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ECTIOM ¢ INTRODUCTION, SCOPE AND CONTEXT

A1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE

For nearly 10,000 years, theeht-Severn Waterway (W landscape has supported the lives, culture

and aspirations of the people of the region (Panel on the Future of the TSW, 2008). However, it is in the
last century that human development has had the greatditct. Small communities weljeined by

seasonal cottages that line the lakes and rivers of the TSW. In more recent years, traditional, seasonal
cottages have been replaced with less modest, permanent homes and associated developments. The
shoreline is often the locain of much of tiis development.

Shorelines ar@ot simply where land meets wateinstead the shoreline includeshe shallow water and
first 10 to 15 metres of shotandforminga ribbon of life along rivers and laké&nsuring a healthy,
protected shoreline is in everypS Q& 6 S &Ninety\pyt GeBtdEBIEaketlife is born, raised and fed
along the shoreline, whicprovidesa vital connectionbetweenthe land and waterThe shoreline is
often the hubof social activities including swimming, fishing, picnickindgboating, which contribute to
the important economic and tourism value of the TSW.

Encompassing a variety of landscapes, the TSW, with its 4,500 kilometres of shoreline, 230 wetlands,
and dozens of kes and riverprovides for an incredible diversity ofesgies, including over 40 federally
and provincially designated species at ((SKRR)

Thepurposeof this report is to review and analyze the current shoreline policies and regulatory tools of
the many planning agencies along the T®Minicipalities, conseation authorities (CA), Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DE®arks Canada (P&)d the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMBiR)the
keyagencies responsibler planning and permittingctivitiesalong the TSWrhe shoreline is the
jurisdictional lmundary for many of these agenci@his reportcontainsrecommendations imegards to
policiesand regulatios among the agencied@ng the length of the waterway.

A.1.1 IMPETUS FOR THE REPORT

On May 12 2006, the Canadian Parliament unanimously votevouf of Private MembeftMotion 161

sponsored by the Member of Parliament for Simcoe North, Bruce Stanton. The motion asked the
I20SNYYSYyild (G2 aO02y&aARSNI GKS | ROAMaSDOINIK (&I BFNIBIDE X &z
(Panel, 2008). A year latem axpert panel was appointed by the Government of Canada to perform the
evaluation. In April 2008, thanel on the Future of the TreBevern Waterway ( ®&netdd G SY RSNBR
its report to the Minister of the Environment, which included a vision for theeweay and

recommendatios to make its vision a reality.

ThePanelnoted thatthe shorelinewas a nexus of heightened ecological and cultural value, but that its
social and economic value as a place for human activity in the form of cottage, residerial, a
commercial development made it particularly vulnerable to degradatitimeard widespread public
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concernregardingshoreline developmen&nd hardening, docks and boathouses, and tleffect on the

environment and character of thESW ncerns over delining public access, wildlife habitat, and

water quality werealso commonly expresseét public forumsparticipants often felt that
GRSOSt2LIYSYyld ¢l a y20 ¢Sttt O2yGNRffSR IyR GKSNB Aa
Sy ¥ 2 ND SheBayidledpiessed concern over what it saw happening toTS&\shoreline.

InitsApril 2008report, L 1 Qa ! f f | theRdmel G KESRIF aSNI AIKISYSR Y|yl 3¢
development and use of the land and water along the shoreline is one of the most important
2YUNROdziA2ya (GKFG 3I208SNYyYSyida OFy YIF1S (G2 I aadzNB
variation in shoreline developmepbliciesalong the waterway, th&®anelmade the following

recommendation:

GLYLINR @S SO2f23A0If AYNRIYSAOLR 21y BT yAyKEKNEB@AJAR/2SNHZY0 84 yOX
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, the provincial governcamgervation authoritieand municipalities to

explore opportunities to move toward a consistent, rigorous approach to managing waterfront

developmedd G KNRB dzZAK2dzi GKS gF GSNBAKSRa P

A crosssection offederal, provincialCA,and municipal planneracrosghe Trent and Severn
watersheds mein September 2008 consider the panel recommendatioAt this meeting, song
support was expressed forantinuh y 3 LJf fdruyhyfoSuNiBigtd shoreline planning concerns
encompassing thewo watersheds The planning forum was seen as a wayloify roles,
responsibilitiesand jurisdictional boundaries, and to improaadbetter coordinateplanning policies
andapprovals, permitting, enforcement, and stewardship.

The September 2009 Federal Government Action flathe TSWurther endorsed theconcept of a
LI |y §6r&riLEn@pril 2010a second forumattracted 45attendeesfrom watershed municipalities,
counties,CAs provincial ministries, and federal departments and agenitiesughoutthe Trent and
Severrriver watershedsAt this forum, introduced the idea of an assessment of current shoreline
planning policy, regulation, and coordinatioh small advisy group was formed of federal, provincial,
municipal and CA representativesassist with theassessmentThis report is the result adhese efforts

A.2.0 CONTEXT
A.2.1 THE TRENSEVERN WATERW®AX BRIEF HISTORY

The TrentSevern Waterway National Histo Site of Canada which links Lake Ontario with Georgian Bay
through a series of lakes, rivers, and canas an integral todior opening up the interior of Ontarido
settlement(ParksCanada 2000) The waterwaywas designated a national historic siig the

Government of Canada 1929

First Natiors occupied the TrerRiver andSeverrRiver watershedand usedi KS o6l aAyQa f 1 1Sa
as an important source of foednd fortransportation, communication antlade for thousands of years
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prior to the arrivd of EuropeansSubsequently, these same lakes and rivers offered excellent
explorationand trade rotes for early Eurpean settlementAs settlement progressed northward from
LakeOntario, the formation of communities was driven by agricultuelelopmentand a booming
lumber industry(Mystic Consulting2005).

Based on the demand for better transportation and acdesgsourcesthe BritishMilitary considered
linking Lake Ontario and Lake Hunaa the Trent and Seveniversas early as 178%But no coordinated
efforts weremade until 1833 when N.H Baird was authorized to completsaial canalizatiorsurvey

of the Trent Rivefrom Lake Ontario to Rice Lake. A year later, a lock was constructed in Bobcdgigeon.
April 1835, Baird was authiazed to undertake a second survey for a canal from Lake Simcoe south to
Rice LakeBaird submitted a report shortly afterwardstoposing32 locks and 13 dams at a cost of
$1,310,340 (CarteEdwards, 2007)

During the 1870s and 1880a continuous inlandavigation route was forged between Lakefield and

Balsam LakdReterborough and Healey Falls were connected todfrstem in 1904 via the TreRiver

and canabccesslong theTalbot Riveto Lake Simcoe was finally achieved in 1907. Following

completionof the northern sectioralong the Severn Rivary mpHnX GKS Y2G2NJ f I dzy OK
first voyage through the entire system, from the Bay of Quarid_ake Ontarito Georgian BafParks

Canada 2000.

The waterway visioras a commeraeil transportatian route never came to fruitiorfollowing a shift in

mode of transport from steamboat to railnstead recreation becamean industry of considerable

importana to the communities along theaterway and subsequmly, resorts and cottage#fourished

(Parks @nada 2000).The waterwaysystemcurrentlyencompassegl locks, two flight locks, two

hydraulic lift locksand onemarine railwaylt also include460 dams and water control structures, 42

bridges 25kilometresof concrete wing walls at lock statiorasd more than 1,700 aids to navigatidn.

2010, the waterwayserved more thanone million land-basedvisitorsand 130,000 boatsveNE Wt 2 O1 SR
0 KNR dz3 K Q

A.2.2 THE TRENSEVERN WATERWAYHE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The federal government owns andanages 76,0Dhectares of bed in the lakes and rivers that are
constituent parts of thevaterway, which is 38Bilometreslong (Pane) 20(B). Afiliated with this area
are 230wetlandsand a diverseassemblage agpecieghat utilize principal habitat along theaterway
and associated upland areadncludingmore than 40 federally designate®AR andimilar numbers of
provincially designate@AR

Thew G§SNBI &8Q&d ONARGAOIE AYGSNFIFOS 6Si6SSy flIyR I yR
kilometresand adjoingmore than 132,000 private properties, fivegional municipalitieand counties

onedistrict municipality, 1&@ownships sixFirst Nation reserveand many unigueecosystems, including

the provinciallydesignatedGreenbelt area along the south shoredakfes Simcoe and Scug@mét &
Chamberlain, 2004Pane) 20073. Given the inherent complexity of ownerslapd jurisdiction above
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and belowthe shoreline, many levetsf government hold swagver mattersaffecting its ecological
condition, including lanelse and development, habitat management and water dquaéimong others
(Panel, 20043).

A2.3 THE TRENSEVERN WATERWASIGNIFICANCE OF THE SHORELINE

The benefitsof the TSW extend far beyoriis historical cultural, and archaeological valas a natioal
historic site The ecological, soci@ndeconomicvalues of the TSWbntribute tothe daily lives of the
hundreds of thousands of residents in the Trent and Severn River watersheds and the more than one
million peoplethat visit theTSWeach year.

Ecdogical Values

A shoreline in itiatural state can be broken down into a series of zones, distinguished from one
another by unique characteristics and featurklighest on theshore for example, woodedetlands

may prevaildominated by trees and shrulghich may only be flooded for short periods eaday

Further lakewardemergent vegetation capable of withstanding periodic floodiray flourishBelow

this, submergent vegetatioaften occurs that is truly aquatic, many exhibiting floating leafkesddy
2000).A mix of shorelines existdong theTSW resulting in a varied landscape and unique values. In the
Canadian Shield areas of the Kawartha Lakes and along the Seversteagrock slopes interspersed
with towering White Pines are common. Souththe Canadian Shield, lowland forests and limestone
outcrops are equally as commadRegardless of the morphology of any given shoreline along the
waterway, landand water is not independent of one another, they are both inextricably linkbis
interfacSs O2YY2yf & NBTFSNNBMAGR2 Y 42 T KISA B$ @5 NEMEE QRR S &
assemblages afquatic terrestrial and avian spezs.

Vegetation, both in the water and on land, helps to prevent poor water quality as well as erosion from
wave actiorand boat wakeln the wate, vegetation provides habitat fdish and aquatic invertebrate,
and on land, vegetation helps cool the water by providing sh@ileTSWshoreline is literalla nexus

for SARbecause the shoreline i8here manyof these species are brought intoistence, reared and
nourished¢ KS & | (i Boxelinksgp@\dde éitical nesting habitat forany SARNcludingreptiles,
amphibians, mammals, birds, fish and plants.

SocialValues

Along thevast expanse of thé | (i S NInhorair@ damiies enjoy countless memorable moments

dining by the lakeside, watching peaceful sunsets and roasting marshmallows around campfires under
starlit sky. Aside from these moments of relaxation, recreational iievrelated to theshoreline

include but are not limited to boating, wateskiing, wakeboarding, swimming, fishing, walking, wildlife
viewing and waterfowl huntingndeed, the shoreline can be describas asocial hub of activityThe
largelynatural character ofie TSWand islocation within2 y S 2 F b2 NI K ! YSNA OF Q&
regions the burgeoningGreater Golden Horseshoe (GGHipkeit a premier destingon for recreation.
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TheTSWandits shorelines are botlarecreaional magnefor day visitors travelling from nearby wab
centers, for tourists enjoying waterfront camping and resorts, and for seasonal and permanent residents
occupying thousands of privateaterfront properties along the aterway (Pane} 2008).

Economic Values

InitsNB L2 NI LISw@iEhouttheSVRaS WD = (1(RO88)refdrrgti$ofthes 1 G SNB & aeaidisSy
LIAE 1 NI 2F ocandmiegl LYNESISRREE @I KS Yy dzY 6 SNEwdteMi@nt | 4 i 2 dzy RA Y
residential property alonthe through navigation lakesyhose use is made possible by the qohof

water levels and flows, isorth an incredible $23.6 billion and seasonal and permanent waterfront

residentsalong the waterwayender at least $1 billion in economic activity and $240 million in

municipalproperty taxes each yeaPéne] 2008).Aside from the waterway itself, owners of waterfront

properties on¥eservoiflakes in the Haliburton Highlands insert millions of dollars into their local

economy and render at least $61 million in municipal property taxes each Raae(2008).
Archaeolgjicaland CulturalValues

After thousands of years of continuous human occupationiB® & & K2 NBf Ay&a KI S 06 SC
archaeological and culturakpression othe history ofcentral OntarioNumerous archaeological sites

exist along the Waterway, includi the internationally significant Mikianing Fish Weirs between Lakes

Simcoe and Couchiching, which were used by First Nationsdb figh for thousands of years.

In addition tocultural resources such as locks associated withtit@nal historic sitenumerousother
cultural resourcesxist alongthe w G SNB | & Qa & K 2 \id&)ésAbyiilSidgE andngsOdpezR A Y 3
with inherent scenic value, including those areas of shoreline that are developed

The ecological, social, econongalturalandarchaedogical significance dhe waerway illustrates the

number and importancefthe RA SNA S @I f dzSa4 G KI G fHodle8eNthé f & WLISH 1 Q
concentration of lnman activityalongthe shorelinehas,along withjurisdictional ambiguitymade the

shareline highlyvulnerable to degradation.

A2.4 TRENISEVERN WATERWAX BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF JURISDICTION
Federal Government

Parks Canad&ursuant tahe Historic Canals Regulatio®Chas jurisdiction ovethe federally owned
FYR YLl yl 3SRTSWnduBim lakeF and ri¢es that are part of the navigable waterway,
excluding reservoir lake3he Historic Canals Regulatiofadl under theauspices of th®epartment of
Transport Actwhichis administeredy Transport Canad&or worksuch as shorelmstabilization and
alteration work or construction of docks and boathoubetow theupper controled navigation limit

! The upper controlled navigation limit (UCNL) is the upper limit of the navigation range, which is defined by the
minimum and maximum water levels permitted on each TSW lake (excepting lakes Simcoe and Couchiching). The
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(UCNLDf the waterway(with the exception of lakes Simcoe and Couchiching which are administered by

provincial bodies and conservatiauthorities) applications for applicable permits must be filed WG
underPQ@ Rolicies for Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activiiialsohas authorityabove
the UCNIonly for land it ownsincluding3,400 hectaes of land at lock staihs,W Y | R S2, dthery R Q
upland properties such as leased tegfe acreage and natural lands.

The federaSpecies at Risk Act (SAB@Ylies to all species listed as SAR on lands and waters owned or

administered by the Canadian Government, including thabaiaistered byPCalong theTSW Under
this Act, all SAksted as extirpated, endangerethreatened or of special concerand their identified
criticalhabitats ae protected under Federal law.

Transport CanadaPursuant to Subsection 7(a.) of tBepatment of Transport Adhe Minister of

¢CNI yaLl2NI aKlFa GKS YIylF3asySyid OKINBS FyR RANBOGAZ

LISNI I AYyAy3 (2 GKSYéd LYy MpTHIE | dzikK2NARGE NBfFGSR

responsible folPC including theTSW However, Transport Canada still acts as a review and approval
authority with respect to navigational safety along the waterway. For example, the installation of
objects that potentially interfere with safe navigation of the waterway,udetg swimming buoys,
floating rafts and bridge&ll under the jurisdiction of Transport Canada and therefore, require
Transport Canada appval prior to being installed.

Fisheries and Ocear@anadaTheFisheries AdssighndFCOthe responsibity to corserve and protect
fish habitat. Tie habitat protection provisions of the Act prohibit the harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction of fish habitat in or near all Canadian waters, including those on private progatiiye

P& Rolicies for fWater and Shoreline Works and Related Activitieg Fisheries Acpplies
everywhere, regardless of ownership amither jurisdictional presencéJnder ax agreement withDFQ
PCassessefish habitatconcernswith respect to development proposals. Under thisemnent,PC

notifiesDFQOiIf a development proposal is likely to result in harmful alteration, disruption or destruction

(HADD) of fish habitat.
The Province of Ontario

TheFederaHistoric Canals Regulatioase exercised along the waterway in its entiregyxcept for

Lakes Simcoe and Couchiching and the Holland Faeel, 200B). These bodies of water are
FRYAYA&AUSNBR LINRPQOGAYOALFffe&s | 002 NRAY AQthaughdhe I
WoSRaQ I NB Hh&8&RSnhtedorfd 8f ofmalifesl Rgreement between the Province of
Ontario and the Federal Government. The exception togdtistionist / Q& Y I yI 3SY Sy
and flows, anaf marker buoys and other aids of navigation the three bodies of water noted above
(Pand, 200'D).

navigation range ensures passage through waterway locks throughout the navigation seastaymamid
October.
2Any material in water or wetlarsifor the purpose of making land.
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Ministry of the Envronment: exercisesuthority related to water quality, particularly with respect to
traceable spillsKanel, 200@). The numerous species of fish that exist in Ontarioadseprotected and
managed by the OMNR.

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housind-and use planning is undertaken at the municipal level, but is
regulatedprovincially under thd’lanning ActAdministered under thé&lanningAct, the Provincial Policy
Statement(PP$provides policy direction on matters ofqvincial interest relating to municipal

planning, including landse and development. Specifically, municipal policies, decisions, comments,
adzoYAaarzya 2N FROAOS 4AGK NBaLISOG RPgOntaiol yyAy 3 Yl
Ministry of Muricipal Affairs and Housing, 2005b)

Ministry of Natural Resourcesthe second edition of the Natural Heritage Reference Mapualides
technical guidance for implementing the natural heritage policies oPRR§OntarioMinistry of Natural
Resources, 2@). The manual presents the recommended technical criteria and approaches for
achievingconsisterywith the PPSn protecting natural heritage featureareas and systems in Ontario.
Planning authorities including municipalities and other approval auilesrare the intended audience
of this manual Oter organizationsand individualsincludingconservation authorities, landowners,
developers, community groups, nagovernmental organizations and the puldienconsult the manual
whenproviding inputinto official plans, zoning byaws,development applications and Ontario
Municipal Boarchearings TheNatural Heritage Reference ManudEntifies the importance of
shorelines through their contributioas linkages in a natural heritage sysiem dland\&ater interface
usually supports a high level of biodiversity and meets multiple specieshieedsh y i I NA 2 a Ay A & G N
Natural Resources, 2010)

Conservation Authorities

Under theConservation Authoritiedct, CAsare empowered to regulate development and aittes on

Great Lakes and inland lake shorelines, watercourses, stream and river valleys, wetlands and hazardous
lands (eg. floodplains)CAsexercise the right t@egulate straightening, changing, diverting or

interfering with in any wayexisting channiks ofrivers, creels, streans orother watercourses,and also
wetlands.This includes divities related to infilling.

In regulated areas ithin their watershed, CAshave jurisdictiorfor certain activitiesn uplandareas
abovethe UCNLof the TSWsuchasapproval for the construction dfoathouses. However, some areas
along the waterwayhaveno CA In these cases, the OMNR plays a lesglilatoryrole in the upland.
Some municipalities and lake associationghis situationhavelobbied for inclusionwithin jurisdiction
of a CA.

Activities proposed below thdCNlfallunderP@ a 2 dzN&iveRtheQdgulaRoyy @le @Asn all
watercoursesP@a 26y SNAKALI 2F (GKS 0 S Bdzo@nflkeadfthekole SINB | & | R
CAsalong the waterws.



Municipalities

Within their respective municipal boundarietong the vaterway, municipalities have jurisdiction over
Planning Acapplications, including severargeoning amendmergtand minor varianes.Municipalities
also have the authority to enacther bylaws outside the purview of thBlanning Agtsuch as site
alteration bylaws for which permits are requiretunicipal approval in the form of a building permit
under theOntario Building Coderequired for construction oboathousesand otherbuildingsabove
thewaterwayQ & | Asipdrt of this approval process, municipalities may also require proponents to
acquirepermits fromCAswhich have their own regulations with respect to the location of buildings
within the vicinity of watercourses anfloodplains Some municipal official planalsomake reference to
P@ Bolicies for Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities

First Nations

Alderville First NationCurve Lake First NatioBeorgina Island (Chippewas of Georgina) First Nation
Hiawatha First Nation, Rama (Chippewas of Mnjikarang)Scugog Island First Natibave lands along
the TSW shoreline.

Management of First Natiotkands falls under the administratiasf two main statutes: the Indian Act
and the First Nations Land Magement Act. First Nations normally have jurisdiction over their lands
above theUCNLof the TSWand in certain cases the bgdhere land was floodetbr the waterway.
Although Band Councils may seekdkpartyadvice concerning landse along the shorele, including

that of aCA they are not required to do so under statute, nor are they bound by third party regulations.

% SeeSection D1.0 PlaisReview: Observationim ®o wSTFSNByYy OS G2 .t I NJ & /Fyl Rl Qa
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ECTIONB ¢ SHORELINE POLICY REVIEW

B.1.0 THE EVOLUTION OF SHORELINE PLANNING POLICY AND PLANNING TOOLS ALONG THE TSW
C A BRIEF SYRGSIS

Not that long ago, few policies or regulations governed shoreline development, such as official plans,
site plan control or development permit&ver the years,lorelines have becomiacreasingly
regulated, as demonstrated by the following reviewttod evolutian of shoreline planning policy.

B.1.1 CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT

The Province of Ontario enacted tlimnservation Authoritie&ctin 1946 in response to drought and
associated erosion concerns. By 1947, a handful of municipalities had famreagthority to undertake
programs of natural resource conservation within their defined watershiedhe aftermath of
Hurricane Hazel in 195€Asvere empowered to enact regulations prohibiting the filling in of
floodplains (Conservation Ontario, 200t 1960, these regulations were broadened to prohibit the
placement of fill in designated areas where, in the judgment of any respectivilood control,
pollution or conservation of land may be affected. In 1968, regulations were strengthened tibipah
control fill, construction and alteration of waterwayConservation Ontario, 2009).

LY Mdpy I dzy RSN 6KS 2NARAIAYLFE a5S@St2LSydGds LYyGSNFS
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development and activities on Great Lakes and inland lake shorelines, watercourses, stream and river

valleys, wetlands and hazard larglsch asteep andunstable slopesAdditionally CAsregulate

straightening, chaging, diverting or interfering with in any way, the existing channel of a river, creek,

stream o watercourse and also wetlands.

This power to regulate development and activities is diminished on theldeg®ise the bed of the
lakes and rivers of the TS\Wk¢luding reservoir lakes) are federally owneigre PCis the regulating
authority for all inwater and shoreline work€As retain authority for permitting and regulation above
the UCNL on waters of the TSW.

B.1.2 CANADAONTARICGRIDEAUJIRENISEVERN STYURYESTERDAY, TODAY, TOMORROW

In the late 1960s, the governments of Canada and Ontario collaborated to study and plan for the future
management of a land and water recreation corridor between Ottawa and Georgian Bay. The 1971
product of their efforts wasptly named the Canad@ntarioRideauTrentSever(CORT Study.
Importantly, the CORTS study provides important insight into the state ofivdnore than40 years

ago, particularly with respect to shoreline development. Many of the issues raised amndticepts
developed remain relevant today.
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Forty years ago, the CORTS Committee characterized shoreline development al®sytheét & f  NA S &
uncontrolledandurO2 2 NRAY I 1 SR ' yR SELINBaaSR O2es@@8Ny 2SN (
wetland areas into cottage subdivisions. The Committee illustrated its concern with an example from

[F1S {AYO2S 1y26y a [l 322y [/ Aleé¢ 6KSNB aSOSNI f
wetland compleXCORTS, 1971)

In its 1971 report, th&€ ORTS Committee recognized the need for, and vaJéeaddy RS @St 2 LISR 2 LISy
AL 0S¢ NI OlGa 2F aK2NBfAYS gKSNBE GKS RSINBS 2F Kdaz
This recognition was accompanied by a cautionary message with respect to thedtiopen space

tracts d shoreline along the Waterway:

0As development of the waterway proceeds, unless land use is adequately controlled, open space along
the waterway may virtually cease to eXi$CORTS, 1971).

The CORTS Committa@vanced the ideaofdisy 3 WRSIANBSa 2F RSOSt 2LIYSydaQ o
Y2 LISy aLl O0SQd {LISOAFAOFIftezs (KS / zevoYowindledesfopdd ST A Yy SR
LI NDOSta 2F tFyR LISNI YATS 2F aK2NB FyR NBadem¥yYSYyRSR
be maintained as open spa¢EORTS, 1971).
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Degree of Development Number of Builton Parcels of Land per Mile of Shoreline
Very Dense Over 25

Dens 16-25

Moderate 10-15

Sparse (Open Space) 4-9

Very Sparse (Open Space) 0-3

B.1.3 1982 CANADONTARIGRIDEAUTRENTSEVERN AGREEMENSHORELINE POLICIES

Following the 1971 CORTS study, the Provifiéntario redefined its traditional supervisory role with
respect to municipal landse planning decisions through review of fRkanning ActSpecifically, land
use planning became the primary responsibility of municipalities and the Province of Ontario
participated only according to its stated strategic interests; the intent being to promote greater local
autonomy Roberts and Popel982).

In 1982, the federal and provincial governments tabled CORTS policies to address seveise iaades

identifiedA y G KS LINB@A2dza / hwe¢{ &aidzReéx AyOf dzRAYy3I WhLISY
ALSOATFTASR (KFG ahLISy &Ll OS gAatf 0SS LINRPGSOGSR (KNP
FYRZ (2 I fS&aaSNJ RSINBS:S otlee agieegeftioseyified thatolilyzA & A G A 2
those areas of open space not suitable for intensive residential or resort development would be
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acquired and thus, only those areas of open space considered an impediment to development would be
acquired and subsequdly protected.

The 1982 CORTS agreement also contained pdiccaetdress wetland loss alonbe corridor. The
policy states:

G¢KS I20SNYyYSyida gAft O2YLX SGS GKS ¢SGfryRa AygSy
protection warranted. Onlthe lower class wetlands will be available for development and such
RSOSt 2LIYSyid Ydzad 06S 02 yRobeds@aydpe 4982).K GKS / hwe¢{ T2

I LINBOdzZNE2NJ 2F 020K LINRPGAYOALFf YR FSRSNYXft gSatfly
evolving rature of shoreline policy at the time. Specifically, wetland functions were increasingly being
recognized for their value to society and wetland evaluation bet®ming a practical method for

determining the significance of wetlands for lange planning prposes. Despite these positive steps

forward, the policy also speaks to the apprehension, which still exists today, of granting total protection

to all wetlands.

B.1.4 PROVINCE OF ONTARIO WETLAND POLICY
The Early Years

Prior to the 1980s, no provincial Wends policy existed, nor was there any assigned responsibility to
ensure that wetland values be considered in lars# planning despite lorgtanding recognition of
rapid wetland loss and the associated need for wetland conservation in Ontario (Bad@82).,In

1981, at least 70 per cent of the original wetlands in southwestern Ontario (an areatedya77,000
hectaresWwere estimated tchave been lost (Glooschenko, 1983).

Progress; TheOntario Wetland Evaluation System

In 198384, theOMNRiIn cogeration with Environment Canada released an evaluation system for
determining the significance of wetlands for lange planning purposes. The Ontario Wetland

Evaluation System (OWES) categorizes wetland values according to biological, social, hyidintbgica
special feature components. Based on score totals from the four components, assessed wetlands are
given a class ranking from | (highest) to VII (lowest). Under this ranking system, Class I, Il and Il wetlands
are Provincially Significant

Wetlands Plicy Statement: A Statement of Ontario Government Policy Issued Under the
Authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act

In 1992, the Province of Ontario under Section 3 ofRlenning Actssued the first Provincial Wetlands

Policy. The policy goals weieensure that wetlands were identified and adequately protected through
the landuse planning process and to ensure no loss of Provincially Significant WeBS\W3The
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policy alsencouragedhe conservation of other wetlands (e.g. Classe¥Ilythoughout Ontario
(OMNR, 1992). At present, some municipalities alongitBéfprotect all wetlands within the confines
of their municipal boundaries as per their official plan policies, including the City of Kawartha Lakes.

1996 Provincial Policy Statement

In 1996, the Province of Ontario issued a Policy Statement that consolidated all provincial policies under
Section 3 of thé’lanning ActAlthough tle PPSndicated that heritage features and areas would be
protected from incompatible development, onBSV¢to the south and east of the Canadian Shield

were protected from development and site alteratior@ntarioMinistry of Municipal Affairs and

Housing 1996).

Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation

In 1991, theFederal Policy on Wetland Conservatias adptedthatd 6 dzZA f Ra ¢Sif F yR 02y & !
the daily business of the Federal Governmént.

Unlike theProvincial Wetland Policyvhich applies to all wetlands in Ontario, thederal Wetland Policy
only applies to wetlands located on federally owned lamdtudingPC Yy R G KS ¢{2 ® ¢KSNB A
GASNE fS@St 2F LINRGSOU A @Gyverhnient 8f EalzgdR, 1994) RS NI LINR A Yy OA

Provincial Policy Statemedt W{ Kl ff .S /2y aAaidSyid 2A0KQ

In 2005, the currenPPSvas issued under Section 3 of tR&anningAct Under this new provision,
municipalofficialplanst & KI £ f 0SS O2y aiaiSyrRE AKIAKEE NBKLY LSRN GIAKSSA
F2NE LINPQOGAAAZY 2F (KS LINBGA2dza LINB JAYOALl dermLI2f A O&
protectiof A Y A0 SIFR 2F &aAYLX & 06SAy3 aLINRBIESOGSR FNRBY AyO2°
alteration is not permitted in significant wetlands north of the Canadian Shield and significant wetlands

and adjacent lands east and south of the Canadian Shieldsuimiesdemonstrated that there will be no

negative impacts on the significant wetlands or their ecological functi@stario Ministry of Municipal

Affairs and Housing, 2005b)

B.1.5 SITE PLAN CONTROL AND DEVELOPMENT PERMITTING

Zoning ByLaws

Under thePanning Actmunicipal official plans delineate local laode policies. Official plan policies are
implemented and administrated through legally enforceable zonintatays These byawsdictate how

land canbe used, where buildings and other structuresde located, the types of buildings and
structures that are permitted and how they can be usadd lot sizes, dimensions building heiglasd

* Provincial Policy Statemer005 (Section 2-Policy 2.1.1)
® Provincial Policy Statemer2005 (Section 2:Policy 2.1.4)
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setbacks QOntario Municipal Affairs and Housir@008)b S RS @St 2LIYSy 4 GKI & R2Say
municipalil @ Q& T-Awidngtpernitted. Most municipalities have a comprehensive zonidgwy

that divides a municipality into zones, each with its own permitted uses and stand2mtbsrio

Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2008

Site Plan Control

Site plan catrol is an additionalmeasure of development control that has been afforded to
municipalities under th€lanning ActFor development that is subject to site plan control, including the
construction of buildings on land, no individual can proceed witlh slevelopmenieven with the

proper zoning in placa)ntil municipal officials have reviewed and approved plans for the proposed
development. Once the plans have been approved, proponents enter ileigadlenforceable

agreement with municipalities to esnre the development proceeds in accordance with &pproved
plans and drawings.

The official Plan of the Township of SmEmnismorelakefieldprovides an illustration of the wide

ranging provisions available under site plan control. Under the offiial fhe entire Townships
designateda site plan control area. For waterfront development, includgimgle family dwellings and
accessory structures, special considerai®given to the protection of aquatic vegetation and habitat,
shorelinesand ripdA 'y | NBIF &3 yI GdzNF £ @S3aAShlIGA2y 6A0GKAY GKS
edge and steep slopes and areas. Shoreline denaturalisiationited to 25 per cent of the water

frontage to a maximum af5 metres Shoreline erosion protection/reterdin works may be permitted
beyond this maximum if approved by the authority having jurisdiction. Removal of natural vegetation is
limited within 30 metres of shoreline to 25 per cent of land area. Proponents of waterfront
development subject to site plan otrol arerequired to demonstrate that angffecton the shoreline
andnearshore area will be minimal and meet the development standards of the authority having
jurisdiction (Township of Sth-Ennismorelakefield, 2010).

It is important to note thaimunicpalities can designatgpecificareaswithin their jurisdictionfor site
plan contro] such as the shorelindoreover, while adjacent landowners must be consulted, only the
proponent can appeal a site plan to the Ontario Municipal Board.

Development PerntiSystem

In light of increasing development pressures and the associated stmaimainicipalplanningprocesses

theOntariod3 2 GSNY YSyYy i Ay wuwnnt AYUINRRdAzOSR | -ukdlp@iningdS 2 F N
system more effective. As part of this pagke,Ontario Regulation 608/08llows municipalities to use a

new landuse planning toglthe5 S@St 2 LIYSy 4 t SNX¥YA G {2adSY o65t{0®d ¢KS
Ontario Regulation 608/0B6as been extended to include site alteration and vegetation removal,

enabling municipalities to enhance environmerdadd open spacerotection through, for example,

conditions of approval related to vegetation removal. Additionally, municipalities can recpitenuing

monitoring as a condition of approval to ensure mction of the natural environment.
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The DPS not only generatesvironmental benefitdut streamlines planning approvals processes
Zoning, site plan and minor variance is streamlined into one application/approval process and site
alteration and treecutting bylaws normally administered under tMunicipal Act, 200&re included in
the DPS. As one of five pilot municipalities identified to test the DPS, the Township of Lake of Bays
remains the only municipality implementing the DPS after the pilot periodaf@@Ministry of

Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010).

The Township of Lake of Bays and thevglopment Permit SystemProvincial regulations currently

limit the use of the DPS to waterfront areas in the Township of Lake of Bays. The DPS offers the
Townsthip of Lake of Bays the tools to implement policies regarding preservation of natural shorelines,
primarily through the ability to address site alteration and vegetation remdval(ship of Lake of

Bays, 200p

The evelopment Permit SystemHow it Works The Township of Lake of Bays development perniit by

law requires that a development permit be obtained prior to undertaking site alterationegetation

removal within a shoreline yart] wetlands, on steep slopes, or within identified natural heritageaar

(Township of Lake of Bays, 2008Bhe intent of the byaw is to maintain 7percent2 ¥ | LINR LISNJIi & Q&
shoreline frontage in a vegetative buffer. Development permits are not required for vegetation removal

or site alteration outside of a shoreline yatthless proponents are clearing more than 0.5 of an acre, or
50percent2 ¥ | £ 2 (i Béwnshig af lLake of BByS, 2006

In addition to prescribing uses that are permitted, subject to meeting other provisions of ttehyhe
development permit ko outlines discretionary uses, which are uses (e.g., secondary suites) that may be
permitted, but are subject to specific criteridable2 outlines some criteria that must be addressed to

the satisfaction of the Township of Lake of Bays, prior to issaha development permiTownship of

Lake of Bays, 2006

Table 2. Criteria for Discretionary Us€Bownship of Lake of Bays, 2006)

Criteria | Description

1 The natural waterfront will prevail with built form blending into the landscape and shoreline.

2 Natural shorelines will be retained and restored.

3 Disturbance on lots will be limited or minimized.

4 Vegetation will be substantially maintained on skylines, ridge lines or adjacent to the top of
cliffs.

5 Native species will be used forfifiers or where vegetation is being restored.

(o2}

Rock faces, steep slopes, vistas and panoramas will be preserved to the extent feasible.

7 Building envelopes and the associated activity area will be defined and the remainder of the
property shall remaimgenerally in a natural state.

® The Township of Lake of Bays (B)R STAy Sa aAdS Ff GSNFGA2Y & aOKIy3Sa G2 GKS S
Fy +NBI SEOSSRAYy3A wmnn aljdad NS FSSGx IyR AyOf dzRSR SEOI @ GA2y>S
"The Township of Lake of Bays (2006)rdss vegetation removal as i KS NBY2 @1 f 2F KSIfiKés g22Reé o
@S3ASGFGA2y Y odzi R2Sa y20 AyOfdzRS GNAYYAYy3ISZ LINHzyAy3aZI 2N NBY2Q
8 The shoreline yard is the required setback from the shoeelithe required shoreline yard is generally 30 metres (100 feet).
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The development permit byaw also incorporates the concept of shoreline activity areas. In short, the
shoreline activity area is where shoreline structures and vegetation removal are permitted. More
specifically, the byaw requires that shoreline activity areas be limited to a maximum gi&@=centof a

f20Qa 46 GSNI FNRY Gl IS 2NJ Ho footprintDNuEiIlFingssakdsOUCIErésS NJ A &

represents no more than 4@er centof the shoreline activity ared he followingrgure 1 hasbeen
appended from the Township of Lake of Bays DPS Handbouwl§hip of Lake of Bay&)06), to
further illustrate thisconcept.

Shoreline Activity Area

Natural Vegetative e N 7 J?B' Jethacly -
Buffer (H.23) 3 | i

e,
.
—

Outside of Type 1
Barthouso Fish Habitat (D.101)

HMotea:

= Shareline Activity Area = Area A + Area B = <25% & <23m of shoreline (H.22)

= Shareline Activity Area boanded by paralle] lines from water's edge to required sethack from water"s edge
= manimom of two activity areas per lot

Figure 1. Township of Lake of Bays Shoreline Activity Area Cond@&ptvnship of &ke of Bays2006)
Site Alteration Bylaws

Under Section 142 of th@ntario Municipal Actmunicipalities have the authority tenactsite

alteration bylaws. Specifically, municipalities with site alterationlémys in place may issue permits to
landowners for placingr dumping fill, removing topsoil, or altering the grade of land. Consequently,
site alteration bylaws allow municipalities to regulate activitiesareas designated under the bylaw
that would not normally trigger an application under tRé&anning Actincluding the removal or
disturbance of existing vegetation prior to the issuantéomal development approvals.

Some municipalities have site alteration-layvs in place, including the Township of Rideau Lakes in
Eastern Ontario and more locally, thevilftship of Hamilton near Rice Lake. FEite alteration by-law of
the Township of Hamilton includes all areas of the Township and requires a permit to remove, place or
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dump fill in the floodplain and allows this activity onlyhié works serve to protect tildings or

structures or provide conservation benefits including shoreline protection, bank stabilization and
improvement to wildlife habitat and flood controA permit to remove, place or dump fill inPSWwill

be issued only for emergency measures émgrevent erosion, slipping of soil, damage of trees or
damage to property, and an activity of the Township, a ministry optbeincialgovernment, the

County of Northumberlandand Ganaraska Regidibonservation Authorityrelated to the establishment

or maintenance of utilities and services, roads, bridges, flood and erosion control facilities, walkways,
bicycle paths, fences, retaining walls, steps and lighting (Township of Hamilton, 2010).

B.1.6 PROVINCIALLY DIRECTED REWIDE PLANNINGRENEWED SBPRT
Provincial Policy Statement

ThePPS$2005 came into effect on March 1, 2005 and is issued under the authority of Section 3 of the
Planning ActThe IPSensures the interests of the Provincial Government are protected in municipal
official plans acrosthe province.ThePlanning Actequires that all decisions affecting land use planning
matters "shall be consistent with" thePJOntario Ministry of municipal Affairs and Housing, 20T

PP Sprovides policy direction on land use planning to promsti®ng communities, a clean and healthy
environment and a strong economy. It includes policies on key issues such as: the efficient use and
management of land and infrastructure; protection of the environment and resources; and ensuring
appropriate opportunities for employment and residential development, including support for a mix of
dza §@ntario Ministry of municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010).

ThePPScontainsno shoreline-specific guidancgthe solereferencebeingii K dévelapment shall
generally le directed to areas outside diazardous landadjacent to the shorelines of th@reat Lakes
St. Lawrence River Systamdlarge inland lakesvhich are impacted bftooding hazardserosion
hazardsand/or dynamic beach hazaré¢Ontario Ministry of muniipal Affairs and Housing, 2010).

However five sections of the currenPPSmakeminimal orindirect referenceo the shoreline?®

Provincial Policy Statemerfectionl.2 ¢ Coordination The general policy of Section 2.1 is to use a
coordinated, integratedad comprehensive approach when dealing with planning matters within
municipalities, or which cross lower, single and/or upper municipal boundaries, includinganaging
natural heritage, water, agricultural, mineral, and cultural heritage and archaiealogsourcesand
ecosystem, shorelinand watershed related issues.

® ltalicized terms are defined in thdefinitions sectiorof the Provincial Policy Statement
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Provincial Policy Statemerection 1.5 Public Spaces, Parks and Open Spdde= general policy of
Section 1.5 is to promotedalthy, active communitiethrough a variety of ways thancludesby
providing opportunities for pblic access to shorelines

Provincial Policy Statemerfection 2.1 Natural Heritage The general policy of Section 2.1 is to direct
development awayrom natural features, including, but not limited significant habitat ofendangered
or threatened speciefish habitatand significant wetlandend maintain, restore or where possible,
improve theecological functiomndbiodiversityof natural heritage areas

Provincial Policy Statemerfection 2., Water: Thegeneral policy of Section 2.2 is to improve or
restore both water quality and quantity by implementing restrictionsd@velopmentindsite alteration
to protect, restore or improve vulnerdd surface and ground water.

Provincial Policy Statemerfection 31 ¢ Natural Hazards The general policy of 3.1 is to direct
development awayrom floodplains and othehazardous landadjacent to shorelines of large and small
inland lake systems, rivers and streams.

The general standard for waterfront development-betcks i80 metres and while the province
(MMAH) has tacitly accepted this standard in its official plan reviews and appnowelisere is this
standardwritten into the current PPS.

Review of theProvincial Policy Statemen® he Province of Ontariaundied a review of thd>PSn
2010 and closed a firgbund of input at the end of OctobeThis review presents avpportunity to
develop shoreline protection recommendatiosgch as proposed in this report for considerationttogy
provinceto guidemunicipal official plan policies with respect shorelineplanning andorotection.

Places to Grow

The Greater Golden Horsesh@@GH)within which the majority of the TSW is found, is expected to

experience unprecedented population growth in the coming yeamI(ER). A 2005 study

commissioned by the Ontario Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure estimated its population will expand

08 o®dt YAftA2Y LIS2LX S 6@ Hnond LY HnannpX GKS t NBODA
DNRgQ (2 VY luéatioddowih tarough dranation of a culture of conservation that utilizes

land, resources and existing infrastructure efficientlpt@io Ministry of Energy and Infrastructyre

2010).That same year, the province approved tBeowth Plan for th&sGH

The Places to Grow Act, 20085 the legislation upon which the plan is based. FPlaees to Grow Act

supports provincially directed, region wide planning and is integrated across natural and municipal

borders. Under thé’laces to Grow Adhe Ontario Minisry of Energy and Infrastructure can

3S23aANI LIKAOIFf e RSaA3ayIlI 4SS NBIA2ya 2F (GKS LINRJAYyOS
ANRPGUOK aK2dzZ R 200dz2NJ gAGKAY GKSY (K S@vwPlanforknE | RYA Y
GGHOntario Minigry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, 2006) was the first such growth plan.
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TheGrowthPlandoes not mention the TSW or address growth along waterfront lands or shorelines. The
GrowthPlanmanages growth by directing development to urban growth centrestauild up areas

through intensification, and by strictly controlling the expansion of existing settlement areas. This may
cause the urban centers of several communities along the TSW to expand and may prevent additional
development along the TSW in are&at are not within identified growth areas. Urban Growth Centres

on the TSW include downtown Barrie and downtown Peterborough andguittreas include Innisfil,
Lindsay and Orillia.

HNORTHLMEAE R AN

COUNTY OF
WELLINGTON

Ny T
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WATERLOD
Clavy oF
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D:UHE:-?__F_E"-L' e TrentSevern Waterway
i EECE T8
ERANT . o e Trent & Severwatersheds
HALEIMAND =
COLINTY i s s
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Figure2. Greater Golden Horsesho@dapted fromOntario Ministryof Energy and Infrastructure, 2010)

Greenbelt Plan

I 1 S& St SYS GGHGBWth Mayisitte Gikepb@ltiPlaOntario Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing2005), which protects nearly two millioacresof countryside includinfarmland,rural

communities, wetlands, forests and lakes (Figd)t@heGreenbeltPlad A RSy 6 A TASa ¢ KSNB dzN

should not occur in order to provide permanent protection to the agricultural land base and the
ecological features and functions occurring on this &l 0¥ Greenbelincludesecologically

important lands of theNiagara Escarpment Plamd theOak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan
(OntarioMinistry of Municipal Affairs and Housing,@). It does not mention thel SWbut doestouch
onportionsofthea K2 NBft AySa 2F ¢{2Qa fIFNASad tr1Sat1 [F1S
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given the key natural heritage features and functions and because obtimeectivity that shorelines

{ K KBy lakeslorelinslSd @ 1201 MIDA Gdef | NI @

LINE A RS T2 NJ (@ritadloNInistry §f Rluni€ipatiaffdirg and Housing,082). ThePolicies

allow minor rounding out, infill development, redevelopment and resort development along lakes
subject to existing zoning, migipal andCAapproval, and if it enhances the ecological features and

A Y LR NI I

functions in shoreline areas. Land conversions, redevelopments and resort developments must maintain

a 30 metre vegetad shorelinebuffer, increase or expand the extent of fish hahitatinimize erosion

and sedimentation, maintain water quality during construction, and improve sewage disposal facilities.
Landscaping should enhance the ability of native plants and animals to use the shoreline as habitat and
a movement corridor, and it nai be demonstrated that the lake has the capacity to manage inputs

from existing and future development. Provided the area occupied is minimized, structures may be

permitted in the vegetation protection zone and littoral zone subject to any municipal,cggamother

requirements or restrictiongOntarioMinistry of Municipal Affairs and Housing,053).
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ONTARIO'S
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GREENBELT
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Possibility grows here

P

Figure.a | LJ 2 T
LakeSmcoe Protection Plan
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establishment and amendment of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan. The plan was subsequently

hy (I N@Eremsiof theN3seSnbeit Sduridaticd?010)

D 2 @ S &&kjol Acy/(Z00B3 projidied tBe afitortyd@ he t N2 (

developed ad approved by the Minister of the Environment in 2009.

Ly FRRAGAZ2Y (2

a0 G Stive3aké Simcaeyivatérsh& canlfeinifighdalthd A 4 A 2y F 2
communities, people and economy, a diversity of fish, wildlife, plants, and humans, protected natural
environments, and improved cooperation, leadership and responsibility, specific reference is made: to
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The pdicies of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan provide agencies (conservation authorities and

municipalities in particular) with the backing to implement stricter environmental controls on shoreline
alteration, stabilisation, development setbacks, and otherrsline-related activities within the Lake

Simcoe watershed. The prohibition ofwater boathouses and significant alteration of the shoreline

(other than in exceptional circumstances) is one of many steps included in the Lake Simcoe Protection

Plan that wll result in a more natural shoreline for Lake Simcoe.

B.1.7 ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD

The Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) isiadependent provincial tribunal subject to the rules of natural
justice and the requirements of th&tatutory Powers ProcedurestAThe OMB listens to the appeals

and concerns of individuals, public agencies or corporations that object to planning decisions made by
municipal and provincial approval authorities including:

w local or regional councils
w committees of adjustment

w land divsion committees

w expropriating authorities, or

w the Ministry of Municipal Affairs.

To make impartial decisions and resolve disputes, the OMB hears evidence on:

w environmental, social and economic issues

w provincial legislation and policy statements

w municipalplanning documents (e.g., official plans or zoninddvys)
w the rights of individuals, and

w the best interests of the whole community.

In an effort to simplify or avoid expensive and tit@nsuming OMB hearings, the OMB may try to settle
disputes through pe-hearings and mediation meetings (Ontario Municipal Board, 2010).
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B.1.8 TRENISEVERN WATERWAY NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE OF CANADA, 2000 MANAGEMENT PLAN

As legislated under thBarks Canada Ad®C must prepare management plans for every one of its
protectedheritage places (national parks, national historic sites, and national marine conservation
areas). A management plan for the TreSgvern Waterway National Historic Site received ministerial
approval in 2000. The broad range of issues that led to the -B80VSW Panel review pegnpted what

is typically a fivezear management plan review cycle. The process to develop a new management plan
is slated to begin in late 2011, with ministerial approval contemplatetbfer2013.

The 2000 management plan visitor the waterway is supported by a wide range of actions to enhance

Ala aO02YYSY2NI GAGS Ay(iSaNRGeEeIé coRdtiddKy AGSKNXKS 2Bet ¥/
mandate br protection, education, and enjoyment. It is telling that the third visitengentr

Leadership and Collaboratiorinvolved two categories of actiorhrectly related to shoreline planning

and regulationmanagement of waterway landmdmanagement of adjacent shoreland3f the 21

actions in the first category relevant to shoreliskewardship, PC was identified as playing a lead or

shared lead role. The management of adjacent lands contains 38 actions within the following sub

categories:

¢ Identification and protection of adjacent cultural landscape features (6 actions)
e General develpment of adjacent shorelands (4 actions)

e Consistency and eordination of development (2 actions)

e Development of access to Waterway (3 actions)

¢ Development of greenways (2 actions)

¢ Residentil Development (4 actions)

e Commercial Development (2 actions)

e Municipal official plans and zoning-taws (7 actions)

e Shoreline structures and alterations (3 actions)

e Boat carrying capacity (5 actions)

Municipalities were seen as having a lead or shared lead role for 36 of these 38 actions, and
conservation authoritiegoften jointly with municipalities) for 16 actions.

The plan remains officially in force but has beepersededy events, including the TSW Panel dhd
D2O@SNYYSyYyd 2F /IYIRFEQa wnndg ! O0GA2y ttty F2N GKS ¢
new management planning regimetroduced in 2008 has alsaridamentally changed the scope and

strategic level oPCmanagement planning. The implications of these changes, and the effectiveness of

the 2000management plan, are described in SectiorSbdreine Policy & Regulatory Tools along the

TrentSesern Waterway).
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SECTIONCSTATE OF THE TSW SHORELINE AND TRENDS OF CONCERN

C.1.0 THE EVOLVING NATURE OF SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT

From the earliest period of habitation of the region, humans have been dtawhe beauty and

abundant shorelines of the lakes and rivers of the TSW. It is only in the last century and a half that this
human presence has materially altered the condition of the shoreline, to the point that today many of
its beneficial attributes i threatened.

C.11 GROWTH AND PROXIMITY OF THE GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE

Much of the magnitude and character of shoreline development along the TSW is driven by the growth
rate and nearness of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA). The Ontario Ministry ofd-astimoates the
population of the GTA will increase by nearly 50 per cent from 6.1 million in 2009 to 9.1 million in 2036.
By 2028, 50 per cent of Ontarians will live in the GTA. During the same period, the population of Central
Ontario, the census divisiahat the TSW occupies, will grow by more than 24 per cent and maintain a
21.5 per cent share of the provincial population (QigaMinistry of Finance, 2010).

Many municipalities bordering the TSW will experience this growth, which coupled with anahflux
retirees, will increase the demand for new shoreline development, the conversion of seasonal cottages
to permanent waterfront residences and the use of the waterway for aghan recreation (Panel,

2007a). As a result, loeost recreational services)cluding campgrounds and marinas, are increasingly
being converted to higlend resorts and fractional ownership developments that are often unafiaeda

to average income families.

C2.0 DEVELOPMENT TRENDS ALONG THE-SR¥ERN WATERWAY

Understanding chages along the shoreline invokes a wide variety of factors and the collection and
assessment of data of diverse types and origins. The information in the following section is derived from
secondary sources of data; much information is incomplete, suchatti@rough understanding of the
conditions of the shoreline and the trends affecting them is difficult.

The area of the TSW has been inhabited for thousands of years. Evidence of First Nations settlements is
found throughout the area. Today, several Fsttions communities are located on the lakes of the

TSW. Early European settlers came to the area for logging and farming opportunities. Soon, tourists

FNRY /FYyFRF FYR GKS ' { 6SNB RNrgy (G2 | NBFIQa f2R3S
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lakes and rivers of the TSW were lined with cottadasny cottage owners have in recent decades

reached retirement age, and many have renovated their small lake side retreats into permanent homes.

This trend has continued and many of the once quaint cottages have been replataadd suburban

style houses.
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seasonal cottages to permanent homes as a concern due to the lack of affordable seasonal cottages as
well as the increased pollution loading of the waterway @kOntarioRideauTrentSevern

Committee, 1977). The Committee recommended that all new seasonal development applications be
reviewed against permanent development criteria, unless it could be demonstrated by the developer
that the development will remaiseasonal in use. A survey administered by the Federation of Ontario
/200G 3SNARQ ' aa20AFdA2ya Ay wnnt F2NI /20441 3S
cottages were then being used yeaund. East and Chamberlain (2004) reported a 30 pet increase

in permanent residents along the TSW from 1986 to 1996 whereas the population within the
municipalities bordering the waterway increased by approximately two per cent between 1996 and
2001 (East and Chamberlain, 2004). Catalyst Environmerttap@007) noted that the traditional,
modest, seasonal cottage is being replaced by modern homes that emulate urban amenities (lawns,
paved driveways, larger buildings, etc.). Once used for just a few weeks a year, cottages are evolving
into weekly rentds, and permanent or retirement homes (Catalyst Environmental Group, 2007).

[ AFS

In 1999, Dueck and Whillans reported on the state of shorelines on Pigeon, Chemong and Buckhorn
lakes in the Kawartha sector of the TSW. Their research illustrated a growing déanahdreline
development. According to Dueck and Whillans, at least 65 per cent of the waterfront on the three lakes
is zoned for development. Specifically, the vast majority of the shoreline on each lake is zoned for
residential land use, as demonstrdten Table 3, reproducefdlom Dueck and Whillans (1999).

Table 3. Land Use Zoning by per cent Linear Shoreline (KawartHzaKes)Dueck and Whillans, 1999). Lower
Buckhorn Lake includes Lovesick Lake. These figures reflect potential land use acodtéiffyzoning. Not all
land zoned for development was developed a¢ time of this study.

Land Use Zone Lake

Pigeon Chemong Upper Buckhorn Lower Buckhorn
Residential 61.54% 79.11% 75.90% 61.36%
Urban 4.81% 3.80% 3.57% 4.55%
Agricultural 20.19% 2.53% 0.89% 0.00%
Nondevelopment 13.46% 14.36% 19.64% 34.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Total Shoreline Length 104 km 70.5 km 56 km 44 km

In 2005, Mystic Consulting was commissioned by PC to conduct building counts for most of the
Kawartha TrL&kes area to measure shoreline building density. Building counts were calculated by
digitizing the buildings from 1:50,000 National Topographic Map sheets from 1952, 1968 and 1994.
Building density was calculated as the count of buildings within 100 metitse shore, per kiimetre

of shoreline (Figure 4).
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Number of Buildings within 100m of Shoreline
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Figure 4. Shoreline Building Density by Waterbody (KawarthalBiltes AreajMystic Consulting, 2005)

Although the results in Figure 4 represent the Kawarthd @kies region only, they demonstrate an

increase in building density and may indicate a heightened level of stress along the waterway. Building
density within 100 metres of the shoreline is of particular concern since further increases will have a
cumulative impact on wetlands, shoreline chaexditics and upland habitats (Mystic Consulting, 2005).
Otonabee River (220.4%) and Buckhorn Lake (219.8%) had the greatest increase in building density
between 1952 and 1968. Between 1968 and 1994, Pigeon Lake (198.3%), followed closely by Buckhorn
Lake 182.5%), had the greatest increase in buildings near the shore (Mystic Consulting, 2005). It is
probable that building density has continued to increase since 1994. As well, building size has likely
increased resulting in larger homes on small lots.

In 2007, Catalyst Environmental Group contacted municipalities to gather information on the changing
shoreline of the TSW. Many municipalities commented that the most significant change was the
upgrading of small cottages to year round residences, often withirtfeat to create a retirement
residence. The additional stress of permanent homes on the waterway results in greater negative
impacts to water quality and natural habitats such as wetlands and natural shorelines (Catalyst
Environmental Group, 2007).

Estat developments are also bringing more people to live near the water. These developments may not
be on the water but often landowners have deeded access to the water, which can also result in a
greatereffecton the shoreline.
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In summary, the expression sfioreline development along the TSW has changed and become more
complicated, as exemplified by fractional ownership developments. Additionally, countless re
development opportunities exist, which have the potential for posigffects such as improved
shareline buffers, but only if enlightened planning tools are available and implemented.

C3.0 SHORELINE DEVELOPMEGIWRRENT STATUS

Trent River, Rice Lake and Otonabee River

Many waterfront communities, traditional small cottages and extensive areas of meagdbund along

the length of the Trent Rivelhe Townshipf AsphodelNorwoodhas reported little to no shoreline left

for development (Catalyst Environmental Group, 20&i¢e Lake, a popular fishing lake with shallow
waters and cattail marsh, is linedth traditional small cottages, resorts and permanent homes. The
Otonabee River flows through the City of Peterborough where commercial and industrial developments
mix with parkland and natural shorelines. Small clusters of homes dot the Otonabeedritreos
Peterborough, which remains relatively undeveloped. There is limited information on the current state
of the shoreline in regards to development such as hardeaimjvegetation in this sector.

Kawartha Lakes

Dueck and Whillans (1999) reported thiae shorelines of Pigeon, Lovesick, Buckhorn and Lower
Buckhorn Lakes have excellent coverage of mature trees. Unfortunately, their research also
demonstrated the growing demand for shoreline development. The developable portions of the
Kawartha Lakes a@most completely developed with a mix of small traditional cottages, large modern
cottages, and permanent homes and resottihdeveloped shoreline is under pressuratwo-

kilometre segment of shoreline on Buckhorn Lake is now (2010) the subject of peaxio

applications There is some information from the late 1980s and early 1990s on the state of the
shoreline of several of the lakes but infortiwen is limited and not recent.

Lake Scugog

The highly altered shoreline of Lake Scugog has more than nbd6line residential properties

(Kawartha Region Conservation Authority, 2010). As with other areas of the TSW, these properties were
originally built as seasonal cottages with many now converted to permanent residences. Altered
shorelines predominate, ahlack the buffering capacity and habHattoducing aspects of a natural

shoreline (Kawartha Region Conservation Authority, 2010). The recently released Lake Scugog
Environmental Management Plan produced by Kawartha Region Conservation Authority prowiges s
good information on the current state of the Lake Scugogelive.
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Lake Simcoe

Most of the shoreline of Lake Simcoe has been developed, although some areas, specifically in the
northeast portion of the lake, remain in a relatively natural st@atario Ministry of the Environment,
2009). The shoreline features a wide variety of permanent homes, resorts, marinas and cottages.
Shoreline hardening resulting from the clearing of vegetation and the building of concrete docks and
walls has disrupted theoslogical and hydrological linkages between the land and water (Ontario
Ministry of the Environment, 2009).The 2008ke Simcoe Protection Plaroduced by the Ontario
Ministry of the Environment provides good information on the status of the current stitiee

shoreline.

Severn River

In recent years, the Severn River has seen an increase in waterfront property development, particularly

the development of large permanent homes, docks and boathousesPaielnoted that there are

alrfyzad y2 §dthdCanadiayi Shield far®igcape of the Severn section of the waterway that
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reported little to no shoreline left for development (Catalyst Environme@taup, 2007)There is

limited information on the current state of the shoreline in regards to development such as hardening

and loss of vegetation.

C.3.1 AREAS OF HIGH ACTIVITY

In itsThreat Assessment of Species at ,Risk Catalyst Environmental Gro(pEG) identified the County

of Simcoe as the region with the highest level of development along the TSW. Specifically, CEG
catalogued a high amount of proposed and approved development in the Town of Innisfil, Bradford
West Gwillimbury and the City of Baar These areas are located on or near Lake Simcoe and as
previously mentioned are governed by provincial policies and regulations. Other areas that were found
to have a high level of proposed development included the City of Peterborough and the Qityief Q
West (Catalyst Environment Group, 2007). Notably, these largely urbanized areas are located south of
the Canadian Shield and withingximity to provincial highways.

CEG identified several proposals in the Port Severn area, including one of appebxBoa proposed

lots close to a PSW. As suitable lands become less available, more development is occurring on marginal
and more ecologically significant or sensitive lands.

C.3.2 TRENDS OF CONCERN

Seasonal Cottage to Permanent Home

In 1978, CORTS iddigd areas along the TSW where conversion of cottages to permanent homes was
200dzZNNAY 3 G I FradSNINIGS GKIy SftaSegKSNB Ay GKS
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Figureb. Areas identified by CORTS as potential cottage conversion problem g€@RTS, 1978)

At the Apri 2010 planning forum, conversions of seasonal cottages tedeason and/or permanent
residences were cited as a major conce®aptic systems intended for seasonal use are not always
upgraded to accommodate larger homes withfirthe residentsTraditonal small cottage lots are now
home to much larger buildings that can threaten to overwhelm their surroundings.

At the same time, waterfront redevelopments can be considered a second chance to create better
shoreline environments. Redevelopments can bgarded as an opportunity to improve shoreline
condition, through larger building setbacks and buffer zones, and the introduction of native plants.

Fractional ownership and rural estate developments are becoming more popular along the TSW. The
development & communal docking facilities for properties shared through joint ownership can lessen
the effect of development on shoreline habitats in comparison to individual docks, which generally
occupy a vast expanse of shoreline. At the same time, fractional @hipecan delay, or even convolute
the PC permitting process for-imater works and shoreline activities because all owners must be in
agreement before a permit can be issued. Although fractional ownership may lessen the ratio of
development per person, ihay also mean more constant use of shoreline properties, which can have
an increaseaffecton the shoreline. In its Official Plan, the City of Kawartha Lakes encourages the
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development of cluster (fractional) residential developments in an effort to mtotboreline character
and ecosystems (City of Katfea Lakes, 2010).

The Urbanization of the Shoreline

Between 100,000 and 120,000 private properties line the shores of the TSW (East and Chamberlain,
2004).An economic study undertaken in 2007 for tharel indicatedthe presence of 19@0 shoreline
residences in the Haliburton Reservoir Lagesentury ago none existediast and Chamberlain
commented that increased boat traffic and waterfront development shows a trend toward the
urbanization of theTSWshoreline. As more shoreline properties become permanent homes, the
suburban style of expansive lawn is finding its way to the TSW. Lawns are an expanding feature of
Chemong, Buckhorn, Lovesick, Lower Buckhorn and Pigeonattes 10m of the shorelinef these
lakes, approximately 35 per cent of the land use was lawn in 1999 (Dueck and Whillans, 1999). Expanses
of lawn accelerate eutrophicatidhthrough the loss of natural vegetation which buffers residence
associated ruroff before it enters the nearbwater body. The use of grass fertilizer further increases
eutrophication resulting in nutrient loading, blgreen algal blooms, high aquatic weed growth and
degradation of vital habitats. Increased shoreline erosion, loss of suitable aquatic habitatredhaced
capacity for natural nutrient and contaminant filtration are often results of a lack of natural riparian
areas (Kawartha Region Conservation Authority, 2010).

Shoreline Permit Applications

PC receives applications for permits for almost tweges of shoreline developments along the TSW.

In recent years, PC has received an average of 426 permit applications for in water development along
the shoreline (Figuré); however, TSW staff report historical permit application numbers as high as 800
peryear.

1% Eutrophication is the process of a water body acquiring high levels of nutrients; phospinatestrates in
particular promote excess growth of algae. As the algae dies and decomposes, the water becomes low in dissolved
oxygen (essential to aquatic life). This rate of this natural, slow process is rapidly increased by human activity.
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600
505
500 474
403
400 381
@
Q
g 300
=)
z
200
100
0 T T T T 1
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year s Permit Linear (Permit)

Figure6. Number of shoreline permit applications per year 202807

Figure7 indicates the number of permit applications for shorehméated projects by type between
2003 and 2007. The vast majority of permit applications were for shore walld@cks. Permit
applications for walls and docks, as well as many other shoreline alterations, peaked in 2003 and
although still substantial, have been decreasing in numbers since.

In recent years, the number of permit applications, including shoreliteeadions, has declined overall;
however, TSW staff is aware that work is being completed without the required permits. This avoidance
of permits may be due to the length of time required to process applications and lack of enforcement
and compliance monitring of violators/ KI y3Sa Ay t/ Q& | RYAYA&UNI GAGBS
well as the econoyy waterfront land costs and taxes, and construction costs may have also resulted in a
decline in actual shoreline work along the waterway that is réigédén the declining number of permit
applications recorded. Regardlessibfic perception of uncontrolled development along the waterway

and the need for more rigorous planning controls and enforcement was one of the most frequently
expressed comments @ublic forums held by th@anelin 2008.

-29-

LIN



Applications for Permits 2003-2007

Heatpump Loop ‘

) B2003
Bridge 82004
Beach Creation B2005
Wetslip 82006
@2007
Waterline
Rip-rap
[i+]
£ Bio-engineering
-
g Wetslip Infill
g
o Boatlift
Boathousefport

Launch Ramp

Marine Railway

Swimming Area

Inland Boathouse/slip

Dredging

Dock

Wall

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
Number

Figure7. Number of shoreline alteration permit applications submitted to TSW in 2Q62007 grouped by
project type

Shoreline Alterations

Most alterations have a significaaffect on the ecology of the shorek. Shore walls disconnect the
upland from the shoreline aniinposea straight,hard barrieron what was once a naturghermeable,
meandering, living zone. Many landowners install shore wakgldresserosion. In fact, many walls do
the oppositeby increasng erosion in frontof and adjacent to the walls. Moreover, observations have
been made that the vast majority of erosialnivenshoreline hardening could have been equally or
more effectively addressed through natural measures, and that sivateusehas been perhaps moie
reflection ofproperty owner and contractor preference than necessity. Docks and boathouses built on
the water bed alter water flow, which caregatively affecfish habitat, wetlands, water quality and
erosion. Dredging of the sheline and lake bottom can destroy fish spawning grounds and habitat.
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Beach creation and the removal of rock rubble on the bed of the lake can eliminate natural fish and
wildlife habitat. Most shoreline developments result in a loss of vegetation thatoesishading of the
water, an important component of fish habitat. Over the last few decades this has resulted in the
cumulative loss of hundreds of kilometres of natural shoreline habitat (East and Chamberlain, 2004).
Additionally, many nearshore resideaitisubdivisions are occurring along the TSW. While not located
directly on the shoreline, deeded water access contributes to eutagttin and habitat degradation.

Shoreline Alteration Permits 1996-2006
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Figure8. Number of permits issued for shoreline alteration 192906 Retaining wall ifades concrete,
amourstone and other solid, hard surfaces. Shoreline stabilization includes riprap, rounded river stone and
bioengineering techniques that allow for some naturalization of the shoreline.

As Figure8 reveals, permits issued for shoreline daningrosesteadily through the late 1990s and
peaked in 2002-or each year between 1996 and 2005, the Township of Semittismorelakefield
featuredthe highestnumber of any municipality along the TSW (Fidd)telhe former townships of
Fenelon, Bexlegind Verulam (now City of Kawartha Lakes) and the former Township of Harvey (now
Township of GalwagZavendish and Harvey) were in the top five farstof this decade (1998005).
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Figure9. Townships withthe mostshoreline hardening permits (retainigi/ stabilization walls) issued 1992005

C.4.0 WETLANDS

Current Status

There are approximately 230 wetlaridalong the TSW anahore than1,000 square kilometres of
wetland in the TSWvatersheds which represents approximately 6.5 per cent of the EcosystemtigMys
Consulting, 2005).
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to promote wetland or aquatic processes as indicated by poorly drained soils, hydrophytic vegetation and various
kinds of biological activity which are gutad to a wet environment. Wetlands include bogs, fens, marshes,
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There are approximately 119 square kilonestiof wetlands withira two-kilometre buffer of the TSW
accounting for 5.2 per cent of this bufféhe Lake Scugog watershixhot included). The 2010 Lake
Scugog Environmental Manageméhan reports that 15.5 per cent arore than70 square kilometrs

of the Lake Scugog watershed is wetl@odnprisingireed and thicket swamps in lowland areas as well
as relatively large cattail marshes on Lake Scugog (and Osler Mé&slgrtha Region @servation
Authority, 2010). The Mystic Consulting study cited the Trent River watershed as having the highest
wetland cover at 8.9 per cent, followed by the Sevkake Simcoe watershed at 5.9 per cent. The
watershed of the Gull River had the lowest veetl cover at just 2.6 per cent.

Provincially Significant Wetland#\s of 2005, 75 wetlands in the Greater Watenipsystem had
been evaluated under the provincial system, with 54 of these identified as Provincially Significant
(Mystic Consulting, 2005) ndvaluated wetlands, as well as unknown or unidentified wetlands, exist
throughout the TSW, resulting in lired protection from development.

Trends of Concern

Minimum Guidelines for Wetland CoveMystic Consulting found that none of the six watershedsgl

the TSW met the minimum recommended amount of per cent wetland coverage in a watershed set out
08 9Y @A NERY YHow NMuch Halyitat R Er@ugHZhey found the conditions were of concern

and potentially impaired, and recommended that no further waetl cover loss occur and where

possible, wetland restoration and rehabilitation efforts be pursued. The exception is the Lake Scugog
watershed that was not included in the 2005 Mystic Consulting report. The Lake Scugog Environmental
Management Plan statahat the Lake Scugog watershed is well above the recommended minimum

with more thanl5 per cent wetland cover.

Wetland LossInformation on wetland loss throughout the TSW is limited and or dated. Reid (1986)
estimatedthat between 1960 and 1970, wetlandds on Buckhorn Lake was as high as 75 peraseht
more than 50 per cent on Katchawanooka Lake and the Bald l@keStony and Clear Lakes, a 32.8 per
cent (54.3 lectareg loss of marshland from 1962 to 1978 was identified and attributed to increasing
pressure from residential and tourist commercial development including shoreline dredging, filling and
nutrient enrichment (Chamberlain, 1990). Pigeon/Bald Lake suffered a loss ett2dsof wetland

area due to dredging between 1975 and 1989 (Chamberi&if9). In 1983, Limnoterra conducted a
major inventory of small wetlands along the Trent River and Rice Lake. They concluded that these
wetlands had high species diversity and biological productivity but were being disturbed by fluctuating
water levels ad it was unlikely that any virgin wetland area remained along this section of the
waterway (Limnoterra, 1984Pueck and Whillans (1999) found afe¥ centloss in the originalvetland
coveramong Buckhorn, Lower Buckhorn, Chemong, Lovesick and Pigesn la

2 How Much Habitat is Enougha report produced by Environment Canada, set wetland habitat guidelines of

a @ater than 10 per cent of each major watershed in wetland habitat; greater than six per cent of each

ddzo g GSNBEKSR Ay gSGflyR KFEIOAGFGT 2NI NBadG2NB G2 2NAIAYI
Canada, 2004).
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Even with the®Cshoreline approval process, East and Chamberlain (2004) determined wetland habitat
f2aa O2yiGAydzsSa (2 0S KAIKD® a¢KS NBtFGA@Ste avlfft
of the waterway is in danger of destruction fraan everincreasing pressure for shoreline
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Need for more information Several studies and inventories of wetlands along the ESiAt These
studies provide good baseline information on location, size, biolodieabcteristics, actual and
potential effect from human activities; however, most of these reports are dated and do not provide
information for the entireTSW (Mystic Consulting, 2005).

Twenty years ago, Chamberlain (1989, 1990) identified the need toateahe resource data base and

to fill data gaps, identify encroachment issues, examine harvesting, planning and enforcement issues,
identify alternative strategies and propose an approach and implementation strategy. Chamberlain
(1990) also identified manissues and concerns regarding the wetlands of Clear and Stony lakes
including the need for additional resource inventory information, consideration for cumulative impacts
of shoreline development and an update on wetland Ib$swever, here is no data o the loss of

wetland in the last 20 years. There is still a need for more information on wetlands of the TSW and
associated trends and in condition and loss.

Ownership Some private landowners have claimed ownership of the bed including wetland areas.
Pakents may exist for areas along the TSW putting wetlands at risk for development (Chamberlain,
1990). Federal wetlands that are not recognized prowlly may be at greatest risk.

C5.0 SPECIES AT RISK

Current Status

Species at Risk Locations along threit-Severn WaterwayFigurelQ illustratesconcentrations 0SAR
sightingsalong the TS\WWhear Georgian Bay in the District of Muskoka and neighbouring municipalities
andalong the southern portion of the waterwaparticularly inCity ofQuinte West.
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and shoreline modifications destroy habitad

do changes in manageudater levelsPoor

water guality, invasive species and removal by
collectors are also serious threats Federal
Species at Risk ARecovery Strategy for

9y ISt YIYyYyQa vdzAf f 62 NI
goals and objectives that outlimequirements

to save this species.

¢
w
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Figure 119 y 3 St Y I y Yy Q®hoto dedit: D.dimidn, 2002)
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Critical habitatisthay SOSaal NBE FT2NJ 6§ KS A dz2NDAGIE 2N NEO2 JSNE
critical habitat includes thbigh water mark along the shoreline; 150 metres frthra mostdistant sub
population on the upstream side at both river locations; and the Big Chute Dam and 150 metres beyond
the mostdistantsub-population on the downstream side at the Severn River and Gull Rivers,
respectivelyThe presence of critical habitat caiog a project or impose restrictions including the need

for an environmental assessmefEA)

Trends of Concern

Pecies at Risklabitat along the Tent-Severn WaterwayMaintenance of adequate water levels and
flows for fish spawning and habitat in allions of the waterway is extremely important and must be
balanced with regulation of water levels to prevent flooding, maintain adequate water for navigation
and hydroelectric power generation. Since 20B8has had a responsibility under tiSpecies aRisk
Actto maintain adequate water levels and flows to prot&ARand their habitat Parks Canada2008).

A recent hydroelectric development north of the town of Trenton, Ontario exemplifies the challenges
associated with protectin@ARpopulations. In 803, changes to Channel Dart®efcina complelanyli
habitat occurred as a result of the development, and legsgale riverine habitat reconstruction was
required postdevelopment to provide adequate critical habitat for these fish (Chamberlain and
Mitchell, 2008). Given the segmented nature of the waterway between existing dams, locks and hydro
facilities, a primary concern is the influence of these structureSARMovement and gene flow,
particularly turtles (Bamberlain and Mitchell, 2008).

C.6.0 FISHHABITAT
Current Status

The lakes and rivers of the TSW support a multitude of fish species. Many species utilize the shoreline
for foraging, spawning, nursery grounds and shelter. Fishing has long been a traditional recreational
pursuit in Ontario. LakeirBcoe, Lake Scugog, the Kawartha Lakes and Rice Lake are all popular
destinations for fishing. The Kawartha Lakes are the most heavily fished inland lakes in Ontario by
resident and norresident anglers (@ario Ministry of Natural Resource2009) econonically,the

overall value of re@ational fishing along the TSW navigation corridlamehas beervalued at$300

million annuall(TCl, 2007).

g

TheOabwQ& bl GdzNI € | SNR G 3S éshoteins deleiogndnt, adrtigutkattyfon 2 G 1 G S &

residential los but also at resort and condominium developments, commonly leads to shoreline
alterations, installation of docks and intensive use that could cause incremental loss of fishéhabitat
(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010)s easy to recognize &l fish habitat is being altered by

the development of the shoreline all along the TSW. Docks, boathouses, shoreline hardening, dredging
and sand placemerdegradefish habitat. However, determining the extent of fish habitat loss in the
lakes and riversfahe TSW is difficult to determine. Changes in fish species populations can be
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associated with changes in fish habitat but inadequate information and other factors (such as water
guality) make it difficult to determine the cause of these changes.

Trends & Concern

Warming Waters Water temperature is the most defining feature of aquatic communities. The thermal
habitat of lakes and rivers is influenced by air temperature, precipitation, topography, latitude, land use,
vegetation coverage, water depth, gegly, and soilsawartha Region Conservation Authorip10).

In the TSW watersheds, both warm water and coldwater fish communities exist; however, the lakes of
the TSW offer little coldwater fish habitat f@rio Ministry of Natural Resource2009). Huran

activities are having a majefffect on native coldwater fisheries. Straightening of shoreline topography,
loss ofshoreline vegetationpand increassin residential ruroff are causing water temperatures to

increase reducing water qualityand puttingfish species at riskThe wide scale loss of natural shoreline
along the TSW has had an accumulative effect on water temperature through the loss of tree and plant
aKFRS G GKS ¢l GSNRa SR3ISO

lf2y3 GKS ¢{23x 2yfte {Gz2ye [IHoAS 21T F2NE QoedfigRds | YaASSING dEM
Ministry of Natural Resource2009). Most TSW lakes are characterized by a warm water fish

community and many lakes, including Lake Simcoe, have shifted from coldwater to warm water fish
communities (Bke Simcoe Enviromental Management Strategy Steering Commift2e06). The Lake

Simcoe Environmental Management Stratedlyibuted inability of coldwater fish to reproduce

naturally tothe eutrophication of the lake.

C.7.0 WATER QUALITY

In 2009, the Clear/Stoney/White Lallan Environmental Council identified lake water quality as the

issue of greatest concewf lakestakeholders and workshop participan@l¢ar/Stoney/White Lake Plan
Environment Council, 2008peteriorating water quality was also one of the most fregleexpressed
comments of participants in public forums hosted by Banel(March 2008). Nutrients enter the lakes

and rivers of the TSW as runoff from agriculture, commercial and industrial operations, residential areas,
grey water from boats, and efftunt from sewage treatment facilities and residential septic systems
(Chamberlain, 1990)

High levels of nutrients add to the eutrophication of lakes and rivers resulting in algae blooms and dense
mats of aquatic macrophytes and weeds, which are considaneddication of deteriorating water

guality. Common water quality concerns include excess phosphorus, high bacteria levels, poor water
clarity, poor taste and odour of water, reduced dissolved oxygen concentrations in water, loss of fish
species, degradekcreational opportunities, and increased costs for water treatment and drinking

water. The land area within 300 metres of the shoreline is considered the area of influence for
phosphorus loading. This includes the area that phosphorus from septic sysd@nsove into the

water body (Government of Ontario, 2010).
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TheProvincial Water Quality Objectives (PW@f®)designed to protect the health of humans and
aqguatic life. The levels are set low enough as to not be harmful to aquatic life during alldi$efoycan
indefinite length of exposure to the water. Public health and aestHatitorsdetermine thePWQG for
recreational use of water. Yearly water quality assessments are availalfi&¥dakes and rivers.

Phosphorusa key determinant of water @lity, is not toxic to aquatic life; however, excess phosphorus

is the leading cause of eutrophication in many of the lakes and rivers of the TSW. Duringftie ice
period, average total phosphorus concentrations should remain below/20n order to awid nuisance
levels of algae in lakes (Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy, 1994). In rivers and streams, total
phosphorus levels below 3@/L tend to eliminate excessive plant growthig).

Current Status

Many lake and cottage associaticasdindividuals test their lake or river water. In 2009, the Kawartha

Lake Stewards Association collected water samples for testing bacteria and phosphorus levels in over a
dozen lakes in the Kawartha regid@df the 99 sites tested in 14 lakes, 85 were found$o ba S NE Of S| y
2 NJ & OvithSdspéétto bacteria levels. The 2009 phosphorus levels were slightly lower than the past

eight years, likely due to a cool, wet summer (Kawartha Lake Stewards Association, 2010).

Through the volunteer Lake Partner Prograng @ntarioMinistry ofthe Environment collects and tests
water samplegrom across Ontarifor phosphorus. Th@006 results are shown in Figurg. In 2006,

Rice Lake had the highest average total phosphorus levelX@T.Pof all the lakes of the TSW(lie

12). The shallow (average depth 2.5m) Rice Lake supports a heavy growth of submerged and emergent
aquatic macrophytes as well as a high rate of fiskduction (Chamberlain 1989).

Average Total Phosphorus 200
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Figurel2. Average Total Phosphas of Select Lakes of the TreBeven Waterway.Values are for lake stations
tested in 2006 exceptDalrymple & Baxter (2004 MacLean (2005),Mitchell & Sparrow (2003), andlea (2001)
(MOE 2006).
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Trends of Concern

The basic chemistry of Lake Couchiching has changed very little bet@@émad 2003 with the
exception of an increase in sodium and chloride ions, which is likely due to road salting in the Lake
Simcoe watershed (Severn Sound Environmental Association, 2005).

The most significant cause of water quality impairment in Laked&rand its tributaries has been
excessive phosphory®ntario Ministry of the Environment2009).The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan sets
ambitious policies to reduce the phosphorus concentration and improve the water quality of Lake
Simcog(Ontario Ministryof the Environment2009).

Sources of phosphorus in Lake Scugog include severe erosion of shorelines, agricultural lands, urban
runoff, rural road runoff, the Port Perry Sewage Treatment Plant, private septic systems along the
shoreline, and increasing uséfertilizers, pesticides and herbieis Kawartha Region Conservation
Authority, 2010. In the Lake Scugog Environmental Management Riavartha Region Conservation

Authorityd G+ 1 S&4 adzNBSyd | OGA2ya | NB NBE|jexrs AidE Re rateof RNJ 4

Sdzi NP LIKAOI GA2y AY 2NRSNJ (2 YFIAyGlrAy G4KS f11S5Qa

Within the Kawartha Lakes, there is a trend for total phosphorusdrease as water flows downstream
from Pigeon Lake to Stony leafKawartha Lake Stewards Association, 2006). This increase is due to
accumulativesffectsof development along the shoreline.

C8.0 AESTHETIC CHARACTER OF THE SHORELINE

The vast expanses of water and land are a key draw for visitors to the lakes asdfitle TSW. The
aesthetics of the shoreline play a fundamental role in the enjoyment of visitors and residents alike. In
1977, the ORTEommittee identified aesthetics of the shorelines as highly valued by many shoreline
residents and visitors to the W5 In 1971 and again in 1977, the Committee proposed several scenic
zones along the Rideau Canal and TSW. The Committee recommended that federal, provincial and local

.CI
S

A
O

32 SNYYSyia anNBO23IyAaAl $s (KS&S 12ySa Fa amwbriod Ay 6K

L32 £ A O@& &OntarioRigelad®rientSevern Study Committee, 1971).

The shoreline of the TSW follows 386 km of diverse topography and inchatesthan4500 km of

shoreline. North from the Bay of Quinte, the waterway follows the valley offtleat River passing lush
farmland, expansive wetlands and small waterfront communities. Rice Lake, a long and shallow lake, is
popular for fishing and lined with cottages, resorts and permanent homes as well as farmland. Fhe tree
lined shores of the Otorisee River are sparsely developed with large expanses of wetland and farmland.

The Kawarthas, a popular cottage country locale, begin as you reach the City of Peterborough. Despite a

built-dzL] R2 gy G266y O2NB RANBOGE & 2y linkkvsh tieddpBkiBd t S SND 2

that follows the Otonabee River north to the many Kawartha Lakes. The south shores of many of the
Kawartha Lakes are predominantly farmland while the more rugged north shores are representative of
the rocky Canadian Shield. Thkda of this region are well developed with seasonal and permanent
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homes, marinas and resorts. Wetlands are found throughout the Kawarthas. Lake Scugog to the south is
ringed with seasonal and permanent homes, with large expanses of farmland and wetlaaadsngl at
Kirkfield was carved through solid limestone of the Carden Plain. Woodlands and farmland line the
waterway as it makes its way west to Lake Simcoe. The shoreline of the expansive Lake Simcoe is well
developed and is home to the cities of Caillind Barrie. After passing through Lake Simcoe, the TSW
winds along the Severn River. The rugged shorelines of the Canadian Shield follow the Severn River and
are lined with cottages and permanent homes. Some portions of the river are inaccessible lydoad
therefore less developed. Where the Severn River approaches Georgian Bay, the shoreline is lined with
cottages, permanent homes and commercial development.

Current Status

Municipalities along the TSW hag#icial plan policies dealing with the aestlos or characteof
shoreline development thatary in specific detail and effectivene&uilding heights and size, shoreline
lot frontage size, shoreline set back and shoreline vegetation are some of the aesthetic aspects
addressed for each developmealbng the TSW. Despiteesepolicies, many areas of the TSW are
losing the appeal of their rural, wilderness or cottage countrgracter Large suburban homes,
boathouses, retaining walls and expansive lawns line many areas of the lakes and riveF ®¥Wthe

In this section, the report will briefly mention policies related to shorelines. For more information,
including municipalityspecific policies please seell Plars Review: Observations

Trends of Concern

Aesthetics of Developmentn 1971, the ORTSCommittee proposed the creation of three scenic zones
for the TSW; the north shore &tonyLake east of Burleigh Falls; the south shore of Rice Lake extending
across the Northumberland Hills and including the southern portion of the Trent River; @adea
extending from Georgian Bay, through Gloucester Pool and the SevernRiwee(3). In 1977, the
Committeeaugmented the three areas identified 197 1with the Scugog River south of Lindsagd

the length of Emily Creek including Emily Ldkgufe 14).

Also in 1977, the Committee recommended that an advisory body be established to address aesthetic

control and prepare basic guidelines for use in shoreline areas. The committee also recommended that
development be sufficiently screened prior thyring, and following construction (either by natural

vegetation or landforms to prevent viewing from land and water vantage points) in areas identified by

the Committee as scenic zones (CanadarioRideauTrent-Severn Committee, 197 Aylany official

plan policies related to shoreline aesthetic charaaemployLJ: 8 8 A @S 62 NRAyYy 3 adzOK | a «
unobtrusivé 2 NJ aYdzad o6S 2F | LILINBLINAIFGS KSAIKOGeEDP 2 A0K2dz
are not always able to pwent inappropriate development.
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Figurel3. 1971 Map oMHistoric andScenic Zones as identified by the Canadatario RideadTrentSevern Study
Committee(CanadeOntario-RideauTrentSevern Committee, 1971)
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Figureld. 1978Map of Scenidnformation as identified by the Interim Landlse Guidelines Committee of the
CanadaOntario-RideauTrent-Severn Committe¢CanadeOntario-RideauTrent-Severn Committee, 1977)
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Shoreline Lot Frontage and Development Sgxcks A key element of shoreline character relates to
shoreline lot frontage andes-backs. Minimum shoreline lot frontages prevent overcrowding of
shorelines that takes away from the idyllic, rural locale that many shoreline residents appreciate. In its
1977 Interim Land Use Guidelines, tHeRT £ommittee urged restraint in the creati of new lots

along shorelines and the prevention of any new development along narrow channels (FByure 1
(CanadeOntario-RideauTrentSevern Committee, 1977). For those municipalities that identify a
minimum frontagein official plans or zoning Baws 50 metres seems to be the standard, however,
policies for minimum shoreline frontages are inconsistent along the TSW, and several municipalities do
not have a polig in place.

Setbacks from the shoreline are intended to not only protect the shorelineatad provide a more
natural aesthetic for those looking at the shoreline from the water or across the lake or river. Thirty
metres seems to be a standard d®ick for development in municipalities along the TSW.

shoreland scenic
open space

narrow channels

== SCENIC ZONEs

Figurel5. 1977 Map of Open Space Areassd Narrow Channels as identified by the Interim Land Use Guidelines
Committee of the Canad®ntario-RideauTrentSevern CommitteéCanadeOntarioRideauTrentSevern
Committee, 1977)
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Vegetation along the Shoreliné/egetation is essential to maintain apbkant, aesthetic and natural
shoreline as well as buffer noise and visual disturbabceck and Whiins (1999) stated Buckhorn

Lake had more buildings per kilometre than other adjacent lakes; however, most of the yards remained
forested. Vegetation playan important role in masking shoreline development and maintaining an
aesthetically pleasing viewolicies regarding vegetated shoreline buffers vary widely along the TSW.
Several municipalities have no policy. For those that have a policy in plashdiredine buffer width

varies from 15 to 30 metres with some allowance to permit a dock or boath@eseSectiod.1.0 Plas
Review: Observatiorfer further details of official plan policies.

Open Spacen 1971, theCORTSommittee reported onthe im@edi  y OS 2 F a2 LISy &aLJ OS¢
aesthetic views. Open space was considered all water and land maintained in an undeveloped state.

2 KSGKSNJ GNREtAY3 FENYEFIYRT | LINBOGAYOAFE LI NI N
Committee statedhat eachcontributesii 2 G KS ¢{2 Q& FGGNF OQlAOBSySaa | yR &
They identified the desirable standard of open space as 25 per cent of the shore lands. At the time of the
reportin 1971, only 20 per cent of the TSW shore lands werdifteel as open space. TI&ORTS

/I 2YYAGGSS ARSYUGATASR al RSljdzr S dzy RS@St 2LISR 2LISy a
1971. In the almost 40 years since this report, development has only increased while open space

decreased. Little actionwasl {1 Sy Ay NBalLlRyasS (2 (KS Paef2088)i 6 SSQa N
Yy20SR 00KFd GKSNB FINB alfy2ad y2 NBYFAYAYy3d @ASga 2
2F GKS gl GSNBlIe GGKFd R2yQl KI @S O2 éhirelidSThisisay R NB & 2
ANBI G t2aa (G2 GKS SELSNASYyOS®oé ¢g2 Y-dnfoGdiHallef A (A Sa
reported that there is little or no shoreline left for development (Catabstironmental Group2007).

Shoreline Hardening, Dockand BoathousesDueck and Whillans (1999) stated the shorelines of Lower

/ KSY2y 33 dzZLJLISNJ . dzO1 K2NY | yR dzLJJSNJ t A3S2y [ 1Sa 02
flIyRaAOFKLISas FfY2ad Ay RSTALFIYOS 27T glbk&aniNgwaltzNNE dzy R A
stands out on the natutdandscape of a lake or river.

In summary, the waterway and indeed the Haliburton reservoir lakes area has been subject to increasing
levels of development on previously undeveloped shoreline, and redevelopofiexising cottage

occupied shorelinby way of conversions and additions to three four-season use, outright

replacement with larger and permanent homes, and fractional developments on, for example, former
campgrouncanda Y 2-ahdLJ2 L) NIRiseReNdi dedelopment activity, as noted above, affexts
myriadof natural, cultural, aesthetic, and social values traditionally associated with the shoreline.

Shoreline activitys governed bypolicy and/or legislatiomf differing levels of government. Mh
governmental policy and regulation addresses, to varying degrees, the retention (and in some cases
even improvement) of the ecological, cultural, and aesthetic condition of the shoreline and immediate
upland.Because of differing jurisdiction on eithgide of the shoreline, successful application of these
policies and regulations is further tied tooperation and coordination between levels of government.
Section D assess#wesetools and intergovernmental coordination, focusing on municipal and poosi
land use planning policiesCRand DFO policies, ar@@Aregulations and policies.
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SECTION B5HORELINE POLICY AND REGULATORYATOGIGSTHE TRENEVERN
WATERWAY

With five regional municipalities and counties, one district municipality, 16 toipeshix First Nation
communities, and five CAs, as well as federal and provincial agencies, the shoreline of the TSW falls
under a wide variety of paliesand regulatory toolsln this section,lte shoreline policies of
municipalities, the provincidbreznbelt Planthe PP$lake plans, federal agencjesd conservation
authoritiesare examined

D.1.0 OFFICIAL PLAN REVIEW: OBSERVATIONS

In this section, the shoreline policies tmetofficial plans of a range of municipalitid@ble4) in the
TrentSevernBasin have been carefully examiriaderms of consistency, breadtissuesand gaps at
the macrolevel(Table 5) Although the Township of Lake of Bays is not geographically a part &ive
its official plan is included in this review because itsgxed have been referred to in the planning
community and elsewhere, as leading edgelevant policies of the Provinci@reenbelt PlafOntario
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housir2)05), which touches th& SWon Lake Simcoe and Lake
Scugogare dso included. Given that approximately gér centandten per centof its land area is
within the Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine respectively, Scugog Tow28b8)has been included
in the analysis to observe how ti@reenbelt Pla@ & LJ2 f A Geinéhted. FhEemainividdfficial
plans were chosen to capture a range of waterway planning areas. More may be added in the future.
Figurel6 identifies each municipalitin relation to theTSW

Table 4. Municipal Official Plans and Provincial Plan Examined

Municipality Official Plan Status & Date

Municipality of Trent Hills Approved ,1999 (new plan currently under review)
City of Kawartha Lakes Draft (Final Version), 2010

Township of Dourddbummer Approved, April 2008

Scugog Township Draft (RecommendeWersion), June 2009
Hamilton Township Approved, October 2003

Township of Lake of Bays Approved, December 1999

Greenbelt Plan 2005

Table5. Examined koreline policy parametersf Municipal Official Plans anGreenbelt Plan

Municipal Shoreline Policydameters

D.1.1 Shoreline Policy Framework D.1.8Shoreline Hardening

D.1.2 Landuse Schedules D.1.9Fish Habitat

D13wSFSNBy OS G2 t I NJ & |D1.10Wetlands

D.1.4Development Sebacks D.1.11Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species
D.1.5Shoreline Lot Frontage D.1.12Docks and Boathouses

D.1.6Unvegetated Shoreline Lot Frontage D.1.13Recreational Water Quality Capacity Models
D.1.7Shoreline Buffers D.1.14ShorelineAestheticeand Character
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Figure 16. Planning areas of muipalities included in review in relation to the TSW
D.1.1 SHORELINE POLICY FRAMEWORK

In the six municipal official plans, no consistent policy framework is used to define and describe

shoreline designations. Some municipalities make explicit statementst aboreline alterations and

disturbance, implying that protection is an essential component of their shoreline policy. For example,

GKS /AGé 2F YIFél NIKF [188 6unmno SELINB&aasSa Ay Al
significantly alter shadline charactenor disturb significant shoreline ecosysteins 6 LJ3® 17T 0 ® h{KS
Ydzy AOALI f AGASA INB fSaa RSAONALIIAGS® C2NJ SEF YLX S3
Residential Development designation contains no similar statement to assatges the City of

Kawartha Lakes policy, that shoreline preservation/protection is a vital component of its shoreline policy

framework.
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D.1.2 LANDUSE SCHEDULES

Geographic Delineation of the Shoreline

Considerable variation exists in the way shoretiegignations are represented in municipal laugk

schedules. For example, the Township of DelirdzY Y S NI &

OHANYyOL

{K2NBfAYS wSajs

does not cover the entire shoreline expanse of Stony, Clear or KatchewaladekaFigurel7). Instead,
the shorelines are host to a number of lande designations, including Rural, Commercial and a limited
amount of Open Space. Therefore, a range of development policies and permitted uses may apply,
including all forms of agriculture and farming operationshireline areas designated as Rural. The City
of Kawartha Lakes (2016fficial plan does feature Waterfront designationbut it does not capture the
entire expanse of shoreline. Instead, the shoreline is host to otherlmseddesignations and related
policies, including Prime Agricultural and Rural designations that do not feature any shepdiciéc
policies.As anexample Figurel8 illustrates the situation on Lake Scugog.

THE OFFICIAL PLAN OF
THE TOWNSHIP OF DOURO-DUMMER

SCHEDULE 'A3'
LAND USE
STONEY, CLEAR AND KATCHEWANOOKA LAKES

1
i
| = G+

Figurel?7. LandUse Designations on Stony, Clear and Katchewanooka Lakesshoreline is host ta range of

land-use designations and policies (Township of DeDumnmer, 2008)
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discrepancies concerning the distance the designation and accompanying policies extend inland
(Township of Lake of Bays, 2007a). By contrast, the Township of Scugog (2009) expresses in its draft
official plan that its Shoreline designation appliesainds adjacent to shorelines, but distance inland is

not specified.

City of Kawartha Lakes Official Plan
Schedule A-2

(Geographic Township of Mariposa)

Land Use Designations

W o ot et Avea

Ut an Set e et B ouncdery
— L0 o Sowce Water Protecson Boundary

n

Figure B. Former Geographic Township of Mariposa Ladde DesignationsThe northern shore of Lake Scugog
is host to differing landise designations and policies (City of Kawartha L&EK).
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Landuse Compatibility

Further examination of municipal langse schedules, reveals conflict between areas designated for
shoreline development and significant environmental features. For example, on the City of Kawartha
Lakes landise scheduledr the former geographic Township of Mariposiiglire19) Development Plan
Areas appear to be proposed within proximityR&V¢ Figure20).

City of Kawartha Lakes Official Plan
Schedule A-2

(Geographic Township of Mariposa)

Land Use Designations

[ pime Agrcusnent
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Figurel9. Former geographic Township of Maripod2evelopment Plan Areafed arrows indicate the
Development Rin Areas in proximity t&SVé (City of Kawartha Lakes, 2010)
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Figure20. Former geographic Township dlariposa PSWs. Greenhashing and Red arrows indicate tR&V¢ in
proximity to the proposed Development Plan Are@#yf ofKawartha Lakes, 2010)

D13 wOCOwW9b/9 ¢h t!wY{ /!b!51Q{ th[L/LO{

All six official plans refer tBCpolicies, but thenature of the referenceis notconsistent Table6). For
example, the City of Kawartha Lakes cR&as a consultant for fish habitat matters only, while the
Township of DoureDummer citePCas an approval authority for docking facilities, an agency to be
consulted for development proposals involving the beds of waterways administered Bysiveand an
agency to be consulted for archaeological and/or heritagétens along theT SW Scugog Township
makes reference t&@Q @-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activjtigicy document for
O2YYSNOAFf dzaSa Ay (KS ¢2¢6yakKALIQa { K2NBfAyS
residential uses in the santesignatiori®. Therefore, Scugog Township does not applyRpolicy to
residential de@elopments along the shoreline.

Pl
(0p))
Q¢
>
L

Other municipalities make no specific referenceP@ Ly aidSF R (KSe& YSyilAzy WFSH
general statements about secugrcomments from the appropriate authorities without identifying the
authorities or declaring their role in municipal lande approvals.

13t | m-water and Shorelin&/orks and Related Activitigelicydocument applies to residential, but not commercial
development adjacent to the shoreline.
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