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7. Servioe lnformation (check appropriate box)

lf access to the subject land is by private road, or if by "other public road" or "right-of-way", indicate who
owns the land or road, who is responsible for its maintenance and whether it is maintained seasonally or
all year.

lf access to the subject land is by water, describe the parking and docking facilities and the approximate
distance of these facilities from the subject land and the nearest public road.
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9. Plans (to assist in the preparation of plans, please refer to the attached sample sketch)

Please include a site plan of the property drawn to an appropriate scale based on a true survey showing:

i) the boundaries and dimensions of the subject lands;

ii) the location, size and type of all existing and proposed buildings and structures on the subjeci
land, indicating the distance of the buildings and structures from the front yard lot line, rear yard
lot line and the side yard lot lines;

iii) the approximate location of all natural and artificial features on the subject land and on land that
is adjacent to the subject land that, in the opinion of the applicant, may affec.t the application.
Examples include buildings, railways, roads, watercourses, drainage ditches, river or stream
banks, wetlands, wooded areas, wells and septic tanks;

iv) the current uses on land that is adjacent to the subject land;

v) the location, width and name of any roads within or abutting the subject land, indicating whether
it is an unopened road allowance, a public travelled road, a private road or a right-of-way;

vi) if access to the subject land is by water only, the location of the parking and docking facilities to
be used;

vii) the location and nature of any easement affecting the subject land

Additional information, inoluding arohiteotural drawings and elevations, shall be furnished by the
applioant at the request of the Township.

1 0. Publio Consultation

Describe your proposed strategy for consulting with the public with respect to the application.

11. Other lnformation

ls there any other information that you think may be useful to the Township in reviewing this application?
lf so, explain below or attach a separate page.

Page 4 of 6



PF
i t ,E
?r ?;! r

.i gEEEEE
_sEE-figg
i,-rg?FE

E$53EB
.'

,1

4

12. Affidavit or $worn Declaration

13. Authorizations

Authorization of Owner(s) for AEent to Make the Application

lf the applicant is not the owner of the land that is the subject of this application, authorization for the
agent to make this application, as set out below, must be given. Alternatively, written authorization can
be provided on a separate form and submitted with this application. Authorization must be provided by

f registered owners of the subject property.

lM/e, , amlare the owner(s) of the land

that is the subject of this application and l/we authorize

to make this application on my/our behalf.

Date

Date

Date

Signature of Owner

Signature of Owner

Signature of Owner

Signature of Owner

Signature of Owner

Signature of Owner

Authorization of Owner(s) for Aqent to Provide Personal lnformation

lf the applicant is not the owner of the land that is the subject of this application, authorization for the agent
to provide personal information, as set out below, must be given. Alternatively, written authorization can
be provided on a separate form and submitted with this application. Authorization must be given by all
registered owners of the subject property.

lM/e, , amlare the owner(s) of the land

that is the subject of this application and for the purposes of the Freedom of Information and Protection of

Privacy Act, l/we authorize as my/our agent for this application

to provide any of my/our personal information that will be included in this application or collected during

the process of the application.

Date

Date

Date

Dated at the this f I aay ot TtlA P- ,2oL-(

orthe CiW ^ I Tnnn.vt Lrt, in the

County/District/Regional Municipality of _
f
solemnly declare that all the statements

contained in this application are true, and I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing it to be

true, and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath and by virtue of the CANADA
EVIDENCE ACT

DECLARED BEFORE ME at the'.-l ,n,r ^,^3)r.lc> of C o"-\icr's.

in the of this 26 dayof Jc,..€ .2oZ!-.

A Commissioner of Oaths ure of Ow r or Authorized Applicant / Agent
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14. Gonsent of the Owner{s} to the Use and Disclosure of Personal lnformation

Allregistered owners of the subjec't property must provide their consent concerning the disclosure of
personal information, as set out below.

lAA/e, am/are the owner(s) of the land that
is the subject of this application and for the purposes of the Freedom of lnformation and Protection of
Privacy Act, l/we authorize and consent to the use by or the disclosure to any person or public body of
any personal information that
processing this application.

is collected under the authority ol lhe Planning Act for of

Date lt. 2Ozt Signature of Owner

Date 

-

Signature of

Date Signature of Owner
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1.0 Introduction 

Austin Construction (Client) has retained Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc. (GEMS) 
to conduct a Scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for Edgar Island in in the Township of Carling, 
Ontario.  The Scoped EIS is required to support the relocation of a single detached outbuilding on the 
island.   

Correspondence between GEMS and Township of Carling (Township) outlines the steps required to fulfill 
a zoning by-law amendment and Planning Act approval for the proposed relocation of the outbuilding. It is 
also stated within this correspondence that the entire island does not need to be evaluated for the 
purposes of this assessment, only the building site and area adjacent (Site). Appendix A includes a copy 
of the correspondence. The location of the Site is depicted on Figure 1. 

This Scoped EIS will specifically provide a discussion of existing natural heritage features on and 
immediately adjacent to the Site. A brief discussion on the potential impacts to these features and 
mitigation measures is also included.    

1.1 Current Conditions and Proposed Development  

The island is completely bound by Georgian Bay and is currently developed with one cottage with 
associated outbuildings and recreational facilities including a helipad. The cottage and recreational 
facilities are located to the north and west of the outbuilding and site area proposed for relocation. 
Landscaped trees and manicured lawn make up the majority of the vegetation around the main cottage 
with a mixed forest dominated by white cedar also at the Site.  

The development proposed consists of the removal and reconstruction of the outbuilding from below the 
high-water mark to a point above the high-water mark, approximately 25 m north of its current location.  

GEMS has prepared a Current Ecological Condition Assessment Report for the Site, provided in 
Appendix B. This report outlines the conditions observed at the Site during the November 4, 2020 field 
investigation and discusses the various types of habitat and potential impacts to these habitats based on 
the proposed outbuilding relocation.  

1.2 Scope of Work  

The main tasks to be completed by GEMS and discussed within this Scoped EIS report are as follows: 

• Background information review  

• Field inventories  

o Current Conditions Assessment 

o Incidental Wildlife Observations  

• Reporting 

2.0 Policies and Legislative Framework 

The natural heritage policies and legislation relevant to the Site is provided in Sections 2.1 to 2.6.  
Appendix C includes applicable regulatory agency mapping and correspondence.   

2.1 Provincial Policy Statement  

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (MMAH, 2020) provides a policy framework under the Planning 
Act to guide development “while protecting resources of provincial interest, public health and safety, and 
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the quality of the natural and built environment”.  Section 2.1 (Natural Heritage) of the PPS is applicable 
to the Site.     

Section 2.1 of the PPS states that no site alteration should have negative impacts on features such as 
habitat of endangered and threatened species, Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs), and Significant 
Wildlife Habitat, or their ecological functions.    

Sections 2.1.5-2.1.7 of the PPS prohibits development within natural features that include (but are not 
limited to) PSWs, significant woodlands, significant valleylands, fish habitat or habitat of endangered or 
threatened species. Section 2.1.8 also notes any development proposed within ‘Adjacent Lands’ to such 
features may not be permitted unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on 
the natural features or their ecological functions.  

2.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide 

The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNRF, 2000) outlines the types and descriptions for 
various habitats. According to the guide wildlife habitat is considered significant where it is “ecologically 
important in terms of features, functions, representation or amount, and contributing to the quality and 
diversity of an identifiable geographic area or Natural Heritage System.” 

Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) can be divided into 4 categories:  
1. Seasonal concentration areas 
2. Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife  
3. Habitats of species of conservation concern, excluding the habitats of endangered and 

threatened species  
4. Animal movement corridors  

2.3 Fisheries Act 

In accordance with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)’s Fisheries Act (2019), the main goal 
of DFO’s regulatory efforts is to obtain an overall “Net Gain” in the productive capacity of fish habitat 
within Canadian Waters.  In order to achieve this goal, all new development adjacent to water resources 
must be conducted in ways that ensure the maintenance of existing fish habitat capacity.  The Federal 
Fisheries Act prohibits the serious harm or death to fish, or any permanent alteration to, or destruction of, 
fish habitat. Should a proposed development be anticipated to pose serious harm to fish/fish habitat, then 
permit approval must be obtained by DFO prior to any site works.   

2.4 Endangered Species Act 

The Endangered Species Act (2007) takes on a Provincial approach to the protection of at-risk native 
species. The purposes of the act are: 

1. To identify species at risk based on the best available scientific information, including 
information obtained from community knowledge and aboriginal traditional knowledge. 

2. To protect species that are at risk and their habitats, and to promote the recovery of species 
that are at risk. 

3. To promote stewardship activities to assist in the protection and recovery of species that are at 
risk.   

The classification of species will be undertaken by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in 
Ontario (COSSARO).  Regulations under this act include the Species at Risk in Ontario List which 
includes all species currently listed as extirpated, endangered, threatened and special concern. 
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Should a SAR or SAR habitat be observed at a site, authorization under the Act may be required for any 
proposed works that could affect SAR or their habitat. 

Since the Site falls within the boundaries of regulated habitat for the Eastern Foxsnake, special 
consideration should be given to this species. Habitat requirements and the species potential to be 
present within the Site are discussed in Section 3.5.2 of this report.  

2.5 Township of Carling Official Plan 

GEMS reviewed the Township of Carling Official Plan (OP) dated January 2011 for information pertaining 
to the Site. The following information pertaining to the Site was identified upon a review of the City’s 
Official Plan schedules: 

• Schedule A-1: Landuse Plan - the Site is designated as ‘Waterfront’ 

According to correspondence from the Township (Appendix A) it is stated that given the scope of the 
project and the fact that the area of impact associated with the proposed relocation is limited to just the 
relocation of 1 structure, the site evaluation can be scoped to only address this section of the OP. Section 
14.02 of the OP was assessed for policy pertaining to the Site and proposed relocation of the outbuilding. 

Section 14.02.1 explains the recommended items to be included within a site evaluation report for a 
proposed development or site alteration within the jurisdiction of the Township. It is stated that the site 
evaluation may include but not be limited to: 

a. identification and analysis of the significant natural features which exist or potentially exist 
on or adjacent to the property; these features would include significant habitat of 
endangered or threatened species, wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat or any other 
environmental feature on site and within the regional context; 

b. identification and analysis of any environmental feature identified on or adjacent to the 
site for which the area has been identified; 

c. identification of any impacts that the proposed development may have on the natural 
heritage features;  

d. identification of any mitigation measures that may be implemented to limit or avoid any 
adverse impacts on the environmental features; 

e. the appropriateness and adequacy of any enforcement or implementation measures to 
ensure environmental protection;  

f. an analysis of the appropriateness of the site to accommodate the proposed 
development. 

This section also states that all costs associated with the site evaluation or environmental assessment, 
including peer review, will be the responsibility of the proponent (2011a). 

2.6 Zoning By-law 

The correspondence from the Township (provided in Appendix A) states that under Section 5.09.1 c) of 
the Township of Carling’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law, legal non-complying structures in the Water 
Front Residential 1-5 (WF1-5) Zone, may only be reconstructed on the same footprint as the existing 
structure (2011b). A reduced front yard setback must also be approved under a Zoning By-law 
Amendment.  
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3.0 Physical Setting of the Site 

The physical setting of the Site includes natural features that support the overall local ecology of an area.  
These features can include woodlands, valleylands, watercourses, wetlands and other significant wildlife 
habitat.  A review of existing available information on the environmental functions and features of the 
study area has been completed.   

3.1 Sources of Information on Physical Setting 

Background data collection for the Site included a literature and database search and requests for 
information. Sources of information included the following: 

• Maps including topographic and survey maps, soil maps, geology maps, aerial photographs, 
Ontario base maps and any other available relevant maps 

• Land use of the Site and surrounding properties including the location of buildings, residential 
land use and the location of surface water features 

• Databases and online regulatory data  
• Applicable policies and regulations  
• Other available data and reports 

3.2 Landscape Context 

The Site is located on Edgar Island in Georgian Bay approximately 4.5 km west of Dillon Cove Marina 
and is comprised of approximately 0.20 ha.  

3.3 Geological, Hydrogeological and Physiographic Features 

The Site is located within the broad physiographic region known as the Georgian Bay Fringe (Chapman 
and Putnam, 2007).  A review of quaternary geology indicates that the Site is comprised of Precambrian 
Bedrock which is classified as undifferentiated igneous and metamorphic rock, exposed at surface or 
covered by a discontinuous, thin layer of drift (Ontario Geological Survey, 2010).  Based on a review of 
published bedrock geology mapping, the Site and surrounding area are underlain by bedrock comprised 
of migmatitic rocks and gneisses of undetermined protolith (Ontario Geological Survey, 2011).  Elevations 
across the Site are approximately 176 m above sea level (m asl).    

GEMS reviewed the Government of Ontario’s “Water Well Information System” online mapping and 
database for records pertaining to the vicinity of the Site.  No water well records were identified within the 
limits of the Site or within a reasonable vicinity.   

3.4 Surface Water Features 

The Site is located within Georgian Bay therefore appropriate fish and fish habitat policies must be 
considered. No wetlands or additional watercourses are present.  

3.5 Species at Risk  

Available information on species at risk and significant wildlife habitat is available through two sources of 
data.  These sources are: 

• Species at Risk (SAR) Screening sent to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
(MECP)  

• Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) 
online mapping application (MNRF, 2020) 



Edgar Island Scoped EIS Report February 16, 2021 
Austin Construction  Page 5 
Project No. 21-1077 
 

 

3.5.1 MECP SAR SCREENING 

GEMS has initiated the process of the new preliminary MECP SAR Screening, which has been created to 
encourage the client to take on a more serious and hands-on roll in acquiring Species at Risk (SAR) 
information before obtaining a permit under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), if necessary. Multiple 
sources of information for SAR are recommended to be looked at as a part of the screening activity, 
various online databases, the local conservation authority, local naturalist groups, indigenous 
communities in the area, trusts or environmental non-governmental organizations and field studies were 
all consulted for information.  

GEMS submitted the screening document to the MECP on February 10, 2021. No response from MECP 
has been received to date. The preliminary screening completed by GEMS is provided in Appendix A. 

3.5.2 NATURAL HERITAGE INFORMATION CENTRE MAPPING 

The MNRF’s Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) “Make-a-Map: Natural Heritage Areas” online 
mapping application was reviewed for information pertaining to tracked species (rare or at-risk) with 
records of occurrence within the vicinity of the Site. Mapping is provided in Appendix C. 

At-risk species are put into 1 of 5 categories based on the species geographic range in Ontario and the 
condition of the species across is broader geographic range inside and outside of Ontario (Endangered 
Species Act, 2007). The categories are: 

• Special Concern – lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered or threatened but may become 
either because of biological characteristics or other threats 

• Threatened – lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered but likely to become endangered if 
steps are not taken to address threatening factors 

• Endangered – lives in the wild in Ontario but is facing imminent extinction or extirpation 
• Extirpated – no longer lives in the wild in Ontario but can be found elsewhere 
• Extinct – no longer lives anywhere in the world 

GEMS has conducted a search of the 1 km grids which are in the vicinity of the Site, no SAR were 
provided during this search. 

Considering the information provided by the Township about the Site being within regulated habitat for 
Eastern Foxsnake it is likely that this species is present on the island. Additionally, GEMS contacted the 
Georgian Bay Biosphere Reserve (GBBR) to inquire about any other SAR that are potentially in the area. 
The GBBR provided GEMS with an old list of SAR in the area from when the MNRF kept these records 
(provided in Appendix C). Seeing as this list is now a number of years old, the key habitat used by a 
species (as indicated on the list) was cross-referenced with the habitat present within the Site area to 
determine the potential for that SAR.  Table 1 is summary of which species are potentially present within 
the vicinity of the Site and the associated habitat potential.  
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Table 1. GBBR Species-at-Risk within the vicinity of the Site area 

Scientific Name English Name SAR Designation Habitat Likelihood 

Hirundo rustica Barn Swallow Threatened  
Ledges and walls of 
man-man structures  

Likely on island, 
unlikely in Site 
area 

Chaetura pelagica Chimney Swift Threatened  

Man-made structures 
(chimneys). Hollow 
trees/cavities in mature 
forests 

Likely on island, 
unlikely in Site 
area 

Pantherophis 
gloydi 

Eastern 
Foxsnake  Threatened  

Rock shores, beaches 
and marshes  

Very likely on 
island, unlikely 
within Site area 

Myotis leibii 
Eastern Small-
footed Myotis  Endangered 

Buildings, forests, old 
growth trees 

Likely to be on the 
island, unlikely 
within Site area 

Antrostomus 
vociferus 

Eastern Whip-
poor-will Threatened 

Mix of open and 
forested areas  

Likely to be on the 
island and within 
the Site area 

Contopus virens 
Eastern 
Wood-Pewee Special Concern  

Deciduous and mixed 
forests, open space 
and forest edges 

Likely to be on the 
island and within 
the Site area 

Myotis lucifugus 
Little Brown 
Myotis  Endangered  

Forests, cavity trees, 
dead and dying trees, 
and buildings  

Likely to be on the 
island, unlikely 
within the Site 
area 

Myotic 
septentrionalis 

Northern 
Myotis  Endangered  

Forests, cavity trees, 
dead and dying trees, 
and buildings 

Likely to be on the 
island, unlikely 
within the Site 
area 

Contopus cooperi 
Olive-sided 
Flycatcher  Special Concern  Forests  

Likely to be on the 
island and within 
the Site area  

Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus 

Red-headed 
Woodpecker  Special Concern  

Open deciduous 
forests, woodland 
edges, riparian forests 

Likely to be on the 
island and within 
the Site area 

Hylocichla 
mustelina Wood Thrush Special Concern  

Moist deciduous and 
mixed forests 

Likely to be on the 
island and within 
the Site area  

Most of the birds listed in the table are likely present on Edgar Island and within the Site area due to the 
presence of the species key habitat (forested area). Although it is likely that tree removals will be 
necessary to facilitate the relocation of the outbuilding, precautionary nesting surveys and mitigation 
measures can help to ensure no SAR birds or their habitats are harmed.  

Bats require large tree cavities with loose bark as their key roosting habitat. This type of habitat is usually 
associated with mature trees and forests.  During GEMS field investigation it was observed that there was 
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key bat habitat on the island but not within the Site area. There were no mature trees suitable for roosting 
habitat within the area proposed for relocation or proposed for removal, therefore no significant impacts to 
SAR bats or their habitat are anticipated. It was also noted that 3 bat boxes were present on the island.  

The Eastern Foxsnake (Georgian Bay Population) can be found along rocky shores, beaches, and 
marshes generally within 30m of Georgian Bay but sporadically up to 1 km from the Bay (Georgian Bay 
Biosphere Reserve, 2021). Breeding habitat consists of decaying wood and other organic detritus which 
can be burrowed into. This species overwinters in frost free zones often associated with vacant animal 
burrow of rock crevices. Based on current Site conditions and lack of critical habitat present within the 
Site area, coupled with utilization of proper mitigation measures no harm or destruction to the species or 
its habitat is anticipated. 

Mitigation measures to protect SAR are discussed in Section 6.0 of this report.  

3.6 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Using information from the MNRF’s Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guideline (MNRF, 2000), SWH 
Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 5E (MNRF, 2015) and the findings of the field investigations and 
background information GEMS has determined if ‘Candidate’ or ‘Confirmed’ SWH is present within the 
Site area. 

Seasonal Concentration Areas 

Seasonal Concentration Areas are defined as smaller areas where wildlife species occur annually in large 
groups at certain times of the year, either with the same species or various species (MNRF, 2015).  Some 
examples of these concentration areas include deer wintering areas, breeding bird colonies and 
hibernation sites (MNRF, 2015).  Using Table 1.1 in the SWH Criteria Schedules of Ecoregion 5E the 
following are the Seasonal Concentration Areas present: 

• Bat Maternity Colonies – candidate habitat is present on the island 
• Reptile Hibernaculum – candidate habitat is present on the island  
• Colonial Waterbird Nesting Area – NHIC confirmed habitat is present within the grid square the 

island is located within (17NL4829) 

Rare Vegetation Communities of Specialized Habitats 

Rare Vegetation Communities typically contain rare species (usually plants and small invertebrates) that 
depend on these types of habitats for survival. These communities and species are ranked to determine 
rarity: 

S1 Extremely Rare: Usually 5 or fewer occurrences in the Province, or very few remaining 
hectares 

S2 Very Rare:  Usually between 5 and 20 occurrences in the Province, or few remaining 
hectares 

S3 Rare to Uncommon: Usually between 20 and 100 occurrences in the Province; may have 
fewer occurrences, but within some extensive examples remaining 

The MNRF SWH criteria (Table 1.2.1) has used these rankings to determine the types of rare vegetation 
communities or specialized habitats within Ecoregion 5E. There are no Rare Vegetation Communities 
currently present within the Site area.  
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Specialized Habitats are defined as areas where certain species gather because of the suitable habitat 
present to ensure their long-term survival. The more species the Site area contains the more significant 
the habitat becomes to the surrounding area. Using Table 1.2.2 it has been determined that there are no 
types of specialized habitat present within the Site area. 

Habitats of Species of Special Concern 

Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern include species listed as Special Concern (Provincially) or 
are rare or declining. It does not include habitats of Endangered or Threatened species. Table 1.3 assists 
with the SWH of these species. Habitat present within the Site based on the criteria in the table includes: 

• Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species – Since there are occurrence records for multiple 
species of Special Concern there may be potential for this type of habitat 

Animal Movement Corridors 

Animal Movement Corridors are elongated areas used by wildlife to move from one habitat to another. 
They provide important migratory functions to various species across the overall landscape. Officially, 
these corridors can only be identified by the MNRF (or planning authority). There are no documented 
Animal Movement Corridors within the Site area.  

4.0 Biophysical Inventory Methodology and Results 

GEMS conducted a field investigation on November 4, 2020. Photographs taken during the investigation 
are provided in Appendix D.  A description of the Site conditions and assessment of available wildlife 
habitat are provided in the following sections. 

4.1 General Site Description  

The general site description includes vegetation community names and codes from the Ecological Land 
Classification System (Lee, 2008).  Figure 2 illustrates the 2 communities that were identified.   

The ELC vegetation communities based on the 2020 field investigations are noted as:  
Non-Calcareous Rock/Bedrock Open Shoreline: SHOR2 - This community occurs in a relatively 
narrow band along the lake/island interface fronting the Site.  
When present the ground cover is dominated by grasses (Poaceae sp.) and  sedges (Cyperaceae sp.). 
Other species such as spirea (Spirea sp.) and willow (Salix sp.) are also present. 

Dry-Fresh Non-Calcareous Bedrock Mixed Woodland: WOMR2 – This community represents the 
majority of the Site, comprising the forested area outside of the shoreline area. The deciduous and 
coniferous trees make up approximately 30% and 70% of the canopy, respectively.  
The canopy includes red maple (Acer rubrum), white birch (Betula papyrifera), white pine (Pinus strobus) 
and white cedar (Thuja occidentalis). 
Dominant shrub species within the understory include ground hemlock (Taxus canadensis), Juniper 
(Juniperus sp.) elderberry (Sambucus sp.) and Raspberry (Rubus sp.).  
The ground cover is dominated by mosses and ferns. 

4.2 Fauna Observations 

Incidental observations of species were recorded during the field investigation. Evidence was based on 
visual observations including indirect evidence such as tracks, scat, burrows, dens and browse. GEMS 
staff observed no animals or signs of animals on or in the vicinity of the Site.  
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5.0 Potential Impacts  

The following section outlines the anticipated impacts of the proposed development to the natural 
features on and surrounding the Site.  The impacts are specific to the current site conditions. 

5.1 Direct Impacts 

Direct impacts to the Site from the removal of the existing outbuilding and relocation and construction of a 
new outbuilding on the property are expected to consist primarily of the removal of some trees within the 
forested area. These removals could potentially be to widen areas of restricted access and for the 
construction of the outbuilding at the new location 25 m north of the current outbuilding location. Since 
there is some SAR habitat likely to be present within these areas, sensitive timing windows for migratory 
birds as well as regulated habitat restrictions for the Eastern Foxsnake will need to be adhered to. 
Adherence to these precautionary measures will ensure no SAR or their habitat are damaged or 
destroyed during construction activities. These timing windows and precautionary measures are further 
discussed in Section 6.3 below. 

A positive impact from the proposed relocation is improving the shoreline and adjacent aquatic habitat 
within Georgian Bay. Currently, the location of the outbuilding poses harm to these habitats by impeding 
into these sensitive areas. Moving the outbuilding to a location above the high-water mark will ensure 
there is no harm or future impacts to the shoreline and aquatic habitat and species that use these 
habitats.  

5.2 Indirect Impacts 

It is expected that potential indirect impacts on the Site and within the vicinity could arise from improper 
sediment and erosion control (ESC) measures. Incorrectly installed and unmaintained ESC measures 
could allow additional sediment to deposit into Georgian Bay, causing potentially damaging and life-
threatening changes to habitat and water quality for aquatic species. ESC measures are discussed in 
Section 6.2 below. 

5.3 Cumulative Impacts 

In general no significant cumulative impacts to fish, wildlife, water quality or ecological function are 
anticipated with respect to this relocation project.  Conversely, an overall net improvement to fish habitat 
is anticipated by removing the structure from below the high-water mark.   

6.0  Mitigation Measures 

The mitigation measures that GEMS deems acceptable to offset the potential impacts from the proposed 
development include the following: 

• Grading and Landscaping 
• Erosion and Sediment Control  
• General Wildlife Protection 
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6.1 Grading and Landscaping  

Measures to protect retained trees during any future construction activities may include (but are not 
limited to) the following: 

• Maintenance of existing grades within the immediate vicinity of retained trees 
• Installation of temporary protective fencing at a minimum of 1 m from the dripline of all retained 

trees to protect root zones 
• Installation of tree protection measures prior to all grading and construction phases until 

construction is complete 
• Monitoring of protection measures during construction stages to ensure proper function is 

maintained   

6.2 Erosion and Sediment Control 
Impacts to Georgian Bay from construction can be mitigated through Erosion and Sediment Control 
(ESC) measures. Correctly installed and maintained measures such as silt fencing, tree protection 
barriers, temporary drainage features, controlled construction access, etc. can all be used to ensure 
sediment stays contained on the Site and does not cause any further erosion or damage to the adjacent 
areas.  

All measures approved shall be installed prior to the start of construction, kept in good working order and 
repaired as directed through on-site inspections by certified inspectors. Inspections should be conducted 
weekly or bi-weekly and after any major storm event.  

6.3 General Wildlife Protection  

All future proposed construction activities should adhere to the Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994). 
The completion of a nesting survey by a qualified professional will be required for any vegetation 
removals completed during the core breeding bird season (occurs annually, generally between April 1st 
and August 31st). The removal or disturbance of active nests that contain eggs or young birds is 
prohibited. 

Since there is the potential for the Eastern Foxsnake, consideration for the protection of this species must 
be discussed. The Ontario Government explains that habitat regulation for this species protects sites 
used for nesting, hibernation, and communal shedding and basking (2019). Areas used for 
thermoregulation, foraging and hibernation include rock barren, open forest, old field, marsh, shoreline 
and other similar areas, while other areas such as closed-canopy forests are used primarily for movement 
and are also included as regulated habitat (2019).  

It is stated that activities in regulated habitat can continue as long as the function of these areas of the 
species is maintained and individuals of the species are not killed, harmed or harassed (Ontario, 2019) 
Renovations or the building of small structures are generally compatible within areas of regulated habitat 
for the Eastern Foxsnake (Ontario, 2019).  

7.0 Policy Conformity  
The following sections outline the conformity of the proposed development with the policy and legislation 
framework in the context of the existing site conditions.  Where conformity is not met mitigation is 
required. 
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7.1 Provincial Policy Statement  

The proposed relocation meets the policies set out within the PPS because this Scoped EIS satisfies the 
requirement for consideration of natural heritage features present on and adjacent to the Site. This report 
also discusses that there will be no adverse impacts, that cannot be mitigated, on any ‘Adjacent Lands’. 

7.2 Fisheries Act 
The development is not proposed to encroach into federal fisheries jurisdiction and conforms to the act.  

7.3 Endangered Species Act 
Since there is potential for SAR birds the appropriate timing windows for vegetation removal and building 
demolition should be adhered to. Mitigation measures such as bat boxes should also be considered for 
any potential habitat lost during construction.  

7.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide  
Based on the information provided in MNRF’s Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guideline (MNRF, 
2000) and SWH Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 5E (MNRF, 2015) along with the findings of the field 
investigations and background information, GEMS has determined the following: Seasonal Concentration 
Areas present: 

• Candidate and Confirmed Seasonal Concentration Areas are present 
• Rare Vegetation Communities and Specialized Habitats are not present at the Site 
• Candidate Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern (excluding the habitats of endangered 

and threatened species) may be present at the Site 
• Animal movement corridors are not present at the Site 

It has been determined that only the Colonial Waterbird Nesting Area habitat is ‘Confirmed’ SWH 
(confirmed through NHIC) within the area of the island. All other SWH potentially present on the island is 
considered ‘Candidate’ habitat. Since there is SWH present, mitigation measures to ensure this habitat is 
protected is strongly recommended, the Migratory Birds Convention Act and other tree protection policies 
should be adhered to during any construction activities.  

7.5 Township of Carling Official Plan 
Since the project is limited to just the relocation of 1 structure, the site evaluation can be scoped to only 
address Section 14 of the OP (as per the Town correspondence). As outlined within this section, the 
Scoped EIS site evaluation must identify and analyze the significant natural features that exist on or 
adjacent to the Site, identify potential impacts from the proposed development on these natural features 
and the mitigation measures that can be implemented, the appropriateness and adequacy of enforcement 
of implementation measures to ensure environmental protection, and analysis of the appropriateness of 
the Site to accommodate the proposed relocation.   

The proposed relocation conforms to these site evaluation recommendations because this Scoped EIS 
report outlines the natural features on and adjacent to the Site, as well as includes a discussion of the 
potential impacts, recommended mitigation, environmental protection, and appropriateness of the 
proposed relocation.  

7.6 Zoning By-law  

Section 5.09.1 c) of the Town’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law states that current legal non-complying 
structures in the Water Front Residential Zone may only be reconstructed within the same footprint. Since 
the proposal is for the structure to be relocated approval under the Planning Act is required. 
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8.0 Conclusion 

Since the client is just proposing to remove and relocate a structure that is currently in a location causing 
potential harm to fish habitat to a location that will not damage or disturb any SAR or critical habitat, 
GEMS is of the opinion that the proposed relocation will provide an overall ecological net gain to the 
habitat on the island.  

9.0 Legal Limitations 

Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc. (GEMS) has prepared this report for our client 
and its agents exclusively. GEMS accepts no responsibility for any damages that may be suffered by third 
parties as a result of decisions or actions based on this report.  

The findings and conclusions are site-specific and were developed in a manner consistent with that level 
of care and skill normally exercised by environmental professionals currently practicing under similar 
conditions in the area. Changing assessment techniques, regulations, and site conditions means that 
environmental investigations and their conclusions can quickly become dated, so this report is for use 
now. The report should not be used after that without GEMS review/approval.  

The project has been conducted according to our instructions and work program. Additional conditions, 
and limitations on our liability are set forth in our work program/contract. No warranty, expressed or 
implied, is made. 
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11.0 Closing 

We trust this information will meet your current requirements. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned should you have any questions or require additional information. 

Yours truly, 

Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc. 

 

Prepared By:      Reviewed By:   
     

      

Joelle, Pecora, B.A., Cert. Ecol. Rest.  Kim Logan, P.Geo. (Limited), P.Biol  
Ecologist     Project Manager/Senior Ecologist 
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Correspondence 

  



From: Joelle Pecora
To: Joelle Pecora
Subject: FW: Edgar Island (Island #339c)
Date: February 10, 2021 1:18:19 PM
Attachments: Official Plan - Section 14.pdf

From: Ryan Snowball <rsnowball@carling.ca> 
Sent: November 2, 2020 3:15 PM
To: Kim Logan <kim.logan@gemservicesinc.com>
Subject: RE: Edgar Island (Island #339c)

Please be advised this message was sent from outside of your organization.

Good afternoon Kim,

Thanks for the email.

The development proposal initiated by Susan Adams on behalf of Mr. Meekison is really quite
simple: An application for a Zoning By-law Amendment will be filed to seek Planning Act approval for
two items:

1. The conversion of a 77.91 square metre addition to the main dwelling (referred to as the
‘Annex’ by the Owners) to an oversized sleeping cabin. This structure, although historically
permitted as an addition to the main dwelling, is actually a separate structure and should be
classified as a sleeping cabin. Given the structure already exists and there are no proposed
changed to said structure, aside from the removal of cooking facilities, the scoped
environmental review does not need to consider this matter.

2. Relocation of an existing legal non-conforming second dwelling. There is a structure near the
shoreline of the subject land that was historically permitted as a sleeping cabin. The owners
have been using the structure as a second dwelling (it contains cooking facilities). The owners
are proposing to relocate this non-complying structure to an entirely new footprint.

Under Section 5.09.1 c) of the Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law, legal non-
complying structures in the Waterfront Residential 1-5 (WF1-5) Zone, may only be
reconstructed on the same footprint as the existing structure. Given the owners wish to
relocate the structure to a new footprint, Planning Act approval is necessary. The Zoning By-
law Amendment will also be seeking approval for a reduced front yard setback (proposed
setback to be determined based on survey which Susan Adams is working to have
completed).

The environmental review needs to be completed with respect to this component of the
application as this will constitute new construction on currently vacant land. The
environmental site evaluation should be completed in accordance with the requirements
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14.0 NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES 
 
14.01 General 
 
14.01.1 The natural heritage features and the ecological functions of Carling’s natural 


environment contribute significantly to the character and appeal of the 
municipality. 


 
14.01.2 Natural heritage features provide important ecological functions.  These 


ecological functions include a variety of habitat, hydrological cycles, nutrient 
and energy cycling and storage, succession and disturbance functions, 
reproduction and dispersal and landscape linkages.  Section 2.1 of the 2005 
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides direction for the protection of 
natural heritage features and areas.  In Carling Township these areas and 
features include significant habitat of endangered and threatened species, 
fish habitats, significant wetlands and significant wildlife habitat. 


 
14.01.3 Where natural heritage information in Carling is available, it has been 


identified on Schedule ‘B’ to this Plan.  As additional natural heritage 
information becomes available, or modified or refined, these changes may be 
made to Schedule ‘B’ without a formal amendment to this plan. 


 
14.01.4 The Township of Carling will generally apply a precautionary principle when 


considering the impacts of development on the natural environment and 
heritage features. 


 
14.01.5 In addition to natural heritage features that are provincially significant, the 


Township of Carling is interested in protecting features that have a regional 
or local significance. 


 
14.01.6 The PPS also addresses lands adjacent to significant natural heritage 


features.  This Official Plan recognizes the importance of adjacent areas and 
will apply these policies to ensure that development does not negatively 
impact the features or functions that are to be protected. 


 
14.02 Site Evaluations and Environmental Assessments 
 
14.02.1 Where development or site alteration is proposed within the Township, 


Council will generally require a site evaluation report or assessment by a 
qualified environmental consultant.  The site evaluation may include but not 
be limited to: 


 
(a) identification and analysis of the significant natural features which 


exist or potentially exist on or adjacent to the property; these features 
would include significant habitat of endangered or threatened species, 
wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat or any other environmental feature 
on site and within the regional context; 
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(b) identification and analysis of any environmental feature identified on or 
adjacent to the site for which the area has been identified; 


 
(c) identification of any impacts that the proposed development may have 


on the natural heritage features; 
 
(d) identification of any mitigation measures that may be implemented to 


limit or avoid any adverse impacts on the environmental features; 
 
(e) the appropriateness and adequacy of any enforcement or 


implementation measures to ensure environmental protection;  
 
(f)  an analysis of the appropriateness of the site to accommodate the 


proposed development. 
 


14.02.2 It is the policy of the Council of the Township of Carling that all costs 
associated with the site evaluation or environmental assessment including 
any peer review will be the responsibility of the proponent. 


 
14.03 Endangered and Threatened Species 
 
14.03.1 The Township of Carling has a variety of habitat features for a large number 


of endangered and threatened species.  These include the eastern 
massasauga rattlesnake, the eastern fox snake, the eastern hognose snake, 
the blanding’s turtle, spotted turtle and the stinkpot turtle.  While some 
locations of significant habitats of these species are known, the majority 
would only be identified through site evaluation; the Township will maintain 
confidentiality of the detailed location of these sites from the general public. 


 
14.03.2 The Township of Carling supports the protection of endangered and 


threatened species.  Council recognizes the importance and value of the 
endangered and threatened species. 


 
14.03.3 The PPS directs new development and site alteration not be permitted in the 


significant habitat of endangered and threatened species. 
 
14.03.4 The PPS also directs that development and site alteration not be permitted 


on lands adjacent to endangered and threatened species habitat unless the 
ecological function of the adjacent lands has first been evaluated and this 
evaluation has demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the 
natural features or their ecological functions.  The Ministry of Natural 
Resources has generally recommended that adjacent lands be considered to 
be those lands within 50 metres of the significant habitat of endangered and 
threatened species. 


 
14.03.5 There are many significant habitats of endangered and threatened species of 


concern that have not been identified in the Township of Carling.  Before 
granting any new development approvals, Council will generally require a site 
evaluation or environmental assessment as outlined in Section 14.02. 
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14.04 Wetlands 
 
14.04.1 The Township of Carling recognizes the importance of wetlands to the local, 


regional and provincial natural environments.  Wetlands maintain and 
improve water quality; help control flooding; provide valuable habitat for fish 
and wildlife; provide conditions for a wide variety of vegetation and contribute 
to the substantial social and economic benefits including hunting, fishing and 
wildlife viewing. 


 
14.04.2 The PPS directs that new development and site alteration shall not be 


permitted in provincially significant wetlands. 
 
14.04.3 There are three provincially significant wetlands located within the Township 


of Carling.  These wetlands are identified on Schedule ‘B’.  These include the 
Partridge Bay Wetland, the Shebeshekong Wetland and the Bgwatkagmic 
Wetland. 


 
14.04.4 Any additional evaluated wetlands that are deemed to be provincially 


significant will be subject to the applicable policies contained in this plan and 
may be added to Schedule ‘B’ to this plan without any formal amendment. 


 
14.04.5 Development or site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to a 


provincially significant wetland unless the ecological functions of the adjacent 
lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions. 


 
14.04.6 The Ministry of Natural Resources recommends that adjacent lands to a 


provincially significant wetland be those lands within 120 metres of the 
wetland.  The Township of Carling supports these criteria unless the site 
evaluation concludes that greater or lesser criteria should apply. 


 
14.04.7 The Township of Carling will implement the policy to ensure the protection of 


adjacent lands to provincially significant wetlands through zoning, holding 
zones, site plans or development agreements once these lands have been 
assessed.  It is recognized that there may be situations where a development 
proposal would not be permitted. 


 
14.04.8 The Township of Carling may consider a site alteration by-law under the 


Municipal Act to prohibit or regulate the placing or dumping of fill within 
provincially significant wetlands. 


 
14.04.9 The Township of Carling has identified a number of regionally and locally 


significant wetlands.  The Township takes the position that these wetlands 
are important and have fundamental benefits to local ecologies and represent 
a constraint to development. 
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14.04.10 The Township will prohibit development from locating within these regionally 
and locally important wetlands and may require a site evaluation in 
accordance with the criteria set out in Section 14.02.  As additional natural 
heritage information on locally and regionally important wetlands becomes 
available, or modified or refined, these changes may be made to Schedule ‘B’ 
without a formal amendment to this Plan and considered in any development 
application.  There are many wetlands that have not been identified in the 
Township of Carling.  As a condition of any new development approvals, 
Council may require a site evaluation or environmental assessment as 
outlined in Section 14.02. 


 
14.05 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 
14.05.1 The Township of Carling recognizes the importance and value of wildlife and 


supports the protection of significant wildlife habitat.  The protection and 
management of wildlife habitat is fundamental to the maintenance of self-
sustaining populations of wildlife and thus, biodiversity. 


 
14.05.2 The PPS directs that new development and site alteration in or adjacent to 


significant wildlife habitat should only be permitted if it has been 
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
the ecological functions for which the area is identified. 


 
14.05.3 There are three known types of significant wildlife habitats in the Township of 


Carling.  These include deer wintering habitats, habitats of species of special 
concern and other significant wildlife habitat.  Some of these habitats are 
identified on Schedule ‘B’. 


 
14.05.4 There are many significant wildlife habitats and habitats of species of concern 


that have not been identified in the Township of Carling.  Before granting any 
new development approvals, Council will generally require a site evaluation 
or environmental assessment as outlined in Section 14.02 to demonstrate no 
negative impacts to the natural features or their ecological functions. 


 
14.05.5 The deer wintering areas for Carling Township are identified on Schedule ‘B’.  


Council shall adopt standards for new lot creation in the deer wintering areas 
to ensure that there is minimal impact on this wildlife habitat.  New lots will 
generally have a minimum 90 metre width and 90 metre depth.  In addition 
Council may use a number of planning tools including development and site 
plan agreements to ensure a minimal loss of natural vegetation within deer 
wintering areas. 


 
14.05.6 Where development is proposed within an area identified to have a habitat of 


any species of special concern, the Ministry of Natural Resources will be 
consulted for technical advice to ensure minimal or no impact on the habitat. 
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14.06 Fish Habitat 
 
14.06.1 The Township of Carling recognizes the importance and value of the sport 


fishery including the protection of fish habitats.  New development will only be 
permitted where it can be carried out without harmful or adverse impacts on 
fish habitat. 


 
14.06.2 The PPS directs that new development and site alterations not be permitted 


in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 
 
14.06.3 The existing areas identified as Type 1 Fish Habitats within the Township of 


Carling are identified on Schedule ‘B’ where feasible based on the scale of 
the schedule.  Complete mapping of this information is available at the 
municipal office.  There may be additional areas that represent Type 1 Fish 
Habitat that have not been identified within the Township. 


 
14.06.4 The PPS also directs that development and site alteration adjacent to fish 


habitat should not be permitted unless the ecological function of the adjacent 
lands have been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be 
no negative impacts on the natural features or the ecological functions for 
which the area is identified. 


 
14.06.5 The Township of Carling may require a site evaluation to investigate the 


potential for negative impacts of any new development or site alteration when 
it is proposed in or adjacent to fish habitat.  The Ministry of Natural 
Resources has recommended that adjacent lands be considered to be those 
lands within 30 metres of the Type 1  fish habitat.  The Township of Carling 
supports this criterion unless any site evaluation of environmental 
assessment concludes that greater or lesser criteria should apply. 


 
14.06.6 The Township of Carling will not permit new waterfront lot creation unless 


there is a reasonable amount of shoreline along the newly created lots with 
shoreline outside of the Type 1 fish habitat. 


 
15.0 COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
15.01 General 
 


Commercial uses in the Township of Carling cater to the recreational and 
service needs of the community including property owners and visitors to the 
municipality.  Existing commercial uses include marinas, resorts, restaurants, 
retail and speciality services located primarily along the major roads in the 
municipality. 
 
Commercial uses primarily exist in the recreational waterfront areas and 
along the major access roads leading to the waterfront. 
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outlined in Section 14.02 of the Township’s Official Plan, should address matters of
consistency with Section 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement specifically regarding
significant natural heritage features, and address any requirements of the Endangered
Species Act. I have attached a copy of Section 14 of the Township’s Official Plan to this email.

As discussed with Mrs. Adams, given the scope of the project and the fact that the area of
impact associated with the proposal is quite limited to the relocation of the one structure,
the site evaluation can be scoped to address Section 14.02, 2.1 of the PPS, and the ESA with
regards to the building site and adjacent area only. The entire island does not need to be
evaluated for the purposes of this assessment.

Please note that the property does fall within the boundaries of the regulated habitat for the
Eastern Foxsnake, so special consideration should be given to that species when assessing
the development proposal’s impact on endangered species/species-at-risk.

Should you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to let me know. Happy to help.

Thanks,
Ryan Snowball

From: Kim Logan [mailto:kim.logan@gemservicesinc.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 9:36 AM
To: Ryan Snowball <rsnowball@carling.ca>
Subject: Edgar Island (Island #339c)

Good morning Ryan,

Susan Adams of Austin Construction has retained our services to complete the scoped
Environmental Site Evaluation required for the zoning by-law amendment application.

Based on the limited time for site access I was hoping we connect today or tomorrow to complete
the pre-consultation prior to us heading to the site this week.

Please let me know when is best for you.

Regards,
Kim

Kim Logan, P.Geo. (Limited), QPESA, P.Biol.,

CAN-CISEC, Cert. Ecol. Rest.
Senior Ecologist
c 416 717 2447  p 905 907 3077 x 304
e kim@gemservicesinc.com  f  905 907 6617
a 303-8800 Dufferin Street, Concord, ON
www.GemServicesInc.com

**This e-mail is confidential. Any unauthorized disclosure, use or dissemination, either whole or partial, is prohibited**

mailto:kim.logan@gemservicesinc.com
mailto:rsnowball@carling.ca
tel:416-717-2447
tel:905-907-3077,#304
mailto:kim@gemservicesinc.com
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gemservicesinc.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Ckim.logan%40gemservicesinc.com%7C3f8fcce94a3b4c9972af08d87f6bf56d%7C132588b140a24ef897dbfe2893ba0111%7C0%7C0%7C637399449207261347%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=JqrfRDfMt2W49L9ScHXMu4txUcoIDrT1D%2F2qYcoaeoM%3D&reserved=0


 
 
 

      

 

February 10, 2021 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
Permissions and Compliance Section, Species at Risk Branch 
 

 
Re: Species at Risk Screening Summary and Endangered Species Act Approval 

 

Introduction and Project Description  

Groundwater Environmental Management Systems (GEMS) is currently completing an Environmental 

Site Evaluation in support of the relocation of an outbuilding on Edgar Island in the Township of Carling, 

Ontario. As part of the Evaluation GEMS must make note of features within the area of the proposed 

works, which include the following:  

 

• Georgian Bay Biosphere Reserve  

• Georgian Bay (waterbody) 

• Woodlands 

• Regulated Eastern Foxsnake Habitat  

 

The recommended preliminary screening activity provided by the MECP has been performed for an area 

within Carling, Ontario. The preliminary screening guide (hereafter referred to as “the Guide”) encourages 

the client to take on a more serious and hands-on roll in acquiring Species at Risk (SAR) information 

before obtaining a permit under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), if necessary. Multiple sources of 

information for SAR are recommended to be looked at as a part of the screening activity, various online 

databases, the local conservation authority, local naturalist groups, indigenous communities in the area, 

trusts or environmental non-governmental organizations and field studies are all listed within the Guide. 

Below is the list of the recommended resources that GEMS staff found and the results received.  
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Sources Reviewed  
  

SOURCE FINDINGS COMMENT 

Land Information 
Ontario (LIO)  

- No results  Data restricted to the public. 

Natural Heritage 
Information Centre 
(NHIC) 

- No species provided   1km grids provided on the online mapping 
tool were searched, grid numbers 
searched are as follows: 
- 17NL4829 

Birds Canada - Barn Swallow* 
- Eastern Wood-Pewee* 
- Red-headed Woodpecker* 
 

Range maps showing evidence of 
breeding were searched, 
Only SAR birds listed on the Ontario 
Nature website were checked for 
appropriate ranges. Grid number 
17TNL42.  
 
*indicates the species found within the 
same grid number but not within the 
vicinity of the site area. 

iNaturalist and Herps 
of Ontario (formerly 
Ontario Reptile and 
Amphibian Atlas 
(ORAA)) 

- None found Map searched by location to find species 
that have been recorded within the area 
of the site. 
 

Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans 
(DFO) Aquatic Species 
at Risk Map  

- None found   Map searched by location to find species 
that have been recorded within the area 
of the Site by the DFO. 

Ontario Butterfly Atlas  - None found  10 km x 10 km grid searched for species 
recorded in the area. Grid numbers 
searched: 
- N/A 

Local Conservation 
Authority 

- N/A There is no Conservation Authority 
applicable for the Site.  

Local Groups - Barn Swallow 
- Chimney Swift  
- Eastern Foxsnake  
- Eastern Small-footed 

Myotis  
- Eastern Whip-poor-will 
- Eastern Wood-pewee 
- Little Brown Myotis  
- Northern Myotis  
- Olive-sided Flycatcher  
- Red-headed Woodpecker 
- Wood Thrush 

The Georgian Bay Biosphere Reserve 
was contacted for SAR information 
specifically for Edgar Island. Although no 
specific information for the island 
currently exists, a list of known local SAR 
for the area was provided.  
 
To determine which SAR are potentially 
present on the Island, it was 
recommended that the current habitat be 
cross referenced with each species 
preferred habitat.  
 
The species listed are those with 
preferred habitat present within the 
vicinity of the site area proposed for 
development. 
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SOURCE FINDINGS COMMENT 

Indigenous 
Communities 

- N/A  Anishinabek Nation were contacted, a 
response has not yet been received. 

Local Land Trusts or 
Environmental Non-
Government 
Organizations 

- None provided Carolinian Canada Coalition was 
contacted previously, a response was 
received suggesting that Ontario Nature 
be contacted instead. 
 
Ontario Nature was also contacted for a 
previous project within this area and a 
response was received stating to contact 
NHIC directly. The contact from Ontario 
Nature was previously a MNRF district 
Biologist and she stated that she 
understands the need for the 
consultant/proponent to gather more 
information but what the MECP is 
expecting is unrealistic. 
 
NHIC was emailed directly and within this 
correspondence is it stated from NHIC 
staff that the information that can be 
obtained from the online mapping tool is 
suitable for initial site screening. 

 
Species at Risk and Impacts 
  

SAR Description of How Proposed 
Activity Will Impact SAR 

Significance / Likelihood 

Birds  
(All SAR birds listed 
above) 
 
 

None of the birds listed above have 
been observed on Edgar Island, 
only within the vicinity of the island 
or neighbouring islands.  
 
It is unlikely that the proposed 
relocation will impact the SAR birds 
listed above.  

If nesting surveys are performed 
before any proposed tree removals, 
then it is unlikely that these SAR will 
be affected. None of these species 
were observed during the field 
investigation which took place on 
November 4, 2020.  
 
If all site construction works remain 
outside of the Breeding Bird Window 
and comply with the “Migratory Birds 
Convention Act”, which is typically 
between April 1st and August 31st, then 
it is unlikely that any SAR birds will be 
impacted. 

Reptiles 

(Eastern Foxsnake) 

There are no observational records 
for the Eastern Foxsnake on the 
island and none were observed 
during the field investigation. Since 
there is regulated habitat and 
habitat in the form of suitable 
hibernation and egg incubation 
areas it is likely the species is 
present on the island.  
 

There should not be impacts to this 
species because the proposed area for 
development does not have any 
suitable habitat present.  
 
Any potential impacts to the species/ 
species habitat it will be temporary and 
very short-term, the proposed site 
works will be non-invasive and should 
not disturb any hibernacula. 
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Conclusion 
 
GEMS has conducted a thorough search of the SAR within the vicinity of the Site and addressed the 

potential impacts of the proposed site works on the potential SAR. If there are any additional SAR 

potentially present within the Site area that were not listed above, an observation record would need to be 

submitted. If a permit under the ESA is required the appropriate actions will be taken to obtain and adhere 

to the policies outlined. 

 

We trust this information will meet your current requirements. 

 

Yours truly, 

Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc. 

 

 

_______________________________ 

Joelle Pecora, B.A., Cert. Ecol. Rest., 
CAN-CISEC 
Ecologist 
 

 

_______________________________ 

Kim Logan, P.Geo. (Limited), QPESA 
P.Biol. (AB), Cert. Ecol. Rest., CAN-CISEC 
Senior Ecologist and Project Manager 

If a specimen is discovered during 
any site works, all work must be 
stopped and the species relocated 
to an appropriate area.  

Construction works should be 
conducted outside of sensitive timing 
windows for reptile hibernation (usually 
between September/October to 
April/May).  

Bats  
(All SAR bat species) 

Since there is potential for SAR 
bats to be in the general area it is 
assumed that if any building/tree 
removal is proposed or likely to 
occur that consideration must be 
given to SAR bats.  

Although there was roosting habitat 
noted on the island during the 
November 4, 2020 field investigation, 
there was no candidate roosting 
habitat observed within the area 
proposed for development. 
 
Additionally, 3 bat boxes were also 
observed on the island.  
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Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc. 

8800 Dufferin Street, Suite 303, Concord, ON L4K 0C5 Tel: 905.907.3077 Fax: 905.907.6617 
GemServicesInc.com 

November 9, 2020 

 

RE:  Current Ecological Condition Assessment Supporting Bunkie Relocation on 

Edgar Island, Carling Township, ON. 

 

Project #: 21-1077 
 
GEMS was on site November 4, 2020 to conduct an ecological assessment to document 
existing conditions prior moving a Bunkie on Edgar Island on Georgian Bay in Carling 
Township, ON. (UTM Zone 17. 548578E. 5029241N). 
 
The ecological assessment focused on the island foreshore characteristics, fish habitat 
quality and terrestrial conditions within and immediately adjacent to the existing Bunkie 
and area proposed for reinstallation in order to adequately describe current conditions.     
 
Edgar Island - General Location and Vegetation:  
 
Edgar Island is found within Georgian Bay approximately 4.5 kilometers west of the 
Government Dock at the Dillon Cove Marina.  The Island is primarily composed of 
granite-based bedrock with pockets of dense white cedar, ground hemlock and white 
pine with scattered maple and white birch growing on thick organic based soils 
overlaying the bedrock base. Edge areas between stone and treed areas also include 
juniper, golden rod, columbine, elderberry, raspberry, ribes spp., moss and fern.  Along 
the waters edge spirea spp. and salix spp. were also noted. 
 
Fish Habitat: 
 
The following review and recommendations were made with the assumption that the 
shoreline is Type 1 Fish Habitat as defined by MNRF. 
  
In general, the foreshore area fronting the project area in question is dominated by a 
small bay, approximately 100m long and 25m wide and shallow enough to be 
considered completely littoral.  Substrate consists primarily of sand with scattered 
cobble/boulder patches and a bedrock perimeter.  Both large woody debris and aquatic 
vegetation is limited and scattered. 
 
It should be noted that additional ephemeral habitat, available during high water periods, 
exists between the current surface water elevation and high-water mark, including an 
area of approximately 250m2 where the existing Bunkie is located, 
 
Overall, fish habitat in the bay fronting the project in question is considered very good for 
a variety species life processes including spawning (i.e. smallmouth bass), rearing (i.e. 
juvenile walleye and bass) and foraging (i.e. large apex predators) conforming with the 
MNRF Type 1 Habitat designation.  However, habitat value is not considered to be 
sensitive, or critical, with respect to the planned project. 
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Potential Fish Habitat Impacts: 
 
Construction is being limited to the relocation of the existing Bunkie, from its current 
location below the high-water mark, approximately 25m north to a location fully above 
the high-water mark.  
 
As such no significant adverse fish habitat impacts are anticipated during structure 
relocation.  Conversely, an overall net improvement to fish habitat is anticipated by 
removing the structure from below the high-water mark.   
 
Wildlife Habitat: 
 
Large Mammals 
Due to the location of the island wildlife habitat significance is limited to periodic 
opportunistic visits by mammals such as black bear, white tail deer, racoon and 
potentially wolves depending on winter ice conditions and prey availability.  During the 
November 4 site visit no mammals, or signs of mammals, were noted. As such no 
significant adverse impacts to large mammal habitat are anticipated during structure 
relocation. 
 
Bats    
Bat roosting habitat is available on the island within large tree cavities and under loose 
bark.  Additionally, bats have been known to roost under cedar shakes used for roofing 
on island structures.  Additionally, 3 bat boxes were noted.  As no large trees suitable for 
bat roosting are planned for removal no significant adverse impacts to bats or bat habitat 
are anticipated during structure relocation. 
 
Birds   
Despite the absence of bird observations, nesting habitat for migratory birds is present 
on the island, particularly along treed edges in dense white cedar growth (song birds) 
and rocky headland areas (shore birds). As rocky headland areas are to be avoided and 
vegetation removal planned (or has occurred) outside the breeding bird timing window 
no significant adverse impacts to birds or bird habitat are anticipated during structure 
relocation. 
 
Hepetofauna – Aquatic 
No reptiles or amphibians requiring aquatic habitats were observed during the site 
investigation and habitat in the form of suitable hibernation habitat was noted within the 
proposed project area.  As such no significant adverse impacts to aquatic herpetofauna 
of their habitat are anticipated during structure relocation. 
 
Herpetofauna - Terrestrial 
No reptiles or amphibians requiring terrestrial habitats were observed during the site 
investigation.  However, Eastern Fox Snake (threatened) has historically occurred on 
this island.  Habitat in the form of suitable hibernation and egg incubation areas were 
noted on the island.  However, critical habitat, as required for the above noted limiting 
life processes of Eastern Fox Snake, was not identified within the proposed project area.  
As such no significant adverse impacts to terrestrial herpetofauna or their habitat are 
anticipated during structure relocation. 
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We trust this information will meet your current requirements.  Please do not hesitate to 

contact the undersigned should you have any questions or require additional 

information. 

 

Yours truly, 

Groundwater Environmental Management Services Inc.  
 

 

Prepared By: 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
Ross Mabee, B.Sc, RPBio.(BC), Can-CISEC  
Aquatic Biologist 
 
 
Reviewed By: 
 
 
 
 
 
Kim Logan, P.Geo. (Limited), QPESA 
P.Biol. (AB), Cert. Ecol. Rest., CAN-CISEC 
Senior Ecologist and Project Manager 
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Mapping and SAR List 
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Township of Carling 
 

 

 

COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE 
Regular Meeting of Council 

July 20, 2021 

 
REQUESTS FOR SUPPORT 
 
GOVERNMENT 
 

[A] Town of Kingsville  
Resolution – Bill C-21  

 
[B] Town of Lake of Bays  

Resolution – Municipal Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act  
 

[C] Township of Lake of Bays  
Resolution – Township of Archipelago Road Management Action an Invasive Phragmites   

 
[D] Municipality of Leamington  

Resolution – Suicide Prevention Hotline 
 

[E] Tay Valley Township 
Resolution – Endorsement of 988 Suicide and Crisis Prevention Hotline Initiative  

 
[F] Township of Archipelago  

Resolution – Support for 9-8-8 Crisis Line  
 

[G] Township of South Stormont  
Resolution – Lyme Disease Awareness an Action  

 
[H] The Township of Brock  

Resolution – Township of Archipelago Road Management Action on Invasive Phragmites   
 

[I] Town of Parry Sound EMS Advisory Committee  
Agenda – June 16, 2021 Meeting  

 
[J] Town of Plympton-Wyoming  

Resolution – Cemetery Funding  
 

[K] Township of Perry  
Resolution – Capital Gains Tax on Primary Residence  
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[L] Township of Havelock-Belmont-Methuen  
Resolution – Drainage Matters and the Canadian National Railway  

 
[M] Township of Havelock-Belmont-Methuen  

Resolution – Support the use of Automatic Speed Enforcement  
 

[N] Township of Havelock –Belmont-Methuen  
Resolution – Continuous Increases of Cost for Municipal Insurance  

 
[O] Town of Parry Sound  

Resolution – 9-8-8 National Crisis & Suicide Hotline  
 

[P] Shannon Stubbs Lakeland MP  
Municipal Information – Bill C-21  

 
[Q] Municipality of Shuniah  

Resolution – Tax Relief on CERB Payments  
 

[R] Township of Huron-Kinloss  
Resolution – Digital Suicide Hotline  

 
[S] Town of Halton Hills  

Resolution – Elimination of LPAT  
 

[T] Town of Parry Sound EMS Advisory Committee  
Meeting Minutes – June 16, 2021  

 
[U] Township of Huron – Kinloss  

Resolution –Fire Department Infrastructure Program  
 

[V] Town of Wainfleet 
Resolution – Action on Invasive Phragmites   

 
[W]Township of Huron-Kinloss  

Resolution – Lottery License to Small Organizations   
 

[X] Township of Rideau Lakes  
Resolution – Cemetery Funding 

 
[Y] Municipality of Hasting Highlands  

Resolution – Support from 988 a 3 digit suicide and crisis prevention hotline 
 

[Z] Township of McKellar  
Resolution – Requesting Considerations of Tax Breaks on 2020 CERB payments  

 
[AA] Town of Gore Bay  

Resolution – Lottery Licensing  
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[BB] Township of Adjala -Tosorontio  
Resolution – Support for 9-8-8 3 Digit Suicide Prevention Hotline  

 
[CC] Town of Kearney  

Resolution – Ontario Health Insurance Plan  
 

[DD] Township of Lake of Bays  
Resolution – Capital Gains Tax on Primary Residence  

 
[EE] Township of Lake of Bays 

Resolution – Support for Fire Departments  
 

[FF] City of Vaughan  
Resolution – Raising the Legal Age for a Licensed Driver from 16 to 18 

 
[GG] Town of Greater Napanee 

Resolution – Support for 988, A 3-Digit Suicide and Crisis Prevention Hotline 
 

[HH] Town of Greater Napanee 
Resolution – Capital Gains Tax on Primary Residence  

 
[II] Town of Greater Napanee 

Resolution – Support for Rideau Lakes Resolution  
 

[JJ] Seguin Township 
Resolution – Mega School   

 
[KK] Township of Adelaide Metcalfe  

Resolution – Bill 288 Banning Unencapsulated Polystyrene Foam  
 

[LL] Township of Adelaide Metcalfe  
Resolution – Bill 279 Environmental Protection Amendment Act  

 
[MM] Township of Adelaide Metcalfe  

Resolution – Endorsement of 988 Suicide & Crisis Prevention Hotline Initiatives 
 

[NN] Community Policing Advisory Committee  
Agenda – July 15, 2021   

 
[OO] Municipality of Calvin  

Resolution – Capital Gains  
 

[PP] City of Mississauga 
Resolution – Canada Day 2021 

 
[QQ] Township of Adelaide Metcalf 

Resolution – Abandoned Cemeteries 
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[RR] Township of Scugog 
Resolution – Williams Point Road and Beacock Road School Bus Turnaround  

 
[SS] Town of Parry Sound  

Resolution – Advocating for a Return to the 25% -75% Public Health Cost Sharing Formula 
with the Province  

 
[TT] Town of Parry Sound  

Resolution – Accommodation Review Committee for Parry Sound Junior Kindergarten to 
Grade 12   

 
 
AGENCIES/ASSOCIATIONS/OTHER 
 

[UU] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  
Board of Health Meeting – June 23, 2021  

 
[VV] Integrated Community Energy & Climate Action Plans  

ICECAP Engagement Strategy – Version 1  
 

[WW] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  
News Release – Get the First COVID-19 Vaccine Available to you for your First and Second 
Dose  

 
[XX] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  

News Release – Health Unit Declares COVID-19 Outbreak at the North Bay Jail  
 

[YY] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  
News Release – Health Unit Encourages People Eligible for their Second Dose to get the First 
Vaccine Available to them  

 
[ZZ] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  

News Release – Health Unit Launches COVID-19 Guide to Summer Activities Webpage  
 
[AAA] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit 

News Release – Stick to the Youth Vaccine Schedule for a Safer Return to School says the 
Health Unit 

 
[BBB] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  

News Release – Three Ticks Test Positive for Lyme Disease Confirms Health Unit  
 

[CCC] North Bay Parry Sound Health Unit  
Resolution – Public Health Funding for 2022  

 
[DDD] Wellness Centre Pool Committee  

Meeting Minutes – June 3, 2021  
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[EEE] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  
News Release – Being Fully Vaccinated Against COVID-19 is About More then Just You  

 
[FFF] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  

News Release – Health Unit Reports a Sixth COVID-19 Related Death  
 

[GGG] North Bay Parry Sound District Health Unit  
News Release – Public Health Measures, COVID-19 Vaccine are your Best Line of Defense 
Against COVID-19 

 
 
 
PUBLIC WORKS 
 
MISCELLANEOUS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 


