
CREATING QUALITY SOLUTIONS TOGETHER  

4309 Highway 62  
Prince Edward County 
Environmental Impact Study 

Prepared For:  April 2024 

Nalapharms Inc.





Environmental Impact Statement  
4309 Highway 62, Prince Edward County 

Ainley File No. 23679-1 

 

 

Ainley Group  Page i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

1.0 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 4 

2.0 PURPOSE OF THE REPORT AND SCOPE OF WORK................................................. 4 

3.0 SOURCES OF EXISTING BASELINE INFORMATION  .................................................. 4 

4.0 DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY  ......................................................................... 5 

5.0 PLANNING POLICIES AND FRAMEWORK  .................................................................. 6 
5.1 Provincial Planning Policy ............................................................................................ 6 
5.2 Prince Edward County Official Plan .............................................................................. 7 
5.3 Prince Edward County Zoning By-Law ......................................................................... 7 
5.4 Quinte Conservation ..................................................................................................... 7 

6.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS ................................................................................................ 8 
6.1 Land Use, Topography, and Drainage .......................................................................... 8 
6.2 Surficial and Bedrock Geology ..................................................................................... 8 
6.3 Vegetation and Vegetation Communities ...................................................................... 8 

6.3.1 Business Sector (CVC_1) ..................................................................................... 9 
6.3.2 Fencerow (TAGM5) ............................................................................................... 9 
6.3.3 Fresh-Moist Mixed Meadow (MEMM4) .................................................................. 9 
6.3.4 Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOCM2-1) ............................................ 9 
6.3.5 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM5-1) ........................................ 10 
6.3.6 Dry-Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket (THDM2) .................................................... 10 

6.4 Surface Water Features, Fish and Fish Habitat, and Aquatic SAR ............................. 10 
6.5 Birds, Wildlife, and Herpetofaunal Species and Habitat .............................................. 10 

6.5.1 Bird Species ........................................................................................................ 10 
6.5.2 Wildlife / Herpetofaunal Species .......................................................................... 11 

6.6 Significant Natural Heritage Functions / Features ....................................................... 11 
6.6.1 Species at Risk ................................................................................................... 11 
6.6.2 Significant Wetlands and Coastal Wetlands ........................................................ 13 
6.6.3 Significant Woodlands ......................................................................................... 14 
6.6.4 Significant Valleylands or Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) ............ 16 
6.6.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat ................................................................................... 16 

7.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ..................................................................................... 17 

8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  .................................. 17 
8.1.1 Erosion and Sediment Control ............................................................................. 17 
8.1.2 Surface Water Contamination and Debris Accumulation ..................................... 18 
8.1.3 Vegetation ........................................................................................................... 19 
8.1.4 Wildlife and Bird Migration ................................................................................... 19 
8.1.5 Species at Risk (SAR) ......................................................................................... 20 
8.1.6 Environmentally Sensitive Areas ......................................................................... 20 
8.1.7 Fisheries, Associated Habitat, and In-Water Works ............................................. 21 
8.1.8 Long Term Use (Cumulative Impacts) ................................................................. 21 

9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  ............................................................. 21 
9.1 Conclusions................................................................................................................ 21 
9.2 Recommendations ..................................................................................................... 22 



Environmental Impact Statement  
4309 Highway 62, Prince Edward County 

Ainley File No. 23679-1 

 

 

Ainley Group  Page ii 

10.0 CLOSURE .................................................................................................................... 23 

11.0 REFERENCES ............................................................................................................. 24 

 

  



Environmental Impact Statement  
4309 Highway 62, Prince Edward County 

Ainley File No. 23679-1 

 

 

Ainley Group  Page iii 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1  Regional Location Plan 

Figure 2 Existing Conditions  

Figure 3 Constraints and Opportunities  

LIST OF TABLES  

Table 1 Species at Risk with the Potential to Occur Within the Study Limits 

Table 2 Species at Risk Summary 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A Background Data 

Appendix B Photographic Log 

Appendix C Vegetation Species List 

Appendix D Field Forms 

Appendix E Planning Schedules 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Environmental Impact Statement  
4309 Highway 62, Prince Edward County 

Ainley File No. 23679-1 

 

Ainley Group  Page 4  

1.0 INTRODUCTION  

Ainley Group was retained to conduct an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the development 
of a cannabis cultivation and processing facility.  The development will include the construction of 
one new structure, repurposing / modifications to three (3) existing structures, and a driveway 
extension.  The subject property is located at 4309 Highway 62, in Prince Edward County, 
approximately 0.67 km south of Victoria Road.  The subject property is identified as part of Lot 69, 
Concession 3 Bayside, geographic Township of Ameliasburgh, County of Prince Edward (Figure 
1).   

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 sample Terms of Reference (ToR) 
for an EIS provided within Appendix B of the Prince Edward County Official Plan.  Specific focus 
is to be placed on the mapped woodland features identified on / adjacent the subject property 
�Z�L�W�K�L�Q���6�F�K�H�G�X�O�H���%���µ�1�D�W�X�U�D�O���)�H�D�W�X�U�H�V���	���$�U�H�D�V�¶���R�I���W�K�H���2�I�I�L�F�L�D�O���3�O�D�Q.   

Per the ToR, the results of the field investigation have been used for the identification of 
constraints and required setbacks from natural and regulated features, as well as to determine 
the potential impacts to natural features and provide recommended mitigation measures to limit 
these impacts. 

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.   

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

�x Ebird �± review for bird species observation data. 

�x Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) �± review for bird species observation data. 

�x Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (ORAA) �± review for herpetofaunal species 
observation data. 

�x iNaturalist �± review for wildlife and vegetation species observation data. 

�x 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, 2023)  

Mapping available from LIO and Natural Heritage Make-a-map identified woodland features on 
the subject property.  No other features including wetlands (evaluated or unevaluated), or Areas 
of Natural or Scientific Interest (ANSIs) were identified within or immediately adjacent to the 
subject property boundaries.  Information provided by the NHIC also indicated species at risk 
present within the area, which included; Loggerhead Shrike, Eastern Meadowlark, Bobolink, 
Grasshopper Sparrow, and Snapping Turtle in proximity of the subject property.  

Ebird (Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 2024)  

Ebird was reviewed; however, no hotspots were available in proximity to the subject property.   

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Bird Studies Canada, 2024) 

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

Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2024) 

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

iNaturalist (California Academy of Sciences and the National Geographic Society, 2024) 

iNaturalist was reviewed to determine observations of wildlife and vegetation 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 suggests 
that no significant changes occurred on the subject lands between 2009 and 2020.  

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.  It should be noted that field surveys focused on the southern portion of the subject property, 
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as this is the location of the proposed severance and future dwelling construction (on the retained 
lands).  Field surveys for respective ecological features were completed in accordance with the 
following methodology: 

Vegetation  

A vegetation field survey for species composition was completed within the study area on 
December 6, 2023.  Photographs of the identified vegetation communities are shown in Appendix 
B, a species list is included in Appendix C , and ELC field forms are included in Appendix D . 

Migratory and Breeding Birds  

Surveys of breeding birds were completed via incidental observations of species during the 
December 6, 2023 site visit. Any breeding bird observations were noted along with locational 
information of the sighting. 

Wildlife  

Observations of wildlife (turtles, amphibians, birds, snakes, mammals) were recorded during the 
field visit on December 6, 2023.  Any wildlife observations were noted along with locational 
information of the sighting.   

During the survey, reference for specific habitat requirements for each species was per the MNR 
- Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000).  

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. 

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:  

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

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

�ƒ 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: 
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�ƒ Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E, and 7E, 

�ƒ Significant woodlands (Ecoregions 6E and 7E, excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 
St. �0�D�U�\�¶�V River),  

�ƒ Significant valley lands (Ecoregions 6E and 7E, excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 
St. �0�D�U�\�¶�V River),  

�ƒ Significant wildlife habitat, 

�ƒ Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), and 

�ƒ 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 Prince Edward County  Official Plan  

Prince Edward County has prepared an Official Plan (2021) with the intention that it will provide 
direction for development activities in the County over a twenty-year horizon (2021 �± 2046).  
Official Plan documents note the land use on the subject property to be Agricultural Area within 
Schedule �µA-1�¶ �± Land Use Designations. Primary uses within Agricultural Area designated lands 
are to be all types, sizes, and intensities of agricultural uses including harvestable products, 
woodlots, or for livestock.  

As noted in Section 2.0 , Schedule �µB�¶ �± Natural Features & Areas identifies Woodland (>40 ha) 
to be present on the subject property. Per Section 3.1.4 7) and 8); development is not permitted 
�Z�L�W�K�L�Q���:�R�R�G�O�D�Q�G�V���L�G�H�Q�W�L�I�L�H�G���R�Q���6�F�K�H�G�X�O�H���µ�%�¶�����D�Q�G���D�Q�\���G�H�Y�H�O�R�S�P�H�Q�W���R�Q���O�D�Q�G�V���D�G�M�D�F�H�Q�W�����L���H�����Z�L�W�K�L�Q��
120 m) of Woodlands must be supported by an EIS. 

As noted in Section 2.0 , the County has indicated that an EIS will be required prior to any 
approvals for development on the subject lands.  A sample Terms of Reference (ToR) for an EIS 
is provided within Appendix B of the Prince Edward County Official Plan. 

5.3 Prince Edward County  Zoning By -Law 

Prince Edward County has prepared a Zoning By-law to identify the permitted use of lands within 
the county.  The County Public GIS Viewer indicates that the subject lands are zoned as Rural 1 
(RU1). 

RU1 zoning permits a number of uses, inclusive of which is agriculture. 

5.4 Quinte  Conservation  

The study area is located within the jurisdiction of Quinte Conservation (QC), and is subject to 
Ontario Regulation 319/09 �± Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and 
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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 within their Watershed Regulations 
(O.Reg. 319/09) Policy Manual (Quinte Conservation, 2019).   

6.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Existing conditions reviews of the subject property were completed on Decembrer 6, 2023.  In 
summary, the subject property predominantly consists of commercial, forest and meadow 
vegetation communities.  Adjacent properties are predominantly agricultural, forest, and 
residential lands. Access to the subject property is via Highway 62.  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 is currently commercial and vacant forested land and is to 
continue to be so.  The surrounding area includes a mixture of rural, residential, and agricultural 
lands.   

The topography of the subject property is generally sloped to the south.  The steepness of the 
slope varies; however, increases along an east-west line running from the southern edge of the 
Red Cedar coniferous forest to the north edge of the northernmost existing structure.  The 
elevation of the property ranges from approximately 80 meters above sea level (masl) to 90 masl. 
Drainage on the subject property is interpreted to follow the site topography, with flow towards the 
south.   

6.2 Surficial and Bedrock Geology  

The subject property is located within the Prince Edward Peninsula physiographic region, which 
is described as an area of Limestone Plains (Chapman and Putnam, 1984).  

Surficial geology in the study area predominantly consists of a mixture of till material which is 
described as a stone poor, sandy silt to silty sand-textured till on Paleozoic terrain, as well as 
Paleozoic bedrock (Ontario Geological Survey, 2010).  Bedrock geology in the study area consists 
of Middle Ordovician limestone, dolostone, shale, arkose, and sandstone of the Shadow Lake 
Formation �± Simcoe Group (Lumbers, 1976). 

6.3 Vegetation  and Vegetation Communities  

The study area is located in the 6E Lake Simcoe-Rideau Ecoregion 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 December 6, 2023 during which vegetative species and 
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communities within the study limits were documented.  Vegetation within the subject property was 
identified and categorized in accordance with the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping, 
with vegetative communities assigned ELC codes consistent with the amended ELC classification 
tables (2013).   

Vegetation communities within the study area consist of the following; Business Sector (CVC_1), 
Fencerow (TAGM5), Fresh-Moist Mixed Meadow (MEMM4), Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous 
Forest (FOCM2-1), Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM5-1), and Dry-Fresh Shrub 
Thicket (THDM2). 

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 2023. An aerial 
view of the subject property and respective vegetation communities is shown in Figure  2.  

6.3.1 Business Sector  (CVC_1) 

This community was observed surrounding the existing structures located at the southeast corner 
of the subject property. It is characterized by mixed (deciduous and coniferous) tree species with 
less than 25% canopy cover.  Vegetation species observed within this community included; 
Siberian Elm (Ulmus pumila), Red Cedar (Juniperus virginiana), Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus 
cathartica), Staghorn Sumac (Rhus typhina), Grasses (Gramineae spp.), Asters (Asteraceae 
spp.), Canada Goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), amongst other species. 

6.3.2 Fencerow  (TAGM5) 

This community was observed along the south boundary of the subject property, and is 
characterized by mixed (deciduous and coniferous) tree species.  Vegetation species observed 
within this community included; Red Cedar, Red (Green) Ash (Fraxinus pensylvanica), Common 
Prickly-Ash (Zanthoxylum americanum), Common Buckthorn, amongst other species. 

6.3.3 Fresh -Moist Mixed Meadow  (MEMM4) 

This community was observed at the southwest corner of the subject property, and is the location 
of the proposed new structure.  This community is characterized by herbaceious species in what 
appears to be a former agricultural field, with less than 10% canopy cover.  Vegetation species 
observed within this community were dominated by Grasses and Wild Carrot (Daucus carota).  
Less dominant species observed included; Canada Goldenrod, Asters, Common Dandelion, and 
Red Clover (Trifolium pratense), amongst other species. 

6.3.4 Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest  (FOCM2-1) 

This community was observed within the central portion of the subject lands and is dominated by 
coniferous tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  The community is dominated by the 
Red Cedar, with additional species observed including; Common Buckthorn, Common Lilac 
(Syringa vulgaris), Canada Goldenrod, amongst other species. 
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This community comprises a small portion of the Significant Woodlands identified on the subject 
property (Discussed further in Section 6.6.3 ).  

6.3.5 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous  Forest (FODM5-1) 

This community was predominantly observed within the northwest corner of the subject property; 
however, was noted to extend along the entire west property boundary.  It is characterized by 
deciduous tree species with greater than 60% canopy cover.  Vegetation species observed within 
this community were dominated by Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum), with lesser quantities of Red 
Oak (Quercus rubra), Basswood (Tilia americana), Ironwood (Ostrya virginiana), Common 
Prickly-Ash, Common Buckthorn, amongst other species. 

This community comprises the largest portion of the Significant Woodlands identified on the 
subject property (Discussed further in Section 6.6.3 ). 

6.3.6 Dry-Fresh Deciduous S hrub Thicket  (THDM2) 

This community was observed within the northeast corner of the subject property.  This community 
was observed to have a shrub species cover of greater than 25%.  Vegetation species observed 
within this community was dominated by Common Prickly-Ash and Staghorn Sumac.  Other less 
dominant species observed included; Sugar Maple, Basswood, Red Ash, and Common 
Buckthorn,  amongst other species. 

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

The subject property was reviewed for surface water features, including those that may provide 
habitat for fish species.  Upon completion of the site review (and consistent with the vegetation 
communities described previously), no surface water features including wetlands, watercourses, 
or waterbodies are present on the subject property or within 30 m.  As such, no impacts to surface 
water features are anticipated as a result of the undertaking. 

6.5 Birds, Wildlife , and Herpetofaunal Species and Habitat  

Habitat within and adjacent to the subject property includes agricultural fields, forested lands, and 
residential communities, allowing for a potential 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 2023. 

6.5.1 Bird Species  

Incidental observations of bird species were documented within the study area during the field 
surveys in December 2023. Species which were incidentally observed are provided in the list 
below.  
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A total of four (4) bird species were observed (visually or audibly) within the study area. A summary 
of the species list (common names) is included below: 

American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) 

American Robin (Turdus migratorius) 

Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata) 

European Starling  (Sturnus vulgaris)

While the above noted species list is considered to be somewhat limited, it is anticipated that a 
wide variety of upland species utilize the subject lands and adjacent areas, which is to be expected 
given the available features at / adjacent the subject property. 

6.5.2 Wildlife / Herpetofaunal Species  

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 investigation by Ainley Group in 2023 were limited to Eastern Grey Squirrel 
(Sciurus carolinensis).  In addition, the subject property and adjacent lands are anticipated to 
provide habitat for other typical mammals of southern Ontario including Coyote (Canis latrans), 
Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), Raccoon (Procyon lotor), and Striped Skunk (Mephitis 
mephitis).  

While no incidental observations of herpetofaunal species occurred during the field survey, the 
subject property is anticipated to provide habitat for species such as Eastern Gartersnake 
(Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis�������'�H�N�D�\�¶�V���%�U�R�Z�Q�V�Q�D�N�H����Storeria dekayi), and Northern Leopard Frog 
(Lithobates pipiens), amongst others. 

6.6 Significant Natural Heritage Functions / Features  

As part of the EIS, the following natural heritage functions and features were reviewed for the 
subject property: 

�x Significant habitat of endangered and threatened species; 

�x Significant wetlands; 

�x Significant coastal wetlands; 

�x Significant woodlands; 

�x Significant valleylands; 

�x Significant areas of natural and scientific interest. 

6.6.1 Species at Risk  

To evaluate the potential for species at risk on the subject property a site assessment for SAR 
was completed, including a review of background data from other sources (i.e., Reptile and 
Amphibian Atlas, eBird, iNaturalist, and NHIC).  Based on the background data sources 
(Appendix A ) and previous experience in the general area, the following terrestrial species have 
been included for review: 
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Table 1: Species at Risk with the Potential to Occur within the Study Limits  

Species (Scientific 
Name) 

Species (Common 
Name) 

Federal  Provincial  

Juglans cinerea Butternut Endangered Endangered 

Myotis lucifugus Little Brown Bat Endangered Endangered 

Myotis septentrionalis Northern Myotis Endangered Endangered 

Perimyotis subflavus Tri-colored Bat Endangered Endangered 

Myotis leibii 
Eastern Small-footed 
Myotis 

Endangered Endangered 

Lanius ludovicianus Loggerhead Shrike Endangered Endangered 

Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus 

Red-headed 
Woodpecker 

Endangered Endangered 

Dolichonyx oryzivorus Bobolink Threatened Threatened 

Sturnella magna Eastern Meadowlark Threatened Threatened 

Ixobrychus exilis Least Bittern Threatened Threatened 

Riparia Bank Swallow Threatened Threatened 

Hirundo rustica Barn Swallow Special Concern Special Concern 

Hylocichla mustelina Wood Thrush Special Concern Special Concern 

Contopus virens Eastern Wood-pewee Special Concern Special Concern 
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Ammodramus savannarum Grashopper Sparrow Special Concern Special Concern 

Chelydra serpentina Snapping Turtle Special Concern Special Concern 

Graptemys geographica Northern Map Turtle Special Concern Special Concern 

Thamnophis sauritus 
septentrionalis 

Northern Ribbonsnake Special Concern Special Concern 

During the field visits by Ainley Group in 2023 no SAR were observed on the subject property. 

The forest communities present on the subject property may provide suitable habitat for SAR bats; 
however, based on the proposed development location, no impacts to potential suitable habitat 
(or individuals using it) are anticipated.   

As part of the evaluation, habitat requirements of the species identified above were compared 
against the habitat types present within the study limits.  The results of this assessment are 
provided in Table 2. 

As noted in Table 2, no threatened or endangered species have the potential to exist within the 
study limits / be impacted by the proposed development:  

Measures to limit impacts to those species identified with the potential to be impacted by the 
development are discussed further in Section 8.0 .  It should be noted that neither Special Concern 
(SC) species nor their habitat are afforded protection under the ESA.  

6.6.2 Significant Wetlands  and Coastal Wetlands  

�6�L�J�Q�L�I�L�F�D�Q�W�� �Z�H�W�O�D�Q�G�V�� �Z�L�W�K�L�Q�� �W�K�H�� �U�H�J�L�R�Q�� �D�U�H�� �V�K�R�Z�Q�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �1�+�,�&�¶�V�� �1�D�W�X�U�D�O�� �+�H�U�L�W�D�J�H�� �0�D�N�H-a-Map 
feature. There are no provincially significant wetland (PSW) located within or adjacent the subject 
property.  As such, no impacts to PSW are anticipated as a result of the undertaking.  

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 
�6�W�����&�O�D�L�U�����6�W�����0�D�U�\�¶�V�����6�W�����&�O�D�L�U�����'�H�W�U�R�L�W�����1�L�D�J�D�U�D���D�Q�G���6�W�����/�D�Z�U�H�Q�F�H���5�L�Y�H�U�V�������R�U�� 

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 kilometers upstream of the 1:100-
year flood line (plus wave run-up) of the large water body to which the tributary is 
connected. 

Based on the above definition, no coastal or tributary wetlands are present within the study area.  
As such, no impacts to coastal wetlands are anticipated as a result of the undertaking.   
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6.6.3 Significant Woodlands  

Within their Official Plan, Prince Edward County identifies for protection any woodland features 
�W�K�D�W���D�U�H���O�D�U�J�H�U���W�K�D�Q���������K�D���L�Q���V�L�]�H�����7�K�H���O�R�F�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���W�K�H�V�H���Z�R�R�G�O�D�Q�G�V���L�V���V�K�R�Z�Q���R�Q���6�F�K�H�G�X�O�H���µ�%�¶���R�I��
the Official Plan.  �7�K�H���Z�R�R�G�O�D�Q�G���I�H�D�W�X�U�H�V���V�K�R�Z�Q���R�Q���6�F�K�H�G�X�O�H���µ�%�¶���R�I���W�K�H���2�I�I�L�F�L�D�O���3�O�D�Q���D�U�H���J�H�Q�H�U�D�O�O�\��
consistent with woodlands as mapped by the MNRF within their Natural Heritage Make-A-Map 
Tool.  It should be noted that the boundary of woodlands as mapped by MNRF and within the 
Official Plan deviates slightly from that which was field verified during the site visit and portrayed 
within the ELC mapping.  As such and for the purposes of the protections of woodlands larger 
than 40 ha in size which are afforded within the Official Plan, woodland features identified on the 
subject property are interpreted to be consistent with the Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest 
(FOCM2-1), Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM5-1), and Dry-Fresh Shrub Thicket 
(THDM2) vegetation communities identified in Section 6.3 . Based on the current concept, no 
development is proposed within these vegetation communities.  Therefore, no development will 
occur directly within the identified woodland feature.  Regardless, the Official Plan also notes that 
development shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the identified woodlands, unless the 
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated through an EIS that demonstrates 
that there will be no negative impacts on the woodlands or on their ecological functions. 

�3�H�U���W�K�H���0�1�5�)�¶�V��Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF, 2010) ecological functions criteria 
used in evaluating woodland significance include the following: 

�x Woodland interior; 
�x Proximity to other woodlands or other habitats; 
�x Linkages; 
�x Water protection; and, 
�x Woodland diversity. 

The following provides a discussion of each of these ecological functions with regard to the 
woodlands identified on the subject property and proposed adjacent lands development. 

Woodland Interior 

Interior habitat (i.e. that greater than 100 m from the edge of a woodland) is considered to be 
important for some species.  Based on the configuration of the woodlands on the subject property, 
interior habitat (i.e. that which is 100 m from the edge) is not interpreted to exist.  As such, the 
proposed development is not anticipated to negatively impact the woodland features with regard 
to woodland interior. 

Proximity to Other Woodlands or Other Habitats 

The NHRM notes that woodlands that overlap, abut, or are close to other significant natural 
heritage features (i.e. PSW) could be considered more valuable depending on the minimum size 
threshold for that particular region.  The nearest significant natural feature to the woodlands 
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identified on the subject property is Sawguin Creek Marsh Provincially Significant Wetland, which 
is located approximately 425 m to the northeast.  Given this distance, the woodland on the subject 
property is not considered more valuable, and the proposed development is not anticipated to 
negatively impact the woodland feature with regard to proximity to other woodlands or other 
habitats.  

Linkages 

Linkages are noted as being important connections providing movement between habitats, with 
woodlands located between two other significant features being considered significant.  Mapping 
of natural core area linkage is provided within the Prince Edward County Official Plan Schedule 
�µ�%�¶�������7�K�L�V���P�D�S�S�L�Q�J���G�R�H�V���Q�R�W���L�Q�G�L�F�D�W�H���W�K�D�W���F�R�U�H���D�U�H�D���O�L�Q�N�D�J�H���L�V���S�U�H�V�H�Q�W���R�Q���W�K�H���V�X�E�M�H�F�W���S�U�R�S�H�U�W�\�����Q�R�U��
does it indicate that the broader woodland feature is part of a core area linkage.  As such, the 
proposed development is not anticipated to negatively impact the woodland feature with regard to 
linkages. 

Water Protection 

Source water protection is identified as an important function of woodland features.  A review of 
the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks �± Source Protection Atlas indicates that the 
subject property is not within a significant groundwater discharge or recharge area.  Further, there 
are no surface water features (including headwaters) on the subject lands.  As such, the proposed 
development is not anticipated to negatively impact the woodland feature with regard to water 
protection. 

Woodland Diversity 

The NHRM notes that woodlands should be considered significant if they have a high native 
diversity or a naturally occurring composition of native forest species that have declined 
significantly south and east of the Canadian Shield.  Woodland features on the subject property 
are noted to include the Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOCM2-1), Dry-Fresh Sugar 
Maple Deciduous Forest (FODM5-1), and Dry-Fresh Shrub Thicket (THDM2) vegetation 
communities.  Dominant species with these communities was observed to include Red Cedar, 
Sugar Maple, Common Prickly-Ash, and Staghorn Sumac.  All of these species are considered to 
be common, and are not interpreted to be in decline.  Further, these dominant species are noted 
to have a coefficient of conservatism (CoC) value of 4 or less (see Appendix C ), with an average 
value of 3.  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.  

�x CoC value of 0 to 3 �± species tolerant of disturbance / indicative of disturbed sites.  

�x CoC value of 4 to 6 - species tolerates moderate disturbance. 
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�x CoC value of 7 to 8 - species has undergone minor disturbance. 

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

The noted above average CoC value suggests that the woodland communities on the subject 
property may be indicative of a disturbed site, which would not be expected to be representative 
of a site with high native diversity.  As such, the proposed development is not anticipated to 
negatively impact the woodland feature with regard to woodland diversity. 

Based on the above, no negative impacts on the woodlands or on their ecological functions are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed undertaking.  

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

No significant valleylands have been identified on the subject property by Prince Edward County 
within Schedule �µB�¶ of the Official Plan.  As such, no impacts to significant valleylands are 
anticipated as a result of the undertaking. 

ANSIs �Z�L�W�K�L�Q�� �W�K�H�� �U�H�J�L�R�Q�� �D�U�H�� �V�K�R�Z�Q�� �R�Q�� �W�K�H�� �1�+�,�&�¶�V�� �1�D�W�X�U�D�O�� �+�H�U�L�W�D�J�H�� �0�D�N�H-a-Map feature.  No 
ANSIs are mapped as being present at or adjacent to the subject property, with the nearest feature  
(Huffs Island Coastal Westland Life Science ANSI) being approximately 425 m northeast of the 
subject property�������$�V���V�X�F�K�����Q�R���L�P�S�D�F�W�V���W�R���$�1�6�,�¶�V���D�U�H���D�Q�W�L�F�L�S�D�W�H�G���D�V���D���U�H�V�X�O�W���R�I���W�K�H���X�Q�G�H�U�W�D�N�L�Q�J�� 

6.6.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat  

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

�x Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitat for wildlife. 

�x Habitat of species of conservation concern. 

�x Animal movement corridors. 

�x 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).  

Further to the potential day roosting habitat identified for bats within Section 6 .6.1, a general 
review for potential maternity colonies was completed by Ainley Group as a result of the forest 
communities (Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOCM2-1) and Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple 
Deciduous Forest (FODM5-1)) identified on the subject property.  A snag density survey was not 
completed within the forest units to determine the specific density of snags on the subject property; 
however, field observations indicated potential suitable habitat for maternity colonies within the 
deciduous forest community, with a number of snag and cavity trees observed.  While it is 
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acknowledged that this habitat may be present, development on the subject property is proposed 
to be limited to the business sector and meadow communities, allowing for this suitable habitat to 
remain.  Further, based on based on previous communication with MNRF, there is currently no 
sufficient data to determine buffer requirements for maternity colony trees.  As such, no impacts 
to potential maternity colonies is anticipated as a result of the undertaking, and no further study 
pertaining to maternity colonies on the subject property is considered required at this time.  

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.   

7.0 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  

The development is proposed to include the construction of one new structure, repurposing / 
modifications to three (3) existing structures, and a driveway extension.   

Typical construction aspects of the proposed development are likely to include excavation for the 
building and driveway footprints, and removal/clearing of vegetation for construction purposes.   

Recommended set-backs, environmental constraints, and the proposed development location are 
shown on Figure 3 . 

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  3. 

8.1.1 Erosion and Sediment Control  

Potential Impacts 

Driveway 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: 
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�x All construction activities including maintenance procedures will be controlled to prevent 
entry of deleterious substances into the natural environment.  Equipment maintenance and 
refueling, if required, will be conducted at least 30 m from wetlands or waterways. 

�x During construction and any associated 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.  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. 

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

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

�x The proposed development must be maintained outside of the identified forest / woodland 
communities (FOCM2-1, FODM5-1, and THDM2; Figure 3 ). 

8.1.2 Surface Water Contamination and Debris Accumulation  

Potential Impacts 

During construction activities, the potential for accidental fuel or lubricant spillage, debris 
accumulation, and subsequent contamination to surface water is increased.  

Mitigation 

To prevent the contamination of any surface water features 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 surface water features. 



Environmental Impact Statement  
4309 Highway 62, Prince Edward County 

Ainley File No. 23679-1 

 

 

Ainley Group   Page 19 

8.1.3 Vegetation  

Potential Impacts 

It is understood that the development is proposed to be constructed in an existing vegetation 
clearing; however, construction activities may still result in minor vegetation removal. 

Mitigation 

Prince Edward County enacted a Tree Management and Preservation Policy effective January 
12, 2021.  This policy provides guidance on how the preservation and replacement / removal of 
trees is managed on municipally owned lands and private lands within designated settlement 
areas that are subject to an application for approval under the Planning Act. It is understood that 
the policy does not apply to a rural site (i.e. the subject property); however, the County may ask 
for trees to be planted or preserved in the spirit of the policy. 

As part of tree removal during construction (if required), appropriate tree felling and grubbing 
procedures should be utilized in order to minimize impacts on surrounding vegetation. 

The proposed development must be maintained outside of the identified forest / woodland 
communities (FOCM2-1, FODM5-1, and THDM2; Figure 3 ), with no vegetation clearing within 
these communities. 

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 April 15 and August 15 (migratory bird breeding and nesting period; 
Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018 Further, it should be noted that occupied 
migratory bird nests are protected at any time of the year (including outside of the migratory bird 
breeding and nesting period).  Should a migratory bird nest be found to be occupied outside of 
the migratory bird breeding and nesting period, then any activity that may harm or damage the 
nest or occupying individual must cease until the nest is no longer occupied. 

8.1.4 Wildlife and Bird Migration  

Potential Impacts 

Potential impacts to wildlife and bird migration are anticipated to predominantly be associated with 
footprint excavation and grading activities, and are expected to generally be temporary in nature 
and remain within the existing business sector and fresh-moist mixed meadow vegetation 
communities. 
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Mitigation:   

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

To avoid impacts to migratory birds, vegetation removal (as necessary) during development of 
the subject property should be avoided between April 15 and August 15 (migratory bird breeding 
and nesting period; Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018).  Further, it should be noted 
that occupied migratory bird nests are protected at any time of the year (including outside of the 
migratory bird breeding and nesting period).  Should a migratory bird nest be found to be occupied 
outside of the migratory bird breeding and nesting period, then any activity that may harm or 
damage the nest or occupying individual must cease until the nest is no longer occupied. 

8.1.5 Species at Risk (SAR)  

Potential Impacts 

As discussed in Section 6.5.1  and Table 2, the proposed development is not anticipated to have 
the potential to impact Endangered or Threatened SAR identified for the subject property.  
Regardless, the following mitigation measures are interpreted to apply.    

Mitigation 

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

�x 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. 

�x Harassment to SAR should not occur during construction activities. 

8.1.6 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 Woodland feature (i.e. vegetation communities FOCM2-1, FODM5-1, and THDM2; 
Figure 3 ) are considered to be sensitive areas.  No development is proposed within these 
communities. 

Mitigation: 

Mitigation measures as outlined in Section s 8.1.1, and 8.1.2 are anticipated to limit impacts to 
this feature.  
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8.1.7 Fisheries, Associated Habitat, and In -Water Works  

Potential Impacts 

Fish habitat is not interpreted to be present on the subject property or within 30 m.  As such no 
impacts to fish or fish habitat is anticipated as a result of the proposed undertaking. 

8.1.8 Long Term Use (Cumulative Impacts)  

Potential Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are generally defined as impact on the environment resulting from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions (Clark, 1994).  In regards to 4309 Highway 62, reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are interpreted to include the further developed use of the subject property for cannabis 
cultivation and processing. 

Further to the information included in the previous sections, long term use of the proposed 
development has the potential to cause cumulative impacts to natural heritage features / functions 
that are on and adjacent to the subject lands.  Potential cumulative impacts may include the 
following: 

�x Possible release of sediment into the adjacent natural features. 

�x Possible increase debris / waste accumulation on the property. 

It is anticipated that wildlife movement on the subject lands in the area of the proposed 
development footprint is focused within areas of forest cover.  As the proposed development 
footprint does not overlap forest communities on the subject property, no impacts to wildlife 
movement are anticipated.   

Mitigation 

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

9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

9.1 Conclusions  

Based on the review of the background information, and the field visit completed in 2023, the 
following conclusions have been made.  These conclusions are to be considered in addition to 
the information presented in Section 8.0 which provides a summary of potential impacts and 
mitigation measures. 
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�x The development is proposed to include the construction of one new structure, repurposing 
/ modifications to three (3) existing structures, and a driveway extension. 

�x Woodland features (per the Prince Edward County Official Plan) have been identified on / 
adjacent to the subject property. 

�x It is understood that the proposed new development will be maintained outside of 
woodland features present on the subject property. 

9.2 Recommendations  

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

�x All construction activities including maintenance procedures will be controlled to prevent 
entry of deleterious substances into the natural environment.  Equipment maintenance 
and refueling, if required, will be conducted at least 30 m from wetlands or waterways. 

�x During construction and any associated 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.  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. 

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

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

�x The proposed development must be maintained outside of the identified forest / woodland 
communities (FOCM2-1, FODM5-1, and THDM2; Figure 3 ). 

�x To prevent the contamination of any surface water features 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. 

�x 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 surface 
water features. 
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�x Prince Edward County enacted a Tree Management and Preservation Policy effective 
January 12, 2021.  This policy provides guidance on how the preservation and 
replacement / removal of trees is managed on municipally owned lands and private lands 
within designated settlement areas that are subject to an application for approval under 
the Planning Act. It is understood that the policy does not apply to a rural site (i.e. the 
subject property); however, the County may ask for trees to be planted or preserved in the 
spirit of the policy. 

�x As part of tree removal during construction (if required), appropriate tree felling and 
grubbing procedures should be utilized in order to minimize impacts on surrounding 
vegetation. 

�x 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 April 15 and August 15 (migratory bird 
breeding and nesting period; Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2018 Further, it 
should be noted that occupied migratory bird nests are protected at any time of the year 
(including outside of the migratory bird breeding and nesting period).  Should a migratory 
bird nest be found to be occupied outside of the migratory bird breeding and nesting period, 
then any activity that may harm or damage the nest or occupying individual must cease 
until the nest is no longer occupied. 

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

�x 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. 

�x Harassment to SAR should not occur during construction activities. 

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

Provided these recommendations are followed, Ainley Group is of the opinion that the proposed 
development will result in no negative impacts to the identified significant natural heritage features. 

10.0 CLOSURE 

Ainley Group has prepared this Environmental Impact Study per the terms of reference in an effort 
to describe the proposed 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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