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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

     1.1 Property Location 

The subject property is on Bethesda Road, on the opposite side of the road from #789, which 

belongs to the same landowner. The site is on Block B (rather than a Lot/Concession) of the 

geographic township of Sophiasburgh. The property is in EcoDistrict 6E-15: Picton. 

 

 
Figure 1. Topographic map, showing the relative location of the subject property, which is indicated by the black 

circle. Base map is an annotated detail from topographic map 31 C/03, Belleville.  
 

     1.2 Description of Application 

One severance is proposed from the subject property, dividing it into two lots (see Figure 3, 

Attachment 2). The property is not presently developed, so the proposed activity would result 

in two developable lots. Both lots are intended to be used as residential lots, although no 

specific development on either of the lots is proposed at this time. 

 

     1.3 Methodology 

Ecological Services carried out field work and desktop research to determine if the proposed 

development will have a negative impact to the area’s natural heritage features and their 

associated functions. Our assessment of the property’s natural heritage features is based on the 
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requirements laid out in section 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement, as well as the County 

of Prince Edward Official Plan.  

 

We surveyed the property August 17, 2023 (personnel Megan Snetsinger and Mary Alice 

Snetsinger). The weather was overcast, and the temperature was 23°C at 9:20 when we began 

our assessment. We identified habitat communities on and around the proposed development 

following the methodology outlined in the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) for Southern 

Ontario (Lee et al. 1998) and when applicable, the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System 

(OWES) Southern Manual (OMNR 2022). We considered significant natural features, fish 

habitat, significant wildlife habitat (SWH, as described in OMNRF 2015), and Species at Risk 

when performing our site investigation. 

 

Desktop research provided information on the presence of rare species and potential habitat on 

and adjacent to the subject property, from the following sources: 

• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data accessed via the Ontario Make a Map tool 

for natural heritage areas; grid squares: 18UP2985, 18UP3084, 18UP3085 

• Ontario GeoHub for wetlands and Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada map of aquatic Species at Risk 

• Ontario Nature Reptiles and Amphibians of Ontario Atlas 

• eBird 

• iNaturalist 

 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

     2.1 Present and Historical Land Use 

The subject property is in mixed usage. 

There is a field at the front of the property 

(south side) in ongoing agricultural use. 

North of that is an overgrown area with 

seasonal watercourses running through it. 

At the centre of the property is a treed 

wetland with standing water. East of that, 

at the back of the property, are former 

agricultural fields undergoing ecological 

succession. The property is relatively level, 

although the wetland is in a depression. 

 

Historically, the overgrown areas of the 

property were open land, likely also in 

agricultural use. The wetland has been 

present for some time, at least as long ago 

as 1952 (Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2. 1954 imagery of the subject property 

(outlined in red). Imagery from the University of 

Toronto Map & Data Library. 
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     2.2 Ecological Land Classification 

We assessed the subject property where the severance is proposed, and we have identified the 

different vegetation communities present.  

 

 
Figure 3. Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping, in yellow, of the various vegetation communities on 

the subject property. The approximate boundaries of the property and the proposed severance are in white. Base 

map from Google Earth (September 2015), created using QGIS.  

 

Much of the subject property is characterized by Cultural (CU) vegetation communities. Lee 

et al. (1998) describe Cultural ELC communities as resulting from or being maintained by 

anthropogenic-based disturbances. This is consistent with our understanding of the subject 

property, which has a history of agricultural use. At the front of the property, on the proposed 

severance, the field is an agricultural field that is in ongoing use. During our site visit, it was a 

hayfield, but we understand that the farming operation has converted it to cropland in 

preparation for the 2024 growing season. At the time of our field visit, species present 

included Smooth Brome, Wild Carrot, Red Clover, Bird’s-foot Trefoil, Wild Parsnip, and 

goldenrods. We also observed some successional growth at the front of the property, in front 

of the hydro lines that cross the property, including young American Elm, Green Ash, and Red 

Cedar saplings. 

 

The north side of the road frontage, on the retained land, also has a Cultural history, but is in 

less active use. There is a Cultural Meadow (CUM) along the edge of the field, with similar 

species composition to what we observed in the field, and is beginning to exhibit successional 

growth. At the side of the property is a Mineral Cultural Thicket Ecosite (CUT1) 

community. We observed many dead-standing ash trees (likely as a result of Emerald Ash 

Borer), so this community may have previously been described as a Cultural Woodland. 

However, at the time of our assessment, shrubs and short trees were the dominant growth 

form. Gray Dogwood and Prickly Ash are the predominant species in the thicket, with notable 

presence of Red Cedar, European Buckthorn and young Green Ash as well. Ground species 

include Wild Parsnip, Wild Carrot, Common Yarrow, Cow Vetch, St. John’s Wort, Common 
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Milkweed, Bird’s-foot Trefoil, Poa grasses, Timothy, and goldenrods. There are two mapped 

seasonal watercourse channels (see Attachment 2) that cross through the CUM/CUT1 

communities. In these channels, we observed wet conditions and wetland vegetation (e.g., 

Reed Canary Grass, Narrowleaf Cattail, American Water-horehound, Spotted Jewelweed, 

White Meadowsweet, various sedges), but they are not large enough to map as distinct ELC 

communities or as wetlands. For the most part, these drainage paths do not have distinct 

channel depth and appears to follow slight depressions in the geography of the property. 

 

Across the middle of the property is a Swamp Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp Type 

(SWD3-3) community. The dominant tree in this community is Freeman’s Maple. We 

observed several other tree species (e.g., Trembling Aspen, Red Oak, Burr Oak, Basswood, 

White Pine, etc.), but only at the edges of the community. Below the canopy, Eastern 

Buttonbush is the dominant shrub layer present. Maple seedlings and sedges were the 

dominant ground cover we observed. During our August field visit, there was standing water 

in the wetland, relatively deep in some places. 

 

We did not assess the back of the property as no potential building sites are proposed there, but 

we observed from a distance (and confirmed from satellite imagery) that ecological succession 

is well underway. This is another Cultural Thicket (CUT) community, although not as 

advanced as the community at the front of the property. 

 

3.0 ASSESSMENT OF NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES 
 

 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

     3.1. Wetlands  

     3.1.1 Provincially Significant Wetland or Coastal Wetland Yes  No 

The Fish Lake PSW, as mapped by the Province, is approximately 275 m 

northwest of the subject property, partially on the back of the lot at 789 

Bethesda Road. While that land belongs to the same owner as the subject 

property, it already has a residential development and is not within the scope 

of our assessment. 

 

  

    3.1.2 Locally Significant Wetland Yes  No 

While the County’s Official Plan does refer to regionally significant wetlands 

existing in the County, the OP does not identify any specific wetlands as such. 

The wetland that crosses the middle of the subject property has been zoned 

with an Environmental Protection (EP) designation, so it may qualify as 

significant. We discuss that wetland in the following section. 

 

  

     3.1.3 Unevaluated Wetland Yes  No 

On the subject property, Ontario wetland mapping identifies the maple swamp 

as unevaluated wetland. During our site visit, we confirmed that this area was 

wetland. During our August field visit, there was water in the community over 

a foot deep in some places. This amount of water being present in late 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

summer suggests that the water is a permanent feature, which indicates that 

this wetland could be valuable habitat for a variety of wildlife (discussed 

further in Section 3.7). We recommend that development be set back at least 

30 m from the wetland (Figure 4). For the proposed severance, we suggest 

that the existing treeline be used to measure this setback; actual wetland 

conditions begin a few feet into the tree cover.  

 

 
Figure 4. Proposed development areas (orange), approximate outline. These include setbacks 

for front and side of lot, as well as 15 m setbacks from the channels and 30 m setbacks from 

the wetland (the channels and wetland edge are drawn in blue). The approximate boundaries 

of the property and the proposed severance are in white. Base map from Google Earth 

(September 2015), created using QGIS. For a more accurate sketch of the proposed setbacks, 

see Attachment 2.  

 

There are two channels that cross from the front of the property at Bethesda 

Road to the northeast side of the property, one of which terminates at the 

maple swamp. These support wetland vegetation and had wet conditions in 

some parts at the time of our site visit, but they are too small to be mapped as 

wetland communities. However, at least one of them connects to the wetland, 

and in our opinion a setback from these channels is appropriate. The proposed 

development areas on the subject property (see Attachment 2) include a 15 m 

setback from these channels.  

 

In the Ontario wetland mapping, there are also patches of unevaluated wetland 

identified on neighbouring properties, adjacent to the subject property. Most 

of the provincial mapping of unevaluated wetland is generated procedurally 

based on satellite imagery, using surface water and apparent variation in 

vegetation cover, and must be confirmed on site as it is not always accurate. 

Accessing properties owned by others was not within the scope of our 

assessment, so any interpretation we make regarding adjacent wetlands is 

based on what could be observed from the subject property and from a review 

of satellite imagery.  
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

Some of the mapped patches of unevaluated wetland appear to be 

continuations of the maple swamp (and they partially align with the area 

marked as EP). It is possible that these communities have some wet patches, 

and may be wetland. Development on either of the lots that meets the 

recommended setbacks from the maple swamp would also be set back from 

these adjacent communities.  

 

There is also unevaluated wetland mapped within the treed areas around the 

lawn at 789 Bethesda Road. This treed area is not zoned EP by the County. A 

review of the satellite imagery from various seasons suggested that the treed 

area is rarely wet, and appears to be upland, but we cannot conclusively make 

this determination without an on-site evaluation. It does appear that a 

watercourse channel may cross through the treed land. Development on the 

proposed parcels southeast of Bethesda Road are unlikely to impact any 

wetland that may be present in the woodland northwest of the road. 

  

     3.2 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest  Yes  No 

The closest ANSIs are the Fish Lake Wetlands Life Science ANSI, over 2 km 

to the west, and the Green Point Escarpment Forest candidate Life Science 

ANSI, approximately 3 km north. The distance for adjacency is 120 m, and 

the distance to these ANSIs from the subject property greatly exceeds that. 

 

  

     3.3 Significant Woodland Yes  No 

The Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) for the Provincial Policy 

Statement has several criteria that may qualify a woodland for significance, 

including size, ecological functions, uncommon characteristics, and 

economic/social functions. 

 

Woodland Size 

Woodland size is evaluated across contiguous woodland, regardless of 

property divisions, and only divided by gaps over 20 m wide. As laid out in 

the NHRM, significant size is informed by the proportion of forested land 

cover in a region. The subject property is located in the Quinte region, in 

the Prince Edward Region Watershed, which is approximately 32% 

forested (Quinte Conservation 2023). The NHRM directs that where forest 

cover is 30 to 60% of the land cover, woodlands 50 ha in size or larger 

should be considered significant. In this case, the woodland size is too 

small to be considered significant (less than 10 ha). This includes the 

maple swamp as part of the woodland size estimation. 

 

Ecological Functions 

The NHRM lists several ecological functions. Many of these only apply to 

parts of a greater contiguous woodland. Here we will discuss those relevant 

to the proposed development: 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

a) Woodland interior – in a region with between 30 to 60% forest cover, 

at least 8 ha of woodland interior (>100 m from an edge) is required for 

significance (measured across the greater woodland). There is no 

interior woodland on or adjacent to the subject property. 

b) Proximity to other significant habitats – the woodland is not in close 

proximity to a significant natural heritage feature. 

c) Linkages – significant linkage requires that the woodland link two 

other significant features. There are not two significant features within 

adjacent distance for the woodland to link. 

d) Water protection – the trees at the edge of the swamp likely provide 

some buffer protection to the water in the swamp, but we are not aware 

that this wetland has any features as significant source water, and the 

treed area buffering the wetland is not wide enough to be considered 

significant. 

e) Woodland diversity – the species diversity that we observed in the 

swamp is typical for the region. 

 

Uncommon Characteristics 

The woodland does not have a unique species composition, and we did not 

observe any rare species in the woodland. We observed few trees of larger 

size structure. While the swamp has been present on the property for some 

time (see Figure 2), there are not enough older trees to meet the criteria for 

significance. 

 

Economic/Social Functions 

We found no information of a high productivity of economically valuable 

products or an important identified appreciation, education, cultural or 

historic value of the woodland. 

 

The woodland on the subject property does not meet any criteria for 

significance. The adjacent woodland across Bethesda Road likely does meet 

some criteria for significance (e.g., size, water protection for the PSW), but 

the significant features of that woodland are unlikely to be impacted by the 

proposed development.  

  

     3.4 Significant Valleyland Yes  No 

The County’s Official Plan does identify significant valleylands, but none are 

identified adjacent to the subject property. We did not observe any prominent 

valleyland characteristics during our site visit. 

 

  

     3.5 Surface Water and Fish Habitat Yes  No 

The maple swamp appears to be a permanent surface water feature, and the 

drainage paths convey some water. We have recommended setbacks from 

these features. However, neither the wetland nor the drainage paths are fish 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

habitat. The channels do not have obvious banks, and there is no visible 

structure that would support fish habitat. We did not observe any substrate 

that would be suitable for fish habitat. The vegetation present is dense through 

most of the extent of these flow routes, which would obstruct fish movement, 

and there is no aquatic vegetation. There is no connection to any fish habitat 

that would allow fish to access the swamp. While the wetland does appear to 

have permanent water, the water depth is such that it would likely freeze to 

the bottom in the winter and so would not support a resident population of 

small fish. No fish were observed during our site visit. 

  

     3.6 Species at Risk Habitat  Yes  No 

There are two Species at Risk (Endangered or Threatened) records from 

Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data: Bobolink and Eastern 

Meadowlark. Our other database searches confirmed these, but highlighted no 

other nearby SAR. We did not observe any SAR during our field visit. 

 

Grassland birds: 

Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) – designated as Threatened under 

the Species at Risk Act of Canada (SARA) and Ontario’s Endangered Species 

Act (ESA); and 

Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) – designated as Threatened under the 

SARA and under the ESA. 

These bird species are specialists of grassland habitat, where they nest and 

feed. They are often found in hayfields or pastures, as natural grassland can be 

scarce. There are eBird records for both species near the subject property, 

although none specifically indicating presence on the property. At the time of 

our field visit, the farm field on the subject property was a hayfield, which 

could potentially have provided suitable habitat for Eastern Meadowlarks, and 

possibly for Bobolinks (although in our opinion, it may be too small with too 

much edge habitat for Bobolinks). However, we have been informed that the 

agricultural usage of the field was changed this autumn, and that the field was 

converted to crop usage. The General Habitat Descriptions for both species 

(MECP 2016A, B) list generally compatible activities, including: 

“Continuation of existing agricultural practices and planned management 

activities such as annual harvest, mowing, and rotational cattle”. If the field 

is maintained as a crop field in the next breeding season, it is unlikely that 

there would be any breeding activity present from either of these species. 

There are still hayfields adjacent to the subject property that could support 

these species, but development of the proposed lots is unlikely to impact such 

activity on adjacent properties. 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

     3.7 Significant Wildlife Habitat Yes  No 

Significant wildlife habitat (SWH) constitutes locations where species 

concentrate at a vulnerable point in their life cycle, where rare vegetation 

communities or specialized habitat is present, and areas important to 

migratory or non-migratory species (animal movement corridors), as well as 

to the habitat of rare species (including any species of conservation concern 

not covered above). The criteria (OMNRF 2015) for most SWH categories 

were not met on or adjacent to the proposed development. Our discussion is 

limited to potentially relevant SWH. 

 

      Bat Maternity Colonies. Maternity colonies require large-diameter cavity 

trees in deciduous or mixed forest habitat; snags are preferred. Bat presence is 

likely; when we carry out acoustic surveys we find them on every site. We 

observed some trees of sufficient diameter in the swamp, including ones with 

cavities. The swamp may qualify as SWH for bat roosting. There is no 

development proposed in the swamp, and we recommend that there should be 

no tree removal within that community. Development in the open areas on the 

lots is unlikely to impact bat roosting. There are also several dead-standing 

ash trees in the CUT1 community, but this area does not meet the habitat 

criteria for the SWH. We do recommend that any tree cutting should take 

place outside of the bat roosting season (April 15 to September 30) to mitigate 

any potential harm to bats that may be roosting on the property. 

 

      Waterfowl Nesting Area. The criteria for this SWH are wetlands over half 

a hectare and the adjacent upland habitat (120 m), with confirmed waterfowl 

nesting presence. The upland buffer requirement for this SWH is to be an 

impediment to nest predators like raccoons, skunks, and foxes that congregate 

around human activity. Such predators are likely already present along 

Bethesda Road, and the farm field does not provide much buffering function 

from these predators. There are no eBird observations of the associated 

species near the subject property, although there are some associated with the 

Fish Lake PSW. The PSW likely does provide SWH for nesting waterfowl, 

but the wetland on the subject property does not meet the criteria. The 

proposed development is unlikely to impact waterfowl nesting in the PSW. 

 

     Marsh Bird Breeding Habitat. The SWH habitat criteria for marsh 

breeding birds are wetlands with shallow water and emergent vegetation, or 

any wetland for Green Heron. The associated ELC codes are not present for 

any species except Green Heron. There are no eBird records of that species 

near the subject property, but they can be cryptic birds. If Green Herons do 

use the swamp for breeding, it would be SWH. We have recommended that 

development be set back at least 30 m from the treeline of the swamp. 

Development on the open, upland areas of the property are unlikely to impact 

this SWH, if present. 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

     Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland). This SWH occurs in permanent 

or semi-permanent pools in or near woodlands, and is confirmed by studies 

showing that breeding is occurring in sufficient numbers. The maple swamp is 

a strong candidate for this SWH. Permanent ponds and those that retain water 

until mid-July are more likely to be used as breeding habitat by a variety of 

species, notably those that breed later in the season. Our site visit was not in a 

season where we could observe signs of breeding (e.g., calling, egg masses, 

larval amphibians). In the absence of seasonally-appropriate studies, we 

consider the maple swamp suitable for this SWH. We have recommended a 

minimum setback from the community, and that no site alteration or 

vegetation removal be undertaken in the community. 

 

     Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species. There are three species from 

NHIC data: Snapping Turtle, Wood Thrush, Grasshopper Sparrow. Our other 

database searches confirmed some of these, with additional species: Eastern 

Wood-pewee, Barn Swallow. We did not observe any rare species during our 

site visit. 

 

Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) – designated as a 

species of Special Concern under the ESA (the SARA has listed the pratensis 

subspecies as Special Concern, but does not specifically address the species). 

This bird is most common in landscapes dominated by grassland, hayfields, 

and pastures. While the agricultural field on the subject property may 

previously have been suitable habitat for this species when used as a hayfield, 

it has been converted to crop usage and is unlikely to be suitable habitat for 

Grasshopper Sparrows. 

 

Woodland birds: 

Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) – designated as Threatened1 under the 

SARA and as Special Concern under the ESA; and 

Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens) – designated as Special Concern 

under the SARA and under the ESA. 

These bird species can be found in a variety of woodland habitats, but they 

typically use woodland with a deciduous component. There is woodland 

habitat adjacent to the subject property that could suitable habitat for Wood 

Thrush and Eastern Wood-pewee. The maple swamp could also be suitable 

habitat. The proposed development areas on the two lots (see Figure 4) are not 

within woodland habitat. Development in the open or thicket land on the 

proposed lots is unlikely to impact habitat for either of these species.   

 

 
1 Although these species have Threatened designations, the Provincial Policy Statement refers specifically to Ontario 

designations when discussing SAR. So we have grouped them with other rare/Special Concern species. 
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 On or adjacent to 

proposed development? 

Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) – designated as a species of Special 

Concern under both the SARA and the ESA. These turtles spend most of their 

life cycles in or near water. The maple swamp on the property is not suitable 

as permanent turtle habitat. Turtles can use this type of habitat as a corridor or 

resting place when moving across the landscape, although the maple wetland 

is not adjacent to any more permanent turtle habitat. There is no adjacent 

overwintering habitat for this species. We observed some patches of gravel 

around concrete wells near Bethesda Road, but there appeared overgrown, 

providing limited potential as nesting sites. The proposed severance is 

unlikely to impact this species. 
  

 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

In our opinion, is a more detailed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

required to demonstrate the appropriateness of the proposed development?                              
Yes  No 

If yes, which natural feature(s) should the assessment focus on? 

 

Recommendations for Mitigation 

1. Development on the proposed lot and the retained land should remain within the 

potential development areas (as shown in Figure 4), which includes a 30 m setback 

from the wetland and 15 m setbacks from the seasonal channels.  

2. Within 30 m of the wetland, the land should be kept naturally vegetated. This could 

include planting vegetation or allowing ecological succession to vegetate the area. 

3. There should be no tree clearing within the wetland. Any removal of trees (live or 

dead-standing) on other parts of the property should not occur between April 1 and 

September 30, to protect nesting birds and prevent harm to roosting bats. 

 

Environmental Impact Statement:  It is our opinion that the proposed 

undertaking will have no negative impact on the natural heritage features or 

on their ecological functions, and that the proposal is consistent with the 

intent of the Provincial Policy Statement. 

Yes  No 

Is monitoring recommended?                                                                                   Yes  No 

Signature:  
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Attachment 1. Site Photos, August 17, 2023 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 1. The former hayfield (CU) on 

the proposed severance, with the 

house across Bethesda Road at #789 

visible in the background. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2. The former hayfield (CU) on 

the proposed severance, with the treed 

swamp in the distance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 3. The thicket (CUT1) on the 

retained land. Note that most of the 

standing trees (ash) are dead.  
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Photo 4. Concrete well on the 

proposed severance, at the edge 

between the former hayfield (CU) and 

the more grown-in meadow (CUM), 

with the thicket on the retained land 

in the background. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 5. Concrete well on the 

retained land, in the cultural meadow 

(CUM), with thicket in the 

background. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 6. Drainage path of one 

seasonal watercourse in the thicket 

north of Photo 5. This was the only 

unvegetated stretch of drainage 

observed. 
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Photo 7. Drainage path of the other 

seasonal watercourse, near where it 

connects to the wetland in the middle 

of the property. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 8. The maple swamp (SWD3-

2) in the middle of the property, with 

considerable standing water. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 9. One cavity tree observed in 

the maple swamp.  
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Attachment 2. Severance Sketch, detail from sketch by Watson Land Surveyors Inc.  

 

 


