as a complete listing of all vegetation species observed on the subject property 
are provided in Appendix C.  

Vegetation communities within the study area consist of two (2) groups; industrial and terrestial. 
Within the cultural group are the communities; Extraction (CVC_4), Perennial Cover Crop 
(OAGM2), Mixed Forest (FOM), Dry – Fresh White Birch Deciduous Forest (FODM3-2), Dry – 
Fresh Oak – Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM2-4), Dry – Fresh Sugar Maple – Hardwood 
Deciduous Forest (FODM5-9), and Dry – Fresh Sugar maple – Ironwood Deciduous Forest 
(FODM5-4).  It should be noted that during the November 28, 2019 field visit it was observed that 
vegetation clearing on the subject property (predominantly within community FODM3-2) had 
occurred.  It is presumed that this clearing was completed to accommodate drinking water supply 
well construction (shore wells observed on the subject property).     

No SAR vegetation was identified by NHIC as having the potential to exist within the study limits; 
however, eighteen (18) Butternut trees were observed during field reviews.  The SAR vegetation 
observed on the subject property is discussed in detail within Section 6.6. 

For each of the species observed on the subject property and included in the species list in 
Appendix C, the species coefficient of conservatism (CoC) and native vs. non-native status has 
been included.  The CoC is a ranking of a species based on its degree of fidelity to a range of 
synecological parameters.  CoC values can be grouped based on species tolerance of 
disturbance.  

 CoC value of 0 to 3 – species tolerant of disturbance / indicative of disturbed sites.  

 CoC value of 4 to 6 - species tolerates moderate disturbance. 

 CoC value of 7 to 8 - species has undergone minor disturbance. 

 CoC value of 9 to 10 - species has a high degree of fidelity to a narrow range of 
synecological parameters.   

The average CoC for vegetation on a site can be used to determine the ability of vegetation on 
the site to tolerate disturbance and provides insight on the level of anthropogenic influence on the 
existing site pre-development.  The average CoC for the subject property is 4, indicating the 
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species on the subject property are generally tolerant to moderately tolerant of disturbance and 
do not have a fidelity to a narrow range of parameters for their habitat.  This also suggests that 
the subject property in its existing state is not entirely natural and has been subject to 
anthropogenic influence (i.e. former aggregate pit).  Further, twenty-four (24) of the ninety (90) 
species recorded on the subject property are identified by Oldham et al (1995) as adventive or 
non-native, providing some additional support that the existing subject property (pre-development) 
has been anthropogenically influenced with a variety of non-native species.       

The following sections provide a detailed summary of the vegetation and vegetative communities 
observed within and adjacent to the study area during the field investigations in 2018. An aerial 
view of the subject property and respective vegetation communities is shown in Figure 3. A 
photographic log showing the vegetative composition of each community is included in Appendix 
B. 

6.3.1 Extraction (CVC_4) 

This community was observed across much of the northern half of the subject property and is 
characterized by limited/patchy vegetation cover and extensive exposed soils (associated with 
the former operations).  Where found, vegetation includes such species as Eastern Cottonwood 
(Populus deltoides), Black Walnut (Juglans nigra), Oxeye Daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), 
Bladder Campion (Silene vulgaris), and various other woody and herbaceous species typical of 
recently disturbed sites. 

It is noted that portions of this vegetation community, particularly in the area of a former drainage 
channel, were covered by a dense stand of Common Scouring Rush (Equisetum hyemale).  The 
coefficient of wetness (CoW) for this species is 0 (Appendix C).  Species with a CoW ranging 
from -1 to 1 can be found on uplands or in wetlands.  The average CoW of the species observed 
within this community was 1.5, suggesting that the community is more consistent with upland 
habitat. 

6.3.2 Perennial Cover Crop (OAGM2) 

This community was observed in the north-west corner of the subject property and is 
characterized by culturally influenced herbaceous species.  Vegetation species observed within 
this community include grasses such as Canada Blue-joint (Calamagrostis canadensis), Smooth 
Brome (Bromus inermis), Timothy (Phleum pratense ssp. pratense), and other herbaceous 
species such as Oxeye Daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), Wild Carrot (Daucus carota), and 
Common Dandelion (Taraxacum officinale). 

6.3.3 Mixed Forest (FOM) 

This community was observed in the south-west corner of the subject property and is 
characterized by mixed tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Vegetation species 
observed within this community included Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum), Eastern Red Cedar 
(Juniperus virginiana), Shagbark Hickory (Carya ovata), Green Ash (Fraxinus pensylvanica), 
Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Dames Rocket (Hesperis matronalis), and Garlic 
Mustard (Alliaria petiolate). 
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Condominium road construction (10.0 m wide laneway, total roadway (including ditches) width of 
13.6 m) is proposed to occur within this vegetation community. 

6.3.4 Dry – Fresh White Birch Deciduous Forest (FODM3-2) 

This community was observed along the shoreline of the subject property and is characterized by 
deciduous tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Dominant species observed within 
this community included White Birch (Betula papyrifera), and Eastern Cottonwood.  Additional 
species observed included Green Ash, Eastern Red Cedar, Wild Red Raspberry (Rubus idaeus 
ssp. strigosus), and Poison Ivy (Toxicodendron radicans). 

Specific tree species observed immediately adjacent to Adolphus Reach typically included; 
Eastern Cottonwood (several large diameter individuals observed) and Crack Willow (Salix 
fragilis) along the western half of the shoreline, as well as a mixture of White Birch, White Cedar, 
Trembling Aspen, and Green Ash in the eastern half of the shoreline.  

6.3.5 Dry – Fresh Oak – Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM2-4) 

This community was observed along the eastern boundary of the subject property and is 
characterized by deciduous tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Dominant species 
observed within this community included White Oak (Quercus alba), Black Cherry (Prunus 
serotina), and Shagbark Hickory.  Additional species observed included Ironwood (Ostrya 
virginiana), White Baneberry (Actaea pachypoda), Wild Sarsparilla (Aralia nudicaulis), and Green 
Ash. 

6.3.6 Dry – Fresh Sugar Maple – Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM5-9) 

This community was observed along the eastern boundary of the subject property, as well as a 
small portion of the western property boundary.  This community is characterized by deciduous 
tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Dominant species observed within this 
community included Sugar Maple, Shagbark Hickory, and Green Ash.  Additional species 
observed included Ironwood, Prickly Gooseberry (Ribes cynosbati), Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago 
flexicaulis), and Dames Rocket. 

Condominium road construction (10.0 m wide laneway, total roadway (including ditches) width of 
13.6 m) is proposed to occur within this vegetation community. 

6.3.7 Dry – Fresh Sugar Maple – Ironwood Deciduous Forest (FODM5-4) 

This community was observed in the south-east corner of the subject property and is 
characterized by deciduous tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Dominant species 
observed within this community included Sugar Maple and Ironwood.  Additional species observed 
included Herb Robert (Geranium robertianum), Green Ash, Zig-zag Goldenrod, and White Ash 
(Fraxinus americana). 



Environmental Impact Study 
Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 
Prince Edward County 

Ainley Group  Page 14 

6.4 Surface Water Features, Fish and Fish Habitat, and Aquatic SAR 

The subject property is located adjacent to Adolphus Reach, which forms a part of the Bay of 
Quinte within Lake Ontario. 

During a field reviews at the subject property, the Adolphus Reach shoreline was observed to be 
dominated by coarse substrate (gravel, cobble, and boulder) with minimal aquatic vegetation.  
Transects of the nearshore area (within 10 m of the shoreline) were completed by Ainley Group 
to determine the nearshore depth profile.  The transects indicated a consistent profile with water 
depths ranging from  0.8 m to 0.9 m at a distance of 10 m from the shoreline.  This information is 
generally consistent with background data for the area which suggests that adjacent to the subject 
property, the waterbody contains a consistent decline to an ultimate depth of approximately 30 m 
(Anglers Atlas, 2019).  A steeper transition from the subject property to the shoreline was noted 
in the eastern and western limits of the property.  Shoreline erosion was evident in these areas.  
Within the central portion of the subject property a much more gradual transition exists, and no 
notable shoreline erosion was observed.  No aquatic vegetation was observed within the littoral 
zone, which is to be expected based on the exposed nature of the shoreline. 

Adolphus Reach (Lake Ontario) is known fish habitat; however, spawning information specific to 
the area of Adolphus Reach in proximity to the subject property has not been identified by the 
MNRF.  Further, MNRF has applied a no in-water work timing window of October 15th to June 30th, 
in any calendar year for the protection of both spring and fall spawning species (Appendix A).  
Additional fisheries information (pertaining to Adophus Reach) was obtained by Ainley Group from 
the MNRF’s Lake Ontario Management Unit, which identified the following species as being 
captured in the area of the subject property during late summer trap net sampling. 

 Longnose Gar (Lepisosteus osseus), Bowfin (Amia calva), Gizzard Shad (Dorosoma 
cepedianum), Northern Pike (Esox lucius), White Sucker (Catostomus commersonii), 
Common Carp (Cyprinus carpio), Golden Shiner (Notemigonus crysoleucas), Brown 
Bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), Channel Catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), American Eel 
(Anguilla rostrata), White Perch (Morone americana), Rock Bass (Ambloplites rupestris), 
Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), Bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), Largemouth Bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), Black Crappie (Pomoxis nigromaculatus), Yellow Perch (Perca 
flavescens), Walleye (Sanders vitrens), and Freshwater Drum (Aplodinotus grunniens). 

Of the above noted species, Amercian Eel is listed provincially as Endangered.  In conversation 
with a Management Biologist with the MNRF’s Lake Ontario Management Unit (MNRF personal 
comm., 2019) it was noted by MNRF that American Eel are found throughout Lake Ontario.  It 
was also noted that given the presence of the American Eel throughout Lake Ontario, their habitat 
is not considered to be limiting and, therefore there is no significance to any habitat that may be 
present adjacent to the subject property. 

Further to the above, additional SAR species identified by MNRF in their information request 
response (Appendix A) within the immediate (1 km) and / or general (5 km) area of the subject 
property include Eastern Pondmussel (Endangered), Pugnose Shiner (Threatened), and Rainbow 
Mussel (Special Concern). 
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Critical habitat for the Pugnose Shiner in Canada includes shallow heavily vegetated coastal 
wetlands (DFO, 2016).  This species is often found in sheltered ponds, wetlands, stagnant 
channels, and protected bays of larger waterbodies (MNRF, 2016).  Based on the exposed nature 
of the shoreline and dominant substrates (boulders, cobbles, and gravels), this species is not 
anticipated to inhabit the nearshore areas adjacent to the subject property. 

Eastern Pondmussel can be found in ponds, lakes, slow-moving rivers (particularly lower reaches 
of large rivers), and nearshore areas of the lower Great Lakes located in the mud or sand of quiet 
waters (Metcalfe-Smith, et al, 2005). Based on the exposed nature of the shoreline and dominant 
substrates (boulders, cobbles, and gravels), this species is not anticipated to inhabit the nearshore 
areas adjacent to the subject property. 

Rainbow Mussel (Rainbow) is typically found in small streams to rivers located in coarse sand or 
gravel substrate within or adjacent to riffles.  This species may also be found along the edges of 
emergent vegetation in areas of moderate to strong current (Metcalfe-Smith, et al, 2005).  Not 
unlike most other freshwater mussels, Rainbow is believed to be extirpated from Lake Ontario 
and its major connecting channels as a result of invasion by dreissenid mussels such as Zebra 
Mussel and Quagga Mussel (DFO, 2016).  As such, this species is not anticipated to inhabit the 
nearshore areas adjacent to the subject property.   

In an effort to determine the potential for additional aquatic SAR within the study area, information 
regarding potential aquatic SAR was obtained via the MNRF (Appendix A) and DFO (Fisheries 
and Oceans Canada, 2018).  Based on a review of available information, Deepwater Sculpin 
(Myoxocephalus thompsonii; SC) also have the potential to be found within Adolphus Reach in 
the area of the subject property; however, the mapping does not indicate their presence within the 
nearshore areas (areas considered to have the highest potential for impacts from the proposed 
development).  This species is typically found to occupying deep habitats in cold, highly 
oxygenated lakes (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2019).  As such impacts to this species are not 
considered likely as a result of the proposed development.   

Water quality is monitored within the Bay of Quinte (which includes Adolphus Reach), by Quinte 
Conservation as part of the Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan.  Water quality sampling includes 
open water collection and analysis for pH (field) and unfiltered Total Phosphorus.  Total 
Phosphorus (TP) is considered to be one of the main environmental issues within the Bay of 
Quinte.  Water eutrophication (TP is the principal nutrient causing eutrophication) and undesirable 
algae within the Bay of Quinte was previously noted to be in an “impaired” state within the Bay; 
however, is currently under review, with a redesignation process underway (Bay of Quinte 
Remedial Action Plan, 2019).   

The Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan has set a target concentration of 30 µg/L of TP for the 
upper Bay of Quinte for the period of May to October.  Available sample data from 2018 indicates 
a TP concentration within Picton Bay (monitoring point nearest to the subject property) ranging 
from 9 µg/L (May) to 43 µg/L (July), indicating that Picton Harbour did not consistently meet this 
target in 2018.  This is anticipated to contribute to the previously identified “impaired” state.  
Phosphorus is commonly found in items such as detergents, fertilizer, manure, and human waste, 
and may come from sources such as agricultural runoff, septic systems, and industrial discharges.  
Phosphorus inputs associated with sewage are possible as a result of the proposed development 
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as septic sytems will be required.  Nitrate-nitrogen loading is also a consideration with regards to 
septic systems; however it should be noted that with developments consisting of lots which 
average 1 ha – with no lot being smaller than 0.8 ha – it is assumed that attenuative processes 
will be sufficient to reduce the nitrate-nitrogen to an acceptable concentration.  Regardless, 
particular attention should be paid to the infiltration rates of the on-site overburden (coarse 
materials), with septic design in accordance with Guideline D-5-4 Individual On-Site Sewage 
Systems: Water Quality Impact Risk Assessment to meet the recommended targets.  Further, per 
the Ontario Building Code, septic tanks  may not be located closer than 15 m to Adolphus Reach.  
A detailed discussion regarding the design and placement of septic systems for the proposed 
development has been included in stand-alone hydrogeological and terrain analysis reports. 

In addition to the above, in an effort to improve the quality of any runoff from the proposed 
condominium road, enhanced grass swales (side yard swales) and vegetated filter strips are 
proposed between lots 5 and 6, and 7 and 8.  The enhanced grass swales will be graded such 
that the upper portion (in proximity to the road) provides conveyance only (slope greater than 3%) 
and the lower portion provides quality control (slope less than 3%).  The swales will be sodded 
from top of bank to top of bank, and will have a minimum depth of 0.2 m.  The vegetated filter 
strips (i.e. level spreader berm) will be maintained outside of the shoreline buffer (discussed 
below), and will provide an additional level of quality control by slowing the flow of water and 
allowing it to infiltrate prior to running into Adolphus Reach.      

The floodplain elevation (and the associated wave uprush elevation) has been provided by Quinte 
Conservation and is shown on Figure 4.  The identified floodplain elevation is 75.80 m, while the 
wave uprush elevation is 76.20 m (0.4 m above the floodplain).  The mapping shows that the 
floodplain and wave uprush generally follows the shape of the shoreline along the subject 
property.  Where the extent of the hazard is known, Quinte Conservation Policy requires a 
minimum 15 m vegetated setback from the floodplain for any buildings.    

In addition to the identified setback requirements, it is pertinent to review buffer requirements 
associated with the development.  Buffers are defined as transitional corridors of undisturbed, 
permanently vegetated areas of land that reduce the impact of development and site alteration on 
adjacent natural features (CRCA, 2015).  CRCA (2015) also notes that buffer width requirements 
are based on the following factors: 

 The sensitivity and functions of the natural feature to be protected. 

 The functions which the buffer is expected to perform. 

 The setting (i.e. slopes, soils, runoff, etc.). 

 The proposed adjacent land uses and activities. 

Appropriate buffer widths are generally calculated by identifying a base buffer width, and adding 
additional buffer width, as appropriate (based on biophysical considerations and feature sensitivity 
considerations).  Beacon (2012) recommends that the base buffer width for watercourses and 
waterbodies be 10 m from the feature.  The identified vegetated floodplain setback from Quinte 
Conservation (15 m) is considered to represent an appropriate base buffer width for the proposed 
development and provides an additional 5 m beyond the Beacon (2012) recommendation.  As 
noted above, Adolphus Reach has been identified as habitat for both spring and fall spawning fish 
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species (i.e. cold water feature).  The MNRF’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual recommends 
a total buffer width (as measured from the normal high water mark) of 30 m for cold water features 
given their inherent sensitivities (MNRF, 2010).  As an added measure of protection, it is 
recommended that a minimum vegetated buffer of 30 m, as measured from the 100 year flood 
linebe applied at the subject property.  Based on the Beacon (2012) report this would include a 
10 m base buffer and 20 m additional buffer resultant from the sensitive cold water feature.  This 
buffer width is considered appropriate provided the setback is retained as a vegetated buffer.   

Further to the above, a 6 m amenity setback should be applied to the vegetated buffer to ensure 
adequate separation between any dwellings and the buffer and to allow for amenities (i.e a deck) 
to be constructed without impacting the buffer.   

The combined setback and buffer will mitigate against sedimentation of the nearshore areas of 
Adolphus Reach and will maintain cover and shading provided by the existing natural shoreline 
vegetation.  Further, it will protect against any erosion which may also ocurr along the shoreline. 

Although not shown on any of the design drawings, it is anticipated that individual dwellings will 
desire to have some degree of water access (i.e. walkway and dock) from their lot.  To this end, 
it is recommended that any dock systems constructed for the lots be designed in accordance with 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat.  All proposed 
docking systems should be compared against the DFO review requirements to determine if a DFO 
review is required.  Further to the above, it is noted that comments from Quinte Conservation 
Authority indicate that they are unable to support any permanent docking structures within the 
floodplain, suggesting that only cantilever type docking systems would be permitted.  The use of 
cantilever docks is consistent with landowner resource information prepared by the MNRF (2000) 
whereby it is recommended that docking systems such as cantilever or floating that do not disturb 
the lake bed or obstruct water circulation be used.  Radomski et al. (2010) note that one frequent 
cumulative effect of the installation of docks is the resulting reduction in aquatic vegetation around 
the docks.  Areas of dense aquatic vegetation are a frequently used habitat type by juvenile fish 
for cover and protection.  As noted above, the shoreline of Adolphus Reach at the subject property 
is very exposed, was not observed to have any significant quantities of aquatic vegetation.  As 
such, the installation of docks at the proposed lots (if completed) is not anticipated to have a 
significant impact on juvenile fish potentially using the littoral zone.  If installed, it is recommended 
that each lot only have a single dock, and that installation / removal of the docks reflect the 
requirement for no vegetation removal with the 30 m buffer area.The subject property does not 
fall within any Wellhead Protection Areas or Intake Protection Zones.  As such no impacts to such 
features are anticipated as a result of the undertaking.  

Measures to limit impacts to the fish and fish habitat identified above are discussed in Section 
8.0.  

6.5 Birds, Wildlife, and Herpetofaunal Species and Habitat 

Habitat within the subject property includes treed areas, parkland, and open water, allowing for a 
wide variety of birds, wildlife, and herpetofaunal species with potential to occur within the study 
limits. The following sections detail the species formerly reported to occur within the study area, 
as well as those observed during the field investigations completed by Ainley Group in 2018. 
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6.5.1 Bird Species 

Bird species observations were documented within the study area during the field investigations 
(point count surveys) completed on May 31, and June 8 and 14, 2018.  Incidental observations 
during all other site visits were also documented.   

A total of twenty-six (26) bird species were observed (visually or audibly) within the study area.  A 
summary of the species list (common names) is included below: 

American Crow 

American Redstart 

American Robin 

Baltimore Oriole 

Black-capped Chickadee 

Blue Jay 

Caspian Tern 

Chipping Sparrow 

Common Yellowthroat 

Dark-eyed Junco 

Eastern Phoebe 

Eastern Wood-pewee 

Great Crested Flycatcher 

House Wren 

Indigo Bunting 

Mourning Dove 

Northern Cardinal 

Northern Flicker 

Osprey 

Red-eyed Vireo 

Red-tailed Hawk 

Red-winged Blackbird 

Rose-breasted Grosbeak 

Song Sparrow 

Turkey Vulture 

Yellow Warbler 

Species observation data from eBird (nearest location at the Adophustown-Glenora ferry crossing) 
and the OBBA (Region 20, Square 18UP37) indicate the presence of a wide variety of both upland 
and waterfowl species, which is to be expected given the available features at the subject property. 

Additional information to SAR birds with the potential to occur within the study area is provided in 
Section 6.6. 

6.5.2 Wildlife / Herpetofaunal Species 

Observations of wildlife (turtles, amphibians, birds, snakes, mammals) were recorded during the 
field visits on May 28, June 1, 5, 14, 20, and 28, and July 17, 2018.  Wildlife species within the 
study area were documented via direct observation and interpretation of sign (i.e. tracks, scat, 
vocalizations, etc.).  Observations of wildlife species during the environmental investigations by 
Ainley Group in 2018 included; Black (Melanized Grey) Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Red 
Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and Coyote 
(Canis latrans).  In addition, the subject property and adjacent lands are anticipated to provide 
habitat for other typical small mammals of southern Ontario including Snowshoe Hare (Lepus 
americanus), Cottontail Rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), Raccoon (Procyon lotor), and Striped 
Skunk (Mephitis mephitis).  
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Incidental observations of herpetofaunal species that occurred during the field surveys were 
documented.  Herpetofaunal species observed included Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys 
geographica), and Northern Leopard Frog (Lithobates pipiens).  During the field surveys turtle 
nesting sites were observed in the sand materials of the former aggregate pit within close proximity 
to the shoreline.  The majority of the nest sites were observed to have been predated. A single adult 
Northern Map Turtle was observed nesting on June 5, 2018, and a hatchling Northern Map Turtle 
was observed on June 14, 2018.  Given the presence of the Adolphus Reach, additional 
herpetofaunal species are anticipated to be present, and may include Midland Painted Turtle 
(Chrysemys picta marginata), Eastern Gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis), and Green Frog 
(Lithobates clamitans).   

Additional information pertaining to SAR wildlife reported during previous investigations and 
during the field surveys in 2018 is provided in Section 6.6. 

6.6 Significant Natural Heritage Functions / Features 

As part of the EIS, and in accordance with the PPS (MMHA, 2014), natural heritage functions and 
features were reviewed for the subject property including the following: 

 Significant habitat of endangered and threatened species; 

 Significant wetlands; 

 Significant coastal wetlands; 

 Significant woodlands; 

 Significant valleylands; 

 Significant wildlife habitat; and, 

 Significant areas of natural and scientific interest. 

6.6.1 Species at Risk 

To evaluate potential for species at risk on the subject property a site assessment for SAR was 
completed, including request for background information from the MNRF and review of 
background data from other sources (i.e. Reptile and Amphibian Atlas, EBird, and NHIC).  Based 
on the response from MNRF (Appendix A) and background data from other sources, the following 
species have been documented to occur either on the subject property or nearby. 

 Butternut (Juglans cinerea) - Endangered 

 American Eel (Anguilla rostrate) – Endangered 

 Eastern Pondmussel (Ligumia nasuta) – Endangered  

 Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus) – Endangered 

 Blanding’s Turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) – Threatened 

 Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) – Threatened 

 Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) – Threatened 
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 Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) – Threatened 

 Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) – Threatened 

 Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) – Threatened  

 Eastern Whip-poor-will (Antrostomus vociferous) - Threatened 

 Lake Sturgeon (Great Lakes – Upper St. Lawrence River Population) (Acipenser 
fulvescens) – Threatened  

 Pugnose shiner (Notropis anogenus) – Threatened 

 Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) – Special Concern 

 Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) – Special Concern 

 Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens) – Special Concern 

 Monarch (Danaus plexippus) – Special Concern 

 Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) – Special Concern 

 Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) – Special Concern 

 Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) – Special Concern 

 Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) – Special Concern 

 Eastern Musk Turtle (Sternotherus odoratus) – Special Concern 

 Rainbow Mussel (Villosa iris) – Special Concern 

 Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) – Special Concern 

 Olive-sided Flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) – Special Concern  

During the field visits completed by Ainley Group in 2018, three (3) SAR, Butternut, Eastern Wood-
pewee, and Northern Map Turtle were observed on or adjacent to the subject property (see 
Figures 3 and 4 for observation locations).  In addition, as noted in Section 6.5.2, turtle nesting 
sites (associated with Northern Map Turtles) were also observed in the sand materials of the former 
aggregate pit near the shoreline.   

The aquatic SAR (i.e. fish, mussels) listed above have been discussed in Section 6.4.  

As part of the evaluation, habitat requirements of the terrestrial SAR identified with the potential 
to exist were compared against the habitat types present and species observations on the subject 
property.  The results of this assessment are provided in Table 1.  

In regards to the above noted Butternut trees, given the potential for development within 25 m of 
the trees on the subject property, a preliminary Butternut Health Assessment (BHA) was 
completed on July 17, 2018.  The results of these preliminary assessments have not been 
submitted to MECP for review; however, indicate that six (6) of the trees are retainable.  The 
current concept plan for the subject property indicates that all on-site roads will be greater than 
25 m from the identified retainable trees; however, the exact location of private dwellings and 
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driveways is currently unknown.  Should development occur within 25 m of these trees then the 
requirements of O. Reg. 242/08 will need to be adhered to. 

Little Brown Myotis were identified within the background documentation to occur either on the 
subject property or nearby.  Several vegetation communities (mixed and deciduous forest 
communities) on the subject property support this potential.  Given this potential, a review for 
potential maternity colonies was completed by Ainley Group per Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines 
for Wind Power Projects (MNR, 2011).   

Step 1 included a review of the ELC vegetation communities found on the subject property, and 
resulted in the identification of forest types suitable for bat maternity colonies to be present 
(identified as deciduous and mixed forest and swamp within the criteria schedule).  These included 
vegetation communities FOM – Mixed Forest, FODM3-2 – Dry-Fresh White Birch Deciduous 
Forest, FODM2-4 – Dry-Fresh Oak-Hardwood Deciduous Forest, FODM5-9 – Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple – Hardwood Deciduous Forest, FODM5-4 – Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple – Ironwood Deciduous 
Forest (Figure 3).   

Step 2 included a snag density assessment which was completed during the June 5, 2018 site 
visit.  This assessment was used to determine the density of snags with a diameter at breast 
height (DBH) greater than 0.25 m using a random plot analysis.  The results of this assessment 
indicated a snag density (trees >0.25 m DBH) less than 10 snags/hectare.  As such, the subject 
property does not meet the minimum snag density required for maternity colony use. 

In addition to the potential for use by maternity colonies, the above noted forest communities may 
also be used by day roosting bats.  Day roost locations are considered to change frequently (on a 
daily basis) suggesting that bats may use a number of different trees during the summer period.  
Impacts to this species could occur should they be roosting during vegetation removal.  Overall 
impacts to the habitat of SAR bats is not anticipated, as vegetation removal will generally be limited 
(focused on clearing for condominium road – which is partially cleared in its existing state) allowing 
for the majority of appropriate forest communities to remain available for future use.  SAR bats are 
anticipated to have the potential to be present in woody vegetation from April 1 to October 14.  As 
such, it is recommended that any vegetation clearing be completed outside of this timing window. 

Turtle nesting sites were observed in the granular materials associated with the former aggregate 
pit.  Based on observations during field investigations, the nesting species is anticipated to be 
Northern Map Turtles (nesting adult and hatchling observed).  As a special concern species, neither 
Northern Map Turtles nor their habitat are protected under the ESA.  Regardless, mitigation 
measures as specified in Section 8.0 should be applied.  

Species specific surveys for Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-will were completed at th 
subject property as outlined in Section 4.0, and summarized below.   

 Eastern Meadowlark 
o Surveys completed on May 31, and June 8 and 14, 2018 between dawn and 9:00 

am. 
 Eastern Whip-poor-will 

o Surveys completed on May 23 and 28, and June 20 and 28, 2018, a minimum of 
30 minutes after sunset. 
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Neither species was observed on or adjacent the subject lands during these species specific 
surveys.  As such, minimal impacts to Eastern Meadowlark and Eastern Whip-poor-will are 
anticipated as a result of the undertaking.    

The remaining SAR are not anticipated to be impacted by the proposed development and/or are 
listed as Special Concern.  As previously noted, neither Special Concern species nor their habitat 
are afforded protection under the Act. 

Measures to limit impacts to those species identified with the potential to be impacted by the 
development are discussed in Section 8.0.    

6.6.2 Significant Wetlands and Coastal Wetlands 

Per the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF, 2010), a coastal wetland is defined as:  

a) any wetland that is located on one of the Great Lakes or their connecting channels (Lake 
St. Clair, St. Mary’s, St. Clair, Detroit, Niagara and St. Lawrence Rivers); or  

b) any other wetland that is on a tributary to any of the above-specified water bodies and lies, 
either wholly or in part, downstream of a line located 2 kilometres upstream of the 1:100 
year floodline (plus wave run-up) of the large water body to which the tributary is 
connected. 

No Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) or Coastal Wetlands are shown on or adjacent to 
the subject property by MNRF (2019) or on the Prince Edward County Offiical Plan Schedules.    
As such, impacts to significant wetlands or coastal wetlands are not anticipated as a result of the 
undertaking.   

6.6.3 Significant Woodlands 

Significant Woodlands within the region have been proposed by Lower Trent Conservation (2015).  
No Significant Woodlands have been proposed on the subject property, and as such, no impacts 
to Significant Woodlands are anticipated as a result of the undertaking.  

6.6.4 Significant Valleylands or Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) 

No Significant Valleylands or ANSIs have been identified on the subject property by Prince 
Edward County (2011) or MNRF (2019).  As such, no impacts to Significant Valleylands or ANSIs 
are anticipated as a result of the undertaking. 

6.6.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

In accordance with the NHRM (OMNR, 2010), there are four categories of significant wildlife 
habitat including the following: 

 Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitat for wildlife. 

 Habitat of species of conservation concern. 
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 Animal movement corridors. 

 Habitats of seasonal concentrations of animals. 

Criteria for confirmed significant wildlife habitat are provided in Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria 
Schedules For Ecoregion 6E (OMNR, 2015). 

As noted in Section 6.6.1, turtle nesting sites were observed in the granular materials associated 
with the former aggregate pit.  Based on observations during field investigations, the nesting species 
is anticipated to be Northern Map Turtles (nesting adult and hatchling observed).  Per the Significant 
Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules For Ecoregion 6E, in order to identify candidate significant 
wildlife habitat (turtle nesting areas) a site must be adjacent to (i.e. within 100 m) exposed mineral 
soil, or the site must be within a community determined to fall within ELC ecosite code for shallow 
marsh, submerged shallow aquatic, mixed shallow aquatic, floating-leaved shallow aquatic, open 
bog, or open fen.  No such communities were observed on or adjacent to the subject property 
during field reviews completed by Ainley Group.  As such, the subject property is not considered 
to meet the requirements for candidate turtle nesting area significant wildlife habitat.  This 
assessment has been confirmed by MNRF through email correspondence (Appendix A). 

Regardless of the above, given the use of the subject property by nesting turtles effort should be 
considered that will provide suitable habitat for nesting.  The current design concept includes the 
use of level spreader berms which are to be incorporated in the site design to control runoff from 
the condominium road.  These features provide a suitable location for the incorporation of nesting 
habitat (i.e. mineral soil) given their proposed presence along the shoreline.  Mineral soils could 
be placed (to a minimum depth of 30 cm) along the shoreline side to provide a suitable location 
for turtle species looking to nest on the subject property.      

As noted in Section 6.6.1, a review for potential maternity colonies was completed by Ainley Group 
per Bats and Bat Habitats: Guidelines for Wind Power Projects (MNR, 2011), as a result of the 
forest communities identified on the subject property.  The results of this assessment indicated a 
snag density (trees >0.25 m DBH) less than 10 snags/hectare.  As such, the subject property does 
not meet the minimum snag density required for candidate significant wildlife habitat, and no 
further study pertaining to maternity colonies on the subject property is considered required at this 
time. 

It is noted that a mixed wader nesting colony was identified within the background data from NHIC; 
however, the specific location of the mixed wader nesting colony is not apparent based on the 
background data (i.e. colony is identified within a 3 km x 3 km area centred over the subject lands).   

This colony is typically considered Significant Wildlife Habitat and is associated with the criteria 
for Colonially Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat (Trees/Shrubs).  Habitat for a mixed wader nesting 
colony typically includes nests in live or dead standing trees in wetland, lakes, islands, and 
peninsulas, with most nests found in trees 11 to 15 m from the ground and near the top of the 
tree.  Defining criteria for confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat includes the presence of five (5) 
or more active nests of Great Blue Heron, Black-crowned Night-heron, Great Egret, or Green 
Heron.  No active nests were observed on or adjacent to the subject property, and as such, the 
mixed wader nesting colony is not interpreted to be in proximity to the development or will be 
impacted as a result of the undertaking.   
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No other Seasonal Concentration Areas, Rare Vegetation Communities, Specialized Habitat for 
Wildlife, Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern, or Animal Movement Corridors were 
identified during field surveys within the study area. 

6.6.6 Areas of Steep Slope 

Consistent with ‘Schedule B’ of the Prince Edward County Official Plan, an escarpment feature 
was observed across much of the north and east sides of the subject property.  This feature was 
disturbed historically, during the construction of an access road which extends from County Road 
7 to the location of the former aggregate pit.  The proposed development concept incorporates 
the use of this access road as a communal road providing access to the lots proposed for housing.  
No further rock removal of the escarpment is anticipated.  Photos of the escarpment are included 
in Appendix B.   

As noted in Section 5.2.1, per the Prince Edward County Official Plan  

 Where development on or adjacent to an escarpment is proposed, the submission of an 
Environmental Evaluation from the proponent may be required by the County or concerned 
government agency.  This would include any buildings or structures closer than 30 m of 
the top or toe of bank of any identified escarpment (as described in Section 5.2.2). 

 An Environmental Evaluation shall analyze the specific limitation to and impacts of 
development of the subject lands as a result of the existence of the escarpment on the 
property.  Reports will be tailored to each situation; however, should generally address the 
following: 

o Sewage disposal facilities / soil depth; 

o Landscaping; 

o Water supply; 

o Building envelopes; 

o Erosion control; 

o Effects on fish and wildlife habitat; and, 

o Surface drainage (quantity and quality of water). 

 The Environmental Evaluation shall detail the manner in which the development may be 
accommodated, if feasible, and shall include a detail lot grading plan consisting of a survey 
of the property identifying with contour intervals and the top of bank indicated; slope and 
depth of overburden; drainage course characteristics; forested areas; and the proposed 
buildable area and on-site services. 

Should the developer wish to develop within the 30 m setback then it is recommended that an 
Environmental Evaluation / Slope Stability Study be completed for the subject property.  The exact 
location of the erosion prone area boundary and any associated setback requirements would be 
determined through this study. 
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General mitigation measures which should be incorporated into any slope design are included in 
Section 8.0.  

7.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  

The development concept at present time is proposed to include eight (8) freehold single detached 
lots ranging from 0.89 ha to 1.70 ha.  All lots will be accessed via a condominium road which will 
incorporate an exising entrance and access road used in the former aggregate operations on the 
subject property.  In addition to the above, two (2) common element lots (1.21 ha and 2.64 ha) 
will be present in the southern half of the subject property (in the area of the escarpment).   

Typical construction aspects of the proposed development are likely to include installation of lot 
entrances, excavation for the buildings and road footprints, and removal/clearing of vegetation for 
construction purposes.   

Recommended set-backs and environmental constraints are shown on Figure 4.  

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section of the report describes the potential impacts on the natural heritage environment 
associated with the proposed development. It also outlines proposed mitigation measures, in 
consideration of standard development practices, in order to minimize or prevent negative impacts 
from the undertaking.  Setbacks identified are shown on Figure 4.  A site plan for the proposed 
development is included in Appendix E. 

8.1.1 Erosion and Sediment Control 

Potential Impacts 

Entrance and road construction, footprint excavation, and site grading activities, may result in the 
release of sediment into the adjacent natural features.  In addition, exposed soils and/or stockpiles 
of excess material (such as earth, rock) can result in sediment transport to these areas during rain 
events.   

Mitigation 

In order to mitigate the transport of sediment during construction and post-development, 
environmental protection measures should be incorporated into the construction process.  To 
ensure protection of the surrounding natural environment the following should be undertaken 
during development: 

 Prior to construction, all erosion and control measures proposed for the site should be 
identified in an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan.  The finalized plan is to be relayed to 
the contractor with all requirements communicated.  

 Contractor shall prepare and provide a spill response measures and contingency plan, to 
be reviewed and approved by the Contract Administrator. 

 All construction activities including maintenance procedures will be controlled to prevent 
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entry of deleterious substances into the natural environment.  Vehicular maintenance and 
refueling will be conducted at least 30m from waterways. 

 During construction and grading activities, silt fence or other suitable erosion and sediment 
controls should be placed along the downgradient boundary of the construction zone to 
reduce the potential for sedimentation.  Consideration should be given to applying multiple 
layers of silt fence or other erosion control barriers (i.e. straw bales, coir fibre logs) in areas 
of steep slope.  The erosion control barrier should remain in place until the grading area 
becomes sufficiently vegetated to limit erosion and sedimentation potential.  Once the site 
is stabilized, the erosion control barriers can be removed. 

 Exposed soils associated with grading areas should be minimized to the extent possible. 

 Any exposed steep slope areas should be stabilized with vegetation and / or erosion 
control blankets / commercial seed mats to limit the potential sediment transport via 
overland flow. 

 Exposed areas of the site should be stabilized prior to winter shutdown each year (if 
applicable). 

 Prior to the commencement of construction activities all erosion and sediment control 
measures are to be inspected and certified by a qualified third-party inspector. 

 The Contract Administrator (CA) should complete inspections of the erosion control 
features at regular intervals during construction, and at an increased frequency wherever 
there is the high potential for sedimentation (i.e. heavy rain events).  Any deficiencies 
identified by the CA are to be immediately corrected by the Contractor. 

 Daily inspection of the erosion control features by the Contractor. 

 A minimum of 200 m of stand-by prefabricated silt fence barrier (in addition to those 
controls identified above) is to be maintained onsite prior to commencement of grading 
operations and throughout the duration of construction. 

 Run-off from construction materials and any stockpiles shall be contained and discharged 
so as to prevent entry of sediment to the adjacent environment. 

 Development should respect a 30 m setback from the top and toe of slope of the 
escarpment feature on the subject property.  If this cannot be accommodated then a slope 
stability study should be completed to determine the allowable setback for the feature. 

 Development should respect a 30 m permanent vegetative buffer from the 100 year flood 
line of Adolphus Reach.   

8.1.2 Surface Water Contamination and Debris Accumulation 

Potential Impacts 

During construction activities, including excavation, site grading, servicing, and road construction, 
the potential for accidental fuel or lubricant spillage, debris accumulation, and subsequent 
contamination to surface water is increased. 
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Dwellings to be constructed on the proposed lots will require the installation of septic systems for 
sewage disposal, resulting in the increased potential of nutrient loading to adjacent surface water 
features. 

Site occupany also has the potential to increase debris / waste accumulation on the property. 

Mitigation 

To prevent the contamination of any surface water features (i.e. Adolphus Reach) within and 
adjacent to the project area during construction, precautions should be taken to avoid accidental 
spillage or discharge of chemical contaminants (e.g., gasoline, oils and lubricants). These 
precautions require refueling to be carried out a minimum of 30 m from surface water features in 
a controlled manner so as to prevent fuel spillage.  In addition, all machinery should be kept out 
of the setbacks noted above, and an emergency spill response kit should be on site at all times.  
The Contractor will be required to prepare a Spill Response and Contingency Plan.  In the event 
that a spill occurs, proper containment, clean up and reporting, in accordance with provincial 
requirements, should be undertaken. 

The Contractor will be required to take all necessary precautions to prevent the accumulation of 
litter and construction debris in any natural areas within and outside of the construction grading 
limits.  All materials used or generated (e.g. organics, soils, debris, stockpiles) should be disposed 
of or stored in a manner that mitigates their entry to Adolphus Reach. 

Per the Ontario Building Code, septic tanks may not be located closer than 15 m to Adolphus 
Reach. 

Bylaws within the Municipality of Prince Edward County related to the accumulation of debris / 
waste on properties are anticipated to minimize the deposition of such materials on the property. 

8.1.3 Vegetation 

Potential Impacts 

Construction activities including excavation, grading, servicing, and road construction will result in 
the removal of vegetation for the proposed buildings and associated roads. 

Mitigation 

Vegetation removal is expected during construction; however, measures should be taken to limit 
vegetation removal to the extent possible, in an effort to maintain the ecological integrity of the 
landscape.  Through limiting vegetation removal to the extent possible, no planting 
recommendations are anticipated to be warranted. 

There are no known Municipal restrictions (by-laws) with respect to tree-cutting within Prince 
Edward County. 

As part of tree removal during construction, appropriate tree felling and grubbing procedures 
should be utilized in order to minimize impacts on surrounding vegetation. 
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A minimum vegetated buffer of 30 m, as measured from the 100 year flood line, is recommended 
for the subject property.  .  In addition, a further 6 m amenity setback should be maintained 
between the vegetated buffer and any building footprints.  It is recommended that a review of 
measures to protect the vegetated buffer and amenity setback be completed.  Protection 
measures may include making the buffer and amenity setback public lands, placement of a 
Conservation Easement over them, or applying other appropriate planning tools to prevent against 
a later progressive depreciation in their values as a result of the actions of individual property 
owners. 

Migratory breeding birds are protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994.  Under 
this act it is unlawful to kill or destroy migratory breeding birds or active nests.  To avoid impacts 
to migratory birds, vegetation removal (as necessary) during development of the subject property 
should be avoided between early April and late August (migratory bird breeding and nesting 
period; Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018).  If works are required within this timing 
window, then the area should be cleared of nests by a qualified biologist prior to the activity being 
undertaken. 

A discussion of mitigation associated with SAR is provided in Section 8.1.6. 

8.1.4 Wildlife and Bird Migration 

Potential Impacts 

Potential impacts to wildlife and bird migration are anticipated to predominantly be associated with 
footprint clearing, excavation, and grading activities, and are expected to generally be temporary 
in nature.  It is anticipated that wildlife movement on the subject lands is generally east-west and 
is likely already focused within the wooded areas which exist, and will remain, adjacent to the 
escarpment feature. 

The area of the former aggregate pit was observed to be used for nesting purposes by turtle 
species (including special concern SAR).  Construction activities may interrupt nesting activities, 
and / or may disrupt turtle nests. 

Mitigation:   

To limit potential impacts, care should be taken during construction to avoid incidental contact 
with wildlife. 

Mitigation measures to limit impacts to turtle species utilizing the subject property are included in 
Section 8.1.6. 

8.1.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Potential Impacts 

No areas of significant wildlife habitat were confirmed on the subject property through the 
completion of the scoped field investigations.  As such, no impacts to significant wildlife habitat 
are anticipated and no mitigation measures are proposed. 
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8.1.6 Species At Risk (SAR) 

Potential Impacts 

As discussed in Section 6.6.1 and Table 1, there is the potential for impacts to the following SAR: 

 Butternut (Juglans cinerea) – Endangered 

 Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus) - Endangered 

 Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) - Special Concern 

 Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) – Special Concern 

With respect to the Special Concern species identified above, neither individuals nor their habitat 
are afforded protection under the ESA. 

The above noted Endangered species may be impacted as a result of vegetation clearing on the 
subject property for site grading, excavation, servicing, and road construction.  This clearing has 
the potential to impact individuals that may be present on the subject lands.   

Mitigation 

Mitigation measures for protection of SAR are required, and should include the following:  

 Where possible, development should respect a 25 m setback from any of the butternut 
trees identified as retainable under the preliminary BHA (Figure 4).  Any development that 
may impact the identified retainable Butternut trees (i.e. fall within 25 m) should be 
completed in accordance with Section 23.7 of O. Reg. 242/08.  This would include, but not 
be limited to, registration of the activities with the MNRF and the completion of 
compensation plantings. 

 The removal of woody vegetation should be avoided between April 1 and October 14 to 
reduce the likelihood to harming day roosting SAR bats. 

 The turtle nesting season is identified as May 15th to September 30th. If works are to occur 
during the nesting season along the shoreline, in particular along the former aggregate pit 
area where nesting was observed, exclusionary silt fencing should be installed (prior to 
May 15th) and maintained throughout construction. 

 Stockpiled earth / granular materials in proximity to the shoreline should be covered with 
geotextile, or be placed behind an exclusionary barrier, between May 15th and June 30th 
to prevent turtle nesting. 

 Level spreader berms which are to be incorporated in the site design to control runoff from 
the condominium road should include nesting habitat (i.e. mineral soil) along their 
shoreline side to provide a suitable location for turtle species looking to nest on the subject 
property.  Mineral soils should be placed (to a minimum depth of 30 cm) along the shoreline 
side to provide a suitable location for turtle species looking to nest on the subject property. 
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 The construction contractor should be familiar with the SAR noted in this report.  If SAR 
are identified during construction, all works in the immediate area should cease and the 
MECP must be contacted for direction on how to proceed. 

 Harassment to SAR should not occur during construction activities. 

8.1.7 Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

Potential Impacts 

No rare vegetation communities were identified by the MNRF or NHIC within the study limits, nor 
were any identified during field investigation for ELC.  

The identified 100 year flood elevation (plus wave up-rush) for Adolphus Reach, and the 
associated buffer are considered to be generally sensitive areas within the boundary of the subject 
property. 

The identified steep slope (escarpment) area is also considered to be generally sensitive within 
the boundary of the subject property.   

Mitigation measures as outlined in Sections 8.1.1 and 8.1.3 are anticipated to limit impacts to 
these features.  It should also be noted that works including site grading, excavation, servicing, 
and road construction will be completed outside of these features, thereby limiting the potential 
for impacts.  

There are no Provincially Significant Wetlands or ANSIs at or immediately adjacent to the 
proposed development area. 

8.1.8 Fisheries, Associated Habitat, and In-Water Works 

Potential Impacts 

In-water work is generally considered to include any work or undertakings in and around water.  
For the purposes of this EIS, in-water work includes any work or undertakings within the waters 
or 100 year floodplain elevation of Adolphus Reach.  With the exception of the anticipated water 
access (i.e. docks) for individual lots, no in-water work is anticipated to be required for the 
proposed development. As such, potential impacts to fish and fish habitat associated with the 
proposed development are predominantly associated with erosion and sedimentation as all 
remaining work will be completed outside of the waters or 100 year floodplain elevation of 
Adolphus Reach. 

In regards to the anticipated shoreline features, potential impacts which could result include: 

 Impacts to fish spawning habitat. 

 Loss of shoreline and/or aquatic vegetation; however, it should be noted that minimal 
aquatic vegetation was observed within the littoral zone along the subject property. 

 Erosion and sedimentation. 
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Mitigation 

 Mitigation measures identified within Section 8.1.1 – Erosion and Sediment Control and 
Section 8.1.2 – Surface Water Contamination and Debris Accumulation are 
interpreted to provide mitigation for Fisheries, Associated Habitat, and In-Water Works as 
well. 

 Prior to any development (construction and site grading) within 60 m of Adolphus Reach, 
an application for a development permit is required to be submitted to Quinte Conservation 
Authority. 

 Any in-water work associated with the development should respect the identified timing 
window for no in-water work (October 15th to June 30th), and any additional requirements 
of site specific approvals from DFO.   

 Any areas of existing aquatic vegetation and / or existing cover features (i.e. logs, woody 
debris) should be maintained to the extent possible to provide for fish habitat and habitat 
of terrestrial species (i.e. turtles) which may utilize these features. 

 Prior to any dock construction, the proposed design should be reviewed in accordance 
with the DFO project review assessment steps.  In order to minimize the potential for any 
impacts to fish and fish habitat, it is recommended that dock design be completed such 
that a DFO review is not required.  However, should design not meet these requirements 
then a detailed fisheries assessment should be completed to determine potential impacts 
to fish and fish habitat.  The results of the fisheries assessment should be submitted to 
DFO through the completion of Request for Review Forms. 

 It is noted that comments from Quinte Conservation Authority indicate that they are unable 
to support any permanent docking structures within the floodplain, suggesting that only 
cantilever type docking systems would be permitted.  If installed, it is recommended that 
each lot only have a single dock.  

 To limit the potential impacts caused by the proposed development, and to avoid causing 
the death of fish or harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction of fish habitat, the best 
management practices as identified by DFO’s Measures to Protect Fish and Fish Habitat 
should also be implemented as warranted (DFO, 2019) which may include the following 
general mitigation and protection principles: 

o Prevent the death of fish 

o Maintain riparian vegetation 

o Carry out works, undertakings, and activities on land 

o Ensure proper sediment control 

o Prevent entry of deleterious substances in water 
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9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1 Conclusions 

Based on the review of the background information, consultation with regulatory authorities, and 
the field visits completed in 2018 and 2019, the following conclusions have been made. The 
proposed development may impact natural heritage features, specifically: 

 An escarpment feature is present along the south edge of the subject property. 

 A portion of the subject property was formerly used as an aggregate pit.  An existing access 
road to this portion of the subject property remains. 

 Development on the subject property is proposed to include eight (8) freehold single 
detached lots ranging from 0.89 ha to 1.70 ha.  All lots will be accessed via a condominium 
road which will incorporate an exising entrance and access road used in the former 
aggregate operations on the subject property.  In addition to the above, two (2) common 
element lots (1.21 ha and 2.64 ha) will be present in the southern half of the subject 
property (in the area of the escarpment).  

 Eighteen Butternut trees have been identified on the subject property, and a preliminary 
Butternut Health Assessment indicates that six (6) of these trees are retainable.   

 Development may occur in areas of observed turtle nesting (Special Concern SAR turtles). 

 Development is anticipated to require vegetation removal and site grading. 

The proposed development is not anticipated to have any impacts on other natural heritage 
features.  Further, the proposed development is anticipated to meet the requirements of the PPS, 
specifically: 

 No development within the significant habitat of endangered or threatened species.  

 No development within significant wetlands.  

 No development within significant coastal wetlands. 

 No development within significant woodlands.  

 No development within significant valley lands. 

 No development within significant wildlife habitat, and 

 No development within significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI). 

9.2 Recommendations 

As a result of the aforementioned conclusions, the following recommendations are made: 

 To minimize the potential for impacts associated with erosion, sedimentation, and the 
deposition of other deleterious materials, mitigation measures as outlined in Sections 
8.1.1 and 8.1.2 should be employed. 

 Where possible, development should respect a 25 m setback from any of the butternut 
trees identified as retainable under the preliminary BHA (Figure 4).  Any development that 
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may impact the identified retainable Butternut trees (i.e. fall within 25 m) should be 
completed in accordance with Section 23.7 of O. Reg. 242/08.  This would include, but not 
be limited to, registration of the activities with the MNRF and the completion of 
compensation plantings. 

 Level spreader berms which are to be incorporated in the site design to control runoff from 
the condominium road should include nesting habitat (i.e. fine sand similar to observed 
native sands on subject property) along their shoreline side to provide a suitable location 
for turtle species looking to nest on the subject property. 

 Mitigation measures (i.e. exclusionary silt fence) should be employed as described in 
Section 8.1.6 for the protection of SAR turtles which may be found on / adjacent to the 
subject property. 

 Setback requirements associated with the escarpment on the subject property are to be in 
accordance with zoning bylaws.  If a reduced setback (i.e. less than 30 m) is desired then 
a Slope Stability Study should be completed to determine setback requirements. 

 Vegetation removal on the subject property should respect the migratory breeding bird 
timing window (early April to late August) and SAR bat timing window (April 1 and October 
14). 

 A minimum vegetated buffer (30 m) should be kept adjacent to Adolphus Reach.  Further, 
the final vegetated buffer width should be 30 m from the 100 year flood line.  In addition, 
a further 6 m amenity setback should be maintained between the vegetated buffer and any 
building footprints.    It is recommended that a review of measures to protect the vegetated 
buffer and amenity setback be completed.  Protection measures may include making the 
buffer and amenity setback public lands, placement of a Conservation Easement over 
them, or applying other appropriate planning tools to prevent against a later progressive 
depreciation in their values as a result of the actions of individual property owners. 

10.0 CLOSURE 

Ainley Group has prepared this Environmental Impact Study per the terms of reference in an effort 
to describe the proposed Cressy Bayside Estates development, summarize potential impacts due 
to the undertaking, and identify mitigation measures and monitoring commitments to limit potential 
impacts, and to identify any future studies required. 
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Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 - EIS

Table 1 - Species at Risk Summary (Terrestrial)

18538-1

Butternut Juglans cinerea S2? END END
Found alone or in small groups, in 

mixed hardwood stands or along fence 

lines or open fields / agricultural areas.

Moderate to High

Eighteen (18) individuals were observed on / 

adjacent the subject property.  Preliminary 

Butternut Health Assessment indicates that six 

(6) of these individuals may be retainable.  A 

confirmatory Butternut Health Assessment 

should be completed and submitted to MECP 

for approval.  Setback requirements of 25 m 

will limit impacts to these individuals.  If 

setback requirements cannot be met then an 

exemption under the ESA  should be explored.

Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus S3 END END
These bats are typically found roosting 

in attics, abandoned buildings and 

barns.

Minimal to Moderate

Habitat suitable for bat species (mixed and 

deciduous forest) observed on the subject 

property.  Day roosting bats may be impacted 

during vegetation removal if it occurs during 

summer season.  Vegetation clearing should 

be completed outside of bat timing window 

(April 1 to October 14).

Blanding's Turtle Emydoidea blandingii S3 THR THR

Shallow water marshes, bogs, ponds or 

swamps, or coves in larger lakes with 

soft muddy bottoms and aquatic 

vegetation; basks on logs, stumps, or 

banks; surrounding natural habitat is 

important in summer as they frequently 

move from aquatic habitat to terrestrial 

habitats; hibernates in bogs.

Minimal

Habitat requirements of species not found on / 

adjacent the subject property.  No wetland 

features.  Adolphus Reach considered deep 

water with minimal aquatic vegetation, and not 

interpreted to support Blanding's Turtles.

Bank Swallow Riparia riparia S4B THR THR

Found in burrows in natural and man-

made setting within vertical faces of silt 

and sand deposits.

Minimal

No observations of species during migratory 

breeding bird surveys.  No observations of 

burrows within areas of former aggregate pit 

which may be considered suitable habitat.

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica S4B THR THR

Farmlands or rural areas; cliffs, caves, 

rock niches; buildings or other man-

made structures for nesting; open 

country near body of water.

Minimal

No observations of species during migratory 

breeding bird surveys.  No suitable nesting 

structures observed on subject property during 

field investigations.

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus S4B THR THR

Dense grasses or hayfields south of the 

boreal forest of Ontario, where they 

build their small nests on the ground. 

Feed off insects that are found in these 

grassy environments.

Minimal

Habitat appears suitable; however, breeding 

bird surveys were completed consistent with 

MNRF survey methodologies for Bobolink and 

no observations of the species were recorded 

during field surveys in 2018.

Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna S4B THR THR

Moderately tall grasslands, pastures, 

hayfields, alfalfa fields, weedy borders 

of croplands, orchards, airports, 

roadsides, shrubby overgrown fields 

and any other open areas present. 

Commonly seen sitting on small trees, 

fence posts or shrubs.

Minimal

Habitat appears suitable; however, breeding 

bird surveys were completed consistent with 

MNRF survey methodologies for Eastern 

Meadowlark and no observations of the species 

were recorded on the subject property during 

field surveys in 2018.  

Chimney Swift Chordeiles minor S5B THR THR

Commonly found in urban areas near 

buildings; nests in hollow trees, 

crevices of rock cliffs, chiimneys; highly 

gregarious; feeds over open water.

Minimal

Minimal impact potential given the lack of 

urbanization, and limited nesting sites.  

Further, there were no observations of 

Chimney Swift during point counts completed 

on the subject property by Ainley Group in 

2018.

Eastern Whip-poor-

will
Antrostomus vociferus S4B THR THR

Typically found in locations with a mix 

of open and forest areas including 

savannahs, open woodlands, or 

clearings within mature forests (mixed, 

coniferous, or deciduous).

Minimal

Habitat of species may exist on subject 

property; however, species specific surveys did 

not identify any individuals on or adjacent to 

the subject property.

Common Name S Rank SARASpecies Name Rationale / Potential ImpactsSARO Habitat Requirements
Potential for Species

to be Present / Impacted
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Table 1 - Species at Risk Summary (Terrestrial)

18538-1

Common Name S Rank SARASpecies Name Rationale / Potential ImpactsSARO Habitat Requirements
Potential for Species

to be Present / Impacted

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina S4B THR SC

Found in mature deciduous and mixed 

forest.  Limited to moist stands with 

well-developed undergrowth and tall 

trees.

Minimal

Minimal development in mature forest 

communities.  No observations of Wood 

Thrush during breeding bird surveys completed 

in 2018.

Eastern Wood-

Pewee
Contopus virens S4B SC SC

Found in the mid-canopy layer of forest 

clearings and edges of deciduous and 

mixed forest.  Most abundant in mature 

forest stands with little understory.

Minimal

Species observed along edge of former 

aggregate pit during migratory breeding bird 

surveys.  Minimal development in mature forest 

communities and forest edge habitat 

anticiapted to remain upon completion of 

development.

Red-headed 

Woodpecker

Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus

S4B THR SC

Usually found in open wooded areas 

and woodland edges with numerous 

dead trees which the birds use for 

nesting and as a food source.

Minimal

Limited dead trees found in open areas.  No 

observations of Red-headed Woodpecker 

during breeding bird surveys completed in 

2018.

Monarch Danaus plexippus S2N,S4B SC SC

The Monarch utilizes three (3) different 

habitat types over the course of its 

lifecycle including the following:

• Open meadows and field where 

milkweed plants are prevalent 

(Caterpillar life cycle stage).

• Diverse habitat with abundant 

wildflowers (Adult life cycle stage).

• Oyamel Fir Forests of Central Mexico 

(Adult life cycle stage during 

overwintering).

Minimal

Species was not observed on subject property 

during field surveys by Ainley Group in 2018.  

Food source (Milkweed) not considered 

prevalent within open areas on the subject 

property.  Species considered to be transient.

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus S2N S4B Not at Risk SC

Nest in a variety of habitats and forest 

types, almost always near a major lake 

or river where they do most of their 

hunting.  They usually nest in large 

trees such as pine and poplar. During 

the winter, Bald Eagles sometimes 

congregate near open water such as 

the St. Lawrence River, or in places 

with a high deer population where 

carcasses might be found.

Minimal

No observations of species during site visits.  

No nests observed on subject property, or 

known to occur within Prince Edward County.

Northern Map Turtle Graptemys geographica S4 SC  SC

Large bodies of water with soft 

bottoms, and aquatic vegetation; basks 

on logs or rocks or on beaches and 

grassy edges, will bask in groups; uses 

soft soil or clean dry sand for nest sites; 

may nest at some distances from 

water; home range size is larger for 

females (about 70 ha) than males 

(about 30 ha) and includes hibernation, 

basking, nesting, and feeding areas; 

aquatic corridors (e.g. streams) are 

required for movement; not readily 

observed.

High

Nesting adult Northern Map Turtle and 

hatchling of species observed on the subject 

property during field investigations by Ainley 

Group.  Multiple nest sites observed in area of 

former aggregate pit.  Development of subject 

property may deter use of site for nesting.

Eastern Musk Turtle Sternotherus odoratus S3 SC SC

Aquatic, except when laying eggs; 

shallow slow moving water of lakes, 

streams, marshes and ponds; hibernate 

in underwater mud, in banks or in 

muskrat lodges; eggs are laid in debris 

or under stumps or fallen logs at waters 

edge; often share nest sites; sometimes 

congregate at hibernation sites; not 

readily observed.

Minimal

Habitat requirements of species not found on 

the subject property.  No wetlands observed 

and shoreline exposed to heavy wind and wave 

action.

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus S3B Not at Risk SC

Commonly found nesting on tall cliff 

ledges in close proximity to large 

bodies of water, but have also been 

known to nest on the ledges of tall 

buildings in urban environments.

Minimal

Habitat of species not found on subject 

property - no tall cliff ledges observed.  No 

observations of Peregrine Falcon during point 

counts at subject property.

Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus savannarum S4B No Status SC

The Grasshopper Sparrow is a 

grassland bird species known to nest in 

hayfields, pastures, alvars, prairies, and 

occasionally grain crops.  The species 

will create a well-hidden cup shaped 

nest woven from grasses

Minimal

Habitat appears suitable; however, breeding 

bird surveys were completed consistent with 

MNRF survey methodologies for grassland bird 

species and no observations of the species 

were recorded during field surveys in 2018.
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Common Name S Rank SARASpecies Name Rationale / Potential ImpactsSARO Habitat Requirements
Potential for Species

to be Present / Impacted

Olive-sided 

Flycatcher
Contopus cooperi S4B THR SC

'Typically found along natural forest 

edges and openings within mixed or 

coniferous forests adjacent to streams 

or wetlands.  May also be found in 

forests that have been logged or 

burned.

Minimal

Habitat may be suitable (forest edges 

available); however, no observations of species 

during field investigations by Ainley Group.

Snapping Turtle Cehlydra serpentina S3 SC SC

Permanent, semi-permanent fresh 

water; marshes, swamps or bogs; 

rivers and streams with soft muddy 

banks or bottoms; often uses soft soil 

or clean dry sand on south-facing 

slopes for nest sites; may nest at some 

distance from water; often hibernate 

together in groups in mud under water; 

home range size ~28ha. 

Minimal to Moderate

Limited habitat anticipated to exist on the 

subject property in the adjacent Adolphus 

Reach.  Substrate of Adolphus Reach not 

interpreted to be suitable; however, may be 

nesting potential on subject property.

1.  List of Species at Risk determined though information provided by the MNRF and Natural Heritage Information Centre and Site Observations by Ainley Group. 

2.  Ministry of Natural Resources.  2000.  Significant Wildlife Habitat Guide - Appendix G.
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David Davison

From: Warren, Catherine (MNRF) <Catherine.Warren@ontario.ca>
Sent: December-10-19 2:56 PM
To: David Davison
Subject: RE: 18538-1 - Discussion Regarding Significant Wildlife Habitat - Turtle Nesting Areas

Hello Dave, 
 
Yes your points below represent what we discussed earlier today. 
 
All the best, 
Catherine 
 

From: David Davison <davison@ainleygroup.com>  
Sent: December 10, 2019 1:26 PM 
To: Warren, Catherine (MNRF) <Catherine.Warren@ontario.ca> 
Cc: 'Scott Reynolds' <reynolds@ainleygroup.com> 
Subject: 18538‐1 ‐ Discussion Regarding Significant Wildlife Habitat ‐ Turtle Nesting Areas 
 

CAUTION ‐‐ EXTERNAL E‐MAIL ‐ Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender. 
Hi Catherine, 
 
Thanks very much for the phone conversation this morning regarding the potential for significant wildlife habitat (turtle 
nesting) at one of our Prince Edward County project sites.  We certainly appreciate the timely response on this project. 
 
I just wanted to follow up with my understanding of our discussion. 
 

 Municipalities are the approval authority for significant wildlife habitat. 

 In determining if significant wildlife habitat is present on a site, as consultants we should: 
o First – determine whether or not the site meets the requirements for candidate significant wildlife habitat 

by looking at ELC ecosite codes, habitat criteria, and information sources 
o Second – if the site meets the criteria for candidate significant wildlife habitat, confirm whether or not 

significant wildlife habitat exists on the subject property through a review of the defining criteria 

 Our EIS should provide justification why there is or is not significant wildlife habitat, and it is up to the Municipality 
(and/or their reviewer) to agree or disagree. 

 
Further to our discussion, and based on our field reviews, our project site does not meet the requirements for candidate 
significant wildlife habitat as the exposed mineral soil at our project site is not adjacent (<100 m) or within the ELC ecosite 
codes listed for Turtle Nesting Areas in the Ecoregion 6E Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedule. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns with the above understanding. 
 
Thanks, 
Dave 
 
David Davison, B.Sc. (Env) 

Environmental Planner 

 
Ainley Graham & Associates Limited 
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139 Front Street, Unit 100 
Belleville, Ontario, K8N 2Y6 
Tel:  (613) 966-4243 ext. 109 
Fax: (613) 966-1168 
Cell: (613) 242-0283 
davison@ainleygroup.com 

CAUTION: The information contained in and/or attached to this transmission is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any copying, distribution or 
use by others, without the express written consent of the Ainley Group, is strictly prohibited. The recipient is responsible for confirming the accuracy and 
completeness of the information with the originator. Please advise the sender if you believe this message has been received by you in error.  

 

 

No virus found in this message. 
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com 
Version: 2016.0.8048 / Virus Database: 4793/15886 - Release Date: 08/14/18 
Internal Virus Database is out of date. 
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David Davison

From: Penyk, Henry (MNRF) <Henry.Penyk@ontario.ca>
Sent: July-16-18 3:44 PM
To: David Praskey 
Subject: RE: Information Request package for 1041 County Road 7 in Prince Edward County 

(18-MARY-PEC-INF-2734)
Attachments: Fish Species for Lake Ontario and Bay of Quinte.doc; Fish Table -  1041 County Road 7 

- PEC.DOC

Hello David, 
 
MNRF Peterborough District has received your e-mail (dated 18/06/2018) regarding the Environmental 
Assessment for the proposed development of 1041 Country road 7 with respect to the project area located in 
the Lot 64 and 64, Concession Front of Bay of Quinte (Marysburgh), Prince Edward County. We provide the 
following general information for your consideration: 
 
General: MNRF Data and Information 
MNRF’s natural heritage and natural resources GIS data layers (including wetlands, ANSIs, and species at 
risk observations) can be obtained through the Ministry’s Land Information Ontario (LIO) website. You may 
also view natural heritage information online (e.g. Provincially Significant Wetlands, ANSIs, woodlands, 
species at risk 1 km screening squares) using the Natural Heritage Make a Map tool. To determine which 
species are protected under the Endangered Species Act, please refer to the Species at Risk in Ontario List. 
 
We recommend that you use the above-noted sources of information during review of your project proposal. 
 
MNRF may provide additional information and technical advice if details of the proposed location(s) and 
design(s) of the proposed works are circulated to our office. 
 
Fisheries  
No in-water work is permitted from October 15th-June 30th, fish species list and the completed table are 
attached.  
 
Please contact Department of Fisheries and Oceans and/or the local Conservation Authority for any approvals 
that may be required and/or sediment/erosion control measures that may be required to be installed 
prior/during/after construction. 
 
Species at Risk 
A review of our best available information indicates that there are observations of the following species 
(endangered/threatened/special concern) in the immediate area of the site (1 km radius): 

1. American Eel (END) 
2. Barn swallow (THR) 
3. Blanding’s Turtle (THR) 
4. Bobolink (THR) 
5. Eastern Meadowlark (THR) 
6. Eastern Pondmussel (END) 
7. Lake Sturgeon  (Great Lakes - Upper St. Lawrence River population) (THR) 
8. Northern Map Turtle (SC) 
9. Snapping Turtle (SC) 
10. Wood Thrush (SC) 

Also, there are observations of the following species (endangered/threatened/special concern) in the general 
area (5 km) of the proposed activities: 

1. Bald Eagle (SC) 
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2. Bank Swallow (THR) 
3. Chimney Swift (THR) 
4. Eastern Musk Turtle (THR) 
5. Eastern Wood-pewee (THR) 
6. Little Brown Myotis (END) 
7. Monarch (SC) 
8. Peregrine Falcon (SC) 
9. Pugnose Shiner (THR) 
10. Rainbow Mussel (SC) 
11. Red-headed Woodpecker (SC) 

Although no other threatened or endangered species or their habitat have been documented in the area of the 
proposed projects, these features may be present and this list should not be considered complete. 
 
Species listed as endangered or threatened on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list are protected under
the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA). Section 9(1) of the ESA prohibits a person from killing, harming,
harassing, capturing or taking a member of a species listed as endangered, threatened or extirpated on the
SARO list. Section 10(1) of the ESA prohibits the damage or destruction of habitat of a species listed as 
endangered or threatened on the SARO list. 
 
Since comprehensive mapping for most species at risk is not available, a site assessment is 
recommended to identify the presence of any species at risk and/or their habitat on the subject lands, as a 
decision should not be made in the absence of such information. The focus of the site assessment can include 
a review of the information about known occurrences provided by MNRF above along with other information 
sources such as species distributions and habitat requirements as well as field visits using MNRF approved 
protocols during the appropriate seasons by a qualified professional.  
 
Due to the species that are potentially present at this site, the following recommendations should help prevent 
adverse impacts. If you are proposing to conduct SAR/habitat surveys, please contact us for appropriate 
survey protocols.  
 
It is recommended that you should not limit your surveys to species listed in the letter, the surveys should be 
based on the habitat and species that may be found on the site, information that will be apparent through the 
completion of the recommended site assessment. 
 

Fish Species for Lake Ontario 
 
Source:  MNR (2002) 
Frenchman’s Bay 
 
Bowfin                                  Common Shiner                               Largemouth Bass 
Spottail Shiner                                   Brown Bullhead                                Pumpkinseed 
Black Crappie                                     Alewife 
 
Source:  Safety Kleen Ltd. (2002) 
 
Yellow Perch                                      Rock Bass                                            Northern Pike 
Largemouth Bass                             Sunfish sp. 
 
Source: CLOCA (2003) 
Parrott’s Bay (Ernestown Township) 
 
Northern Pike                                   Yellow Perch                                      Central Mudminnow 
Pumpkinseed                                    Johnny Darter                                   Largemouth Bass 
Golden Shiner                                   Round Goby                                       Brown Bullhead 
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Rock Bass                                            Black Crappie 
 
Source:  CLOCA (2003) 
Huyck’s Bay (Ameliasburgh Township) 
 
Pumpkinseed                                    Yellow Perch                                      Blackchin Shiner 
Iowa Darter                                        Brown Bullhead                                Golden Shiner 
Central Mudminnow                      Largemouth Bass                             Sand Shiner 
Johnny Darter                                   Northern Pike                                   Banded Killifish 
 
Source:  Queen’s University (2006) 
 
Central Mudminnow                      Northern Redbelly Dace               Finescale Dace 
Common Shiner                               Bluntnose Minnow                         Fathead Minnow 
Creek Chub                                        White Sucker                                     Brook Silverside 
Pumpkinseed                                    Eastern Silvery Minnow 
 
Sources:  Centre of Water and The Environment (2006) 
 
Emerald Shiner                 Brook Silverside                                Stonecat 
Creek Chub                                        Rainbow Smelt                  Northern Pike 
Muskellunge                                      Brown Bullhead                                Rock Bass 
Pumpkinseed                                    Smallmouth Bass                              Walleye 
Round Goby 
 
 
Source:  St.Lawrence College (2007) 
 
Common Carp                                   Smallmouth Bass                              Round Goby 
Brown Bullhead                                Logperch                                             Banded Killifish 
Yellow Perch 
 
Source: Golder Associates Ltd. (2010) 
Kingston Inner Harbour 
 
Yellow Perch                                      Northern Pike                                   Lepomis sp. 
 
Source:  Golder Associates Ltd. (2010) 
 
Smallmouth Bass                              Alewife                                Round Goby 
Brown Trout                                       Yellow Perch                                      Chinook Salmon 
Lake Trout                                           Lake Chub                                           Rainbow Smelt 
Rock Bass                                            Walleye                                                Gizzard Shad 
Round Whitefish 
 

Fish Species for the Bay of Quinte 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (1999) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Central Mudminnow                      Pumpkinseed                                    Bluegill 
Largemouth Bass                             Yellow Perch                                      Golden Shiner 
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Rock Bass                                            Northern Pike                                   Brown Bullhead 
 
Source:  MNR (2000) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Largemouth Bass                             Northern Pike                                   Golden Shiner 
Yellow Perch                                      Pumpkinseed                                    Bluegill 
Bowfin                                  Black Bullhead                    
 
Source:  Lower Trent Conservation Authority (2006) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Pumpkinseed                                    Bluegill                                  Yellow Perch 
Central Mudminnow                      Northern Pike 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  Lower Trent Conservation Authority (2009) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Bluegill                                  Blacknose Shiner                              Bowfin 
Brown Bullhead                                Central Mudminnow                      Golden Shiner 
Largemouth Bass                             Northern Pike                                   Pumpkinseed 
Rock Bass                                            Round Goby                                       Spottail Shiner 
Yellow Perch                                      Tadpole Madtom 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (2010) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Banded Killifish                 Black Crappie                                     Blacknose Shiner 
Bluegill                                  Bluntnose Minnow                         Bowfin 
Brook Silverside                                Brook Stickleback                             Brown Bullhead 
Central Mudminnow                      Common Carp                                   Golden Shiner 
Largemouth Bass                             Northern Pike                                   Pumpkinseed 
Rainbow Smelt                  Rock Bass                                            Tadpole Madtom 
Yellow Perch 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (2011) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
American Eel                                      Banded Killifish                 Black Crappie 
Bluegill                                  Bluntnose Minnow                         Bowfin 
Bridle Shiner                                      Brook Silverside                                Brown Bullhead 
Central Mudminnow                      Golden Shiner                                   Largemouth Bass 
Northern Pike                                   Pumpkinseed                                    Rock Bass 
Round Goby                                       Tadpole Madtom                             Yellow Perch 
 
Source:  Niblett Environmental Associates Inc. (2013) 
Tributaries of Bay of Quinte (Ameliasburgh Township) 
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Common Carp                                   Blackchin Shiner                               Fathead Minnow 
Pearl Dace                                           Brown Bullhead                                Brook Stickleback 
Rock Bass                                            Pumpkinseed                                    Bluegill 
Yellow Perch                                      Tessellated Darter 
 
Please refer to the following website for the Lake Ontario Annual Reports for additional fish species information. 
 
http://www.glfc.org/lakecom/loc/mgmt_unit/ 
 
 
 
Birds 
Workers must be vigilant and check work areas for the presence of breeding birds and nests containing eggs 
and/or young. If breeding birds and/or nests are encountered, works should not continue in the location of the 
nest until after August 1 (or as soon as it has been determined that that the young have left the nest). Please 
note that the breeding bird season in the subject area extends from April 15 to July 31. 
 
Specific Barn Swallow Information: Barn Swallow nests may be present under bridges and/or culverts. 
Therefore, the underside of these structures should be assessed for Barn Swallow nests before proceeding. If 
no nests are present, a contravention of the ESA is unlikely. However, if nests are present, construction should 
not begin until after August 15 of any year. If nests will be impacted during the nesting season or if the 
structure will no longer be suitable for nesting post-construction, ESA requirements will apply to the activity. A 
regulatory provision is available that allows eligible activities that impact to Barn Swallow to register and follow 
all the rules in regulation in place of applying for a permit under the ESA. See this website for more information 
on regulatory requirements for Barn Swallow. 
 
Turtles and Snakes  
Workers must be vigilant and check work areas for the presence of turtles. If turtles or snakes are 
encountered, whenever possible, work should be temporarily suspended until the animal is out of harm’s way. 
Workers should report any turtle observations (including photographs and coordinates) to the Peterborough 
District Office immediately at 705-755-2001. Please note that the turtle nesting season in the subject area 
extends from May 15th to September 30th. Therefore, activities which may cause adverse impacts to a 
species or habitat (e.g. use of heavy equipment) should commence after September 30th.  
 
Regulatory Provisions and Further Registration Options 
The ESA provides regulatory provisions for certain eligible activities to proceed without an ESA permit. To be 
eligible, the proponent register with the MNRF and adhere to specific rules in regulation under the ESA. To 
assess your eligibility please see the links below:  

 Information on the ESA regulatory provision  

 ESA regulation (O. Reg. 242/08). 
 
If an impact to a species at risk or its habitat cannot be avoided, a person(s) should contact MNRF to discuss 
options, including applying for an authorization under the ESA. In situations where an activity is not registered 
with or authorized by the MNRF, a person(s) must comply with the ESA by modifying proposed activities to 
avoid impacts to species at risk and habitat protected under the ESA. 
 
It is highly recommended that landowners and on-site workers familiarize themselves with MNRF's Species at 
Risk website. 
 
During on-site activities, should any species at risk or their habitat be potentially impacted, MNRF should be 
contacted immediately and operations should be modified to avoid any negative impacts to species at risk or 
their habitat until further discussions with MNRF can occur regarding opportunities for mitigation. If any 
species at risk are found, the MNRF Peterborough District Office should be contacted at 705-755-2001. If 
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possible, pictures of the species at risk and coordinates for the location where it was observed should be 
provided to MNRF. 
 
Petroleum Wells & Oil, Gas and Salt Resource Act 
There may be petroleum wells within the proposed project area. Please consult the Ontario Oil, Gas and Salt 
Resources Library website (www.ogsrlibrary.com) for the best known data on any wells recorded by MNRF. 
Please reference the ‘Definitions and Terminology Guide’ listed in the publications on the Library website in 
order to better understand the well information available. Any oil and gas wells in your project area are 
regulated by the Oil, Gas and Salt Resource Act, and the supporting regulations and operating standards. If 
any unanticipated wells are encountered during development of the project, or if the proponent has questions 
regarding petroleum operations, the proponent should contact the Petroleum Operations Section at 519-873-
4634. 
 
General Information Regarding MNRF approvals: 
 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act 
Please note that you may require a Scientific Collector’s Permit from our office if you will be doing any fish or 
wildlife sampling, collection, salvage, or relocation within Peterborough District. For more information about 
Scientific Collector’s Permits, please contact Julie Formsma, Fish and Wildlife Technical Specialist at 705-755-
3296. 
 
Other Approvals 
It is the responsibility of the proponent to acquire all other information and necessary approvals from any other 
municipal, provincial or federal authority under other legislation. We recommend that you contact your local 
Conservation Authority, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Ministry of the Environment and Climate 
Change, Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, etc. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the above comments, don’t hesitate to contact me. Please reference file 
number 18-MARY-PEC-INF-2734 and PB2018-0548 for any future correspondence. 
 
Sincerely, 
Henry Penyk 

 
 

Henry Penyk 
Land Use Planning Assistant 
Peterborough District, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
300 Water St. Peterborough ON, K9J 3C7 
 
Henry.penyk@ontario.ca  
 
Please note: As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any 
accommodation needs or require communication supports or alternate formats. 

 

 
 

From: David Praskey [mailto:praskey@ainleygroup.com]  
Sent: June 18, 2018 8:54 AM 
To: Warren, Catherine (MNRF) <Catherine.Warren@ontario.ca> 
Cc: 'Scott Reynolds' <reynolds@ainleygroup.com>; 'David Davison' <davison@ainleygroup.com>; 'David Praskey ' 
<praskey@ainleygroup.com> 
Subject: Information Request package for 1041 County Road 7 in Prince Edward County 
 
Catherine: 
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Please finds attached an Information Request package for 1041 County Road 7 in Prince Edward County.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the Request, please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
Thank you,  
 
David Praskey, B.Sc. 

Aquatic Biologist 

 
Ainley Graham & Associates Limited 

45 South Front Street 
Belleville, Ontario, K8N 2Y5 
Tel:  (613) 966-4243  
Fax: (613) 966-1168 
Cell: (613) 242-1635 
praskey@ainleygroup.com 

CAUTION: The information contained in and/or attached to this transmission is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any copying, distribution or 
use by others, without the express written consent of the Ainley Group, is strictly prohibited. The recipient is responsible for confirming the accuracy and
completeness of the information with the originator. Please advise the sender if you believe this message has been received by you in error.  

 



 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT - 1041 COUNTY ROAD 7, PART LOTS 64 AND 65, FRONT CONCESSION BAY OF QUINTE,  

GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF MARYSBURGH, PRINCE EDWARD COUNTY 

Fish and Fish Habitat Information Request 

 

No. Waterbody / Natural 

Heritage Feature 

Name 

Waterbody Location Habitat information/ locations 

(known spawning habitats etc.) 

Historical data on fish species present, 

including whether the subject 

waterbody(s) are considered to support 

any vulnerable, threatened or 

endangered aquatic species 

 

MNR fisheries 

management 

objectives, if 

applicable 

MNR interpretation of fish 

and fish habitat 

sensitivity (scale of high, 

moderate, low or 

unknown as per DFO’s 

Risk Management 

Framework) 

In-water timing 

windows for 

construction 

1 Lake Ontario 44.03676  -77.01808 

Please refer to the link provided 

on the fish species list for more 

information. 

Please refer to the fish species list. Please refer to 

the link 

provided on 

the fish 

species list. 

Unknown No in-water work 

from October 15th-

June 30th. 

 



Fish Species for Lake Ontario 
 
Source:  MNR (2002) 
Frenchman’s Bay 
 
Bowfin   Common Shiner  Largemouth Bass 
Spottail Shiner   Brown Bullhead  Pumpkinseed 
Black Crappie   Alewife 
 
Source:  Safety Kleen Ltd. (2002) 
 
Yellow Perch   Rock Bass   Northern Pike 
Largemouth Bass  Sunfish sp. 
 
Source: CLOCA (2003) 
Parrott’s Bay (Ernestown Township) 
 
Northern Pike   Yellow Perch   Central Mudminnow 
Pumpkinseed   Johnny Darter   Largemouth Bass 
Golden Shiner   Round Goby   Brown Bullhead 
Rock Bass   Black Crappie 
 
Source:  CLOCA (2003) 
Huyck’s Bay (Ameliasburgh Township) 
 
Pumpkinseed   Yellow Perch   Blackchin Shiner 
Iowa Darter   Brown Bullhead  Golden Shiner 
Central Mudminnow  Largemouth Bass  Sand Shiner 
Johnny Darter   Northern Pike   Banded Killifish 
 
Source:  Queen’s University (2006) 
 
Central Mudminnow  Northern Redbelly Dace Finescale Dace 
Common Shiner  Bluntnose Minnow  Fathead Minnow 
Creek Chub   White Sucker   Brook Silverside 
Pumpkinseed   Eastern Silvery Minnow 
 
Sources:  Centre of Water and The Environment (2006) 
 
Emerald Shiner  Brook Silverside  Stonecat 
Creek Chub   Rainbow Smelt  Northern Pike 
Muskellunge   Brown Bullhead  Rock Bass 
Pumpkinseed   Smallmouth Bass  Walleye 
Round Goby 
 
 



Source:  St.Lawrence College (2007) 
 
Common Carp   Smallmouth Bass  Round Goby 
Brown Bullhead  Logperch    Banded Killifish 
Yellow Perch 
 
Source: Golder Associates Ltd. (2010) 
Kingston Inner Harbour 
 
Yellow Perch   Northern Pike   Lepomis sp. 
 
Source:  Golder Associates Ltd. (2010) 
 
Smallmouth Bass  Alewife   Round Goby 
Brown Trout   Yellow Perch   Chinook Salmon 
Lake Trout   Lake Chub   Rainbow Smelt 
Rock Bass   Walleye   Gizzard Shad 
Round Whitefish 
 
Fish Species for the Bay of Quinte 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (1999) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Central Mudminnow  Pumpkinseed   Bluegill 
Largemouth Bass  Yellow Perch   Golden Shiner 
Rock Bass   Northern Pike   Brown Bullhead 
 
Source:  MNR (2000) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Largemouth Bass  Northern Pike   Golden Shiner 
Yellow Perch   Pumpkinseed   Bluegill 
Bowfin   Black Bullhead   
 
Source:  Lower Trent Conservation Authority (2006) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Pumpkinseed   Bluegill   Yellow Perch 
Central Mudminnow  Northern Pike 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Source:  Lower Trent Conservation Authority (2009) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Bluegill   Blacknose Shiner  Bowfin 
Brown Bullhead  Central Mudminnow  Golden Shiner 
Largemouth Bass  Northern Pike   Pumpkinseed 
Rock Bass   Round Goby   Spottail Shiner 
Yellow Perch   Tadpole Madtom 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (2010) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
Banded Killifish  Black Crappie   Blacknose Shiner 
Bluegill   Bluntnose Minnow  Bowfin 
Brook Silverside  Brook Stickleback  Brown Bullhead 
Central Mudminnow  Common Carp   Golden Shiner 
Largemouth Bass  Northern Pike   Pumpkinseed 
Rainbow Smelt  Rock Bass   Tadpole Madtom 
Yellow Perch 
 
Source:  Quinte Conservation (2011) 
Sawguin Creek Marsh 
 
American Eel   Banded Killifish  Black Crappie 
Bluegill   Bluntnose Minnow  Bowfin 
Bridle Shiner   Brook Silverside  Brown Bullhead 
Central Mudminnow  Golden Shiner   Largemouth Bass 
Northern Pike   Pumpkinseed   Rock Bass 
Round Goby   Tadpole Madtom  Yellow Perch 
 
Source:  Niblett Environmental Associates Inc. (2013) 
Tributaries of Bay of Quinte (Ameliasburgh Township) 
 
Common Carp   Blackchin Shiner  Fathead Minnow 
Pearl Dace   Brown Bullhead  Brook Stickleback 
Rock Bass   Pumpkinseed   Bluegill 
Yellow Perch   Tessellated Darter 
 
Please refer to the following website for the Lake Ontario Annual Reports for additional 
fish species information. 
 
http://www.glfc.org/lakecom/loc/mgmt_unit/ 
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Environmental Impact Study 
Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 
Prince Edward County 
Appendix B – Photographic Log 

  
Photo 1-Polygon 1, FODM4-5 Dry Fresh Sugar Maple- Ironwood 

Deciduous Forest (June 5, 2018). 
Photo 2- Polygon 1, FODM4-5 Dry Fresh Sugar Maple- Ironwood 

Deciduous Forest (June 5, 2018). 

  
Photo 3-Polygon 2, FODM5-9 Dry Fresh Sugar Maple – Hardwood 

Deciduous Forest (June 5, 2018). 
Photo 4- Polygon 2, FODM5-9 Dry Fresh Sugar Maple – Hardwood 

Deciduous Forest (June 5, 2018). 



Environmental Impact Study 
Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 
Prince Edward County 
Appendix B – Photographic Log 

 

  
Photo 5- Polygon 3, FODM2 Dry- Fresh Oak – Hardwood Deciduous 

Forest Type (June 5, 2018). 
Photo 6- Polygon 3, FODM2 Dry- Fresh Oak – Hardwood Deciduous 

Forest Type (June 5, 2018). 

  
Photo 7- Polygon 4, FODM 3-2 Dry -Fresh White Birch Deciduous 

Forest (June 5, 2018). 
Photo 8- Polygon 4, FODM 3-2 Dry -Fresh White Birch Deciduous Forest 

(June 5, 2018). 



Environmental Impact Study 
Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 
Prince Edward County 
Appendix B – Photographic Log 

  
Photo 9- Polygon 5, FOM Mixed Forest (June 5, 2018). 

 
Photo 10- Polygon 5, FOM Mixed Forest (June 5, 2018). 

  
Photo 11- PCC, OAGM2 Perennial Cover Crop (June 5, 2018). Photo 12- PCC, OAGM2 Perennial Cover Crop (June 5, 2018). 

 



Environmental Impact Study 
Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7 
Prince Edward County 
Appendix B – Photographic Log 

 

  
Photo 13- PIT, CVC-4 Extraction (June 5, 2018). Photo 14- PIT, CVC-4 Extraction (June 5, 2018). 

  
Photo 15- Evidence of turtle nests (May 31, 2019). Photo 16- Photo of shoreline facing west (May 31, 2019). 
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Appendix C - Vegetation Species List

Environmental Impact Study

Cressy Bayside Estates - 1041 County Road 7

Prince Edward County

Scientific Name Common Name S Rank N Rank G Rank Exotic Status
Native / 

Adventive

Coefficient of 

Conservatism

Coefficient of 

Wetness
CVC_4 OAGM2 FOM FODM3-2 FODM2-4 FODM5-9 FODM5-4

Populus tremuloides Trembling Aspen S5 N5 G5 Native 2 0 X

Potentilla anserina Silverweed S5 N5 G5 Native 5 -3 X

Prunus serotina Black Cherry S5 N5 G5 Native 3 3 X X X X

Prunus virginiana Choke Cherry S5 NNR G5 Native 2 3 X X X

Quercus alba White Oak S5 N5 G5 Native 6 3 X X

Quercus rubra Northern Red Oak S5 N5 G5 Native 6 3 X X X

Rhamnus cathartica Common Buckthorn SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 0 X X X

Rhus typhina Staghorn Sumac S5 N5 G5 Native 1 3 X X X X X

Ribes cynosbati Prickly Gooseberry S5 N5 G5 Native 4 3 X X X X

Rubus canadensis Smooth Blackberry S5 NNR G5 Native 2 5 X

Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus Wild Red Raspberry S5 N5 G5T5 Native 2 3 X X X

Rubus odoratus Purple-flowering Raspberry S5 N5 G5 Native 3 5 X X

Salix euxina Crack Willow SNA NNA GNR SE Adventive 0 X

Salix petiolaris Meadow Willow S5 N5 G5 Native 3 -3 X

Sambucus canadensis Common Elderberry S5 NNR G5 Native 5 -3 X X X

Sanguinaria canadensis Bloodroot S5 N5 G5 Native 5 3 X

Shepherdia canadensis Soapberry S5 N5 G5 Native 7 5 X

Silene vulgaris Bladder Campion SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 5 X

Solidago flexicaulis Zigzag Goldenrod S5 N5 G5 Native 6 3 X X X X

Solidago sp. Goldenrod sp. Native X X X

Sorbus aucuparia European Mountain-ash SNA NNA G5 SE4 Adventive 5 X

Syringa vulgaris Common Lilac SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 5 X

Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion SNA N5 G5 SE5 Adventive 3 X X X

Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar S5 N5 G5 Native 4 -3 X X

Tilia americana American Basswood S5 N5 G5 Native 4 3 X X

Toxicodendron radicans Poison Ivy S5 N5 G5 Native 2 0 X X X X X

Trifolium pratense Red Clover SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 3 X

Trillium grandiflorum White Trillium S5 N5 G5 Native 5 3 X

Ulmus americana American Elm S5 N5 G5 Native 3 -3 X X

Ulmus sp. Elm sp. Native X

Viburnum lentago Nannyberry S5 N5 G5 Native 4 0 X

Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 5 X X

Vincetoxicum rossicum European Swallow-wort SNA NNA GNR SE5 Adventive 5 X X X X

Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape S5 N5 G5 Native 0 0 X X X X X X X

Zanthoxylum americanum Common Prickly-ash S5 NNR G5 Native 3 3 X X
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Planning Schedules 
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Site Plan 
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