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SECTION A ς INTRODUCTION, SCOPE AND CONTEXT 

A.1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE 

For nearly 10,000 years, the Trent-Severn Waterway (TSW) 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 greatest effect. Small communities were joined 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 location of much of this development. 

Shorelines are not simply where land meets water; instead, the shoreline includes the shallow water and 

first 10 to 15 metres of shoreland forming a ribbon of life along rivers and lakes. Ensuring a healthy, 

protected shoreline is in everyoƴŜΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΦ Ninety per cent of all lake life is born, raised and fed 

along the shoreline, which provides a vital connection between the land and water. The shoreline is 

often the hub of social activities including swimming, fishing, picnicking and boating, 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 lakes and rivers provides for an incredible diversity of species, including over 40 federally 

and provincially designated species at risk (SAR). 

The purpose of this report is to review and analyze the current shoreline policies and regulatory tools of 

the many planning agencies along the TSW. Municipalities, conservation authorities (CA), Fisheries and 

Oceans Canada (DFO), Parks Canada (PC) and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) are the 

key agencies responsible for planning and permitting activities along the TSW. The shoreline is the 

jurisdictional boundary for many of these agencies. This report contains recommendations in regards to 

policies and regulations among the agencies along the length of the waterway. 

A.1.1 IMPETUS FOR THE REPORT 

On May 12 2006, the Canadian Parliament unanimously voted in favour of Private MembersΩ Motion 161 

sponsored by the Member of Parliament for Simcoe North, Bruce Stanton. The motion asked the 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ άŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŜƴǘ-{ŜǾŜǊƴ ²ŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΧέ 

(Panel, 2008). A year later, an expert panel was appointed by the Government of Canada to perform the 

evaluation. In April 2008, the Panel on the Future of the Trent-Severn Waterway όǘƘŜ άPanelέύ ǘŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ 

its report to the Minister of the Environment, which included a vision for the waterway and 

recommendations to make its vision a reality. 

The Panel noted that the shoreline was 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, residential, and 

commercial development made it particularly vulnerable to degradation. It heard widespread public 
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concern regarding shoreline development and hardening, docks and boathouses, and their effect on the 

environment and character of the TSW. Concerns over declining public access, wildlife habitat, and 

water quality were also commonly expressed. At public forums, participants often felt that 

άŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǿŜƭƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǊƛƎƻǊƻǳǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎ ŀƴŘ 

ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘΦέ The Panel expressed concern over what it saw happening to the TSW shoreline. 

In its April 2008 report, LǘΩǎ !ƭƭ !ōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ, the Panel ǎǘŀǘŜŘ άŜƴƭƛƎƘǘŜƴŜŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

development and use of the land and water along the shoreline is one of the most important 

cƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΦέ /ƛǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ 

variation in shoreline development policies along the waterway, the Panel made the following 

recommendation: 

άLƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ōȅ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛƴƎ ŀ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎΩ ŦƻǊǳƳ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ tarks Canada, 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada, the provincial government, conservation authorities and municipalities to 

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

developmenǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘǎΦέ 

 A cross-section of federal, provincial, CA, and municipal planners across the Trent and Severn 

watersheds met in September 2008 to consider the panel recommendation. At this meeting, strong 

support was expressed for a continuƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎΩ forum focusing on shoreline planning concerns 

encompassing the two watersheds. The planning forum was seen as a way to clarify roles, 

responsibilities, and jurisdictional boundaries, and to improve and better coordinate planning policies 

and approvals, permitting, enforcement, and stewardship. 

The September 2009 Federal Government Action Plan for the TSW further endorsed the concept of a 

ǇƭŀƴƴŜǊǎΩ forum. In April 2010, a second forum attracted 45 attendees from watershed municipalities, 

counties, CAs, provincial ministries, and federal departments and agencies throughout the Trent and 

Severn river watersheds. At this forum, PC introduced the idea of an assessment of current shoreline 

planning policy, regulation, and coordination. A small advisory group was formed of federal, provincial, 

municipal and CA representatives to assist with the assessment. This report is the result of these efforts. 

A.2.0 CONTEXT 

A.2.1 THE TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY ς A BRIEF HISTORY 

The Trent-Severn Waterway National Historic Site of Canada which links Lake Ontario with Georgian Bay 

through a series of lakes, rivers, and canals was an integral tool for opening up the interior of Ontario to 

settlement (Parks Canada, 2000). The waterway was designated a national historic site by the 

Government of Canada in 1929. 

First Nations occupied the Trent River and Severn River watersheds and used ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛƴΩǎ ƭŀƪŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊƛǾŜǊǎ 

as an important source of food, and for transportation, communication and trade for thousands of years 
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prior to the arrival of Europeans. Subsequently, these same lakes and rivers offered excellent 

exploration and trade routes for early European settlement. As settlement progressed northward from 

Lake Ontario, the formation of communities was driven by agricultural development and a booming 

lumber industry (Mystic Consulting, 2005). 

Based on the demand for better transportation and access to resources, the British Military considered 

linking Lake Ontario and Lake Huron via the Trent and Severn rivers as early as 1785, but no coordinated 

efforts were made until 1833 when N.H Baird was authorized to complete an initial canalization survey 

of the Trent River from Lake Ontario to Rice Lake. A year later, a lock was constructed in Bobcaygeon. In 

April 1835, Baird was authorized to undertake a second survey for a canal from Lake Simcoe south to 

Rice Lake. Baird submitted a report shortly afterwards, proposing 32 locks and 13 dams at a cost of 

$1,310,340 (Carter-Edwards, 2007). 

During the 1870s and 1880s, a continuous inland navigation route was forged between Lakefield and 

Balsam Lake. Peterborough and Healey Falls were connected to this system in 1904 via the Trent River 

and canal access along the Talbot River to Lake Simcoe was finally achieved in 1907. Following 

completion of the northern section along the Severn River ƛƴ мфнлΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƻǊ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ΨLǊŜƴŜΩ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘŜ 

first voyage through the entire system, from the Bay of Quinte on Lake Ontario to Georgian Bay (Parks 

Canada, 2000). 

The waterway vision as a commercial transportation route never came to fruition following a shift in 

mode of transport from steamboat to rail. Instead, recreation became an industry of considerable 

importance to the communities along the waterway and subsequently, resorts and cottages flourished 

(Parks Canada, 2000). The waterway system currently encompasses 41 locks, two flight locks, two 

hydraulic lift locks, and one marine railway. It also includes 160 dams and water control structures, 42 

bridges, 25 kilometres of concrete wing walls at lock stations, and more than 1,700 aids to navigation. In 

2010, the waterway served more than one million land-based visitors and 130,000 boats weǊŜ ΨƭƻŎƪŜŘ 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΩ. 

A.2.2 THE TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY ς THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The federal government owns and manages 76,000 hectares of bed in the lakes and rivers that are 

constituent parts of the waterway, which is 386 kilometres long (Panel, 2008). Affiliated with this area 

are 230 wetlands and a diverse assemblage of species that utilize principal habitat along the waterway 

and associated upland areas, including more than 40 federally designated SAR and similar numbers of 

provincially designated SAR. 

The wŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜΣ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ пΣрлл 

kilometres and adjoins more than 132,000 private properties, five regional municipalities and counties, 

one district municipality, 16 townships, six First Nation reserves and many unique ecosystems, including 

the provincially designated Greenbelt area along the south shores of lakes Simcoe and Scugog (East & 

Chamberlain, 2004; Panel, 2007a). Given the inherent complexity of ownership and jurisdiction above 
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and below the shoreline, many levels of government hold sway over matters affecting its ecological 

condition, including land-use and development, habitat management and water quality, among others 

(Panel, 2007a). 

A.2.3 THE TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY ς SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SHORELINE 

The benefits of the TSW extend far beyond its historical, cultural, and archaeological value as a national 

historic site. The ecological, social, and economic values of the TSW contribute to the daily lives of the 

hundreds of thousands of residents in the Trent and Severn River watersheds and the more than one 

million people that visit the TSW each year. 

Ecological Values 

A shoreline in its natural state can be broken down into a series of zones, distinguished from one 

another by unique characteristics and features. Highest on the shore for example, wooded wetlands 

may prevail, dominated by trees and shrubs which may only be flooded for short periods each year. 

Further lakeward, emergent vegetation capable of withstanding periodic flooding may flourish. Below 

this, submergent vegetation often occurs that is truly aquatic, many exhibiting floating leaves (Keddy, 

2000). A mix of shorelines exists along the TSW, resulting in a varied landscape and unique values. In the 

Canadian Shield areas of the Kawartha Lakes and along the Severn River, steep rock slopes interspersed 

with towering White Pines are common. South of the Canadian Shield, lowland forests and limestone 

outcrops are equally as common. Regardless of the morphology of any given shoreline along the 

waterway, land and water is not independent of one another, they are both inextricably linked. This 

interfacŜΣ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ ΨǊƛōōƻƴ ƻŦ ƭƛŦŜΩΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦƻǊ diverse 

assemblages of aquatic, terrestrial and avian species. 

Vegetation, both in the water and on land, helps to prevent poor water quality as well as erosion from 

wave action and boat wake. In the water, vegetation provides habitat for fish and aquatic invertebrate, 

and on land, vegetation helps cool the water by providing shade. The TSW shoreline is literally a nexus 

for SAR because the shoreline is where many of these species are brought into existence, reared and 

nourished. ¢ƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ ǎhorelines provide critical nesting habitat for many SAR including reptiles, 

amphibians, mammals, birds, fish and plants. 

Social Values 

Along the vast expanse of the ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ ǎhoreline, families enjoy countless memorable moments 

dining by the lakeside, watching peaceful sunsets and roasting marshmallows around campfires under a 

starlit sky. Aside from these moments of relaxation, recreational activities related to the shoreline 

include, but are not limited to boating, water-skiing, wakeboarding, swimming, fishing, walking, wildlife 

viewing and waterfowl hunting. Indeed, the shoreline can be described as a social hub of activity. The 

largely natural character of the TSW and its location within ƻƴŜ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ŦŀǎǘŜǎǘ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ 

regions, the burgeoning Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH), make it a premier destination for recreation. 
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The TSW and its shorelines are both a recreational magnet for day visitors travelling from nearby urban 

centers, for tourists enjoying waterfront camping and resorts, and for seasonal and permanent residents 

occupying thousands of private waterfront properties along the waterway (Panel, 2008). 

Economic Values 

In its ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ ΨLǘΩǎ All About the WatŜǊΩΣ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŜƭ (2008) referred to the ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ 

ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘǎΩ economies.έ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǘƻǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ waterfront 

residential property along the through navigation lakes, whose use is made possible by the control of 

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

residents along the waterway render at least $1 billion in economic activity and $240 million in 

municipal property taxes each year (Panel, 2008). Aside from the waterway itself, owners of waterfront 

properties on ΨreservoirΩ lakes in the Haliburton Highlands insert millions of dollars into their local 

economy and render at least $61 million in municipal property taxes each year (Panel, 2008). 

Archaeological and Cultural Values 

After thousands of years of continuous human occupation, the TSWΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŎƻƳŜ an 

archaeological and cultural expression of the history of central Ontario. Numerous archaeological sites 

exist along the Waterway, including the internationally significant Mnjikaning Fish Weirs between Lakes 

Simcoe and Couchiching, which were used by First Nations to catch fish for thousands of years. 

In addition to cultural resources such as locks associated with the national historic site, numerous other 

cultural resources exist along the wŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ bridges, buildings and landscapes 

with inherent scenic value, including those areas of shoreline that are developed. 

The ecological, social, economic, cultural and archaeological significance of the waterway illustrates the 

number and importance of the ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ΨǇŜŀƪΩ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ. However, the 

concentration of human activity along the shoreline has, along with jurisdictional ambiguity, made the 

shoreline highly vulnerable to degradation. 

A.2.4 TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY ς A BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF JURISDICTION 

Federal Government 

Parks Canada: Pursuant to the Historic Canals Regulations, PC has jurisdiction over the federally owned 

ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ΨōŜŘΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ TSW, including lakes and rivers that are part of the navigable waterway, 

excluding reservoir lakes. The Historic Canals Regulations fall under the auspices of the Department of 

Transport Act, which is administered by Transport Canada. For work such as shoreline stabilization and 

alteration work or construction of docks and boathouses below the upper controlled navigation limit1 

                                                           
1
 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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(UCNL) of the waterway (with the exception of lakes Simcoe and Couchiching which are administered by 

provincial bodies and conservation authorities), applications for applicable permits must be filed with PC 

under PCΩǎ Policies for In-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities. PC also has authority above 

the UCNL only for land it owns, including 3,400 hectares of land at lock stations, ΨƳŀŘŜ ƭŀƴŘΩ2, other 

upland properties such as leased cottage acreage and natural lands. 

The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) applies to all species listed as SAR on lands and waters owned or 

administered by the Canadian Government, including those administered by PC along the TSW. Under 

this Act, all SAR listed as extirpated, endangered, threatened, or of special concern and their identified 

critical habitats are protected under Federal law. 

Transport Canada: Pursuant to Subsection 7(a.) of the Department of Transport Act the Minister of 

¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ άƘŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŎƘŀǊƎŜ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŎŀƴŀƭǎΣ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊƪǎ 

ǇŜǊǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳέΦ Lƴ мфтнΣ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ Ŏŀƴŀƭǎ ǿŀǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ 

responsible for PC, including the TSW. 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, including swimming buoys, 

floating rafts and bridges fall under the jurisdiction of Transport Canada and therefore, require 

Transport Canada approval prior to being installed. 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada: The Fisheries Act assigns DFO the responsibility to conserve and protect 

fish habitat. The 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 property. Unlike 

PCΩǎ Policies for In-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities, the Fisheries Act applies 

everywhere, regardless of ownership and other jurisdictional presence. Under an agreement with DFO, 

PC assesses fish habitat concerns with respect to development proposals. Under this agreement, PC 

notifies DFO if a development proposal is likely to result in harmful alteration, disruption or destruction 

(HADD) of fish habitat. 

The Province of Ontario 

The Federal Historic Canals Regulations are exercised along the waterway in its entirety, except for 

Lakes Simcoe and Couchiching and the Holland River (Panel, 2007b). These bodies of water are 

ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭƭȅΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎƛǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƘŀƴŘǎƘŀƪŜ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ.Ω Although the 

ΨōŜŘǎΩ ŀǊŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƻǿƴŜŘ there is no record of a formalized agreement between the Province of 

Ontario and the Federal Government. The exception to this situation is t/Ωǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǿŀǘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ 

and flows, and of marker buoys and other aids of navigation, on the three bodies of water noted above 

(Panel, 2007b). 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
navigation range ensures passage through waterway locks throughout the navigation season, mid-May to mid-
October.  
2
 Any material in water or wetlands for the purpose of making land. 
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Ministry of the Environment: exercises authority related to water quality, particularly with respect to 

traceable spills (Panel, 2007b). The numerous species of fish that exist in Ontario are also protected and 

managed by the OMNR. 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing: Land use planning is undertaken at the municipal level, but is 

regulated provincially under the Planning Act. Administered under the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy 

Statement (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of provincial interest relating to municipal 

planning, including land-use and development. Specifically, municipal policies, decisions, comments, 

ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻǊ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ άǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘέ ǘƘŜ PPS (Ontario 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2005b). 

Ministry of Natural Resources: The second edition of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual provides 

technical guidance for implementing the natural heritage policies of the PPS (Ontario Ministry of Natural 

Resources, 2010). The manual presents the recommended technical criteria and approaches for 

achieving consistency with the PPS in protecting natural heritage features, areas and systems in Ontario. 

Planning authorities including municipalities and other approval authorities are the intended audience 

of this manual.  Other organizations and individuals, including conservation authorities, landowners, 

developers, community groups, non-governmental organizations and the public can consult the manual 

when providing input into official plans, zoning by-laws, development applications and Ontario 

Municipal Board hearings. The Natural Heritage Reference Manual identifies the importance of 

shorelines through their contribution as linkages in a natural heritage systemΤ άǘƘŜ landςwater interface 

usually supports a high level of biodiversity and meets multiple species needsέ όhƴǘŀǊƛƻ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 

Natural Resources, 2010). 

Conservation Authorities 

Under the Conservation Authorities Act, CAs are empowered to regulate development and activities on 

Great Lakes and inland lake shorelines, watercourses, stream and river valleys, wetlands and hazardous 

lands (e.g. floodplains). CAs exercise the right to regulate straightening, changing, diverting or 

interfering with in any way, existing channels of rivers, creeks, streams or other watercourses, and also 

wetlands. This includes activities related to in-filling. 

In regulated areas within their watersheds, CAs have jurisdiction for certain activities in upland areas 

above the UCNL of the TSW such as approval for the construction of boathouses. However, some areas 

along the waterway have no CA. In these cases, the OMNR plays a lead regulatory role in the upland. 

Some municipalities and lake associations in this situation have lobbied for inclusion within jurisdiction 

of a CA. 

Activities proposed below the UCNL fall under PCΩǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΦ Given the regulatory role of CAs in all 

watercourses, PCΩǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅ ŀŘŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ confusion of the role of 

CAs along the waterway. 
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Municipalities 

Within their respective municipal boundaries along the waterway, municipalities have jurisdiction over 

Planning Act applications, including severances, zoning amendments and minor variances. Municipalities 

also have the authority to enact other by-laws outside the purview of the Planning Act, such as site 

alteration by-laws for which permits are required. Municipal approval in the form of a building permit 

under the Ontario Building Code is required for construction of boathouses and other buildings above 

the waterwayΩǎ ¦/b[. As part of this approval process, municipalities may also require proponents to 

acquire permits from CAs which have their own regulations with respect to the location of buildings 

within the vicinity of watercourses and floodplains. Some municipal official plans also make reference to 

PCΩǎ Policies for In-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities3. 

First Nations 

Alderville First Nation, Curve Lake First Nation, Georgina Island (Chippewas of Georgina) First Nation, 

Hiawatha First Nation, Rama (Chippewas of Mnjikaning) and Scugog Island First Nation have lands along 

the TSW shoreline. 

Management of First NationsΩ lands falls under the administration of two main statutes: the Indian Act 

and the First Nations Land Management Act. First Nations normally have jurisdiction over their lands 

above the UCNL of the TSW and in certain cases the bed, where land was flooded for the waterway. 

Although Band Councils may seek third party advice concerning land-use along the shoreline, including 

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

                                                           

3
 See Section D.1.0 Plans Review: Observations, D.мΦо wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ tŀǊƪǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ. 
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SECTION B ς SHORELINE POLICY REVIEW 

B.1.0 THE EVOLUTION OF SHORELINE PLANNING POLICY AND PLANNING TOOLS ALONG THE TSW  

ς A BRIEF SYNOPSIS 

 

Not that long ago, few policies or regulations governed shoreline development, such as official plans, 

site plan control or development permits. Over the years, shorelines have become increasingly 

regulated, as demonstrated by the following review of the evolution of shoreline planning policy. 

B.1.1 CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES ACT 

The Province of Ontario enacted the Conservation Authorities Act in 1946 in response to drought and 

associated erosion concerns. By 1947, a handful of municipalities had formed an authority to undertake 

programs of natural resource conservation within their defined watersheds. In the aftermath of 

Hurricane Hazel in 1954, CAs were empowered to enact regulations prohibiting the filling in of 

floodplains (Conservation Ontario, 2009). In 1960, these regulations were broadened to prohibit the 

placement of fill in designated areas where, in the judgment of any respective CA, flood control, 

pollution or conservation of land may be affected. In 1968, regulations were strengthened to prohibit or 

control fill, construction and alteration of waterways (Conservation Ontario, 2009). 

Lƴ мффуΣ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ LƴǘŜǊŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ²ŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ !ƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

²ŀǘŜǊŎƻǳǊǎŜǎέ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ фтκлп ό/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ, 2009) CAs were empowered to regulate 

development and activities on Great Lakes and inland lake shorelines, watercourses, stream and river 

valleys, wetlands and hazard lands such as steep and unstable slopes. Additionally, CAs regulate 

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

stream or watercourse and also wetlands. 

This power to regulate development and activities is diminished on the TSW because the bed of the 

lakes and rivers of the TSW (excluding reservoir lakes) are federally owned. Here, PC is the regulating 

authority for all in-water and shoreline works. CAs retain authority for permitting and regulation above 

the UCNL on waters of the TSW. 

B.1.2 CANADA-ONTARIO-RIDEAU-TRENT-SEVERN STUDY ς YESTERDAY, 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 was aptly named the Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn (CORTS) Study. 

Importantly, the CORTS study provides important insight into the state of the TSW more than 40 years 

ago, particularly with respect to shoreline development. Many of the issues raised and the concepts 

developed remain relevant today. 
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¢ƘŜ ΨhǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜΩ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘ  

Forty years ago, the CORTS Committee characterized shoreline development along the TSW ŀǎ άƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ 

uncontrolled and un-ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘέ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƳŀǊǎƘes and 

wetland areas into cottage subdivisions. The Committee illustrated its concern with an example from 

[ŀƪŜ {ƛƳŎƻŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ά[ŀƎƻƻƴ /ƛǘȅέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ 

wetland complex (CORTS, 1971). 

In its 1971 report, the CORTS Committee recognized the need for, and value of, άǳƴŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƻǇŜƴ 

ǎǇŀŎŜέ ǘǊŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳƛƴƛƳŀƭΦ 

This recognition was accompanied by a cautionary message with respect to the future of open space 

tracts of shoreline along the Waterway: 

άAs development of the waterway proceeds, unless land use is adequately controlled, open space along 

the waterway may virtually cease to existέ (CORTS, 1971). 

The CORTS Committee advanced the idea of usƛƴƎ ΨŘŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ό¢ŀōƭŜ мύ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ 

ΨƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΩΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ΨƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜΩ ŀǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ zero to nine developed 

ǇŀǊŎŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ǇŜǊ ƳƛƭŜ ƻŦ ǎƘƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ нр ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ shoreline 

be maintained as open space (CORTS, 1971). 

¢ŀōƭŜ мΦ /hw¢{ 5ŜƎǊŜŜǎ ƻŦ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ 5ŜŦƛƴƛƴƎ ΨhǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜΩ ¢ǊŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ (CORTS, 1971) 

Degree of Development  Number of Built-on Parcels of Land per Mile of Shoreline 

Very Dense Over 25 

Dense 16-25 

Moderate 10-15 

Sparse                                (Open Space) 4-9 

Very Sparse                       (Open Space) 0-3 

B.1.3 1982 CANADA-ONTARIO-RIDEAU-TRENT-SEVERN AGREEMENT ς SHORELINE POLICIES 

Following the 1971 CORTS study, the Province of Ontario re-defined its traditional supervisory role with 

respect to municipal land-use planning decisions through review of the Planning Act. Specifically, 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 Pope, 1982). 

In 1982, the federal and provincial governments tabled CORTS policies to address several land-use issues 

identified ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ /hw¢{ ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ΨhǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜΩΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ мфун /hw¢{ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άhǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƧǳŘƛŎƛƻǳǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ 

ŀƴŘΣ ǘƻ ŀ ƭŜǎǎŜǊ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ ōȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǉǳƛǎƛǘƛƻƴΦέ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ the agreement also specified that only 

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 subsequently protected. 

The 1982 CORTS agreement also contained policies to address wetland loss along the corridor. The 

policy states: 

ά¢ƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦȅ ŀƭƭ ǎǳŎƘ ƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ 

protection warranted. Only the lower class wetlands will be available for development and such 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /hw¢{ Ǝƻŀƭέ (Roberts and Pope, 1982). 

! ǇǊŜŎǳǊǎƻǊ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǘƘŜ /hw¢{Ω ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǇŜŀƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

evolving nature of shoreline policy at the time. Specifically, wetland functions were increasingly being 

recognized for their value to society and wetland evaluation was becoming a practical method for 

determining the significance of wetlands for land-use planning purposes. 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 wetlands policy existed, nor was there any assigned responsibility to 

ensure that wetland values be considered in land-use planning despite long-standing recognition of 

rapid wetland loss and the associated need for wetland conservation in Ontario (Bardecki, 1982). In 

1981, at least 70 per cent of the original wetlands in southwestern Ontario (an area equal to 1,777,000 

hectares) were estimated to have been lost (Glooschenko, 1983). 

 Progress ς The Ontario Wetland Evaluation System 

In 1983-84, the OMNR in cooperation with Environment Canada released an evaluation system for 

determining the significance of wetlands for land-use planning purposes. The Ontario Wetland 

Evaluation System (OWES) categorizes wetland values according to biological, social, hydrological and 

special feature components. Based on score totals from the four components, assessed wetlands are 

given a class ranking from I (highest) to VII (lowest). Under this ranking system, Class I, II and III wetlands 

are Provincially Significant. 

Wetlands Policy 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 of the Planning Act issued the first Provincial Wetlands 

Policy. The policy goals were to ensure that wetlands were identified and adequately protected through 

the land-use planning process and to ensure no loss of Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW). The 
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policy also encouraged the conservation of other wetlands (e.g. Classes IV-VII) throughout Ontario 

(OMNR, 1992). At present, some municipalities along the TSW protect 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 the Planning Act. Although the PPS indicated that heritage features and areas would be 

protected from incompatible development, only PSWs to the south and east of the Canadian Shield 

were protected from development and site alterations (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

Housing, 1996). 

Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation 

In 1991, the Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation was adopted that άōǳƛƭŘǎ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ 

the daily business of the Federal Government.έ 

Unlike the Provincial Wetland Policy, which applies to all wetlands in Ontario, the Federal Wetland Policy 

only applies to wetlands located on federally owned lands including PC ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢{²Φ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ άǘǿƻ 

ǘƛŜǊέ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ (Government of Canada, 1991). 

Provincial Policy StatementΥ Ψ{Ƙŀƭƭ .Ŝ /ƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ²ƛǘƘΩ 

In 2005, the current PPS was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act. Under this new provision, 

municipal official plans άǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘέ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ PPSΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜŘ ǘƘŜ άƘŀǾŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ 

ŦƻǊέ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΦ !ƭǎƻΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŜŘ ƭƻƴƎ-term 

protection4 ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέΦ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ ǎƛǘŜ 

alteration is not permitted in significant wetlands north of the Canadian Shield and significant wetlands 

and adjacent lands east and south of the Canadian Shield unless it is demonstrated that there will be no 

negative impacts on the significant wetlands or their ecological functions5 (Ontario Ministry of Municipal 

Affairs and Housing, 2005b). 

B.1.5 SITE PLAN CONTROL AND DEVELOPMENT PERMITTING 

Zoning By-Laws 

Under the Planning Act, municipal official plans delineate local land-use policies. Official plan policies are 

implemented and administrated through legally enforceable zoning by-laws. These by-laws dictate how 

land can be used, where buildings and other structures can be located, the types of buildings and 

structures that are permitted and how they can be used, and lot sizes, dimensions building heights, and 

                                                           
4
 Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (Section 2.1-Policy 2.1.1) 

5
 Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (Section 2.1-Policy 2.1.4) 
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set-backs (Ontario Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2008). bŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 

municipaliǘȅΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ōȅ-law is not permitted. Most municipalities have a comprehensive zoning by-law 

that divides a municipality into zones, each with its own permitted uses and standards (Ontario 

Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2008). 

Site Plan Control 

Site plan control is an additional measure of development control that has been afforded to 

municipalities under the Planning Act. For development that is subject to site plan control, including the 

construction of buildings on land, no individual can proceed with such development (even with the 

proper zoning in place) until municipal officials have reviewed and approved plans for the proposed 

development. Once the plans have been approved, proponents enter into a legally-enforceable 

agreement with municipalities to ensure the development proceeds in accordance with the approved 

plans and drawings. 

The official Plan of the Township of Smith-Ennismore-Lakefield provides an illustration of the wide-

ranging provisions available under site plan control. Under the official plan, the entire Township is 

designated a site plan control area. For waterfront development, including single family dwellings and 

accessory structures, special consideration is given to the protection of aquatic vegetation and habitat, 

shorelines and ripaǊƛŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǎŜǘōŀŎƪ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ 

edge and steep slopes and areas. Shoreline denaturalisation is limited to 25 per cent of the water 

frontage to a maximum of 15 metres. Shoreline erosion protection/retention 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 control are required to demonstrate that any effect on the shoreline 

and nearshore area will be minimal and meet the development standards of the authority having 

jurisdiction (Township of Smith-Ennismore-Lakefield, 2010). 

It is important to note that municipalities can designate specific areas within their jurisdiction for site 

plan control, such as the shoreline. Moreover, while adjacent landowners must be consulted, only the 

proponent can appeal a site plan to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

Development Permit System 

In light of increasing development pressures and the associated strains on municipal planning processes, 

the Ontario ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ нллт ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ǇŀŎƪŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ-use planning 

system more effective. As part of this package, Ontario Regulation 608/06 allows municipalities to use a 

new land-use planning tool, the 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ tŜǊƳƛǘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ό5t{ύΦ ¢ƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ƛƴ 

Ontario Regulation 608/06 has been extended to include site alteration and vegetation removal, 

enabling municipalities to enhance environmental and open space protection through, for example, 

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

monitoring as a condition of approval to ensure protection of the natural environment. 
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The DPS not only generates environmental benefits but streamlines planning approvals processes. 

Zoning, site plan and minor variance is streamlined into one application/approval process and site 

alteration and tree-cutting bylaws normally administered under the Municipal Act, 2001 are 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 period (Ontario Ministry of 

Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010). 

The Township of Lake of Bays and the Development Permit System: Provincial regulations currently 

limit the use of the DPS to waterfront areas in the Township of Lake of Bays. The DPS offers the 

Township of Lake of Bays the tools to implement policies regarding preservation of natural shorelines, 

primarily through the ability to address site alteration and vegetation removal (Township of Lake of 

Bays, 2006). 

The Development Permit System: How it Works: The Township of Lake of Bays development permit by-

law requires that a development permit be obtained prior to undertaking site alteration6 or vegetation 

removal7 within a shoreline yard8, wetlands, on steep slopes, or within identified natural heritage areas 

(Township of Lake of Bays, 2006). The intent of the by-law is to maintain 75 per cent ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ 

shoreline frontage in a vegetative buffer. Development permits are not required for vegetation removal 

or site alteration outside of a shoreline yard, unless proponents are clearing more than 0.5 of an acre, or 

50 per cent ƻŦ ŀ ƭƻǘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀǊŜŀ όTownship of Lake of Bays, 2006). 

In addition to prescribing uses that are permitted, subject to meeting other provisions of the by-law, the 

development permit also outlines discretionary uses, which are uses (e.g., secondary suites) that may be 

permitted, but are subject to specific criteria. Table 2 outlines some criteria that must be addressed to 

the satisfaction of the Township of Lake of Bays, prior to issuance of a development permit (Township of 

Lake of Bays, 2006). 

Table 2. Criteria for Discretionary Uses (Township 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 rock 
cliffs.  

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

6 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 remain generally in a natural state.  

                                                           
6
 The Township of Lake of Bays (2006) ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǎƛǘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ άŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ōȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ м ŦƻƻǘΣ ƻǾŜǊ 

ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ŜȄŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ млл ǎǉǳŀǊŜ ŦŜŜǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōƭŀǎǘƛƴƎΣ ŦƛƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƎǊŀŘƛƴƎέΦ  
7
 The Township of Lake of Bays (2006) defines vegetation removal as άǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅΣ ǿƻƻŘȅ όǘǊŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘǊǳōǎύ 
ǾŜƎŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘǊƛƳƳƛƴƎΣ ǇǊǳƴƛƴƎΣ ƻǊ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǘǊŜŜǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ ǘƻ ƭƛŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅέΦ  
8
 The shoreline yard is the required setback from the shoreline. The required shoreline yard is generally 30 metres (100 feet).  
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The development permit by-law 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 by-law requires that shoreline activity areas be limited to a maximum of 25 per cent of a 

ƭƻǘΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŦǊƻƴǘŀƎŜ ƻǊ но ƳŜǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘŜǾŜǊ ƛǎ ƭŜǎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ footprint of buildings and structures 

represents no more than 40 per cent of the shoreline activity area. The following Figure 1 has been 

appended from the Township of Lake of Bays DPS Handbook (Township of Lake of Bays, 2006), to 

further illustrate this concept. 

 

Figure 1. Township of Lake of Bays Shoreline Activity Area Concept (Township of Lake of Bays, 2006) 

Site Alteration By-laws 

Under Section 142 of the Ontario Municipal Act, municipalities have the authority to enact site 

alteration by-laws. Specifically, municipalities with site alteration by-laws in place may issue permits to 

landowners for placing or dumping fill, removing topsoil, or altering the grade of land. Consequently, 

site alteration by-laws allow municipalities to regulate activities in areas designated under the bylaw 

that would not normally trigger an application under the Planning Act, including the removal or 

disturbance of existing vegetation prior to the issuance of formal development approvals. 

Some municipalities have site alteration by-laws in place, including the Township of Rideau Lakes in 

Eastern Ontario and more locally, the Township of Hamilton near Rice Lake. The site 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 only if the works serve to protect buildings or 

structures or provide conservation benefits including shoreline protection, bank stabilization and 

improvement to wildlife habitat and flood control. A permit to remove, place or dump fill in a PSW will 

be issued only for emergency measures and to prevent erosion, slipping of soil, damage of trees or 

damage to property, and an activity of the Township, a ministry of the provincial government, the 

County of Northumberland, and Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority related 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 REGION-WIDE PLANNING - RENEWED SUPPORT 

Provincial Policy Statement 

The PPS, 2005 came into effect on March 1, 2005 and is issued under the authority of Section 3 of the 

Planning Act. The PPS ensures the interests of the Provincial Government are protected in municipal 

official plans across the province. The Planning Act requires that all decisions affecting land use planning 

matters "shall be consistent with" the PPS (Ontario Ministry of municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010). The 

PPS provides policy direction on land use planning to promote strong 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 

ǳǎŜǎέ (Ontario Ministry of municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010). 

The PPS contains no shoreline-specific guidance, the sole reference being ǘƘŀǘ άdevelopment shall 

generally be directed to areas outside of hazardous lands adjacent to the shorelines of the Great Lakes - 

St. Lawrence River System and large inland lakes which are impacted by flooding hazards, erosion 

hazards and/or dynamic beach hazardsέ (Ontario Ministry of municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010). 

However, five sections of the current PPS make minimal or indirect reference to the shoreline:9 

Provincial Policy Statement Section 1.2 ς Coordination: The general policy of Section 2.1 is to use a 

coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach when dealing with planning matters within 

municipalities, or which cross lower, single and/or upper-tier municipal boundaries, including managing 

natural heritage, water, agricultural, mineral, and cultural heritage and archaeological resources, and 

ecosystem, shoreline and watershed related issues. 

                                                           
9
 Italicized terms are defined in the definitions section of the Provincial Policy Statement. 
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Provincial Policy Statement Section 1.5 ς Public Spaces, Parks and Open Space: The general policy of 

Section 1.5 is to promote healthy, active communities through a variety of ways that includes by 

providing opportunities for public access to shorelines. 

Provincial Policy Statement Section 2.1 ς Natural Heritage: The general policy of Section 2.1 is to direct 

development away from natural features, including, but not limited to significant habitat of endangered 

or threatened species, fish habitat and significant wetlands and maintain, restore or where possible, 

improve the ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage areas. 

Provincial Policy Statement Section 2.2 ς Water: The general policy of Section 2.2 is to improve or 

restore both water quality and quantity by implementing restrictions on development and site alteration 

to protect, restore or improve vulnerable surface and ground water. 

Provincial Policy Statement Section 3.1 ς Natural Hazards: The general policy of 3.1 is to direct 

development away from floodplains and other hazardous lands adjacent to shorelines of large and small 

inland lake systems, rivers and streams. 

The general standard for waterfront development set-backs is 30 metres, and while the province 

(MMAH) has tacitly accepted this standard in its official plan reviews and approvals, nowhere is this 

standard written into the current PPS. 

Review of the Provincial Policy Statement: The Province of Ontario launched a review of the PPS in 

2010, and closed a first round of input at the end of October. This review presents an opportunity to 

develop shoreline protection recommendations such as proposed in this report for consideration by the 

province to guide municipal official plan policies with respect to shoreline planning and protection. 

Places to Grow 

The Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH), within which the majority of the TSW is found, is expected to 

experience unprecedented population growth in the coming years (Figure 2). A 2005 study 

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

ōȅ оΦт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōȅ нлолΦ Lƴ нллрΣ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨtƭŀŎŜǎ ǘƻ 

DǊƻǿΩ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻǇulation growth through promotion of a culture of conservation that utilizes 

land, resources and existing infrastructure efficiently (Ontario Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure, 

2010). That same year, the province approved the Growth Plan for the GGH. 

The Places to Grow Act, 2005, is the legislation upon which the plan is based. The Places to Grow Act 

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

borders. Under the Places to Grow Act, the Ontario Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure can 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ŀǎ ΨƎǊƻǿǘƘ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 

ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻŎŎǳǊ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇƭŀƴǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ Growth Plan for the 

GGH (Ontario Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, 2006) was the first such growth plan. 
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The Growth Plan does not mention the TSW or address growth along waterfront lands or shorelines. The 

Growth Plan manages growth by directing development to urban growth centres and built 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 areas that are not within identified growth areas. Urban Growth Centres 

on the TSW include downtown Barrie and downtown Peterborough and built-up areas include Innisfil, 

Lindsay and Orillia. 

 

Figure 2. Greater Golden Horseshoe (adapted from Ontario Ministry of Energy and Infrastructure, 2010) 

Greenbelt Plan 

! ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ GGH Growth Plan is the Greenbelt Plan (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs 

and Housing, 2005a), which protects nearly two million acres of countryside including farmland, rural 

communities, wetlands, forests and lakes (Figure 3). The Greenbelt Plan άƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǳǊōŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ 

should not occur in order to provide permanent protection to the agricultural land base and the 

ecological features and functions occurring on this landǎŎŀǇŜΦέ The Greenbelt includes ecologically 

important lands of the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 

(Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2002). It does not mention the TSW but does touch 

on portions of the ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻŦ ¢{²Ωǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƭŀƪŜǎΤ [ŀƪŜ {ƛƳŎƻŜΣ [ŀƪŜ {ŎǳƎƻƎ ŀƴŘ wƛŎŜ [ŀƪŜΦ 

Trent-Severn Waterway 

Trent & Severn watersheds 
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The DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘΩǎ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ !ǊŜŀ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ identify lake shorelines ŀǎ άǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ 

given the key natural heritage features and functions and because of the connectivity that shorelines 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦƻǊ ŦƭƻǊŀ ŀƴŘ Ŧŀǳƴŀέ (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2005a). The Policies 

allow minor rounding out, infill development, redevelopment and resort development along lakes 

subject to existing zoning, municipal and CA approval, and if it enhances the ecological features and 

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

a 30 metre vegetated shoreline buffer, increase or expand the extent of fish habitat, minimize 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 must 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, agency or other 

requirements or restrictions (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2005a). 

 

Figure 3. aŀǇ ƻŦ hƴǘŀǊƛƻΩǎ DǊŜŜƴōŜƭǘ (Friends of the Greenbelt Foundation, 2010) 

Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 

¢ƘŜ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ [ŀƪŜ {ƛƳŎƻŜ tǊƻǘection Act (2008) provides the authority for the 

establishment and amendment of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan. The plan was subsequently 

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

Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ the Lake Simcoe watershed concerning healthy 

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 laƪŜ άΦΦΦǿƘŜǊŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ development is well planned and 

ŜŎƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƻǳƴŘΦέ 

hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мл ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ǘƻ άǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǳǎŜǎΣ 

activities and development ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΦέ 

The policies 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 other shoreline-related activities within the Lake 

Simcoe watershed. The prohibition of in-water 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 will result in a more natural shoreline for Lake Simcoe. 

B.1.7  ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD 

The Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) is an independent provincial tribunal subject to the rules of natural 

justice and the requirements of the Statutory Powers Procedures Act. The 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:  

ω local or regional councils 

ω committees of adjustment 

ω land division committees 

ω expropriating authorities, or 

ω the Ministry of Municipal Affairs. 

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

ω environmental, social and economic issues 

ω provincial legislation and policy statements 

ω municipal planning documents (e.g., official plans or zoning by-laws) 

ω the rights of individuals, and 

ω the best interests of the whole community. 

In an effort to simplify or avoid expensive and time-consuming OMB hearings, the OMB may try to settle 

disputes through pre-hearings and mediation meetings (Ontario Municipal Board, 2010). 
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B.1.8 TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE OF CANADA, 2000 MANAGEMENT PLAN  

As legislated under the Parks Canada Act, PC must prepare management plans for every one of its 

protected heritage places (national parks, national historic sites, and national marine conservation 

areas). A management plan for the Trent-Severn Waterway National Historic Site received ministerial 

approval in 2000. The broad range of issues that led to the 2007-08 TSW Panel review pre-empted what 

is typically a five-year management plan review cycle. The process to develop a new management plan 

is slated to begin in late 2011, with ministerial approval contemplated for late 2013. 

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

ƛǘǎ άŎƻƳƳŜƳƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅΩǎ condition ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ t/Ωǎ 

mandate for protection, education, and enjoyment. It is telling that the third vision elementτ

Leadership and Collaborationτinvolved two categories of actions directly related to shoreline planning 

and regulation: management of waterway lands and management of adjacent shorelands. Of the 21 

actions in the first category relevant to shoreline stewardship, 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) 

 General development of adjacent shorelands (4 actions) 

 Consistency and co-ordination of development (2 actions) 

 Development of access to Waterway (3 actions) 

 Development of greenways (2 actions) 

 Residential Development (4 actions) 

 Commercial Development (2 actions) 

 Municipal  official plans and zoning by-laws (7 actions) 

 Shoreline structures and alterations (3 actions) 

 Boat carrying capacity (5 actions) 

Municipalities were seen as having a lead or shared lead role for 36 of these 38 actions, and 

conservation authorities (often jointly with municipalities) for 16 actions. 

The plan remains officially in force but has been superseded by events, including the TSW Panel and the 

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ нллф !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tŀƴŜƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ ! 

new management planning regime introduced in 2008 has also fundamentally changed the scope and 

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

the 2000 management plan, are described in Section D (Shoreline Policy & Regulatory Tools along the 

Trent-Severn Waterway). 
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SECTION C ς STATE 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 drawn to the 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 are threatened. 

C.1.1 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 of Finance estimates 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 division that the TSW occupies, will grow by more than 24 per cent and maintain a 

21.5 per cent share of the provincial population (Ontario Ministry of Finance, 2010). 

Many municipalities bordering the TSW will experience this growth, which coupled with an influx of 

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 near-urban recreation (Panel, 

2007a). As a result, low-cost recreational services, including campgrounds and marinas, are increasingly 

being converted to high-end resorts and fractional ownership developments that are often unaffordable 

to average income families. 

C.2.0 DEVELOPMENT TRENDS ALONG THE TRENT-SEVERN WATERWAY 

Understanding changes 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, such that a thorough 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 First Nations communities are located on the lakes of the 

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

ŦǊƻƳ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦{ ǿŜǊŜ ŘǊŀǿƴ ǘƻ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƭƻŘƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŦƛǎƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘǊƛǇǎΦ wǳǎǘƛŎ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜǎ ōŜƎŀƴ 

ǘƻ ƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ƭŀƪŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊƛǾŜǊǎΦ [ŀƪŜ {ƛƳŎƻŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ YŀǿŀǊǘƘŀǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ άŎƻǘǘŀƎŜ 

ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅέ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΦ .ȅ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ ǘǿŜƴǘƛŜǘƘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

lakes and rivers of the TSW were lined with cottages. Many 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 replaced by large, suburban-

style houses. 
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Lƴ мфттΣ ǘƘŜ /hw¢{ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ LƴǘŜǊƛƳ [ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

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 (Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn 

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 remain seasonal in use. A survey administered by the Federation of Ontario 

/ƻǘǘŀƎŜǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ нллт ŦƻǊ /ƻǘǘŀƎŜ [ƛŦŜ aŀƎŀȊƛƴŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ сл ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

cottages were then being used year-round. East and Chamberlain (2004) reported a 30 per cent 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 Environmental Group (2007) 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 rentals, and permanent or retirement homes (Catalyst Environmental Group, 2007). 

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 demand for shoreline 

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 demonstrated in Table 3, reproduced from Dueck and Whillans (1999). 

Table 3. Land Use Zoning by per cent Linear Shoreline (Kawartha Tri-Lakes) (Dueck and Whillans, 1999). Lower 

Buckhorn Lake includes Lovesick Lake. These figures reflect potential land use according to 1999 zoning. Not all 

land zoned for development was developed at the 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% 

Non-development 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 Tri-Lakes 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 metres of the shore, per kilometre 

of shoreline (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Shoreline Building Density by Waterbody (Kawartha Tri-Lakes Area) (Mystic Consulting, 2005) 

Although the results in Figure 4 represent the Kawartha Tri-Lakes 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 characteristics 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 with the intent 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). 

Estate 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 

greater effect on the shoreline. 
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In summary, the expression of shoreline 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 positive effects such as improved 

shoreline buffers, but only if enlightened planning tools are available and implemented. 

C.3.0 SHORELINE DEVELOPMENTτCURRENT STATUS 

Trent River, Rice Lake and Otonabee River 

Many waterfront communities, traditional small cottages and extensive areas of marsh are found along 

the length of the Trent River. The Township of Asphodel-Norwood has reported little to no shoreline left 

for development (Catalyst Environmental Group, 2007). Rice Lake, a popular fishing lake with shallow 

waters and cattail marsh, is lined with 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 Otonabee River south of 

Peterborough, which remains relatively undeveloped. There is limited information on the current state 

of the shoreline in regards to development such as hardening and vegetation in this sector. 

Kawartha Lakes 

Dueck and Whillans (1999) reported that the 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 are almost completely developed with a mix of small traditional cottages, large modern 

cottages, and permanent homes and resorts. Undeveloped shoreline is under pressureτa two-

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

applications. There is some information from the late 1980s and early 1990s on the state of the 

shoreline of several of the lakes but information is limited and not recent. 

Lake Scugog 

 The highly altered shoreline of Lake Scugog has more than 2,100 shoreline 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, and lack the buffering capacity and habitat-producing aspects of a natural 

shoreline (Kawartha Region Conservation Authority, 2010). The recently released Lake Scugog 

Environmental Management Plan produced by Kawartha Region Conservation Authority provides some 

good information on the current state of the Lake Scugog shoreline. 
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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 state (Ontario 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 the ecological and hydrological linkages between the land and water (Ontario 

Ministry of the Environment, 2009).The 2009 Lake Simcoe Protection Plan produced by the Ontario 

Ministry of the Environment provides good information on the status of the current state of the 

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 boathouses. The Panel noted that there are 

άŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƴƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǾƛŜǿs of the Canadian Shield landscape of the Severn section of the waterway that 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ {ŜǾŜǊƴ Ƙŀǎ 

reported little to no shoreline left for development (Catalyst Environmental Group, 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 its Threat Assessment of Species at Risk, the Catalyst Environmental Group (CEG) 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 Barrie. 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 City of Quinte 

West (Catalyst Environment Group, 2007). Notably, these largely urbanized areas are located south of 

the Canadian Shield and within proximity to provincial highways. 

CEG identified several proposals in the Port Severn area, including one of approximately 600 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 identified areas along the TSW where conversion of cottages to permanent homes was 

ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ŀǘ ŀ ŦŀǎǘŜǊ ǊŀǘŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƭǎŜǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘǎΦ !ǊŜŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜ 
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ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀǊŜŀǎέ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ .ŜƭƭŜǾƛƭƭŜ-Trenton, Rice Lake/Otonabee River/Peterborough, lakes 

Simcoe and Couchiching, and Severn River (Figure 5). The historical and present-day rates of cottage 

conversion are unknown. 

 

Figure 5. Areas identified by CORTS as potential cottage conversion problem areas (CORTS, 1978). 

At the April 2010 planning forum, conversions of seasonal cottages to four-season and/or permanent 

residences were cited as a major concern. Septic systems intended for seasonal use are not always 

upgraded to accommodate larger homes with full-time residents. Traditional 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 be regarded 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 of 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 ownership can delay, or even convolute 

the PC permitting process for in-water 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, it may also mean more constant use of shoreline properties, which can have 

an increased effect on 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 protect shoreline character 

and ecosystems (City of Kawartha 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 the Panel indicated the presence of 19,000 shoreline 

residences in the Haliburton Reservoir Lakes (a century ago none existed). East and Chamberlain 

commented that increased boat traffic and waterfront development shows a trend toward the 

urbanization of the TSW shoreline. 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 Pigeon lakes; within 10m of the shoreline of these 

lakes, approximately 35 per cent of the land use was lawn in 1999 (Dueck and Whillans, 1999). Expanses 

of lawn accelerate eutrophication10 through the loss of natural vegetation which buffers residence-

associated run-off before it enters the nearby water body. The use of grass fertilizer further increases 

eutrophication resulting in nutrient loading, blue-green algal blooms, high aquatic weed growth and 

degradation of vital habitats. Increased shoreline erosion, loss of suitable aquatic habitat, and a reduced 

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 twenty types 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 (Figure 6); however, TSW staff report historical permit application numbers as high as 800 

per year. 

                                                           
10

 Eutrophication is the process of a water body acquiring high levels of nutrients; phosphates and nitrates 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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Figure 6. Number of shoreline permit applications per year 2003-2007 

Figure 7 indicates the number of permit applications for shoreline-related projects by type between 

2003 and 2007. The vast majority of permit applications were for shore walls and docks. 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 shoreline alterations, 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 monitoring of violators. /ƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ t/Ωǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛǎǎǳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǎ ŀǎ 

well as the economy, waterfront land costs and taxes, and construction costs may have also resulted in a 

decline in actual shoreline work along the waterway that is reflected in the declining number of permit 

applications recorded. Regardless, public 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 at public forums held by the Panel in 2008.  
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Figure 7. Number of shoreline alteration permit applications submitted to TSW in 2003 to 2007 grouped by 

project type 

Shoreline Alterations 

Most alterations have a significant effect on the ecology of the shoreline. Shore walls disconnect the 

upland from the shoreline and impose a straight, hard barrier on what was once a natural, permeable, 

meandering, living zone. Many landowners install shore walls to address erosion. In fact, many walls do 

the opposite by increasing erosion in front of and adjacent to the walls. Moreover, observations have 

been made that the vast majority of erosion-driven shoreline hardening could have been equally or 

more effectively addressed through natural measures, and that shore wall use has been perhaps more a 

reflection of property owner and contractor preference than necessity. Docks and boathouses built on 

the water bed alter water flow, which can negatively affect fish habitat, wetlands, water quality and 

erosion. Dredging of the shoreline 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 that reduces shading 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 residential subdivisions are occurring along the TSW. While not located 

directly on the shoreline, deeded water access contributes to eutrophication and habitat degradation. 

 

Figure 8. Number of permits issued for shoreline alteration 1996-2006. Retaining wall includes 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 Figure 8 reveals, permits issued for shoreline hardening rose steadily through the late 1990s and 

peaked in 2002. For each year between 1996 and 2005, the Township of Smith-Ennismore-Lakefield 

featured the highest number of any municipality along the TSW (Figure 9). The former townships of 

Fenelon, Bexley and Verulam (now City of Kawartha Lakes) and the former Township of Harvey (now 

Township of Galway-Cavendish and Harvey) were in the top five for most of this decade (1996-2005). 
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Figure 9. Townships with the most shoreline hardening permits (retaining/stabilization walls) issued 1996-2005 

C.4.0 WETLANDS 

Current Status 

There are approximately 230 wetlands11 along the TSW and more than 1,000 square kilometres of 

wetland in the TSW watersheds, which represents approximately 6.5 per cent of the Ecosystem (Mystic 

Consulting, 2005). 

                                                           
11

 The Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ŀǎ άƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ saturated with water long enough 
to promote wetland or aquatic processes as indicated by poorly drained soils, hydrophytic vegetation and various 
kinds of biological activity which are adapted to a wet environment. Wetlands include bogs, fens, marshes, 
ǎǿŀƳǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀƭƭƻǿ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ όǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ нƳ ŘŜŜǇ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎύέ όDƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΣ мффмύΦ 



 

- 33 - 
 

There are approximately 119 square kilometres of wetlands within a two-kilometre buffer of the TSW, 

accounting for 5.2 per cent of this buffer (the Lake Scugog watershed is not included). The 2010 Lake 

Scugog Environmental Management Plan reports that 15.5 per cent or more than 70 square kilometres 

of the Lake Scugog watershed is wetland comprising treed and thicket swamps in lowland areas as well 

as relatively large cattail marshes on Lake Scugog (and Osler Marsh) (Kawartha Region Conservation 

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 Severn-Lake Simcoe watershed at 5.9 per cent. The 

watershed of the Gull River had the lowest wetland cover at just 2.6 per cent. 

Provincially Significant Wetlands: As of 2005, 75 wetlands in the Greater Waterway Ecosystem had 

been evaluated under the provincial system, with 54 of these identified as Provincially Significant 

(Mystic Consulting, 2005). Unevaluated wetlands, as well as unknown or unidentified wetlands, exist 

throughout the TSW, resulting in limited protection from development. 

Trends of Concern 

Minimum Guidelines for Wetland Cover: Mystic Consulting found that none of the six watersheds along 

the TSW met the minimum recommended amount of per cent wetland coverage in a watershed set out 

ōȅ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ How Much Habitat is Enough?12 They found the conditions were of concern 

and potentially impaired, and recommended that no further wetland 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 states that the Lake Scugog watershed is well above the recommended minimum 

with more than 15 per cent wetland cover. 

Wetland Loss: Information on wetland loss throughout the TSW is limited and or dated. Reid (1986) 

estimated that between 1960 and 1970, wetland loss on Buckhorn Lake was as high as 75 per cent and 

more than 50 per cent on Katchawanooka Lake and the Bald Lakes. On Stony and Clear Lakes, a 32.8 per 

cent (54.3 hectares) 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 of 32 hectares of wetland 

area due to dredging between 1975 and 1989 (Chamberlain, 1989). 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 and it was unlikely that any virgin wetland area remained along this section of the 

waterway (Limnoterra, 1984). Dueck and Whillans (1999) found a 14 per cent loss in the original wetland 

cover among Buckhorn, Lower Buckhorn, Chemong, Lovesick and Pigeon lakes. 

                                                           
12

 How Much Habitat is Enough?, a report produced by Environment Canada, set wetland habitat guidelines of 
άƎreater than 10 per cent of each major watershed in wetland habitat; greater than six per cent of each 
ǎǳōǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΤ ƻǊ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ǘƻ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘέ ό9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
Canada, 2004). 
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Even with the PC shoreline approval process, East and Chamberlain (2004) determined wetland habitat 

ƭƻǎǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘƛƎƘΦ ά¢ƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǿŜǘƭŀƴŘ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘǎ 

of the waterway is in danger of destruction from an ever-increasing pressure for shoreline 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ ό9ŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ /ƘŀƳōŜǊƭŀƛƴΣ нллпύΦ 

Need for more information: Several studies and inventories of wetlands along the TSW exist. These 

studies provide good baseline information on location, size, biological characteristics, actual and 

potential effect from human activities; however, most of these reports are dated and do not provide 

information for the entire TSW (Mystic Consulting, 2005). 

Twenty years ago, Chamberlain (1989, 1990) identified the need to evaluate the 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 many issues 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 loss. However, there is no data on 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. 

Patents may exist for areas along the TSW putting wetlands at risk for development (Chamberlain, 

1990). Federal wetlands that are not recognized provincially may be at greatest risk. 

C.5.0 SPECIES AT RISK  

Current Status 

Species at Risk Locations along the Trent-Severn Waterway: Figure 10 illustrates concentrations of SAR 

sightings along the TSW, near Georgian Bay in the District of Muskoka and neighbouring municipalities, 

and along the southern portion of the waterway, particularly in City of Quinte West. 
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Figure 10. Locations of Species at Risk along the TSW (Parks Canada, 2010) 

9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ ς Trent-Severn WaterwayΩǎ ƻǿƴ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǘ wƛǎƪ: 9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ (Isoetes 

engelmannii) is one of many SAR ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¢{²Φ 9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƛque in that its only 

two locations in Canada are located within the Trent-Severn watershedsτin the main channel of the 

TSW along the Severn River in Muskoka District and adjacent Simcoe County, and within the Haliburton 

reservoir lakes area along the Gull River near West Guilford, Haliburton County. An aquatic plant found 

in shallow waters along lakes and riversΣ 9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘΩǎ erect, soft, long, hollow green to 

yellow- green leaves are approximately 20 to 40 cm (Figure 11) ό9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ wecovery Team, 

2010). 

Habitat destruction from changes in water 

ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴǘΩǎ 

greatest threat. Developments such as docks 

and shoreline modifications destroy habitat as 

do changes in managed water levels. Poor 

water quality, invasive species and removal by 

collectors are also serious threats. A Federal 

Species at Risk Act Recovery Strategy for 

9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƘŀōƛǘŀǘΣ 

goals and objectives that outline requirements 

to save this species.  

Figure 11. 9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘ (Photo credit: D. Brunton, 2002) 
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Critical habitat is that ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻǊ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΦ CƻǊ 9ƴƎŜƭƳŀƴƴΩǎ vǳƛƭƭǿƻǊǘΣ 

critical habitat includes the high water mark along the shoreline; 150 metres from the most distant sub-

population on the upstream side at both river locations; and the Big Chute Dam and 150 metres beyond 

the most distant sub-population on the downstream side at the Severn River and Gull Rivers, 

respectively. The presence of critical habitat can stop a project or impose restrictions including the need 

for an environmental assessment (EA). 

Trends of Concern  

Species at Risk Habitat along the Trent-Severn Waterway: Maintenance of adequate water levels and 

flows for fish spawning and habitat in all portions 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 2003, PC has had a responsibility under the Species at Risk 

Act to maintain adequate water levels and flows to protect SAR and their habitat (Parks Canada, 2008). 

A recent hydroelectric development north of the town of Trenton, Ontario exemplifies the challenges 

associated with protecting SAR populations. In 2003, changes to Channel Darter (Percina complelandi) 

habitat occurred as a result of the development, and large-scale riverine habitat reconstruction was 

required post-development 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 structures on SAR movement and gene flow, 

particularly turtles (Chamberlain and Mitchell, 2008). 

C.6.0 FISH HABITAT  

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. Lake Simcoe, 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 non-resident anglers (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009); economically, the 

overall value of recreational fishing along the TSW navigation corridor alone has been valued at $300 

million annually (TCI, 2007). 

The OabwΩǎ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ aŀƴǳŀƭ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άshoreline development, particularly on 

residential lots but also at resort and condominium developments, commonly leads to shoreline 

alterations, installation of docks and intensive use that could cause incremental loss of fish habitatέ 

(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). It is easy to recognize that fish habitat is being altered by 

the development of the shoreline all along the TSW. Docks, boathouses, shoreline hardening, dredging 

and sand placement degrade fish habitat. However, determining the extent of fish habitat loss in the 

lakes and rivers of the 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 

quality) make it difficult to determine the cause of these changes. 

Trends of 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, geology, and soils (Kawartha Region Conservation Authority, 2010). 

In the TSW watersheds, both warm water and coldwater fish communities exist; however, the lakes of 

the TSW offer little coldwater fish habitat (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009). Human 

activities are having a major effect on native coldwater fisheries. Straightening of shoreline topography, 

loss of shoreline vegetation, and increases in residential run-off are causing water temperatures to 

increase, reducing water quality, and putting fish species at risk. The wide scale loss of natural shoreline 

along the TSW has had an accumulative effect on water temperature through the loss of tree and plant 

ǎƘŀŘŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΩǎ ŜŘƎŜΦ 

!ƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¢{²Σ ƻƴƭȅ {ǘƻƴȅ [ŀƪŜ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ άŀƴȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŀōƭŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƭŘǿŀǘŜǊ ŦƛǎƘέ όOntario 

Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009). 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 (Lake Simcoe Environmental Management Strategy Steering Committee, 2006). The Lake 

Simcoe Environmental Management Strategy attributed inability of coldwater fish to reproduce 

naturally to the eutrophication of the lake. 

C.7.0 WATER QUALITY 

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

issue of greatest concern of lake stakeholders and workshop participants (Clear/Stoney/White Lake Plan 

Environment Council, 2008). Deteriorating water quality was also one of the most frequently expressed 

comments of participants in public forums hosted by the Panel (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 effluent 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 considered an indication of deteriorating water 

quality. 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, degraded recreational 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 systems can move into the 

water body (Government of Ontario, 2010). 
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The Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQO) are designed to protect the health of humans and 

aquatic life. The levels are set low enough as to not be harmful to aquatic life during all lifecycles for an 

indefinite length of exposure to the water. Public health and aesthetic factors determine the PWQOs for 

recreational use of water. Yearly water quality assessments are available for TSW lakes and rivers. 

Phosphorus, a key determinant of water quality, 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. During the ice-free 

period, average total phosphorus concentrations should remain below 20g˃/L in order to avoid nuisance 

levels of algae in lakes (Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy, 1994). In rivers and streams, total 

phosphorus levels below 30˃g/L tend to eliminate excessive plant growth (Ibid). 

Current Status 

Many lake and cottage associations and individuals 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 region. Of the 99 sites tested in 14 lakes, 85 were found to bŜ άǾŜǊȅ ŎƭŜŀƴέ 

ƻǊ άŎƭŜŀƴέ with respect to 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 Program, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment collects and tests 

water samples from across Ontario for phosphorus. The 2006 results are shown in Figure 12. In 2006, 

Rice Lake had the highest average total phosphorus level (27.2g˃/L) of all the lakes of the TSW (Figure 

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 fish production (Chamberlain 1989). 

 

Figure 12. Average Total Phosphorus of Select Lakes of the Trent-Severn Waterway. Values are for lake stations 

tested in 2006 except *Dalrymple & Baxter (2004), *MacLean (2005), *Mitchell & Sparrow (2003), and *Tea (2001) 

(MOE 2006). 
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Trends of Concern 

The basic chemistry of Lake Couchiching has changed very little between 1997 and 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 Lake Simcoe and its tributaries has been 

excessive phosphorus (Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2009). The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan sets 

ambitious policies to reduce the phosphorus concentration and improve the water quality of Lake 

Simcoe (Ontario Ministry of the Environment, 2009). 

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 use of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides (Kawartha Region Conservation 

Authority, 2010). In the Lake Scugog Environmental Management Plan, Kawartha Region Conservation 

Authority ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άǳǊƎŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŘǊŀǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻŦ ƴǳǘǊƛents and the rate of 

ŜǳǘǊƻǇƘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƪŜΩǎ ŜŎƻǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊǎƘŜŘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ 

Within the Kawartha Lakes, there is a trend for total phosphorus to increase as water flows downstream 

from Pigeon Lake to Stony Lake (Kawartha Lake Stewards Association, 2006). This increase is due to 

accumulative effects of development along the shoreline. 

C.8.0 AESTHETIC CHARACTER OF THE SHORELINE 

The vast expanses of water and land are a key draw for visitors to the lakes and rivers of the TSW. The 

aesthetics of the shoreline play a fundamental role in the enjoyment of visitors and residents alike. In 

1977, the CORTS Committee identified aesthetics of the shorelines as highly valued by many shoreline 

residents and visitors to the TSW. 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 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ άǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ȊƻƴŜǎ ŀǎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŎŜƴƛŎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ a matter of 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅέ ό/ŀƴŀŘŀ-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Study Committee, 1971). 

The shoreline of the TSW follows 386 km of diverse topography and includes more than 4500 km of 

shoreline. North from the Bay of Quinte, the waterway follows the valley of the Trent 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. The tree-

lined shores of the Otonabee 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-ǳǇ Řƻǿƴǘƻǿƴ ŎƻǊŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ tŜǘŜǊōƻǊƻǳƎƘΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ƛǎ lined with treed parkland 

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. The lakes 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 wetlands. The canal 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 Orillia and 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 by road and 

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 have official plan policies dealing with the aesthetics or character of 

shoreline development that vary in specific detail and effectiveness. Building heights and size, shoreline 

lot frontage size, shoreline set back and shoreline vegetation are some of the aesthetic aspects 

addressed for each development along the TSW. Despite these policies, many areas of the TSW are 

losing the appeal of their rural, wilderness or cottage country character. Large suburban homes, 

boathouses, retaining walls and expansive lawns line many areas of the lakes and river of the TSW. 

In this section, the report will briefly mention policies related to shorelines. For more information, 

including municipality-specific policies please see D.1.0 Plans Review: Observations. 

Trends of Concern  

Aesthetics of Development: In 1971, the CORTS Committee proposed the creation of three scenic zones 

for the TSW; the north shore of Stony Lake east of Burleigh Falls; the south shore of Rice Lake extending 

across the Northumberland Hills and including the southern portion of the Trent River; and the area 

extending from Georgian Bay, through Gloucester Pool and the Severn River (Figure 13). In 1977, the 

Committee augmented the three areas identified in 1971 with the Scugog River south of Lindsay, and 

the length of Emily Creek including Emily Lake (Figure 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 to, during, 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 (Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee, 1977). Many official 

plan policies related to shoreline aesthetic character employ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǿƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 

unobtrusiveέ ƻǊ άƳǳǎǘ ōŜ ƻŦ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƘŜƛƎƘǘέΦ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ 

are not always able to prevent inappropriate development. 
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Figure 13. 1971 Map of Historic and Scenic Zones as identified by the Canada-Ontario Rideau-Trent-Severn Study 

Committee (Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee, 1971) 

 

Figure 14. 1978 Map of Scenic Information as identified by the Interim Land Use Guidelines Committee of the 

Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee (Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee, 1977) 
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Shoreline Lot Frontage and Development Set-Backs: A key element of shoreline character relates to 

shoreline lot frontage and set-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, the CORTS Committee urged restraint in the creation of new lots 

along shorelines and the prevention of any new development along narrow channels (Figure 15) 

(Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee, 1977). For those municipalities that identify a 

minimum frontage in official plans or zoning by-laws, 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 policy in place. 

Set-backs from the shoreline are intended to not only protect the shoreline but also 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 set-back for development in municipalities along the TSW. 

 

Figure 15. 1977 Map of Open Space Areas and Narrow Channels as identified by the Interim Land Use Guidelines 

Committee of the Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn Committee (Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn 

Committee, 1977) 
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Vegetation along the Shoreline: Vegetation is essential to maintain a pleasant, aesthetic and natural 

shoreline as well as buffer noise and visual disturbance. Dueck and Whillans (1999) stated Buckhorn 

Lake had more buildings per kilometre than other adjacent lakes; however, most of the yards remained 

forested. Vegetation plays an important role in masking shoreline development and maintaining an 

aesthetically pleasing view. Policies regarding vegetated shoreline buffers vary widely along the TSW. 

Several municipalities have no policy. For those that have a policy in place, the shoreline buffer width 

varies from 15 to 30 metres with some allowance to permit a dock or boathouse. See Section D.1.0 Plans 

Review: Observations for further details of official plan policies. 

Open Space: In 1971, the CORTS Committee reported on the impoǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ άƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜέ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ 

aesthetic views. Open space was considered all water and land maintained in an undeveloped state. 

²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ άǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳƭŀƴŘΣ ŀ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǇŀǊƪΣ ŀ ǊƻŎƪȅ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜΣ ŀ Ŏŀǘǘŀƛƭ ƳŀǊǎƘ ƻǊ ŀ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜ ŎƻƳƳƻƴΣέ ǘƘŜ 

Committee stated that each contributes ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¢{²Ωǎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƧƻȅƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǾƛǎƛǘƻǊǎ όмфтмύΦ 

They identified the desirable standard of open space as 25 per cent of the shore lands. At the time of the 

report in 1971, only 20 per cent of the TSW shore lands were identified as open space. The CORTS 

/ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ άŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǳƴŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƻǇŜƴ ǎǇŀŎŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ¢{² ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

1971. In the almost 40 years since this report, development has only increased while open space 

decreased. Little action was ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Panel (2008) 

ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ άŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƴƻ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ {ƘƛŜƭŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŜǾŜǊƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻǘǘŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ shoreline. This is a 

ƎǊŜŀǘ ƭƻǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦέ ¢ǿƻ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻŦ {ŜǾŜǊƴ ŀƴŘ !ǎǇƘƻŘŜƭ-Norwood, have 

reported that there is little or no shoreline left for development (Catalyst Environmental Group, 2007). 

Shoreline Hardening, Docks and Boathouses: Dueck and Whillans (1999) stated the shorelines of Lower 

/ƘŜƳƻƴƎΣ ǳǇǇŜǊ .ǳŎƪƘƻǊƴ ŀƴŘ ǳǇǇŜǊ tƛƎŜƻƴ [ŀƪŜǎ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ άƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭ 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƛƴ ŘŜŦƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƎǊŀȅ ŎƻƭƻǳǊƛƴg of retaining walls 

stands out on the natural landscape 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 redevelopment of existing cottage-

occupied shoreline by way of conversions and additions to three- or four-season use, outright 

replacement with larger and permanent homes, and fractional developments on, for example, former 

campground and άƳƻƳ-and-ǇƻǇέ ǊŜǎƻǊǘǎΦ This level of development activity, as noted above, affects a 

myriad of natural, cultural, aesthetic, and social values traditionally associated with the shoreline. 

Shoreline activity is governed by policy and/or legislation of differing levels of government. Much 

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 either side of the shoreline, successful application of these 

policies and regulations is further tied to cooperation and coordination between levels of government. 

Section D assesses these tools and intergovernmental coordination, focusing on municipal and provincial 

land use planning policies, PC and DFO policies, and CA regulations and policies. 
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SECTION D - SHORELINE POLICY AND REGULATORY TOOLS ALONG THE TRENT-SEVERN 
WATERWAY 

 
With five regional municipalities and counties, one district municipality, 16 townships, six First Nation 

communities, and five CAs, as well as federal and provincial agencies, the shoreline of the TSW falls 

under a wide variety of policies and regulatory tools. In this section, the shoreline policies of 

municipalities, the provincial Greenbelt Plan, the PPS, lake plans, federal agencies, and conservation 

authorities are examined. 

D.1.0 OFFICIAL PLAN REVIEW: OBSERVATIONS 

In this section, the shoreline policies in the official plans of a range of municipalities (Table 4) in the 

Trent-Severn Basin have been carefully examined in terms of consistency, breadth, issues, and gaps at 

the macro level (Table 5). Although the Township of Lake of Bays is not geographically a part of the TSW, 

its official plan is included in this review because its policies have been referred to in the planning 

community and elsewhere, as leading edge. Relevant policies of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan (Ontario 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2005a), which touches the TSW on Lake Simcoe and Lake 

Scugog, are also included. Given that approximately 80 per cent and ten per cent of its land area is 

within the Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine respectively, Scugog Township (2009) has been included 

in the analysis to observe how the Greenbelt PlanΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƭemented. The remaining official 

plans were chosen to capture a range of waterway planning areas. More may be added in the future. 

Figure 16 identifies each municipality in relation to the TSW.  

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 Douro-Dummer Approved, April 2008 

Scugog Township Draft (Recommended Version), June 2009 

Hamilton Township Approved, October 2003 

Township of Lake of Bays Approved, December 1999 

Greenbelt Plan 2005 

Table 5. Examined shoreline policy parameters of Municipal Official Plans and Greenbelt Plan. 

Municipal Shoreline Policy Parameters 

D.1.1 Shoreline Policy Framework D.1.8 Shoreline Hardening 

D.1.2 Land-use Schedules D.1.9 Fish Habitat 

D.1.3 wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ tŀǊƪǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ D.1.10 Wetlands 

D.1.4 Development Set-backs D.1.11 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species 

D.1.5 Shoreline Lot Frontage D.1.12 Docks and Boathouses 

D.1.6 Un-vegetated Shoreline Lot Frontage D.1.13 Recreational Water Quality Capacity Models 

D.1.7 Shoreline Buffers D.1.14 Shoreline Aesthetics and Character 
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Figure 16. Planning areas of municipalities 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 statements about shoreline alterations and 

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

ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ YŀǿŀǊǘƘŀ [ŀƪŜǎ όнлмлύ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜǎ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ άǎƘŀƭƭ ƴƻǘ 

significantly alter shoreline character nor disturb significant shoreline ecosystemsέ όǇƎΦ ттύΦ hǘƘŜǊ 

ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛǾŜΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ aǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢ǊŜƴǘ IƛƭƭǎΩ όмфффύ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ 

Residential Development designation contains no similar statement to assert, as does the City of 

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

framework. 

  

Township of Lake of Bays 

City of Kawartha Lakes 

Township of Douro-Dummer 

Trent Hills 

Scugog Township 

Hamilton Township 
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D.1.2 LAND- USE SCHEDULES 

Geographic Delineation of the Shoreline 

Considerable variation exists in the way shoreline designations are represented in municipal land-use 

schedules. For example, the Township of Douro-5ǳƳƳŜǊΩǎ όнллуύ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ wŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

does not cover the entire shoreline expanse of Stony, Clear or Katchewanooka lakes (Figure 17). Instead, 

the shorelines are host to a number of land-use 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 operations in shoreline areas designated as Rural. The City 

of Kawartha Lakes (2010) official plan does feature a Waterfront designation, but it does not capture the 

entire expanse of shoreline. Instead, the shoreline is host to other land-use designations and related 

policies, including Prime Agricultural and Rural designations that do not feature any shoreline-specific 

policies. As an example, Figure 18 illustrates the situation on Lake Scugog. 

 

Figure 17. Land-Use Designations on Stony, Clear and Katchewanooka Lakes. The shoreline is host to a range of 

land-use designations and policies (Township of Douro-Dummer, 2008). 

/ƻƴǾŜǊǎŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ [ŀƪŜ ƻŦ .ŀȅǎΩ όмфффύ ²ŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƭŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 

on the shoreline, or which physically relates to the waterfront. More specifically, the Township of Lake 

ƻŦ .ŀȅǎΩ ²ŀǘŜǊŦǊƻƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ƛƴƭŀƴŘ мрл ƳŜǘǊŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴȅ ƭŀƪŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƛƎƘǘ ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ ƛƴ 

ŀǊŜŀ ŀǎ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴǎƘƛǇΩǎ ȊƻƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜŘǳces 
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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 applies to lands adjacent to shorelines, but distance inland is 

not specified. 

 

Figure 18. Former Geographic Township of Mariposa Land-Use Designations. The northern shore of Lake Scugog 

is host to differing land-use designations and policies (City of Kawartha Lakes, 2010). 
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Land-use Compatibility 

Further examination of municipal land-use schedules, reveals conflict between areas designated for 

shoreline development and significant environmental features. For example, on the City of Kawartha 

Lakes land-use schedule for the former geographic Township of Mariposa, (Figure 19) Development Plan 

Areas appear to be proposed within proximity to PSWs (Figure 20). 

 

Figure 19. Former geographic Township of Mariposa-Development Plan Areas. Red arrows indicate the 

Development Plan Areas in proximity to PSWs (City of Kawartha Lakes, 2010). 
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Figure 20. Former geographic Township of Mariposa- PSWs. Green hashing and Red arrows indicate the PSWs in 

proximity to the proposed Development Plan Areas (City of Kawartha Lakes, 2010). 

D.1.3 w9C9w9b/9 ¢h t!wY{ /!b!5!Ω{ th[L/L9{ 

All six official plans refer to PC policies, but the nature of the reference is not consistent (Table 6). For 

example, the City of Kawartha Lakes cites PC as a consultant for fish habitat matters only, while the 

Township of Douro-Dummer cites PC as an approval authority for docking facilities, an agency to be 

consulted for development proposals involving the beds of waterways administered by the TSW, and an 

agency to be consulted for archaeological and/or heritage matters along the TSW. Scugog Township 

makes reference to PCΩǎ In-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities policy document for 

ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ǳǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢ƻǿƴǎƘƛǇΩǎ {ƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŦƻǊ 

residential uses in the same designation13. Therefore, Scugog Township does not apply the PC policy to 

residential developments along the shoreline. 

Other municipalities make no specific reference to PCΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴ ΨŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ 

general statements about securing comments from the appropriate authorities without identifying the 

authorities or declaring their role in municipal land-use approvals. 

                                                           
13

 t/Ωǎ In-Water and Shoreline Works and Related Activities policy document applies to residential, but not commercial 
development adjacent to the shoreline.  


