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In preparing this report, a desktop review of the Zoning By-law, Site Plan Control practices, Site Alteration 
By-law, Tree Cutting/ Preservation By-law and any other municipal by-laws passed pursuant to the 
Municipal Act was undertaken for each of the municipalities within the Muskoka River Watershed.    
Further, information interviews were held with staff from each municipality.  The results and key findings 
of this study are provided in this report.   The municipalities within the Muskoka River Watershed are as 
follows:  
 
o District Municipality of Muskoka  
o County of Haliburton  
o Town of Bracebridge  
o Town of Gravenhurst  
o Town of Huntsville  
o Township of Lake of Bays  
o Township of Muskoka Lakes  
o Township of Georgian Bay  
o Township of Algonquin Highlands  
o Municipality of Dysart et al  
o Township of Seguin  
o Township of the Archipelago  
o Township of McMurrich Monteith  
o Town of Kearney  
o Township of Perry  
 
The findings of this report are based on the information available as of the date of this report.  The zoning 
analysis in particular, is based on the Comprehensive Zoning By-laws as consolidated and posted on the 
various municipal websites as of the date of this report.  Where such Zoning By-laws have older 
consolidation dates or where housekeeping by-laws have been passed to amend various regulations, such 
regulations have not been included within the findings of this report.  Local municipalities remain the best 
source for up-to-date zoning standards and planning processes.  
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2.1.1 Determining Zone Boundaries 
 
In practice, the zoning structure implemented by a municipality is a connected network of zone 
boundaries that is applied to the entirety of a municipality.  Thus, in considering development rights, 
natural heritage features and hazard lands, it is of key importance to understand how such zone 
boundaries are delineated.   The Zoning By-law of each municipality within the Muskoka River Watershed 
addresses the matter of how zone boundaries are to be interpreted.   
 
In general terms, there is a somewhat consistent approach with how zone boundaries for Environmental 
Protection Zones are interpreted although some By-laws afford better clarity of language than others.   
Where there is uncertainty as to the mapped boundary or precise location of the zone boundary, or where 
a zone boundary represents the edge of a natural feature such as a wetland,  an on-site review of the 
boundary may be required by the municipality or as a condition of development approval.  Most often, 
this will be determined by a surveyor or qualified environmental expert.  Section 2.2 of this report examine 
the administration of Environmental Protection Zones in greater detail. 
 
Shorelines are addressed somewhat differently and more specifically than an Environmental Protection 
Zone boundary or zone boundaries aligned with other natural heritage features.  All of the Comprehensive 
Zoning By-laws in the Muskoka River Watershed address how zone boundaries are to be determined 
where the zone boundary aligns with a shoreline.  Across the watershed, most municipal Zoning By-laws 
rely on the high water mark as the base metric to determine a zone boundary along a shoreline.  However, 
there is some variance in how this is expressed within the various zoning documents.   
 
Some of the watershed Zoning By-laws expressly state that where a zone boundary is indicated as 
following a shoreline, that the zone boundary shall be deemed to be the high water mark of the 
waterbody.  In this regard, the zone provisions in the Bracebridge, Muskoka Lakes and McMurrich 
Monteith Zoning By-laws provide good examples.   
 
In other municipalities, the Zoning By-law provides that where a zone boundary is indicated to be 
following a shoreline, that the zone boundary is consistent with the location of the shoreline.  In many 
cases, the Zoning By-laws that rely on the shoreline reference also provide that  the zone boundary shall 
move with any natural changes in location of the shoreline.  This is a slightly more layered approach where 
it become necessary to reference the definition of the shoreline to seek any more definitive location of 
the zone boundary.  In almost all of the cases in the Muskoka River Watershed where the Zoning By-law 
simply references the zone boundary as being consistent with the shoreline, the shoreline is defined to 
be the high water mark.  In this scenario, the zoning requirements and definitions of the Zoning By-law 
must work together although essentially, the Zoning By-law requirements are structured around the same 
metric being the high water mark.  In all regards, the most effective zoning relies on simplicity and clarity 
of language.  
 
One of the key principles of IWM is reliance on measurable, quantifiable metrics.  In zoning, consistency 
in administration and interpretation of the By-law is also key.  In this regard, the most consistent approach 
and best practice is the use of the high water mark to establish zone boundaries in proximity of shorelines 
where this requirement is clearly stated within the zoning provisions of the By-law.  
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Table 1 summarizes the zoning approach to interpreting zone boundaries in each of the Muskoka River 
Watershed Zoning By-laws.  The corresponding definitions for a shoreline and high water mark in each of 
the municipal Comprehensive Zoning By-laws is attached as Appendix 1.   
 
Table 1: Zone Boundaries 
 

 
Table 1:  Zone Boundaries 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
Where a zone boundary is indicated as following a shoreline, then such 
zone boundary shall follow the shoreline, and in the event of change in the 
location of the shoreline, the zone boundary shall be construed as moving 
with the actual shoreline.  

 
Dysart et al 

 
A zone boundary shown as approximately following a shoreline of a water 
body shall be deemed to follow the high water mark of that water body. 

  
Where any uncertainty exists, the exact boundaries of an EP Zone may be 
determined through an on-site review by the Municipality.  
Where an on-site review confirms that any lands should no longer be 
included within the EP Zone, and the policies of the Official Plan of the 
Municipality pertaining to the removal of lands from the Environmental 
Protection Areas designation have been complied with, the lands shall be 
deemed to be in the same zone as the majority of the remainder of the lot. 
Where the lot is entirely in the EP Zone, it shall be deemed to be in the RU1 
Zone if it abuts an improved street, or in the RU1L Zone otherwise. 

 
Town of Bracebridge 

 
Where a Zone on the Schedules abuts a waterway or original shore road 
allowance, such Zone shall be deemed to extend to the high water mark. 

  
Where the boundary represents a natural feature, such as a wetland, the 
extent of the boundary will be determined on site by the Town. 

 
Town of Gravenhurst 

 
Unless otherwise shown, a navigable waterway shall be included within the 
zone of the adjoining lot(s) on the sides thereof, and where such navigable 
waterway serves as a boundary between 2 or more zones, the shoreline of 
the navigable waterway shall be considered the zone boundary and the 
said zone boundary shall move with any natural change in the shoreline. 

 
 

 
Where a shore road allowance is identified on Schedules to this By-law, and 
no zone symbol is identified, the lands are deemed to be zoned in 
accordance with the lands immediately abutting the shore road allowance. 

  
Minor adjustments to the boundary of an Environmental Protection Zone 
on a property may be made, without amendment to the Zoning By-law, 
where the Official for The Corporation of the Town of Gravenhurst is 
satisfied that the mapping of the Environmental Protection Zone in 
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Table 1:  Zone Boundaries 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 
boathouses and boatports, breakwalls, groins, seawalls, cribs, anchorages 
and boats or vessels where they are affixed to the ground. 

 
Township of McMurrich Monteith 

 
Where the boundary is shown as substantially following the high water 
mark of a waterbody, the zone boundary is the high water mark. 

  
The precise location of the boundary of the Environmental Protection One 
or Two (EP1 or EP2) zones may be determined by a surveyor or qualified 
environmental consultant, to the satisfaction of the Township 

 
Town of Kearney 

 
A zone boundary shown following approximately a shoreline or the centre 
line of a creek, stream or channel is considered to be the shoreline or 
centre line and moved with any natural changes to the waterbody or 
watercourse. 

 
Township of Perry 

 
A zone boundary shown following approximately a shoreline or the centre 
line of a creek, stream or channel is considered to be the shoreline or 
centre line and moves with any natural change in the shoreline. 

 
2.1.2 Overlay Zones 
 
In addition to the more standard zone structures or categories, a municipality may use overlay zones to 
implement additional requirements to regulate development or to protect natural heritage features and 
hazard lands.  In doing so, overlay zones enable municipalities to better respond to local issues by applying 
an additional layer of zoning requirements to lands within a specific area.   The requirements of the overlay 
zone apply in addition to the uses and standards established in the underlying primary zone which remains 
in effect.   An overlay zone may be used to apply more nuanced zoning requirements where area specific 
features, development or scenarios require.  This approach may be used to apply additional zoning 
standards such as flood proofing measures for development, to vary the standards of the underlying zones 
such as requiring an increased setback from a steep slope, or may provide relief from the standards of the 
underlying zones such as to permit a reduced minimum yard standard. 
 
Overlay zones are a flexible tool that may be established within the Comprehensive Zoning By-law in two 
ways: 
 

1) Delineating An Overlay Zone On A Zone Schedule - An overlay area may be delineated on a zoning 
schedule whereby the additional requirements are applied only within the overlay boundaries as 
mapped.  The overlay zone boundaries may in places, be the same as the underlying zone 
boundary and may also cut across the underlying zone boundaries.   

 
2) Textual Application Of An Overlay Zone - A overlay zone may be textually described in the Zoning 

By-law as applying to a group of two or more specified zone categories, to specific features such 
as steep slopes or wetlands, or to specific lands such as all lands below a certain contour elevation. 
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or require additional regulation prior to development proceeding.  Municipalities commonly apply holding 
provisions to a range of different land use categories and in a range of scenarios.   
 
The application of a Holding By-law is dependent on the scope of the Official Plan policies authorizing its 
use.  Local Official Plans must include policies to authorize the use of a Holding By-law and identify the 
purposes for which a Holding Zone may be applied.    For example, a Holding By-law may address a range 
of issues by applying conditions such as requirements for: 
 

o Completion of technical studies; 
o Approval of an Environmental Impact Study; 
o Demonstration of no negative impact on recreational water quality; 
o Demonstration of the means through which on-site phosphorus management is addressed;  
o Confirmation that any proposed septic system conforms to current standards; 
o Delineation of the limits of any hazard lands; 
o Proof of flood-proofing measures; or,   
o A development agreement which may then be registered on title.    

 
As a result of recent legislative changes at the Provincial level (Bill 23 and Bill 97), Site Plan Approval may 
now only be applied to residential lands where the parcel of residential land has 10 or fewer dwellings 
and is located less than 120 metres from a shoreline.  While in the District of Muskoka the Waterfront 
Lands designation is applied to lands within 150 metres of a shoreline, Site Plan approval may only be 
used to regulate site level development within 120 metres of the shoreline.  Thus, a Holding By-law is one 
means to regulate residential land use in proximity of a shoreline but that is beyond the 120 metre 
threshold.     
 
In areas not subject to Site Plan Control, a Holding Zone may be one of the most effective tools available 
to the municipality to regulate the site level details of development at the site level.   
 
2.1.4 Community Planning Permit System 
 
The Community Planning Permit System (CPPS) is a planning tool that presents the best alternative to the 
traditional zoning and site plan processes.  It is a streamlined planning process regulated under the 
Planning Act, that combines zoning, minor variance and site plan applications into one application and 
approval process.  It establishes the legal authority to regulate land use while also providing added 
flexibility to regulate development at a site level.  However, not all lower tier municipalities within the 
watershed will be equally equipped to revise existing zoning frameworks and implement a CPPS.  Further, 
for those that are, it will take some time for the development and approval of a new CPPS system.  The 
Community Planning Permit system is discussed in greater detail in Section 3 of this report. 
 
2.1.5 Zoning Approaches Key Findings 
 
1) Establishing Shoreline Zone Boundaries:  The establishment of consistent, definitive zone 

boundaries is one of the foundational building blocks in the administration and interpretation of 
zoning.  Although zone boundaries are depicted graphically on zone schedules, it is sometimes 
necessary to apply performance criteria to confirm these boundaries on a site specific basis or 
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where the mapping is uncertain.  This is particularly true of zone boundaries in proximity of a 
shoreline.   

 
In keeping with the best practices in zoning and the science/evidence based approach to IWM, 
such shoreline zone boundaries should be established using identified performance criteria that 
can quantifiably be measured or established.   In this case, identification of the shoreline zone 
boundary as being consistent with the high water mark of the waterbody can be applied 
consistently and quantifiably determined.  Clarity of language and inclusion in the zoning 
provisions of the Zoning By-law further assist with the administration and interpretation of the 
By-law over time.   

 
2) Watershed Overlay Zone:  The implementation of a Watershed Overlay Zone poses a promising 

opportunity to apply catchment-based zoning within the Muskoka River Watershed.   Such an 
approach could be scaled to apply to the entirety of the watershed or applied to smaller 
catchment boundaries such as a subwatershed or catchment basin level.    This approach would 
provide one means of achieving more consistency across the watershed recognizing that such an 
approach would require the partner municipalities to coordinate in the goal to apply a watershed 
overlay zone in each of the respective lower tier Zoning By-laws to achieve a common target or 
standard.  Any such approach would require the common and sustained coordination of a 
watershed-wide technical working group representing all of the Muskoka River Watershed 
municipalities along with a common set of agreed-upon goals, targets and priorities.   There may 
be a role for the District to facilitate the formation of such a municipally-based, watershed-wide 
working group.    

 
3) Holding By-laws:   Holding By-laws work in conjunction with a lower tier Comprehensive Zoning 

By-law to allow for the future use of land or buildings but delay development until certain 
identified  conditions have been met.   In order to use a Holding By-law, the local Official Plan 
must include policies to authorize the use of a Holding By-law and identify the purposes for which 
a Holding Zone may be applied.  Beyond this requirement, a Holding By-law may be used as a 
flexible zoning tool to ensure that any relevant issues are addressed prior to development 
proceeding.  Most notably, a Holding By-law is one means to regulate low density residential 
development that is in proximity of a shoreline but that is beyond the 120 metre Provincial 
threshold for Site Plan approval. 

 
4) Community Planning Permit By-law:  The Community Planning Permit System (CPPS) is a planning 

tool that presents the best alternative to the traditional zoning and site plan processes.  It is a 
streamlined planning process regulated under the Planning Act, that combines zoning, minor 
variance and site plan applications into one application and approval process. 

 
Neither Bill 23 nor Bill 97 modified those sections of the Planning Act that relate to the 
establishment of a CPPS.  As a result, this tool provides municipalities with a mechanism to 
introduce a more flexible approach to land use that effectively harmonizes the zoning and site 
plan functions.  However, not all lower tier municipalities within the watershed will be equally 
equipped to revise existing zoning frameworks and implement a CPPS.  Further, for those that are, 
it will take some time for the development and approval of a new CPPS system.  
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o Cranberry Production (no buildings or structures) (Muskoka Lakes) 
o Existing uses  (primary and/or accessory uses) 
o Existing agriculture (Seguin) 
o Existing hunt camp (McMurrich Monteith) 
o Hunt camp (Algonquin Highlands) 

  
The uses identified in the list above are commonly permitted within Environmental Protections Zones in 
the Muskoka River Watershed, although not all uses are permitted in all Environmental Protection Zones 
or in all municipalities.  Any uses specifically unique to a particular municipality are noted.  The approach 
to existing uses, both primary and accessory uses,  is equally nuanced across the watershed municipalities 
and is worthy of additional study which is beyond the scope of this report. 
 
2.2.4 Environmental Protection Zone Setbacks 
 
The zone standards for the Environmental Protection Zones include various minimum setback 
requirements.  While all Zoning By-laws in the Muskoka River Watershed have minimum setback 
requirements, these setbacks vary in terms of the level of detail and the actual setback required.  In 
general terms, minimum setback requirements may be feature-specific such as applied to a steep slope 
or wetland, or may require that development be setback from: 
 

o The high water mark; 
o An Environmental Protection Zone boundary; 
o A watercourse or waterbody (whether cold water, warm water, at capacity lake etc); or, 
o A specific area such as a Muskoka Heritage Area or the Tadenac Ecosystem Special Policy Area in 

Georgian Bay. 
 
Tables 2A, 2B, and 2C identify the minimum required setbacks associated with the Environmental 
Protection Zones across the watershed.  While the Environmental Protections Zones either do not permit 
development or only very limited development, many of the setback requirements will in practice, apply 
to development on lands adjacent to the Environmental Protection Zones (such as a setback from an 
Environmental Protection Zone boundary or a setback from a steep slope that extends beyond the zone 
boundary).  While this may be the case in some scenarios, in other scenarios where detailed mapping is 
sufficiently available, minimum required setbacks may already be incorporated within the Environmental 
Protection Zone boundaries.    
 
2.2.5 Lands Under Water 
 
In Ontario, zoning may not be applied to water but may be applied to the lands under water.  This is of 
particular relevance in the shoreline areas of both the lake and river systems in the watershed.  Almost all 
of the municipalities in the Muskoka River Watershed  specifically apply zoning to such lands.  Table 3  
details how zoning is applied to lands under water across the watershed municipalities.  There are three 
key metrics in this regard: 
 

o how lands below water are delineated; 
o the zoning applied; and  
o uses permitted. 
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The Zoning By-laws of the Muskoka River Watershed municipalities generally delineate lands below water 
in one of three ways being; 
 

o lands below the high water mark;   
o lands generally described as simply being below water;  and,  
o the inclusion of waterbodies (including lands under) within the adjacent zones.   

 
In the majority of the watershed Zoning By-laws, lands under water are delineated as being below the 
high water mark or simply being below water.   In some cases, the Zoning By-law is simply silent on this 
matter. The zoning applied to lands underwater is similarly varied in accordance with three general 
approaches: 
 
(1) specific zoning applied to lands underwater such as a Waterbody Open Space Zone, Lake or River 

Zone or Lakeside Zone; 
 
(2) application of other more general zone categories such as Environmental Protection Zone or Open 

Space Zone;  or 
 
(3)   the inclusion of waterbodies (including lands under) within the adjacent zones.   
 
Approximately half of the Zoning By-laws in the Muskoka River Watershed apply location specific zoning 
to lands below water.  Where this very specific zoning is applied, the permitted uses that may be 
established in such a location are limited and generally only provide for marine-related accessory uses 
such as docks subject to any requirements of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and 
the federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans.    
 
Approximately half of the remaining Zoning By-laws apply or extend other more standard zone categories 
to lands under water.  This is not problematic where the zone applied is an Environmental Protection 
Zone.  However, where the zone applied is a zone category with inherent development permissions 
(including an Open Space Zone), the land use controls over such lands may not provide the necessary level 
of protection for such lands.  This also lends itself to inconsistency in how such development permissions 
are applied and interpreted for such lands.     
 
2.2.6 Islands or Deemed Zones 
 
In some cases, due to mapping errors or in instances where there are a substantial number of island 
properties, it is not clear based on the zoning schedules what zoning is applied to certain lands.  Most of 
the Zoning By-laws in the watershed account for such a scenario.  Most often this occurs in relation to 
islands, and where this does occur, most Zoning By-laws in the watershed determine that such islands are 
deemed to be within the Open Space Zone regardless of whether in private or public ownership.  In such 
a case, any uses permitted in the Open Space Zone would then be permitted on the lands in question.  
Some of the Muskoka River Watershed Zoning By-laws take a more restrictive approach and deem that 
such lands be zoned Natural State Island/Zone (Georgian Bay, Archipelago) or Environmental Protection 
(Seguin).   The Zoning By-laws for the Township of the Archipelago, Town of Kearney and Township of 
Perry apply this caveat to deem lands to not simply islands but to any lands that based on the mapping, 
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Table 2A: Environmental Protection Zones - Haliburton 
 
Municipality 

 
Zone Category 

 
Features Protected 

 
Permitted Uses 

 
Setbacks 

Marine facility 
Public park (7) 
Raft 

 
(1) Uses in the underlying zone may not be permitted until an EIS is undertaken demonstrating that there will be no negative impact on the natural features or ecological function of adjacent features as 

applicable  
(2) Requires landowner to enter into a site plan agreement to implement the recommendations of an EIS or other technical studies 
(3) By-law includes list of exclusions where EIS not required 
(4) Use permitted in accordance with Provincial and/or Federal regulations 
(5) Where development proposed in proximity to of a wetland, applicant must undertake a site assessment to accurately delineate the wetland boundaries 
(6) No structures are permitted, except a stairway, walkway, boardwalk, or landing not more than 1.5 m wide and located above the high water mark 
(7) No structures permitted 
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Table 2B2:  Environmental Protection Zones - Muskoka 
 
 
Table 2B:  Environmental Protection Zones - Muskoka 
 
Municipality 

 
Zone Category 

 
Features Protected 

 
Permitted Uses 

 
Setbacks 

 
Bracebridge 

 
Environmental 
Protection One (EP1) 

 
Not specified 

 
Existing buildings and structures (1)(2) 
Structures for flood or erosion control 
 

 
20 metres from high water mark (any watercourse or waterbody) 
30 metres from high water mark (cold water stream) 
150 metres from any watercourse or waterbody (agricultural uses) 
15 metres from top of bank of slope 40% or greater 

 Environmental 
Protection Wetland 
One (EPW1) 

Wetlands (not including PSW)  Existing buildings and structures (2) 20 metres from high water mark (any watercourse or waterbody) 
30 metres from high water mark (cold water stream) 
30 metres from EPW1 zone boundary 

 Environmental 
Protection Wetland 
Two (EPW2) 

PSW Existing buildings and structures (2) 20 metres from high water mark (any watercourse or waterbody) 
30 metres from high water mark (cold water stream) 
120 metres from EPW2 zone boundary 

 
Gravenhurst 

 
Environmental 
Protection (EP) 

 
Not specified 

 
Bird sanctuaries 
Conservation 
Passive Outdoor Recreation 
Wildlife reserves or other similar uses for the 
preservation of the natural environment 
Flood and erosion control works and facilities 
No buildings permitted (3) 
 
 

 
3 metres from an EP Zone boundary in the urban area 
10 metres from an EP Zone boundary outside of the urban area 
30.0 metres from any watercourse unless there is an EP Zone 
adjacent to the watercourse, in which case, the greater setback shall 
prevail 

 
Huntsville 

 
Conservation 
Precinct (C) 

 
Not specified 

 
Flood or erosion control facilities 
Passive recreational use 
Private park (No buildings or structures) 
Public park (No buildings or structures) 
 

 
 

 
2 Where a notation is indicated by a (#), refer to the list of notations at the end of the table for additional requirements or conditions 
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Table 2B:  Environmental Protection Zones - Muskoka 
 
Municipality 

 
Zone Category 

 
Features Protected 

 
Permitted Uses 

 
Setbacks 

Significant Wetland 
(EP-PSW) 

 Environmental 
Protection Wetland 
(EP-W) 

Wetlands Conservation 
Conservation education 
Accessory docks 

15 metres from an EP-W Zone 
20 metres from the high water mark of a waterbody or watercourse 
unless otherwise permitted 

 
 
 
 

Fish Habitat One 
(FH1) 

Type 1 fish habitat (critical 
habitats) 

Conservation 5 metres from a FH1 Zone 
No minimum setback for pumphouses 
20 metres from the high water mark of a waterbody or watercourse 
unless otherwise permitted 

 Natural State 
Conservation (NSC) 

Lands owned by or subject to 
easements held by the 
Conservation Land Trust 

Conservation 
Conservation education 

15 metres from a NSC Zone 
20 metres from the high water mark of a waterbody or watercourse 
unless otherwise permitted 

 Natural State Island 
(NSI) 

Non-developable lands on islands Conservation 15 metres from a NSI Zone 
20 metres from the high water mark of a waterbody or watercourse 
unless otherwise permitted 

 Crown Land (CL) Crown Land Conservation 
Existing accessory docks 

20 metres from the high water mark of a waterbody or watercourse 
unless otherwise permitted 

 Tadenac Ecosystem 
Special Policy Overlay 

Tadenac Ecosystem Special Policy 
Area and adjacent lands (lands 
subject to Section F.5.11.10 and 
Schedule H of the Official Plan) 

Overlay Zone: 
Existing buildings and structures are permitted to 
be reconstructed and expanded subject to Site 
Plan Approval supported by an Environmental 
Impact Assessment in accordance with the 
policies for underlying Residential designation. 
Site Alteration shall not be permitted unless it 
has been demonstrated that there will be no 
Negative Impacts on the natural features or their 
ecological functions. 
Impact assessment required for any 
development on lands adjacent to the Special 
Policy Area 
An impact assessment may be required for lands 
beyond those adjacent to the Special Policy Area 

 
As determined by required studies 
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(1) No new buildings or structures permitted except that accessory shoreline structures may be permitted in accordance with the provisions of the Zoning By-law 
(2) Additions, alterations, or the reconstruction of existing structures may be permitted within the building footprint that existed at the time of passing of this By-law 
(3) In the case where there is an existing single detached dwelling in the Environmental Protection Zone (EP), additions, alterations, or the reconstruction of the dwelling on the same building footprint shall be 

permitted, provided that the dwelling complies with the regulations for the appropriate residential zone 
(4) Lands within the Natural Constraints Overlay are shown on the Schedules attached to this By-law, and includes all features and areas shown on Schedule C of the Official Plan. The Overlay also includes Cold 

Water Lakes and Streams and lands contained within the Conservation Precinct, as shown on the Schedules attached to this By-law, the boundaries for which correspond to the identified natural constraints.  
Development restrictions apply wherever the Natural Constraints Overlay and the above noted Precinct has been identified. 

(5) Provided that a site evaluation demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Township that there would be no negative impacts to the features and functions of the area. 
(6) Provided that a Fish Habitat Impact Assessment demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Township that there would be no negative impacts to the features and functions of the area 
(7) Unless a Fish Habitat Impact Assessment recommends a greater setback or that a lesser setback would not have a negative impact on the habitat 
(8) A minimum 15 metre natural vegetative buffer located directly adjacent to the banks of the watercourse would be maintained within this setback 
(9) Development or the demolition and replacement of existing structures other than permitted shoreline structures, and including any component of an existing private sewage disposal system, shall upon 

replacement be setback from the normal or controlled high water mark of a lake or watercourse in accordance with the setbacks established in the ZBL 
(10) Where any zone abuts an Environmental Protection (EP2) Zone or a Waterbody Open Space (WOS) Zone, the provision of the abutting zone must be read in conjunction with the provisions of the EP2 or WOS 

Zone. Notwithstanding the other provisions of the abutting zones, the provisions of the EP2 or WOS Zone take precedence. 
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Table 3:  Lands Under Water 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Permitted Uses 

and to apply to any water lots, Crown 
lake bed or any land created by 
changing lake levels, land fill 
operations or by any other means, and 
to extend over all docks, boathouses 
and boatports, breakwalls, groins, 
seawalls, cribs, anchorages and boats 
or vessels where they are affixed to 
the ground 
 

 
Township of McMurrich Monteith 

 
All permanent 
bodies of water are zoned Open Space 
(OS). Any parcel of land that does not 
have a 
zone symbol on the Schedules to this 
By-law shall be zoned Open Space 
(OS). 

 
Uses permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Agricultural Use 
o Cemetery 
o Community Centre 
o Conservation Use 
o Forestry Use 
o Recreational Facility 

 
Town of Kearney 

 
All lands below the surface of a 
waterbody or watercourse shall be 
deemed to be in the Open Space (OS) 
Zone. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Uses permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Boat dock and launching ramp 
o conservation uses including forestry, reforestation and other 

activities docks  
o parks, public and private  
o recreation fields  
o recreation trails  
o resource management without any building or structure  
o connected with the conservation of soil or wildlife 

 
Township of Perry 

 
All lands below the surface of a 
waterbody or watercourse as of the 
date this By-law came into effect shall 

 
Uses permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Arena 
o Boathouse 
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Table 3:  Lands Under Water 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Permitted Uses 

be deemed to be in the Open Space 
(OS) Zone. 

o Campsite 
o Community Centre 
o Conservation uses including forestry, reforestation and other 

activities connected with the conservation of soil or wildlife  
o Golf Course 
o Parks, public and private 
o Recreation fields 
o Recreational trails 
o Resource management without any building or structure  
 

Special Provision (1)  No person shall within any Environmental Protection and 
Open Space Zones use or permit any building or structure including accessory 
building(s) or structure(s), with the exception of a pumphouse(s), boathouse, 
dock or building or structure used for flood and erosion control is permitted 
in the Open Space (OS) Zone. 
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Table 4:  Zoning Applied to Islands or Deemed Zones 
 

 
Table 4:  Islands or Deemed Zones 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Uses Permitted  

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
Islands without a specific zone symbol on the Schedules contained herein, 
shall be zoned Open Space. 

 
Uses permitted in Open Space (OS) Zone:  

o Conservation 
o Public Use 

 
Dysart et al 

 
Any island that is not clearly assigned to a zone on Schedule "A" or on a 
schedule to a by-law that amends this By-law is deemed to be in the OS Zone.  

 
Uses permitted in Open Space (OS) Zone:  

o Public Park 
o Private Park 

  
Despite any other provision of this By-law, any boundary of a lot that is 
located below the high water mark shall be deemed not to be a lot line, and 
the high water mark shall be deemed to be the lot line in its place. 

 

 
Town of Bracebridge 

 
None 

 
n/a 

 
Town of Gravenhurst 

 
Where an island in Appendix "A" is not labeled with a zone symbol, such 
island shall be deemed to be zoned Open Space (OS). 

 
Uses permitted in Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Conservation 
o Park 
o Cemetery 

 
Town of Huntsville 

 
None 

 
n/a 

 
Township of Lake of Bays 

 
Waterfront Planning Area specifically includes all islands and land 
which form the bed of any lake or identified river. 

 
Depends on designation within Waterfront 
Planning Area (ie. residential, commercial) 

 
Township of Muskoka Lakes 

 
None 

 
n/a 

 
Township of Georgian Bay 

 
All islands not identified as being within a Zone on the Zone Schedule shall 
be zoned Natural State Island (NSI). 

 
Uses permitted in Natural State Island (NSI) 
Zone: 
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Table 4:  Islands or Deemed Zones 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Uses Permitted  

 o Conservation 
 
Township of Seguin 

 
All islands not identified as being within a Zone on the Zone Schedule shall 
be zoned Environmental Protection (EP). 

 
Uses permitted in Environmental Protection 
(EP) Zone: 

o Conservation Use 
o Recreational Trail 
o Non-intensive recreation 

 
Township of Archipelago 

 
Any lands or islands shown on the Schedules to this By-law, which are not 
identified as being in any Zone category, whether privately owned or Crown 
Land shall be classified as being in a Natural State (NS) Zone. 

 
Uses permitted in the Natural State (NS) 
Zone: 

o Uses that existed as of the date of 
passage of the ZBL 

o Passive recreational use 
o Accessory uses existing as of the 

date of passage of the is ZBL. 
 
Township of McMurrich 
Monteith 

 
None 

 
n/a 

 
Town of Kearney 

 
Where lands have not been identified as being in a Zone on the Schedules, 
they shall be deemed to be in the Open Space (OS) Zone.  
Where an Island has not been identified as being in a Zone on the Schedules, 
it shall be deemed to be in the Open Space (OS) Zone. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Uses permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Boat dock and launching ramp 
o conservation uses including forestry, 

reforestation and other activities 
docks  

o parks, public and private  
o recreation fields  
o recreation trails  
o resource management without any 

building or structure  
o connected with the conservation of 

soil or wildlife 



 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Muskoka River Watershed Integrated Watershed Management  36 
Land Use Policy Review: Implementation Report 
October 2023 

 
Table 4:  Islands or Deemed Zones 
 
Municipality 

 
Zoning Requirement 

 
Uses Permitted  

 
Township of Perry 

 
Where lands have not been identified as being in a zone on the Schedules, 
they shall be deemed to be in the Open Space (OS) Zone. 

 
Uses permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone: 

o Arena 
o Boathouse 
o Campsite 
o Community Centre 
o Conservation uses including forestry, 

reforestation and other activities 
connected with the conservation of 
soil or wildlife  

o Golf Course 
o Parks, public and private 
o Recreation fields 
o Recreational trails 
o Resource management without any 

building or structure  
 

Special Provision (1)  No person shall within 
any Environmental Protection and Open 
Space Zones use or permit any building or 
structure including accessory building(s) or 
structure(s), with the exception of a 
pumphouse(s), boathouse, dock or building or 
structure used for flood and erosion control is 
permitted in the Open Space (OS) Zone. 
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2.3 Hazard Zones 
 
In Ontario, naturally occurring hazard lands generally apply to lands subject to flooding, erosion or steep 
slopes.  The manner in which hazard lands are addressed across the Zoning By-laws of the Muskoka River 
Watershed is extremely varied.  This is in part due to the prevalence of the issue within a municipality, the 
availability of mapping as well as the extent of the municipal resources available to implement a more 
detailed approach to land use for such lands.     
 
Table 5 provides a summary of the municipal zoning approach to naturally occurring hazard lands in the 
Muskoka River Watershed.  In some cases, municipalities have implemented a hazard specific zone 
(primarily applied to floodplains) while in other cases, setbacks and other zoning requirements related to 
flooding, erosion or steep slopes are textually incorporated within the general provisions or use specific 
zone standards of the Zoning By-law.    
 
Table 5:  Hazard Specific Zoning 
 

 
Table 5: Hazard Specific Zoning 
 
Municipality 

 
Flooding & 

Erosion 

 
Steep Slopes 

 
None 

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

Dysart   X 
Bracebridge 

Floodplain One (FP1) Zone 
Floodplain Two (FP2) Zone 
Floodplain Three (FP3) Zone 
Steep slopes setbacks (general zone provision) 

X X  

Gravenhurst 
Floodplain (FP) Zone 
Floodway (FW) Zone 
Flood Fringe (FF) Zone 

X   

Huntsville 
Flood (F) Zone 
Floodway (FW) Zone 
Flood Fringe (FF) Zone 
Flood Zone Overlay 
Steep slope setbacks (general zone provision) 

X X  

Lake of Bays 
Flood Plain Overlay (-F) 
Steep slope setbacks (general zone provision) 

X X  

Muskoka Lakes 
Zone structures accounting for steep slopes and 
narrow waterbodies 

 X  

Georgian Bay   X 
Seguin   X 
Archipelago   X 
McMurrich Monteith  X  
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Table 5: Hazard Specific Zoning 
 
Municipality 

 
Flooding & 

Erosion 

 
Steep Slopes 

 
None 

Steep slope setbacks (general zone provision) 
 

Kearney 
Hazard Lands (HZ) Zone 

X   

Perry   X 
 
2.3.1 Flooding & Erosion 
 
Almost all of the municipalities in the Muskoka River Watershed regulate land use within the floodplain.  
The degree to which land use in the floodplain is regulated across the watershed can be framed within a 
graduated scale of regulations that ranges from no regulation to a very detailed multi-zone approach.  This 
graduated scale of regulation is as follows: 
 

o No regulation;  
 
o Requirement for minimum building/opening elevations to be above an identified threshold where 

the threshold elevation is expressed as a flood elevation or Canadian Geodetic Datum elevation.  
In most cases, this requirement is incorporated within the Zoning By-law as a textual reference.  
These minimum requirements may apply municipal-wide or may be applied very specifically to 
certain lakes or other geographical areas;  
 

o Restrictions or prohibitions on development below identified regulatory flood elevations 
expressed as  textual reference in the Zoning By-law.  Again, the development threshold is 
expressed as a flood elevation or Canadian Geodetic Datum elevation.  These minimum 
requirements may also be applied municipal-wide or applied very specifically to certain lakes or 
other geographical areas; 
 

o One Zone Approach (Flood Plain) identified on mapping such as the Hazards Lands Zone in 
Kearney; 
 

o Two Zone Approach which is also identified on mapping and where the floodplain is more 
specifically distinguished as comprising a floodway and a flood fringe such as in Huntsville or Lake 
of Bays; and, 
 

o Three Zone Approach which is reflected on very detailed mapping and which further refines the 
floodplain between floodplain, flood way and flood fringe components such as in the case of 
Bracebridge or in Gravenhurst along the Severn River.   

 
In addition to the graduated scale of regulation noted above, some municipalities rely on a floodplain 
overlay zone in areas where development may be possible but where additional requirements may be 
required to determine the appropriateness of development.  This may include a requirement for technical 
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Table 6: Flooding and Erosion Requirements 
 

 
Table 6:  Flooding and Erosion Requirements 
 
Municipality 

 
Approach 

 
Requirements 

 
Boundaries 

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
No specific zoning provisions 

 
Dysart 

 
No floodplain provisions however, area subject to minimum opening elevation mapped with a minimum opening elevation of at 
least 320.2 metres CGVD28 

 
Bracebridge 

 
Three Zones (2 Phases) 
Floodway Phase 1 (F1) Zone 
Flood Fringe Phase 1 (F2) Zone 
Floodplain Phase II (F3) Zone 

 
Flood Fringe (F2) Zone - Structural development in the 
flood fringe must be flood proofed to a minimum elevation 
of 0.5 metres above the Regulatory Flood Elevations 
 
Floodplain (F3) Zone - Before a building permit is issued, a 
survey must be submitted showing the Regulatory Flood 
Elevation and location of proposed structure(s) in relation 
to the Regulatory Flood Elevation and the original ground 
elevation. Structural development is not permitted where 
the depth of flooding would exceed 1.0 metres. 
 
 Other than footings, no structural development, including 
new buildings, additions, enlargements, septic tanks, and 
tile fields, may extend more than 1.0 metres below the 
Regulatory Flood Elevation. 
 
Existing buildings and structures which are destroyed by 
causes beyond the control of the owner may be 
reconstructed on the same foundation only where it is not 
possible to relocate outside of the Flood Plain, provided 
there is no increase in size or usability, and must be flood-
proofed to a minimum of 0.5 metres above the Regulatory 
Flood Elevation. Minor repairs, renovations and building 
maintenance are permitted. Major repairs and renovations 

 
Mapped - Overlay Zone(s)/ Flood 
Risk Maps 
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Table 8:  Basis for Waterfront Residential Zone Hierarchies 
 
Basis for Waterfront Residential Zone Hierarchy 

 
Examples of Municipalities Using This 

Approach 
o Minimum setback from the water 
o Maximum lot coverage and/or shoreline buffer coverage 
 
Natural Features 
o No natural features 
o Lake Trout Lakes 
o Remote Lakes 
o Highly Sensitive or Over Threshold Lakes 
o Over Threshold Lake Trout Lakes at Capacity 
o Narrow Waterbodies 
o Steep Slopes 

 
Bracebridge, Muskoka Lakes 

 
Geographic Areas 
o Lake or waterbody specific 
o Coastal/ islands 
o Inland lakes 

 
Gravenhurst, Georgian Bay, Archipelago 
 
 
 
 

 
Urban/Rural Split 
o Urban Shoreline Residential 
o Waterfront Residential (rural areas) 

 
Huntsville 

 
Backlot Residential 

 
Gravenhurst, Huntsville, Muskoka Lakes, 
Georgian Bay, Perry 

 
Islands/ Water Access 

 
Algonquin Highlands, Bracebridge, Gravenhurst, 
Muskoka Lakes, Georgian Bay, Archipelago 

 
Only one Waterfront Residential Zone municipality-wide 

 
McMurrich Monteith, Kearney, Lake of Bays 

 
Waterfront Residential Existing Use 
o (i.e.) only the lot area and/or lot frontage as it existed on 

the date of passage of the By-law is permitted 

 
Gravenhurst, Georgian Bay, Seguin 

 
The examples provided in the table above are not necessarily mutually exclusive.  In some cases, 
municipalities have established a zone structure based on multiple of the factors identified above.  There 
is a fair amount of consistency in the uses permitted in the Waterfront Residential Zones across the 
watershed.  Generally, the uses permitted are limited to low density or single detached dwellings and 
accessory uses normally associated with a residential use.  The most significant distinction across the 
watershed is in the zone standards or performance criteria applied to these waterfront residential uses.  
This is particularly true as it relates to setbacks and lot coverage within the waterfront area. 
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Zone structures associated with waterfront commercial uses are almost exclusively based on the 
distinction of uses permitted.  In regards to waterfront commercial uses, the waterfront commercial zone 
structures across the watershed tend to be delineated based on the following commercial uses: 
 

o Marinas; 
o Campground and tent/trailer establishments or private camps; 
o Resort commercial uses; and  
o Generic tourist commercial/ waterfront commercial or waterfront service commercial uses. 

 
2.4.2 Waterfront Development Zone Setback Requirements  
 
Minimum setback requirements for development are key land use metrics contained within a Zoning By-
law.  This includes yard setbacks or requirements for development to be setback a minimum distance 
from the lot line as well as additional setbacks from the high water mark or flood elevation.  The net effect 
of such setbacks is to create a development envelope on an individual lot in which buildings or structures 
(including septic systems and leaching beds) may be built.  In regards to a waterfront lot, one of the key 
metrics to establish the minimum setback limit of development from the water is the front yard setback 
of the applicable waterfront zone.  On a waterfront lot, the front yard is determined to be the yard 
adjacent and parallel to the water or shore road allowance.  The front yard setback is the distance 
measured from the front lot line.  To provide greater context, the definitions for front lot line as included 
within the Zoning By-laws of the watershed are included as Appendix 4 to this report.         
 
Minimum Front Yard Setback:  The Zoning By-laws within the Muskoka River Watershed are fairly 
consistent in requiring that development be setback from the front lot line a minimum of 20 to 30 metres 
depending on the municipality.  This is true of development in both waterfront residential and waterfront 
commercial zones.  This distance is also consistent with the required zoning setback for septic systems 
and leaching beds as contained in local By-laws.   Table 9 summarizes the minimum required front yard 
setback for Waterfront Residential Zones and Waterfront Commercial Zones in municipalities throughout 
the watershed.  Table 10 summarizes the minimum required setback requirements for septic systems and 
leaching beds. 
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Table 9: Minimum Front Yard Setback for Lots Fronting on Waterbodies 
 

 
Table 9:  Minimum Front Yard Setback for Lots Fronting on Waterbodies 
 
Municipality 

 
Waterfront Residential Zones 

 
Waterfront Commercial Zones 

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
30 metres  

 
15 metres 

 
Dysart et al 

 
30 metres (1) 
20 metres (1)(2) 

 
20 metres (8) 

 
Bracebridge 

 
30 metres 
20 metres (3) 

 
12 metres (9) 
15 metres (10) 
20 metres (11) 
 

 
Gravenhurst 

 
30 metres (4) 

 
30 metres (4) 

 
Huntsville 

 
20 metres 
Class 2: up to 20% 

 
20 metres 
Class 2: up to 20% 

 
Lake of Bays 

 
30 metres (15) 
Class 1: 10%;  Class 2: 20% 
 
20 metres (16) 
Class 1: 10%;  Class 2: 20% 
 
30 metres (17) 
Class 1: 10%;  Class 2: 20% 

 
30 metres 
Class 1: 5%;  Class 2: 10% 

 
Muskoka Lakes 

 
20.1 metres 
30.5 (5) 

 
20.1 metres (12) 
30.5 metres (13) 
10.5 metres (14) 

 
Georgian Bay 

 
20 metres (6) 
30 metres (7) 

 
20 metres 

 
Archipelago 

 
7.5 
 
 

 
7.5 
 

 
Seguin 

 
20 metres 

 
20 metres 

 
McMurrich Monteith 

 
20 metres 

 
30 metres 

 
Kearney 

 
30 metres 

 
30 metres 
 

 
Perry 

 
30 metres 

 
30 metres 
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(1) Minimum Water Setback applies 
(2) 20 metres for WR4/WR4L Zones 
(3) SR1 and WL Zones 
(4) Minimum Setback From the Optimal Summer Water Level 
(5) WR7 Zone 
(6) On lots in the SR3 and SRI3 Zones, all buildings and structures shall be setback a minimum of 20 metres 

from the 177.4 CGD contour.  
(7) SR4 and SRI Zones 
(8) If the lot was registered as of March 11, 2004 and has not been altered since, and a main building was located 

on the lot on that date, the minimum is 20 metres.  
(9) CT1 Zone 
(10) CT2 Zone 
(11) CT3 Zone 
(12) Increased under prescribed conditions in WC1A4 and WC1B Zones 
(13) WC7 Zone 
(14) WC5, WC6 Zones 
(15) Lot abutting an Environmental Protection Planning Permit Area 
(16) Applied to specific identified lakes 
(17) All other situations 
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2.4.4 Waterfront Area Vegetative Buffers 
 
Most lower tier Zoning By-laws in the watershed apply additional zoning provisions to establish a 
vegetative shoreline buffer for lands in proximity of the water.  In some cases, this is identified as a 
shoreline buffer and in other cases, the same area is identified as a shoreline activity area.  This is the area 
of the lot in which there are typically a number of marine-related accessory buildings and structures such 
as docks, decks, boathouses, boatports, gazebos, sleeping cabins, stairs and ramps.   The objective of the 
shoreline area buffer is to better regulate development in proximity of the shoreline and to ensure the 
retention of shoreline vegetation.  To this end, the additional two most significant zoning metrics applied 
to the shoreline buffer area are the requirement for a minimum depth of the shoreline buffer immediately 
adjacent to the shoreline and the minimum percentage of the shoreline frontage that must be retained 
in a natural vegetative state.   
 
Minimum Depth of Shoreline Buffer:  Many of the Zoning By-laws within the upper reaches of the 
Muskoka River Watershed require a minimum shoreline buffer depth of 30 metres (Dysart et al, Kearney 
and Perry) for both Waterfront Residential Zones and Waterfront Commercial Zones.  The Zoning By-laws 
applying to the remaining portions of the watershed require a minimum shoreline buffer depth of 
between 15 to 20 metres for Waterfront Residential Zones and a slightly larger shoreline buffer width of 
20 to 30 metres for Waterfront Commercial Zones.     
 
Minimum Percentage of Frontage Maintained In Natural Vegetative State:  The majority of Zoning By-laws 
in the watershed require that in the Waterfront Residential Zones, 75% of the shoreline frontage be 
maintained in natural vegetative state.  Some of the municipalities in the upper reaches of the watershed 
(Algonquin Highlands, Dysart et al, and Perry) require a greater percentage than this.  The metrics for the 
Waterfront Commercial Zones are somewhat comparable.   While not all Zoning By-laws require that a 
minimum percentage of the frontage be retained in a natural vegetative state in the Waterfront 
Commercial Zones, of those that do, the majority require that 65% to 75% percent of the shoreline 
frontage remain in a natural state.   
 
There is however, some inconsistency in how this shoreline frontage metric is incorporated within the 
watershed Zoning By-laws.  Some By-laws regulate the percentage of the frontage to be maintained in a 
natural vegetative state whereas others, identify a maximum percentage of the shoreline frontage that 
may be used for shoreline buildings and structures.  In cases where the zoning is regulating the cumulative 
width of the shoreline structures, some of the Zoning By-laws identify a maximum percentage of the 
shoreline that may be used for such purposes up to a maximum arbitrary linear measurement in metres 
(Huntsville, Lake of Bays, Muskoka Lakes, Georgian Bay, McMurrich Monteith, Kearney).  Generally, it is 
the lesser of the percentage or the absolute linear measurement that is permitted.  
 
Table 11 details the minimum shoreline buffer depth and minimum vegetative requirement for the 
shoreline frontage in each of the watershed municipalities. 
 
2.4.5 Shoreline Development Zone Key Findings 
 
1) All of the municipalities in the Muskoka River Watershed have well established zone structures to 

regulate both residential and commercial development in the waterfront areas.  Across the 
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Muskoka River Watershed, waterfront residential zone hierarchies are established based on any 
number of factors including access, zone standards, natural features, specific geographic areas, 
urban/rural split, backlot development, islands, and existing waterfront uses.  Zone structures 
associated with waterfront commercial uses are almost exclusively based on the distinction of 
uses permitted.  In regards to waterfront commercial uses, the waterfront commercial zone 
structures across the watershed tend to be delineated based on uses such as marinas, 
campgrounds/ tent and trailer establishments, resort commercial uses and generic tourist 
commercial or waterfront commercial uses. 

 
2) The Zoning By-laws within the Muskoka River Watershed are fairly consistent in requiring that 

development be setback from the front lot line a minimum of 20 to 30 metres.  This is true of 
development in both waterfront residential and waterfront commercial zones.  This distance is 
also consistent with the required zoning setback for septic systems and leaching beds as contained 
in local By-laws. 
 

3) In the Muskoka River Watershed, the lot coverage maximums permitted by the lower tier Zoning 
By-laws vary significantly in terms of the amount of development permitted and the metrics used 
to determine lot coverage.    Most of the municipal Zoning By-laws permit a maximum lot coverage 
of between 10% to 15% for waterfront residential lots.  Correspondingly, most Zoning By-laws 
permit an increased lot coverage for waterfront commercial zones.  Most Zoning By-laws in the 
watershed permit a maximum lot coverage of 20% to 35% for waterfront commercial uses. 
 

4) Most municipal Zoning By-laws also include a more targeted maximum shoreline area coverage 
limit that applies specifically to the shoreline area of a waterfront lot.  The municipal zoning 
regulations in this regard are varied with the median maximum shoreline area coverage for 
waterfront residential zones  being in the range of 10% to 15%.   In regards to waterfront 
commercial zones, approximately half of the watershed municipalities do not specifically regulate 
coverage within the shoreline area.  Of those that do, the maximum shoreline area coverage 
requirement is generally consistent with that required for the waterfront residential zones. 

 
5) Many of the Zoning By-laws within the upper reaches of the Muskoka River Watershed require a 

minimum shoreline buffer depth of 30 metres for both Waterfront Residential Zones and 
Waterfront Commercial Zones.  The Zoning By-laws applying to the remaining portions of the 
watershed require a minimum shoreline buffer depth of between 15 to 20 metres for Waterfront 
Residential Zones and a slightly larger shoreline buffer width of 20 to 30 metres for Waterfront 
Commercial Zones.     

 
6) The majority of Zoning By-laws in the watershed require that in the Waterfront Residential Zones, 

75% of the shoreline frontage be maintained in natural vegetative state.  While not all Zoning By-
laws require that a minimum percentage of the frontage be retained in a natural vegetative state 
in the Waterfront Commercial Zones, of those that do, the majority require that 65% to 75% 
percent of the shoreline frontage remain in a natural state.  There is however, some inconsistency 
in how this shoreline frontage metric is incorporated within the watershed Zoning By-laws.  Some 
By-laws regulate the percentage of the frontage to be maintained in a natural vegetative state 
whereas others, identify a maximum percentage of the shoreline frontage that may be used for 
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shoreline buildings and structures (maximum cumulative width of shoreline buildings and 
structures). 
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Algonquin Highlands Notation: 
(1) No arbitrary maximum linear measurement (metres). 
 
Dysart et al Notation: 
(1) If the lot was registered as of March 11, 2004 and has not been altered since, and a main building was located on the lot on that date, the minimum is 

20 metres.  
 
  



 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Muskoka River Watershed Integrated Watershed Management  67 
Land Use Policy Review: Implementation Report 
October 2023 

Table 11B5:  Lot Coverage and Buffer Requirements for Waterfront Residential Lots - Muskoka 
 

 
Table 11B:  Lot Coverage and Buffer Requirements for Waterfront Residential Lots - Muskoka 
  

Lot Requirements 
 

Shoreline Area Requirements 
 
 

 
Maximum Lot 

Coverage * 

 
Minimum Landscaped / 

Undisturbed Open 
Space Requirement * 

 
Shoreline Coverage ** 

 
Minimum Shoreline 
Vegetative Buffer 

Depth**  

 
Shoreline Vegetative/ 
Natural Frontage** 

 
Bracebridge 

 
SR1 - 15% 
SR2 - 15% 
SR3 - 15% 
SR4 - 15% 
SR5 - 15% 
WL - 5% 
CT1 - 35% 
CT2 - 35%  
CT3 - 35%  

 
SR1 - n/a 
SR2 - n/a 
SR3 - n/a 
SR4 - n/a 
SR5 - n/a 
WL - n/a 
CT1 - 20% 
CT2 - 10%  
CT3 - 10% 

 
SR1 - 15% (1) 
SR2 - 15% (1) 
SR3 - 15% (1) 
SR4 - 15% (1) 
SR5 - 15% (1) 
WL - Ref lot coverage 
CT1 - n/a 
CT2 - n/a 
CT3 - n/a 

 
SR1 - 15 m  
SR2 - 15 m  
SR3 - 15 m  
SR4 - 15 m  
SR5 - 15 m  
WL - n/a 
CT1 - n/a 
CT2 - n/a 
CT3 - n/a 

 
SR1 - 75% (2)  
SR2 - 75% (2)  
SR3 - 75% (2)  
SR4 - 75% (2)  
SR5 - 75% (2)  
WL - 25% (2) 
CT1 - n/a 
CT2 - n/a 
CT3 - 25% (2) 

 
Gravenhurst 

 
RW6 - 13% 
RW6-A - 13% 
RW6-B - 13% 
RW6-C - 13% 
RW6-D - 13% 
RW6-E - 13% 
RW6-F - 13% 
RW6-F-1 - 13% 
RB7 - 5% 
RI8 - 13% 
RI8-A - 13% 
RI8-B - 13% 
RI8-C - 13% 

 
RW6 - n/a 
RW6-A - n/a 
RW6-B - n/a 
RW6-C - n/a 
RW6-D - n/a 
RW6-E - n/a 
RW6-F - n/a 
RW6-F-1 - n/a 
RB7 - n/a 
RI8 - n/a 
RI8-A - n/a 
RI8-B - n/a 
RI8-C - n/a 

 
RW6 - 13% 
RW6-A - 13% 
RW6-B - 13% 
RW6-C - 13% 
RW6-D - 13% 
RW6-E - 13% 
RW6-F - 13% 
RW6-F-1 - 13% 
RB7 - n/a 
RI8 - 13% 
RI8-A - 13% 
RI8-B - 13% 
RI8-C - 13% 

 
RW6 - 20 m 
RW6-A - 20 m 
RW6-B - 20 m 
RW6-C - 20 m 
RW6-D - 20 m 
RW6-E - 20 m 
RW6-F - 20 m 
RW6-F-1 - 20 m 
RB7 - 20 m 
RI8 - 20 m 
RI8-A - 20 m 
RI8-B - 20 m 
RI8-C - 20 m 

 
RW6 - 75% (1) 
RW6-A - 75% (1) 
RW6-B - 75% (1) 
RW6-C - 75% (1) 
RW6-D - 75% (1) 
RW6-E - 75% (1) 
RW6-F - 75% (1) 
RW6-F-1 - 75% (1) 
RB7 - 75% (1) 
RI8 - 75% (1) 
RI8-A - 75% (1) 
RI8-B - 75% (1) 
RI8-C - 75% (1) 

 
5 Where a notation is indicated by a (#), refer to the list of notations at the end of the table for additional requirements or conditions 
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Kearney Notations: 
(1) RWF Zone Requirement - A minimum of seventy-five (75 %) per cent of the front yard of any waterfront lot shall be maintained as a natural vegetation 

area and shall be used and maintained only for the maintenance and preservation of indigenous trees, shrubs and other vegetation.  
o RWF Zone Requirement - Lot coverage within 60 m of the shoreline shall be based on the area of the lot within 60 m of the shoreline.  
o The extent of shoreline activity areas will be as follows: 

i) 25% of the shoreline frontage or up to 15 metres, whichever is the lesser, for linear shoreline residential development, and the total area of 
all shoreline structures shall not exceed 5% of the shoreline activity area or 22.5 square metres, whichever is the lesser;  

ii) 33% of the shoreline frontage for Tourist Commercial, Institutional lots, and waterfront landings; and  
iii) 50% of the shoreline frontage for marinas.  

 
Perry Notation: 
(1) No arbitrary maximum linear measurement (metres). 
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2.5 Redevelopment 
 
The zoning frameworks that apply within the Muskoka River Watershed provide the basis for future 
development and are the criteria against which applications for development are assessed.  However, 
given the level of development that already exists within the watershed, particularly along the shorelines, 
it is pertinent to consider how the various Zoning By-laws within the watershed regulate those uses that 
are recognized as being legal non-conforming uses or legal non-complying buildings or structures.  
 
All municipal Zoning By-laws contain zoning provisions to address legal non-conforming uses and legal 
non-complying buildings or structures.  Legal non-conforming and legal non-complying in zoning terms, 
simply provides that a use, building or structure which was legally established under a former zoning 
regime continues to be recognized as a legal use, building or structure even if it is no longer in compliance 
with  a new or updated set of zoning standards.  A legal non-conforming or legal non-complying status is 
not afforded to any use that was not established legally or in compliance with the predecessor zoning 
requirements.   
 
All municipal Zoning By-laws contain a set of zoning regulations that provide for the continued use of a  
legal non-conforming use or the enlargement or reconstruction of legal non-complying buildings and 
structures.  Further, all Zoning By-laws also establish the permissions under which an existing vacant 
undersized lot may be developed.  A vacant undersized lot is a legally established lot that does not comply 
with the current minimum area or frontage requirements of the Zoning By-law.    The existing use 
provisions of the local Zoning By-laws are of increasing significance given the frequency with which 
development is now taking the form of redevelopment where existing structures are expanded or 
demolished to make way for more intensive forms of development.  This is especially true within 
waterfront residential areas. 
 
The existing use provisions of the lower tier Zoning By-laws are incredibly detailed and nuanced.  This 
report only provides an overview of the current zoning practices however, a stand-alone, more detailed 
review of such zoning provisions within the broader context of the watershed is merited.  In general terms, 
the existing use zoning tests and requirements can be grouped into three primary categories: 
 

1) Existing undersized lots/ legal non-complying lots; 
2) Reconstruction and/or restoration to a safe condition; and 
3) Enlargement or extension of existing uses. 

 
Existing Undersized Lots/ Legal Non-Complying Lots:  An existing undersized or legal non-complying lot is 
a lot with a lesser area or lessor frontage than the minimum requirements established in the Zoning By-
law.   In general terms, such lots either existed legally prior to the passage of the in-effect Zoning By-law 
or were created as a result of expropriation by a public authority.  Such lots may be vacant or may already 
be developed.   
 
Each of the lower tier Zoning By-laws within the Muskoka River Watershed establishes performance 
criteria under which an existing undersized or legal non-complying lot may be developed.  Such zoning 
provisions are generally consistent across the watershed although there are a few variations across the 
local municipalities.  The performance criteria in accordance with which an existing undersized lot having 
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nothing in the By-law shall prevent the strengthening, repair or restoration to a safe condition, 
replacement or reconstruction of any building or structure provided that: 
 

o There is no increase in the building height, size or volume, or reduction of any parking or loading 
spaces which existed prior to the damage occurring unless changes necessary for flood-proofing 
or insulation of the building;    

 
o  The building or structure is lawfully used as of the date of passage of the Zoning By-law and that 

there is no change the use of the building/structure; 
 
o The structure remains in its original location and original dimensions although some municipalities 

such as Lake of Bays permit minor changes to the building footprint provided there is no increase 
in floor area;   
 

o Approval for a septic system may be obtained for the reconstructed building or structure 
(Algonquin Highlands, McMurrich Monteith);  

 
o Reconstruction must occur within a prescribed timeframe of the damage occurring (ranges 

between 1 to 5 years across the watershed); and, 
 

o In instances where the existing building or structure is located in a floodplain, any reconstruction 
of the existing building or structure on the same foundation may be permitted only where it is not 
possible to relocate the building or structure to an area outside of the floodplain and/or that 
further floodproofing measures are required (Bracebridge, Gravenhurst, Georgian Bay, Seguin, 
Kearney, Perry).  In yet other cases, the Zoning By-law provides that a legally existing building or 
structure damaged or destroyed as a result of natural flooding shall not be reconstructed except 
in accordance with the provisions of this By-law (Georgian Bay, Seguin). 

 
The above list characterizes the zoning provisions regulating the restoration or reconstruction of a legal 
non-complying building or structure.  Not all of the zoning regulations identified above occur in all lower 
tier Zoning By-laws.    
 
Enlargement or Extension of Existing Buildings and Structures:  Across the lower tier Zoning By-laws, the 
zoning provisions regulating the enlargement or extension of existing legal non-complying buildings and 
structures is as varied as the range of geographical contexts in which such provisions apply.   However, in 
general terms such zoning provisions can generally be summarized as follows: 
 

o An existing building or structure may be enlarged, repaired and/or renovated provided that the 
use is permitted in the zone in which it is located; 

 
o There is no increase in non-compliance and that the building or structure is in compliance with all 

other provisions of the By-law other than the aspect for which the building or structure is legal 
non-complying; 
 

o The existing building or structure maintains existing or provides for greater setbacks where 
required; 







 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Muskoka River Watershed Integrated Watershed Management  82 
Land Use Policy Review: Implementation Report 
October 2023 

In the case of the Town of Huntsville and the Township of Lake of Bays that function under a Community 
Planning Permit/Development Permit system, the expansion of legal non-complying buildings and 
structures require a planning permit/development permit issued at a staff or Council level depending on 
the nature of the proposed development.  Table 12 outlines the criteria applied in Lake of Bays to 
determine whether a staff or Council level permit is required.   
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2.6 Zoning Frameworks Summary of Key Findings 
 
1) Establishing Shoreline Zone Boundaries:  The establishment of consistent, definitive zone 

boundaries is one of the foundational building blocks in the administration and interpretation of 
zoning.  Although zone boundaries are depicted graphically on zone schedules, it is sometimes 
necessary to apply performance criteria to confirm these boundaries on a site specific basis or 
where the mapping is uncertain.  This is particularly true of zone boundaries in proximity of a 
shoreline.   

 
In keeping with the best practices in zoning and the science/evidence based approach to IWM, 
such shoreline zone boundaries should be established using identified performance criteria that 
can quantifiably be measured or established.   In this case, identification of the shoreline zone 
boundary as being consistent with the high water mark of the waterbody can be applied 
consistently and quantifiably determined.  Clarity of language and inclusion in the zoning 
provisions of the Zoning By-law further assist with the administration and interpretation of the 
By-law over time.   

 
2) Watershed Overlay Zone:  The implementation of a Watershed Overlay Zone poses a promising 

opportunity to apply catchment-based zoning within the Muskoka River Watershed.   Such an 
approach could be scaled to apply to the entirety of the watershed or applied to smaller 
catchment boundaries such as a subwatershed or catchment basin level.    This approach would 
provide one means of achieving more consistency across the watershed recognizing that such an 
approach would require the partner municipalities to coordinate in the goal to apply a watershed 
overlay zone in each of the respective lower tier Zoning By-laws to achieve a common target or 
standard.  Any such approach would require the common and sustained coordination of a 
watershed-wide technical working group representing all of the Muskoka River Watershed 
municipalities along with a common set of agreed-upon goals, targets and priorities.   There may 
be a role for the District to facilitate the formation of such a municipally-based, watershed-wide 
working group.    

 
3) Holding By-laws:   Holding By-laws work in conjunction with a lower tier Comprehensive Zoning 

By-law to allow for the future use of land or buildings but delay development until certain 
identified  conditions have been met.   In order to use a Holding By-law, the local Official Plan 
must include policies to authorize the use of a Holding By-law and identify the purposes for which 
a Holding Zone may be applied.  Beyond this requirement, a Holding By-law may be used as a 
flexible zoning tool to ensure that any relevant issues are addressed prior to development 
proceeding.  Most notably, a Holding By-law is one means to regulate low density residential 
development that is in proximity of a shoreline but that is beyond the 120 metre Provincial 
threshold for Site Plan approval. 

 
4) Community Planning Permit By-law:  The Community Planning Permit System (CPPS) is a planning 

tool that presents the best alternative to the traditional zoning and site plan processes.  It is a 
streamlined planning process regulated under the Planning Act, that combines zoning, minor 
variance and site plan applications into one application and approval process. 
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16) The Zoning By-laws within the Muskoka River Watershed are fairly consistent in requiring that 
development be setback from the front lot line a minimum of 20 to 30 metres.  This is true of 
development in both waterfront residential and waterfront commercial zones.  This distance is 
also consistent with the required zoning setback for septic systems and leaching beds as contained 
in local By-laws. 

 
17) In the Muskoka River Watershed, the lot coverage maximums permitted by the lower tier Zoning 

By-laws vary significantly in terms of the amount of development permitted and the metrics used 
to determine lot coverage.    The maximum permitted lot coverage in waterfront residential zones 
ranges from 5% in Huntsville and Georgian Bay to 30% in Kearney.   Most of the municipal Zoning 
By-laws permit a maximum lot coverage of between 10% to 15% for waterfront residential lots.  
Correspondingly, most Zoning By-laws permit an increased lot coverage for waterfront 
commercial zones.  Most Zoning By-laws in the watershed permit a maximum lot coverage of 20% 
to 35% for waterfront commercial uses. 

 
18) Most municipal Zoning By-laws also include a more targeted maximum shoreline area coverage 

limit that applies specifically to the shoreline area of a waterfront lot.  The municipal zoning 
regulations in this regard are varied with the median maximum shoreline area coverage for 
waterfront residential zones  being in the range of 10% to 15%.   In regards to waterfront 
commercial zones, approximately half of the watershed municipalities do not specifically regulate 
coverage within the shoreline area.  Of those that do, the maximum shoreline area coverage 
requirement is generally consistent with that required for the waterfront residential zones. 

 
19) Many of the Zoning By-laws within the upper reaches of the Muskoka River Watershed require a 

minimum shoreline buffer depth of 30 metres (Dysart et al, Kearney, and Perry) for both 
Waterfront Residential Zones and Waterfront Commercial Zones.  The Zoning By-laws applying to 
the remaining portions of the watershed require a minimum shoreline buffer depth of between 
15 to 20 metres for Waterfront Residential Zones and a slightly larger shoreline buffer width of 20 
to 30 metres for Waterfront Commercial Zones.     

 
20) The majority of Zoning By-laws in the watershed require that in the Waterfront Residential Zones, 

75% of the shoreline frontage be maintained in natural vegetative state.  While not all Zoning By-
laws require that a minimum percentage of the frontage be retained in a natural vegetative state 
in the Waterfront Commercial Zones, of those that do, the majority require that 65% to 75% 
percent of the shoreline frontage remain in a natural state.  There is however, some inconsistency 
in how this shoreline frontage metric is incorporated within the watershed Zoning By-laws.  Some 
By-laws regulate the percentage of the frontage to be maintained in a natural vegetative state 
whereas others, identify a maximum percentage of the shoreline frontage that may be used for 
shoreline buildings and structures. 

 
21) The existing legal non-conforming use and legal non-complying provisions of the local Zoning By-

laws are of increasing significance given the frequency with which development is now taking the 
form of redevelopment where existing structures are expanded or demolished to make way for 
more intensive forms of development.  This is especially true within waterfront residential areas.   
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22) The existing use provisions of the lower tier Zoning By-laws are incredibly detailed and nuanced.  
This report only provides an overview of the current zoning practices however, a stand-alone, 
more detailed review of such zoning provisions within the broader context of the watershed is 
merited.   
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Table 13:  Community Planning Permit Classes 

 
Municipality 

 
Variation Required 

  
Staff Issued   

 
Council Issued 

  
None 

 
Minor 

 
Substantive 

 
Lake of Bays 

 
Class 1 Permit 
 
Staff Planning Permits and Staff Variations which may be 
required where the proposed development generally 
meets the requirements, standards, and provisions of the 
Planning Permit Area, but is not specifically exempt from 
requiring a Planning Permit, or which may be required 
where the proposed development generally meets the 
requirements, standards, and provisions of the Planning 
Permit Area but requires minor relief from one or more 
of those requirements in accordance with the criteria 
outlined in this By-law. 

 
Class 2 Permit 
 
Council Planning Permits and 
Council Variations, which 
may be required in certain 
circumstances where the 
proposed development 
generally meets the 
requirements, standards, 
and provisions of the 
Planning Permit Area, but is 
not specifically exempt from 
requiring a Planning Permit, 
or where the proposed 
development requires more 
substantial or complete 
relief from one or more 
requirements, standards, or 
provisions of the Planning 
Permit Area in accordance 
with the criteria outlined in 
this By-law. 
 

 
Innisfil 

 
Class 3 
 
Applications meet 
all development 
standards and may 
be considered by 
Staff.  

 
Class 2 
 
Applications are variations to 
standards which may be 
considered by Staff.  
 

 
Class 1 Permit 
 
Applications are variations 
to standards which require 
consideration by Council and 
shall be presented to 
Council.  

 
3.3 Exemptions  
 
All of the case study CPPS By-laws identify development that does not require a community planning 
permit.  The approach taken by each of the case study CPPS By-laws is somewhat varied in both the 
approach and level of detail.  The Town of Huntsville CPPS By-law includes a very detailed list of criteria 
being for development, site alteration and vegetation removal that is used to discern where a community 
planning permit is not required.  The Lake of Bays CPPS By-law focuses on a similar range of exemptions 
but to a lesser level of detail.  In both cases, the criteria focus on the  location of development and its 
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Timing for vegetation removal and site alteration   
 

o Natural Constraints  
Identification of steep slopes  
Floodplain restrictions  
Landfill assessment areas   

 
o Engineering Works  

Site drainage  
Construction mitigation   

 
o Parkland  

Parkland dedication (if required)   
 

o Accessory Uses  
Accessory buildings  
Shoreline structures   

 
o Servicing  

Municipal services  
- Water main connection location and dimensions  
- Sewer main connection location and dimensions  
 
Private services  

- Septic system location and setbacks  
- Well location and setbacks   

  (List excerpted from City of Bracebridge, Site Plan Application Guidelines, 2021) 
 
To use this tool, a proposed Site Plan Control Area must be shown or described in an Official Plan. The 
municipality must also pass a Site Plan Control By-law designating all or any part of the area shown in the 
Official Plan as a Site Plan Control Area and to establish the framework and mechanisms applied through 
the site plan process.  Amongst other matters, this includes the establishment of the Site Plan Control 
Area, any exclusions from site plan requirements, operational matters such as requirements for 
agreements, collection of securities, timing as well as delegation of Council authority to staff.     
 
4.4 Site Plan Control Practices Across the Muskoka River Watershed 
 
All of the watershed municipalities have a enacted a Site Plan Control By-law and rely on Site Plan Control 
as a tool within the development approval process.  Notwithstanding, there are a number of 
inconsistencies in how this tool is applied at the local level.  However, there are examples where Site Plan 
Control is applied in a manner that forwards some of the key principles of IWM being: 
 

o Watershed/ecosystem based approach (geographically based planning and management); 
o Interjurisdictional coordination; 
o Science/evidence based approach to policy formulation and  implementation 

- Identified performance criteria 
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o Resources and staffing levels of the local municipality to both monitor and enforce Site Plan 
Agreements. 

 
4.5 Site Plan Control Summary of Key Findings 
 
1) Identify Priority Lands for Site Plan Control Across the Watershed:  Recognizing that Site Plan 

Control is a local matter under the purview of the local Council, there is an opportunity to achieve 
better consistency across the Muskoka River Watershed by identifying priority lands (ie. 
shorelines, natural heritage or hazard lands) or priority classes of development that may be 
subject to Site Plan Control across the watershed.  This would require coordination across the 
lower tier municipalities to establish such parameters.  Application of any such approach within 
he shoreline areas is contingent upon the parameters to permit Site Plan Control in the shoreline 
areas as established by O.Reg 254/23.      

 
2) Establish a Base Template for a Site Plan Control By-law and Site Plan Guidelines to Guide 

Development Watershed-Wide:  There is an opportunity for all lower tier municipalities to 
establish a collective base template for a Site Plan Control By-law and/or Site Plan Guidelines that 
could be integrated within local planning processes.  This would require both coordination of the 
lower tier municipalities to establish such templates and may require amendments to the existing, 
in-force Site Plan Control By-laws.   Any amendments to municipal Site Plan Control By-laws would 
be an initiative that may be undertaken in the short term, recognizing that Council approval of 
any such amendment would be required at the local level within each municipality. 
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Table 14:  Site Plan Control Applied to Shoreline Residential Areas 
 

 
Table 14:  Site Plan Control Applied to Shoreline Residential Areas 
  

Site Plan Control Area 
 

Application To Shoreline Areas 
 
Lower Tier Municipality 

 
Application 

 
Exclusions 

 
Not Applied to 
Shoreline Areas 

 
Select Application Depending 
On Location, Site Conditions 

and/or Development 
Application 

 
Applied to Shoreline 

Areas 

 
Algonquin Highlands 

 
Applies only to individual parcels which are 
declared a Site Plan Control Area as 
required. 

 
x 

  

Dysart et al All lands (1) Yes (2) x     
Bracebridge All lands (1) Yes (3)   x 
Gravenhurst All lands (1) Yes (4)   x 
Huntsville  n/a  Huntsville Community Planning Permit By-law applies   
Lake of Bays n/a  Lake of Bays Development Permit By-law applies  (Community Planning Permit By-law under appeal) 
Muskoka Lakes All lands (1) Yes (5)  x  
Georgian Bay All lands (1) Yes (8)   x 
Seguin All lands (1) Yes (6)  x  
Archipelago Select lands only (9) Yes (9)  x  
McMurrich Monteith Do not have a Site Plan Control By-law. 
Kearney Do not have a Site Plan Control By-law. 
Perry Select lands only (7) None listed  x  

(1) All lands within the municipality. 
(2) Development of 2 residential units or less exempt from Site Plan Control including in shoreline areas.  Notwithstanding, staff often 

recommend site plan as a condition of development. 
(3) Notwithstanding, development within any Shoreline Residential Zone within 60 metres of a waterbody is NOT exempt from Site Plan 

Control. 
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(4) Notwithstanding, any residential development within 60 metres of the Optimal Summer Water Level is NOT exempt from Site Plan 
Control. 

(5) Detailed list of exclusions making the application of site plan inconsistent across the Township. 
(6) Development of 2 residential units or less exempt from Site Plan Control.  Notwithstanding, such residential uses may not be exempt from site 

plan control if site plan is imposed as a condition of development or if such residential development requires major relief as determined by the 
Director of Planning and/or Director of By-law Enforcement. 

(7) The Site Plan Control Area applies only to specific zones and identified classifications of development within those zones.    
(8) Low density residential uses and accessory buildings, minor extensions to any legally existing residential or accessory building except 

where Site Plan Control is required pursuant to specific policies in the Official Plan or where required. 
(9) The Site Plan Control Area applies only to: 

i) land in a Commercial zoning category; 
ii) the Private Club (PC) Zone; and,  
iii) all lands in the Residential 1,2,3,4,5,6 and 7 zone categories except for any building, structure or use with a GFA less than 557.4 

square metres. 
 

 
 
 
 



https://www.brampton.ca/EN/residents/GrowGreen/Pages/Building_New_Green_Communities.aspx


https://www.brampton.ca/EN/Business/planning-development/guidelines-manuals/Documents/SCDG.pdf
https://www.brampton.ca/EN/Business/planning-development/guidelines-manuals/Documents/SCDG.pdf
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o Built environment; 
o Mobility;  
o Natural environment and open space; and,  
o Infrastructure and buildings.   

 
The criteria for each of the sustainability metrics are outlined in a guidebook which identifies more 
detailed requirements, documentation to be included in the development application, assigned point 
values for each criteria and additional references that may assist the development proponent.  The 
Sustainable New Communities Guidebook (2022) for the City of Brampton can be found at the following 
link:    
 
https://www.brampton.ca/EN/residents/GrowGreen/Pages/Applications-After.aspx 
 
An individual development application may not address all identified sustainability metrics.  Rather, 
development proponents are able to select a  combination of metrics to achieve the minimum required 
score. This  enables the proponent to choose metrics that are most applicable to an individual  property, 
project, and level of sustainability aspiration. 
 
Effective  January 1, 2023, the Sustainable New Communities Program has been updated to require 
that all applicable applications must also achieve a minimum 'Good' level for the Building Energy 
Efficiency, Greenhouse Gas Reduction, and Resilience metrics. This requirement is in addition to the 
minimum 'Bronze' score required through the program.   
 
5.1.3.2 Web-Based Sustainability Assessment Tool    
 
The web-based sustainability assessment tool is a digital tool used to calculate the  sustainability score of 
a development application.  The development application must include the sustainability score and 
summary report created using the online Sustainability Assessment Tool along with any required 
supporting documentation to confirm or verify the sustainability score achieved.  Documentation 
requirements are identified in the Sustainable New Communities Guidebook noted above.  Submission of 
the sustainability score and summary report is a mandatory requirement for any of the types of planning 
applications identified as being subject to the Sustainable New Communities Program.  The City of 
Brampton Sustainability Assessment Tool can be found at the following link: 
 
https://www.brampton.ca/EN/residents/GrowGreen/Pages/Applications-After.aspx 
 
5.1.3.3 Sustainability Score Thresholds 
 
The sustainability score thresholds establish performance levels that may be achieved in accordance with 
the sustainability scores of a development application.  The point system assigned to the metrics is 
organized into three tiers of performance level being bronze, silver and gold.  The prescribed development 
applications must, at a minimum, achieve at least a bronze level of points for consideration.  Sustainability 
score thresholds are assigned based on the type of planning application as follows: 
 
 
 

https://www.brampton.ca/EN/residents/GrowGreen/Pages/Applications-After.aspx
https://www.brampton.ca/EN/residents/GrowGreen/Pages/Applications-After.aspx


https://www.brampton.ca/EN/City-Hall/Official-Plan/Documents/Second-Draft-Brampton-Plan-December-2022.pdf
https://www.brampton.ca/EN/City-Hall/Official-Plan/Documents/Second-Draft-Brampton-Plan-December-2022.pdf


https://www.vaughan.ca/residential/building-and-construction/vaughans-planning-process/sustainability-metrics
https://www.vaughan.ca/residential/building-and-construction/vaughans-planning-process/sustainability-metrics
https://www.richmondhill.ca/en/find-or-learn-about/sustainability-metrics.aspx
https://www.richmondhill.ca/en/find-or-learn-about/sustainability-metrics.aspx
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6.2 Site Alteration By-laws 
 
A Site Alteration By-law is another tool which may be leveraged within the suite of land use tools that may 
be used to implement IWM.  In this regard, the Municipal Act provides that a local municipality may: 
 

o Prohibit or regulate the placing or dumping of fill; 
 

o Prohibit or regulate the removal of topsoil; 
 

o Prohibit or regulate the alteration of the grade of the land; 
 

o Require that a permit be obtained for the placing or dumping of fill, the removal of topsoil or the 
alteration of the grade of the land; and 

 
o Impose conditions to a permit, including requiring the preparation of plans acceptable to the 

municipality relating to grading, filling or dumping, the removal of topsoil and the rehabilitation 
of the site. 

 
There are some exceptions to the above list such as activities incidental to an agricultural use or activities 
authorized under the Aggregate Resources Act.   
 
Table 18 details those lands within each of the lower tier municipalities where Site Alteration By-laws have 
been applied.  Similar to Tree Cutting/ Tree Preservation By-laws, there is some consistency across the 
watershed in that most municipalities apply such by-laws in environmentally sensitive areas such as in 
shoreline areas and Environmental Protection Zones as well as to hazard lands such as in Flood Plain 
Zones.  Similarly, where municipalities rely on the high water mark as a threshold for application of a Tree 
Cutting/ Tree Preservation By-law, the same threshold is applied to the lands subject to a Site Alteration 
By-law.       
 
In conjunction with the Site Alteration By-law, the Township of Seguin and the Township of Georgian Bay 
also implement by-laws to regulate the blasting of rock.  In the case of Seguin, the Blasting By-law applies 
to the same area as the Site Alteration By-law being shoreline areas and lands within the Environmental 
Protection Zone.  In Georgian Bay, blasting is prohibited on lands within a prescribed distance of a C.G.D. 
elevation which varies by community.  In Georgian Bay, blasting may only occur in accordance with a 
permit issued by the municipality.  
 















https://wadein.haliburtoncounty.ca/shoreline-preservation-by-law




https://www.dysartetal.ca/en/municipal-government/municipal-by-law-enforcement.aspx#Site-Alteration-By-Law
https://www.dysartetal.ca/en/municipal-government/municipal-by-law-enforcement.aspx#Site-Alteration-By-Law
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o In regards to trees and vegetation, the by-law expands on what has more traditionally been 
a focus on trees greater than 5 centimeters diameter at breast height (DBH).  This accounts 
for understory growth, saplings,  the retention of stumps and root systems on steep slopes 
as well as requirements for native vegetation;  

 
o The By-law distinguishes between requirements for shoreline residential and shoreline 

commercial lands; and, 
 
o The issuance of any shoreline permit takes into consideration any potential impacts on the 

lands subject to the shoreline permit, adjacent lands and any adjacent waterbody.   
 
5) Until recently, site alteration was not regulated in the Municipality of Dysart et al  Dysart By-law 

2023-75, being the first Site Alteration By-law of the municipality, was passed on August 22, 2023.  
The approach taken in Dysart is interesting given the detailed criteria incorporated within the Site 
Alteration By-law and the focus on restoration of existing conditions.   Unlike the County of 
Haliburton Shoreline Preservation By-law, the Dysart approach to site alteration is not based on a 
permit system but rather on enforcement where deficient conditions or activities are identified.  
The Dysart By-law establishes fines for failure to comply with the by-law requirements; however, 
such fines are relatively minimal and may not be a sufficient deterrent to support compliance and 
enforcement efforts. 
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7.0 CROSS CONNECTOR OPPORTUNITIES 
 
There are a number of tools and other cross connector initiatives that share commonalities with IWM and 
that may work in conjunction with IWM to achieve similar objectives.  Examples of planning and natural 
systems management initiatives that provide opportunities for overlap include those focusing on 
sustainability, climate change, source water protection plans, resilience, natural capital and ecosystem 
services, asset management and low impact development.   Integrated Watershed Plans provide a cross-
connector opportunity to provide linkages between these programs and policy initiatives within the 
watershed framework.  Further, there are partnerships, funding and data sharing opportunities that could 
be leveraged to these joint ends.  Three examples of cross connector opportunities that may readily be 
leveraged within the Muskoka River Watershed are summarized below. 
 
7.1 Natural Capital Asset Management 
 
Natural capital assets are natural resources or elements of the ecosystem, 
both biotic and abiotic, that municipal governments can rely upon or 
manage for the sustainable provision of services.  This includes services 
such as stormwater management, water filtration, protection from 
flooding and erosion, heat mitigation and carbon sequestration as well as 
social  and community services such as recreation, health and culture.  
Within this framework, the healthy functioning of the ecosystem is vital to 
the continued efficiency and viability of these services.  As a result, there 
are intrinsic linkages between Integrated Watershed Management and the 
incorporation of natural capital assets within traditional asset 
management and planning at the local level. 
 
Emerging evidence from a growing number of case studies shows that the 
integration of natural capital assets within more traditional asset 
management programs provides for the  cost-effective and reliable 
delivery of services.  Such an approach is also increasingly a key element in reducing and mitigating risk 
within the community.  As a result, local governments are now recognizing that it is as important to 
understand, measure, manage and account for natural assets as it is for engineered ones.  Before such 
assets can be managed and planned for, it is important to first undertake an inventory of the natural 
assets that exist, the condition of those natural systems or assets and where steps may be necessary to 
protect the continued ecological function of those systems.  IWM provides a framework to also consider 
cumulative impacts that may affect the functioning of connected ecosystem elements over geography 
and time. 
 
The District of Muskoka is among the growing number of municipalities that are now turning attention to 
how best to leverage the benefits of natural capital asset management within asset management 
frameworks.  In December 2022, the District completed a Natural Capital Inventory of the Muskoka River 
Watershed.  This inventory is the first step in better understanding the potential capacity for integrating 
natural capital assets within existing asset management systems.  The Natural Capital Inventory is one of 
several projects undertaken as part of the larger Integrated Watershed Management Initiative.  The 
Natural Capital Inventory Report can be found at the following link: 
 

 
Examples of Natural 

Capital Assets 
 
o Lakes 
o Rivers 
o Wetlands 
o Coastal Wetlands 
o Forests 
o Fields 
o Dunes 
o Soil 
 





https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Corporate-Climate-Change-Mitigation-Plan
https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Corporate-Climate-Change-Mitigation-Plan
https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Corporate-Climate-Change-Adaptation-Plan
https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Corporate-Climate-Change-Adaptation-Plan
https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Community-Climate-Action-Plan
https://www.haliburtoncounty.ca/en/planning-and-maps/climate-change.aspx#Community-Climate-Action-Plan


https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/muskoka-s-climate-action.aspx#New-Leaf-Climate-Action-Plan
https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/muskoka-s-climate-action.aspx#New-Leaf-Climate-Action-Plan
https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/EnviroHub.aspx
https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/muskoka-s-climate-action.aspx#Area-Municipality-Regional-Climate-Adaptation-Plans
https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/muskoka-s-climate-action.aspx#Area-Municipality-Regional-Climate-Adaptation-Plans
https://www.muskoka.on.ca/en/environment/EnviroHub.aspx


https://georgianbaybiosphere.com/climate-action/
https://www.pcp-ppc.ca/
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properties rely on a Class 4 System being a septic tank and leaching bed arrangement.   Deficiencies in 
such systems have the potential to result in transitory impacts to water quality within the watershed.  
Accordingly, various of the lower tier municipalities in the watershed have implemented a septic system 
reinspection program.  Such a program is one example of a tool that may be used to directly manage and 
mitigate impacts to water quality specifically, and which result in watershed benefits more broadly.  
 
Less than half of the lower tier municipalities within the Muskoka River Watershed have implemented a 
septic reinspection program.  Where such programs do exist, the reinspection program is based on: 
 

o A pre-determined time cycle (in most cases a 5 year cycle); 
 
o An assessment of risk (low, medium, high) where the reinspection program is implemented in 

areas deemed to have a medium or high level of risk; 
 

o Decisions made on a year to year basis in terms of the nature of development or geographical 
focus of the reinspection program (such decisions usually based on a number of variables); and, 

 
o Incorporation within municipal processes such as when issuing compliance letters for property 

transactions and/or responding to real estate inquiries. 
 
Table 19 provides a high level overview of the various approaches utilized by the lower tier municipalities 
to implement a septic reinspection program.   The Township of Georgian Bay is a good example of how 
policy can guide local decision making with tangible results.  In this case, the higher level Lake System 
Health policies of the District of Muskoka Official Plan, in conjunction with the annual District of Muskoka 
Water Quality Reports,  are used by the municipality to assess risk and identify those priority areas where 
the septic reinspection program should be applied on a year to year basis.  Other municipalities such as 
the Town of Bracebridge and Township of Muskoka Lakes similarly rely on a risk assessment method to 
establish septic reinspection priorities.  This approach could be made more effective with the application 
of prescribed, quantifiable criteria or thresholds which when applied to the District water quality data by 
the lower tiers would trigger the need to implement the septic reinspection program within a given area. 
 
  



https://www.bracebridge.ca/en/town-services/Applications-Licences-and-Permits.aspx
https://www.bracebridge.ca/en/town-services/Applications-Licences-and-Permits.aspx
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Table 19:  Septic Reinspection Programs 
 
Municipality 

 
Septic Reinspection 

Program 
 

 
Notes 

 Cyclical Limited  
 
Muskoka Lakes 

 
X 

 
 

 
Similar to the Town of Bracebridge, the Township 
is moving away from arbitrary timeframes to a risk 
based approach.  Program completed by staff. 

 
Georgian Bay 

 
X 

 
 

 
Five year cycle (Port Severn).  The Township bases 
decisions on septic reinspection in part, on the 
annual District of Muskoka Water Quality Report to 
identify hot spots or areas of decreased water 
quality.  The focus for the reinspection program 
varies from year to year depending on a number of 
inputs.   Program completed by staff. 

 
Seguin 

 
The North Bay - Mattawa Conservation Authority (NBMCA) has been 
designated to issue sewage system permits across the Nipissing District and 
defined areas within the Parry Sound District including in the Township of 
Seguin.  The Township did formerly have a reinspection program that was 
undertaken in conjunction with the NBMCA however this program was 
discontinued in 2019.    

 
Archipelago 

 
The Township actively tracks septic systems through an ongoing Steel Tank 
Program, the development review process and an assessment of risk based 
on existing records.   The compliance of any existing septic systems are 
reviewed in instances where an application is submitted for development or 
redevelopment that will increase the daily design flows of the existing system. 

 
McMurrich Monteith 

 
The NBMCA has been designated to issue sewage system permits across the 
Nipissing District and defined areas within the Parry Sound District including 
in the Township of McMurrich Monteith.    The NBMCA does not have a 
septic reinspection program in the Township. 

 
Kearney 

 
The NBMCA has been designated to issue sewage system permits across the 
Nipissing District and defined areas within the Parry Sound District including 
in the Town of Kearney.    The NBMCA does not have a septic reinspection 
program in the Town. 

 
Perry 

 
The NBMCA has been designated to issue sewage system permits across the 
Nipissing District and defined areas within the Parry Sound District including 
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Table 19:  Septic Reinspection Programs 
 
Municipality 

 
Septic Reinspection 

Program 
 

 
Notes 

 Cyclical Limited  
in the Township of Perry.    The NBMCA does not have a septic reinspection 
program in the Township. 

 
7.4 Cross Connector Summary of Key Findings 
 
1) There are a number of tools and other cross connector initiatives that share commonalities with 

IWM and that may work in conjunction with IWM to achieve similar objectives.   
 
2) Natural capital assets are natural resources or elements of the ecosystem, both biotic and abiotic, 

that municipal governments can rely upon or manage for the sustainable provision of services.  
Within this framework, the healthy functioning of the ecosystem is vital to the continued 
efficiency and viability of these services.  As a result, there are intrinsic linkages between 
Integrated Watershed Management and the incorporation of natural capital assets within 
traditional asset management and planning at the local level.  Natural capital asset management 
as well as the reciprocal linkages between Integrated Watershed Management present a 
promising cross-connector opportunity and merit additional study that is beyond the scope of this 
report. 

 
3) There are strong linkages between climate response initiatives and Integrated Watershed 

Management.   The ecological considerations and methodologies to address such matters have 
shared commonalities and  provide numerous opportunities for cross connector activities and 
reciprocal outcomes.  The distinction between the two approaches is in the focal framework which 
is distinguished by the geographic delineation of the Muskoka River Watershed versus a reduction 
in greenhouse gas emissions and responding to climate change impacts more broadly.    

 
4) A significant portion of waterfront development in the Muskoka River Watershed is serviced by 

private, on site sewage treatment systems.  Deficiencies in such systems have the potential to 
result in transitory impacts to water quality within the watershed.  However only half of the lower 
tier municipalities in the watershed have implemented a septic system reinspection program.  
Such a program is one example of a tool that may be used to directly manage and mitigate impacts 
to water quality specifically, and which net watershed benefits more broadly.  Establishment of a 
septic reinspection program is a mechanism that may be deployed in the short term pending 
available staff and monetary resources. 
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8.0 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 
 
Zoning Frameworks 
 
1) Establishing Shoreline Zone Boundaries:  The establishment of consistent, definitive zone 

boundaries is one of the foundational building blocks in the administration and interpretation of 
zoning.  Although zone boundaries are depicted graphically on zone schedules, it is sometimes 
necessary to apply performance criteria to confirm these boundaries on a site specific basis or 
where the mapping is uncertain.  This is particularly true of zone boundaries in proximity of a 
shoreline.   

 
In keeping with the best practices in zoning and the science/evidence based approach to IWM, 
such shoreline zone boundaries should be established using identified performance criteria that 
can quantifiably be measured or established.   In this case, identification of the shoreline zone 
boundary as being consistent with the high water mark of the waterbody can be applied 
consistently and quantifiably determined.  Clarity of language and inclusion in the zoning 
provisions of the Zoning By-law further assist with the administration and interpretation of the 
By-law over time.   

 
2) Watershed Overlay Zone:  The implementation of a Watershed Overlay Zone poses a promising 

opportunity to apply catchment-based zoning within the Muskoka River Watershed.   Such an 
approach could be scaled to apply to the entirety of the watershed or applied to smaller 
catchment boundaries such as a subwatershed or catchment basin level.    This approach would 
provide one means of achieving more consistency across the watershed recognizing that such an 
approach would require the partner municipalities to coordinate in the goal to apply a watershed 
overlay zone in each of the respective lower tier Zoning By-laws to achieve a common target or 
standard.  Any such approach would require the common and sustained coordination of a 
watershed-wide technical working group representing all of the Muskoka River Watershed 
municipalities along with a common set of agreed-upon goals, targets and priorities.   There may 
be a role for the District to facilitate the formation of such a municipally-based, watershed-wide 
working group.    

 
3) Holding By-laws:   Holding By-laws work in conjunction with a lower tier Comprehensive Zoning 

By-law to allow for the future use of land or buildings but delay development until certain 
identified  conditions have been met.   In order to use a Holding By-law, the local Official Plan 
must include policies to authorize the use of a Holding By-law and identify the purposes for which 
a Holding Zone may be applied.  Beyond this requirement, a Holding By-law may be used as a 
flexible zoning tool to ensure that any relevant issues are addressed prior to development 
proceeding.  Most notably, a Holding By-law is one means to regulate low density residential 
development that is in proximity of a shoreline but that is beyond the 120 metre Provincial 
threshold for Site Plan approval. 

 
4) Community Planning Permit By-law:  The Community Planning Permit System (CPPS) is a planning 

tool that presents the best alternative to the traditional zoning and site plan processes.  It is a 
streamlined planning process regulated under the Planning Act, that combines zoning, minor 
variance and site plan applications into one application and approval process. 
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16) The Zoning By-laws within the Muskoka River Watershed are fairly consistent in requiring that 
development be setback from the front lot line a minimum of 20 to 30 metres.  This is true of 
development in both waterfront residential and waterfront commercial zones.  This distance is 
also consistent with the required zoning setback for septic systems and leaching beds as contained 
in local By-laws. 

 
17) In the Muskoka River Watershed, the lot coverage maximums permitted by the lower tier Zoning 

By-laws vary significantly in terms of the amount of development permitted and the metrics used 
to determine lot coverage.    The maximum permitted lot coverage in waterfront residential zones 
ranges from 5% in Huntsville and Georgian Bay to 30% in Kearney.   Most of the municipal Zoning 
By-laws permit a maximum lot coverage of between 10% to 15% for waterfront residential lots.  
Correspondingly, most Zoning By-laws permit an increased lot coverage for waterfront 
commercial zones.  Most Zoning By-laws in the watershed permit a maximum lot coverage of 20% 
to 35% for waterfront commercial uses. 

 
18) Most municipal Zoning By-laws also include a more targeted maximum shoreline area coverage 

limit that applies specifically to the shoreline area of a waterfront lot.  The municipal zoning 
regulations in this regard are varied with the median maximum shoreline area coverage for 
waterfront residential zones  being in the range of 10% to 15%.   In regards to waterfront 
commercial zones, approximately half of the watershed municipalities do not specifically regulate 
coverage within the shoreline area.  Of those that do, the maximum shoreline area coverage 
requirement is generally consistent with that required for the waterfront residential zones. 

 
19) Many of the Zoning By-laws within the upper reaches of the Muskoka River Watershed require a 

minimum shoreline buffer depth of 30 metres (Dysart et al, Kearney and Perry) for both 
Waterfront Residential Zones and Waterfront Commercial Zones.  The Zoning By-laws applying to 
the remaining portions of the watershed require a minimum shoreline buffer depth of between 
15 to 20 metres for Waterfront Residential Zones and a slightly larger shoreline buffer width of 20 
to 30 metres for Waterfront Commercial Zones.     

 
20) The majority of Zoning By-laws in the watershed require that in the Waterfront Residential Zones, 

75% of the shoreline frontage be maintained in natural vegetative state.  While not all Zoning By-
laws require that a minimum percentage of the frontage be retained in a natural vegetative state 
in the Waterfront Commercial Zones, of those that do, the majority require that 65% to 75% 
percent of the shoreline frontage remain in a natural state.  There is however, some inconsistency 
in how this shoreline frontage metric is incorporated within the watershed Zoning By-laws.  Some 
By-laws regulate the percentage of the frontage to be maintained in a natural vegetative state 
whereas others, identify a maximum percentage of the shoreline frontage that may be used for 
shoreline buildings and structures. 

 
21) The existing legal non-conforming use and legal non-complying provisions of the local Zoning By-

laws are of increasing significance given the frequency with which development is now taking the 
form of redevelopment where existing structures are expanded or demolished to make way for 
more intensive forms of development.  This is especially true within waterfront residential areas.   

 







 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Muskoka River Watershed Integrated Watershed Management  159 
Land Use Policy Review: Implementation Report 
October 2023 

33) The approach taken in the County of Haliburton Shoreline Preservation By-law is an interesting one 
in that: 

 
o Other than in the municipality of Dysart et al, it is applied County-wide providing some 

consistency in how site alteration and tree preservation are collectively regulated in the 
shoreline areas; 

 
o In regards to trees and vegetation, the by-law expands on what has more traditionally been 

a focus on trees greater than 5 centimeters diameter at breast height (DBH).  This accounts 
for understory growth, saplings,  the retention of stumps and root systems on steep slopes 
as well as requirements for native vegetation;  

 
o The By-law distinguishes between requirements for shoreline residential and shoreline 

commercial lands; and, 
 
o The issuance of any shoreline permit takes into consideration any potential impacts on the 

lands subject to the shoreline permit, adjacent lands and any adjacent waterbody.   
 
34) Until recently, site alteration was not regulated in the Municipality of Dysart et al  Dysart By-law 

2023-75, being the first Site Alteration By-law of the municipality, was passed on August 22, 2023.  
The approach taken in Dysart is interesting given the detailed criteria incorporated within the Site 
Alteration By-law and the focus on restoration of existing conditions.   Unlike the County of 
Haliburton Shoreline Preservation By-law, the Dysart approach to site alteration is not based on a 
permit system but rather on enforcement where deficient conditions or activities are identified.  
The Dysart By-law establishes fines for failure to comply with the by-law requirements however, 
such fines are relatively minimal and may not be a sufficient deterrent to support compliance and 
enforcement efforts. 

 
Cross Connector Opportunities 
 
35) There are a number of tools and other cross connector initiatives that share commonalities with 

IWM and that may work in conjunction with IWM to achieve similar objectives.   
 
36) Natural capital assets are natural resources or elements of the ecosystem, both biotic and abiotic, 

that municipal governments can rely upon or manage for the sustainable provision of services.  
Within this framework, the healthy functioning of the ecosystem is vital to the continued 
efficiency and viability of these services.  As a result, there are intrinsic linkages between 
Integrated Watershed Management and the incorporation of natural capital assets within 
traditional asset management and planning at the local level.  Natural capital asset management 
as well as the reciprocal linkages between Integrated Watershed Management present a 
promising cross-connector opportunity and merit additional study that is beyond the scope of this 
report. 

 
37) There are strong linkages between climate response initiatives and Integrated Watershed 

Management.   The ecological considerations and methodologies to address such matters have 
shared commonalities and  provide numerous opportunities for cross connector activities and 
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reciprocal outcomes.  The distinction between the two approaches is in the focal framework which 
is distinguished by the geographic delineation of the Muskoka River Watershed versus a reduction 
in greenhouse gas emissions and responding to climate change impacts more broadly.    

 
38) A significant portion of waterfront development in the Muskoka River Watershed is serviced by 

private, on site sewage treatment systems.  Deficiencies in such systems have the potential to 
result in transitory impacts to water quality within the watershed.  However only half of the lower 
tier municipalities in the watershed have implemented a septic system reinspection program.  
Such a program is one example of a tool that may be used to directly manage and mitigate impacts 
to water quality specifically, and which net watershed benefits more broadly.  Establishment of a 
septic reinspection program is a mechanism that may be deployed in the short term pending 
available staff and monetary resources. 
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This report is a further addendum to the Integrated Watershed Management Existing Conditions Land Use 
Policy Review Report (2022) undertaken for the District of Muskoka.  The Integrated Watershed 
Management Existing Conditions Land Use Policy Review Report (herein referred to as the Existing 
Conditions Policy Report) provides a land use policy review of the Official Plan for each of the upper and 
lower tier municipalities across the Muskoka River Watershed.   
 
The purpose of this addendum report is to gain a better understanding of how existing policy frameworks 
translate into zoning and other implementation mechanisms that are currently applied within the 
Muskoka River Watershed.     The report provides a focus on mechanisms enabled by Provincial legislation 
(most notably the Planning Act, but also including the Municipal Act) as well as existing cross-connector 
and complementary initiatives that may already be in place.  In this respect the key findings of this study 
are summarized in Chapter 8.   
 
The recommendations of this report continue to reinforce and build on the recommendations of the 
Existing Conditions Report (2022).  In this regard, the recommendations of this report have been grouped 
into five integrated themes: 
 

1) Short and long term opportunities to implement IWM at the local level; 
 
2) The need to establish a watershed-wide technical working group representing all of the Muskoka 

River Watershed municipalities; 
 

3) Potential challenges to implementation; 
 

4) The need to reinforce and develop partnerships;  and, 
 

5) Recommended areas for future study. 
 
 

9.1 Coordinating Efforts - A Watershed-Wide Organizational Model 
 
The findings of this report again reinforce the recommendations of the Existing Conditions Report (2022) 
in that there is a need for a coordinating, watershed-wide organizational body to provide leadership on 
watershed-wide interests and initiatives.   One of the primary goals of this watershed-wide organization 
would be to move beyond interagency consultation, cooperation and coordination to interagency 
partnership to address cross-boundary and cumulative impacts at a municipal policy and technical level 
as well as opportunities for cross-connector opportunities.   This is particularly true of the implementation 
mechanisms where IWM is realized at the local level.  At the local level, a Technical Committee would take 
a forward role in providing such coordination. 
 
9.2 Watershed-Wide Technical Working Group 
 
Establishing a watershed-wide technical working group that would include senior staff from all member 
watershed municipalities as well as staff from various of the Provincial ministries is both a shorter term 
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There are already some good examples of such By-laws in some of the lower tier municipalities in 
the watershed.  These may serve as templates to establish common practices and By-law 
requirements.   
 

o Less than half of the lower tier municipalities within the Muskoka River Watershed have 
implemented a septic reinspection program.  If implemented in municipalities across the 
watershed, such a program may be used to directly manage and mitigate impacts to water quality 
specifically and further, has the potential to cumulatively net watershed benefits more broadly.   
The key is consistency across the watershed.  As with the Municipal Act mechanisms noted above, 
there are already some good examples of septic reinspection program requirements in some of 
the lower tier municipalities in the watershed.  These may also serve as templates to establish 
common practices and associated performance standards across the watershed. 
 

o There is a great deal of data that is monitored and collected across the watershed by various levels 
of government as well as by individual lake associations and larger non-profit organizations such 
as the Integrated Community Energy & Climate Action Plans (ICECAP) in the Georgian Bay area.  
There are opportunities to better coordinate and leverage the data that is already being collected 
and to identify gaps where more data is needed.  For example, the District of Muskoka already 
monitors water quality and produces an annual Water Quality Report.  At least one municipality 
in the watershed uses this data to discern levels of risk in allocating where to focus the septic 
reinspection program each year.  This approach could be made more effective with the 
application of prescribed, quantifiable criteria or thresholds which when applied to the District 
water quality data by the lower tiers would trigger the need to implement the septic reinspection 
program within a given area.  To facilitate this approach and to promote consistency within the 
District, the reporting of the data in the Water Quality Report could be presented in a way to 
assist with establishing prescribed, quantifiable criteria or thresholds. 
 

o Existing Conditions Report (2022) recommended that a centralized database of watershed 
information would facilitate the implementation of a more comprehensive approach to IWM at 
the local level.  This report reinforces that finding.  The District of Muskoka already has existing 
data sharing initiatives, including GeoHub, Waterweb and the District of Muskoka EnviroHub 
website.  Additional technical information from across the watershed including data collected 
from environmental monitoring programs, reports, mapping, land use, development applications, 
and/or lot creation data should be compiled, centralized, and  built in partnership with and be 
accessible to all watershed municipalities.  Much of this information already exists on open data 
websites and would need to be coordinated to a single watershed database.   This would require 
numerous data sharing agreements and a lead agency identified to coordinate and administer 
such information.  

 
9.4 Challenges to Implementation 
 
Administration of an Integrated Watershed Management approach within the Muskoka River Watershed 
is challenged in that the watershed occupies lands governed by a number of jurisdictions including 
indigenous communities as well as 2 upper tier municipalities and 13 lower tier municipalities all of which 
have Official Plan policy frameworks, Zoning By-laws and nuanced site plan and development 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF  the parties have duly executed this Agreement as at the year and date first 
above mentioned. 
 
 
___________________________ 
Owner(s) 
 
 
___________________________ 
The Corporation of the  
Township of Lake of Bays 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




































































































