March 22, 2019
Township of North Frontenac
6648 Road 506
Plevna, ON K0H 2M0
Mayor Higgins and Members of Council:
RE:

Zoning By-law update

In follow up to the public meeting held at the Township office on November 23 rd, I am writing
to provide an update on the Zoning By-law review.
A number of topics were discussed at the public meeting, and have been subsequently been
discussed in extensive detail with Township and County staff. The topics are being addressed in
the latest version of the By-law, including the following:
Principal Storage Units
There was strong direction at the public meeting to permit an accessory building/garage on a
lot when a dwelling has not been constructed first. Staff expressed concern about property
owners constructing accessory buildings and then converting them to living space at a later
date, potentially creating health and safety concerns, building code violations and enforcement
issues. Council instructed staff to include principal storage units as a permitted use in the Rural
and Limited Services Rural zones. Staff have some concerns about enforcement matters and
sought a legal opinion on this matter. Township solicitor Tony Fleming provided the following
comments on this proposed use:
Zoning cannot really speak to illegal conversions. If you are concerned about a storage building
being converted, all zoning can do is make sure it has appropriate set backs so that it is properly
located and is compatible with surrounding uses.
The only way to ensure that a storage building is not converted illegally is to not allow the
building to be built without a principal use – if there is no building it cannot be converted
without your knowledge (it is much easier to see a new building going up without a permit as
opposed to an internal conversion that can’t be seen from the road).
In response to the request and based on direction given by Council at the public meeting, the
following draft definition and policy has been included in the updated By-law to permit
Principal Storage Units on Rural (RU) and Limited Services Residential (LSR) lots:
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Principal Storage Unit means a storage building or structure located on a rural residential lot.
3.34
Principal Storage Units
A Principal Storage Unit, as defined herein, shall be permitted in the Rural (RU) and Limited
Services Residential (LSR) zones subject to the following provisions:
i) Only one principal storage unit shall be permitted on a lot;
ii) A principal storage unit shall not exceed 50 square metres in gross floor area;
iii) A principal storage unit shall not exceed 4.5 metres in height and shall not contain a
second storey or loft.
iv) A principal storage unit shall have a minimum gross floor area of 10 m2.
v) A principal storage unit shall not be permitted on a lot with an area less than 2 hectares;
vi) A principal storage unit shall meet the minimum yard requirements for the principal use
as set out in the applicable zone;
vii) A principal storage unit shall not contain any plumbing fixtures nor be connected to any
water or sanitary services;
viii) A principal storage unit shall not be connected to hydro;
ix) A principal storage unit shall not be used for human habitation; and
x) No accessory uses or decks are permitted with a principal storage unit.
Direction from Council at the November 23rd meeting indicated that Council did not want to
allow services to these buildings, and that they should be permitted in the Rural and LSR zones
only. Staff would recommend that these not be permitted on waterfront lots, given the strong
Official Plan policies for waterbody protection. It is notable that one public comment has been
received requesting that these storage buildings be permitted on waterfront lots. If the
Township wants to allow these, Council could consider allowing them on waterfront lots with a
defined setback of 30 metres or more. Staff are seeking Council’s direction on this matter.
Rural Cooperative Zone
In reviewing the most recent version of the draft By-law, solicitor Tony Fleming provided the
following comments on the Rural Cooperative zone:
My comment on the rural cooperative is that it is not a use of land. As defined it is how they
hold the land in terms of ownership – which is not something that zoning can regulate. For
example, you would not zone a condo separately from a freehold building or rental apartments
differently than a condo building or a freehold building. If Council wants to permit more
intensive uses on certain properties create a zone that allows that, but don’t regulate the
manner in which it is owned, regulate the manner in which it is used.
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Staff acknowledge that the Rural Co-operative zoning permits a more intensive rural land use
and that the Official Plan supports this style of development. Staff are recommending that the
zone remain within the Zoning By-law to permit co-operative developments (e.g. multiple
dwellings and businesses on a single lot). However, it is important for Council to be aware that
Council and staff cannot request that an applicant rezone to this zone as the ownership model
of the land is not something that zoning can regulate. Staff are seeking Council’s direction on
this matter.
ANSI/EP zoning
Please see the County Planner’s report dated February 1, 2019 and presented to Council
February 8, 2019 which is available on the Township’s website.
Forestry
The draft Forestry policies were discussed at the public meeting, including where forestry uses
should be permitted in the Township. This matter was also discussed with representatives of
the forestry industry in the spring of 2018. The current Zoning By-law has some policies
regarding forestry, including the following definition for Forestry Use:
Forestry Use: Means the general raising, management and harvesting of wood and shall include
the raising and cutting of fuel wood, pulpwood, lumber, Christmas trees, other forestry products
and silva culture practices.
Currently, Forestry Uses are listed as permitted uses in the Flood Plain under Section 4.12 of the
current Zoning By-law, and are also permitted in the RW-X3e zone on Norcan Lake, in the
Mineral Extraction (MX) zone, in the Waste Management Facility (WMF) zone, in the
Environmental Protection (EP) zone, in the Mining (MR) zone, and in the Rural (RU) and Limited
Services Rural (LSR) zones. Aside from the site-specific exception on Norcan Lake, Forestry Uses
as defined in the current By-law would not be considered a permitted use on waterfront lots.
As requested by Council, and in order to obtain input on this subject from individuals and
companies working in the forestry industry, the consulting team, along with Township staff,
met with representatives of the forestry industry at the Township office on May 29, 2018. It
was noted in this discussion that the Official Plan recognizes lands extending 150 metres from
the ordinary high water mark of any water body as the “waterfront area”, and the intent of the
policies is to “protect water quality, shoreline amenities and natural habitat areas” within this
area. The current Zoning By-law really only contemplates the first 15 metres back from the
water body for a natural vegetation buffer, and therefore some revisions to the Zoning policies
are warranted. This matter was also discussed at the public meeting.
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The primary concern appears to be the clearcutting of waterfront properties. It was
acknowledged that, aside from removal of dead/diseased trees and modest pruning for viewing
purposes, clear cutting within the first 15 metres of water body should not be permitted. A
definition for “clearcutting” has been included in the draft new By-law as follows:
Clearcutting means the cutting and removal of a substantial amount of trees from a lot or part
of a lot.
Beyond the first 15 metres back from the water on a waterfront lot, it was determined that
selective cutting could occur; however, additional tree removal would require the input of a
licensed professional. These policies are intended to protect the Township’s waterbodies by
retaining trees as much as possible within the first 15 metres of a water body, and allowing
modest tree removal but not clearcutting in the area between 15 metres and 30 metres. The
draft policies include the following:
3.28

Natural Vegetation Buffer and Waterfront Activity Areas

The area from the high water mark extending inland a depth of a minimum of 15 metres, for the
entire width of the lot, shall be maintained with natural vegetation in accordance with Section
3.28.1 below, subject only to the limited exception of a waterfront activity area as described in
Section 3.28.2 below.
3.28.1

Natural Vegetation Buffer

The area from the high water mark extending inland a depth of a minimum of 15 metres, for the
entire width of the lot, shall retain natural vegetation, subject only to the following:
a) One access corridor not greater than 7 metres in width passing through the natural
vegetated buffer shall be permitted to provide an access between the main use of the land
and the waterfront activity area.
b) A pathway within the access corridor not greater than 2 metres in width is permitted
provided it is constructed of permeable material. Permeable material include permeable
interlocking concrete pavers, plastic or concrete grid systems, decking, or material deemed
satisfactory to the Township.
c)

Stairs for access to the shoreline are permitted with a maximum width of 2 metres.

d) Pruning of trees for viewing purposes is permitted.
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e) Removal of dead or diseased trees for safety reasons is permitted.
f)

Stumps should be retained wherever possible.

g) Clearcutting is prohibited in this area; however selective cutting is permitted in the area
commencing at a point 15 metres inland from the high water mark up to 30 metres from
the high water mark.
h) Additional tree removal shall only be permitted where trees are marked for removal by a
Licensed Tree Marker or Registered Professional Forester.
i)

3.28.2

Notwithstanding the pathway and stairs permitted within the access corridor and
permitted waterfront structures, no additional constructed permeable or non-permeable
surfaces are permitted within the natural vegetation buffer.
Waterfront Activity Area

A waterfront activity area shall be permitted on waterfront lots, in order to accommodate
waterfront structures, docks and other shoreline features including access to the water body.
a) A maximum of 25% of the shoreline frontage or up to 15m of shoreline frontage, whichever
is the lesser, may be used for a waterfront activity area for residential use;
b) A maximum of 33% of the shoreline frontage may be used for a waterfront activity for nonresidential uses.
This type of intensive forestry activity is proposed to be permitted in the following zones: Rural
(RU), Limited Services Rural (RU), Rural Co-operative (CO), Industrial (I), General Commercial
(GC), Mineral Aggregate Extraction (MXE), Mining (MR), and Waste Management Facility
(WMF). This is fairly consistent with the policies in the current Zoning By-law that address
forestry uses. The site-specific exception on Norcan Lake would not be changed in the new Bylaw.
In the draft new By-law, staff had proposed a revised definition called Forestry Management, as
follows:
Forestry Management means the management, development and cultivation of timber resources
for commercial purposes to ensure the continuous production of wood or wood products,
provision of proper environmental conditions for wildlife, protection against floods and erosion,
protection of water supplies, and preservation of the recreation resource and shall include
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reforestation areas owned or managed by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the
County, the Township or local Conservation Authority or under a plan approved by a Registered
Professional Forester.
During this By-Law review process, questions were raised about commercial forestry activity
versus the private cutting of trees on an individual lot. Therefore, in order to distinguish
between personal use and commercial use, the definition of Forestry Management has been
removed and replaced with Commercial Forestry Operation. The proposed definition for
Commercial Forestry Operation is as follows:
Commercial Forestry Operation means the management, development and cultivation of
timber resources to ensure the continuous production of wood or wood products, provision of
proper environmental conditions for wildlife, protection against floods and erosion, protection
of water supplies, and preservation of the recreation resource and shall include reforestation
areas owned or managed by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the County, the
Township or local Conservation Authority or under a plan approved by a Registered Professional
Forester.
In summary, it is recommended that the definition of Forestry Management be removed and
replaced with Commercial Forestry Operation, and that Commercial Forestry Operation not be
permitted on lots in the Waterfront Residential or Limited Services Waterfront zones, without
going through a site-specific zoning amendment where the specific circumstances can be
evaluated. Additional direction from Council is required.

Accessory building size
The draft By-law proposed a maximum height of 6 metres for an accessory building. It was
suggested that this maximum height should be increased to allow for a loft inside. Staff noted
that the intention is that an accessory structure would be smaller than and secondary to the
main building. After discussion, Council agreed and instructed that an accessory structure
could have a maximum height of 8 metres and a maximum of two storeys; this revised wording
has been included in the updated By-law.
Secondary dwellings
Participants asked why secondary dwellings could not be permitted on waterfront lots. Staff
noted that the recently-approved Official Plan does not allow secondary dwellings on
waterfront lots and therefore including these in the Zoning By-law would contravene the
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Official Plan. Further, MOE staff have discouraged secondary dwellings on waterfront lots due
to additional impacts on waterbodies. It was noted that, on a large waterfront lot, a specific
exception could be sought to permit a secondary dwelling unit.
Boathouses
There was discussion at the public meeting around the appropriate size and height of
boathouse structures, with some suggestions to consider a sliding scale for the size of the
structures depending on the size of the lot. Staff indicated that this may be difficult to
implement and enforce. County staff offered to develop a schematic to show what shoreline
development, including boathouses, would look like on various sizes of lots. The right to
construct boathouses on sensitive lakes was also discussed. At the meeting, Council instructed
the planners to leave the policy as written for now, but seek input from Provincial staff and the
Conservation Authority.
In follow up to the meeting, County staff developed several schematics which are included in
this package to Council. They depict the potential impact of development on a waterfront lot
when a deck, dock, boathouse and other waterfront structures are established. It is proposed
that these be used for interpretation purposes only and not be included in the By-law. Building
staff were also consulted, and it was determined that permits for boathouses are infrequent,
with only one building permit for a boathouse being issued in the last two building seasons.
Staff contacted the MVCA planner, who confirmed that the proposed definition of Boathouse in
the draft by-law is consistent with their policies. Further, with regards to permitting, the
conservation authorities have more detailed provisions including setbacks from the riparian
zone, boat slip requirements and maximum allowable crib size. They prefer to have wet
boathouses connected to the water and to have other non-shoreline structures setback 30
metres. The draft by-law in North Frontenac would actually permit waterfront structures at a
setback of 15 metres from the high water mark, which is more permissive that the conservation
authority direction.
There is a general consensus from other by-laws that boathouses must be constructed within
the maximum allowance for cleared area along the waterfront. This too is consistent with what
is being proposed in North Frontenac. According to Conservation Authority staff, maximum
height restrictions for boat houses range from 4.5m to 6.0m, with no second-storey being
permitted. Staff would recommend a maximum of 4.5 metres in height with a single storey, in
order to reduce the potential for residential occupancy; this is consistent with the existing bylaw. Staff are seeking Council’s direction on this matter.
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No one surveyed had specific limitations for not permitting boathouses on at-capacity lakes.
North Frontenac may want to consider permitting boathouses on existing lots on all lakes, and
then new lot creation on at-capacity lakes would go through stricter requirements (as they do
for septic) and boathouses could be considered at that time. Additional direction from Council
is required.
There was extensive discussion about the appropriate maximum size for boathouses. The
current Zoning By-law permits a maximum floor area of 38 m2/409 square feet. Staff
recommend, in the draft By-law, a maximum area of 47 m2/506 square feet, which is a modest
but reasonable increase over the existing policy. Staff are seeking Council’s direction on this
matter.
Docks
There was some discussion around the maximum size for docks. The by-law proposes a
maximum square footage of 25 m2/269 square feet which could be in any configuration and is
intended to give property owners lots of flexibility. In addition, a viewing platform up to 15
m2/160 square feet would also be permitted and could be connected to the land side of a dock.
Council direction was to leave this policy as written.
In follow up, staff considered the need to have a maximum shoreline width for a dock, so as to
avoid a long wide deck that consumes a large portion of the shoreline area. Based on this, it is
recommended by staff that a dock have a maximum width at the shoreline of 4 metres; it is
notable that this can still connect to the viewing platform described above. Staff are seeking
Council’s direction on this matter.
Pumphouses
As a result of feedback received from the public, policies around pumphouses have been added
to the draft By-law at Section 3.1.2. The intent is to permit these small structures with no
waterfront setback but a modest side yard setback consistent with other waterfront structures.
Here are the proposed definition and provisions for a pumphouse:
Pumphouse means a small structure which houses the equipment used to pump surface water.
Pumphouses
i)

No waterfront setback is required for a pumphouse.

ii)

Maximum size of a pumphouse is 1 m2.

iii)

Minimum side yard setback for a pumphouse shall be 3 metres.

iv)

Maximum height shall be 3 metres.
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Lighting Policy
The Township’s Outdoor Lighting Policy 2014 (Bylaw #21-14) recommends that lighting be
considered during the Zoning By-law review. Specifically, the policy states, “Also, it is the intent
that his Policy will take effect for all new development within a 4 km. radius of the Dark Sky
Pad, subject to the approval of a Zoning By-law Amendment”. The County planner recommends
that this should not be included in the Zoning By-law and instead if Council wishes to
implement this it should be addressed through a separate Township policy of which planning
staff could be involved.
Other changes
A number of small changes were also discussed at the public meeting and in the various
comments received; the consulting team was instructed to include the following in the updated
by-law:
-

Changing “rifle range” to “gun range”
Removing “short term” from hotel, motel and bed and breakfast definitions
Including the blades in the height of a windmill/wind turbine
Changing the definition of “school” and “private school” to reference the Education Act
Clearly state that recreational vehicles on individual lots should not be connected to
services
Forestry Management has been replaced with Commercial Forestry Operation in the
definitions
There were some mapping changes highlighted at the public meeting which have been
addressed by Township and County staff
Forestry was removed from the Waterfront Residential zone, as requested by Council

In summary, staff and the consultant team require further direction from Council on the
following matters and provides the following recommendations:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Council supports the draft wording for a Principal Storage Unit.
Council agrees Principal Storage Units should not be permitted on waterfront lots.
Council agrees the Rural Cooperative policies be retained in the By-law.
Council agrees the definition of Forestry Managements should be removed and replaced
with the draft Commercial Forestry Operation definition and that Commercial Forestry
Operation be permitted in the following zones: Rural, Limited Service Rural, Rural Co-
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5.
6.
7.
8.

operative, Industrial, General Commercial, Mineral Aggregate Extraction, Mining and
Waste Management Facilities.
Council agrees boathouses should be permitted on at-capacity lakes.
Council is supportive of a maximum of 4.5 m height and a maximum of 47 m2 of gross
floor area for a boathouse.
Council agrees the maximum width for a dock at the shoreline shall be 4 metres.
Council is supportive of adding provisions to permit and regulate pumphouses.

Should you have any questions or require any additional information, please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
Sincerely,

Tracy Zander, M.Pl, MCIP, RPP
Enclosures:
1. Schematics
2. Public Comments received
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Lot Sketch for Waterfront Development - Residential
Current Lot Area & Frontage: 1 acre lot with 45m of water frontage
Example 1

Waterfrontage: 45m

Waterside Access

Dock

Boat
House

10m (Max.)
8m (Max.)

Viewing Platform 12’x12’ (max.)
Min. 1m from high water mark

15m

Boathouse
Max. Footprint: 38m2
Shown: 35m2 (5m x 7m)

Water frontage, 45m (Min.)

30m

Gazebo Setback, 15m

Gazebo
(15 m2 max.)

Dock
Max. Footprint: 25m2
Max. Width: 2.5m
Max. Length: 10m
Shown: 24m2 (2m x 12m)

Min. Lot Size:
1 acre (4000m2)

Viewing Platform
Max. Footprint: 144ft2
Shown: 144ft2 (12ft x 12ft)
1m from high water mark (Min.)
Gazebo
Max. Footprint: 15m2
Shown: 9m2 (3m x 3m)
Setback: 15m (Min.) from high
water mark

7m

Roadside Front Setback, 7m

88.90m

Lot Boundary
7m

Roadside Frontage, 45m (Min.)

Opened / unopened
road allowance

Dwelling Unit
Footprint, 15% of
Lot Size (Max.)

Exterior Side Yard Setback, 7m (Min.)

Lot Boundary
Neighboring Lot

Interior Side Yard Setback, 3m (Min.)

Waterfront Setback 30m

3m

Roadside Access

Note: On any lot maximum allowable cleared waterfront activity area along the shoreline
is 25% of the frontage or 11.25m – whichever is less. In the example sketch above, 25%
of 45m is 11.25m, maximum allowable. The option in the example above uses 9m
(5m+4m) only – 5m for Boathouse and 4m for Viewing Platform and Dock combined.

Lot Sketch for Waterfront Development - Residential
Current Lot Area & Frontage: 1 acre lot with 45m of water frontage
Example 2

Waterfrontage: 45m

Boat
House

Waterside Access

Dock

10m (Max.)
8m (Max.)

Viewing Platform 12’x12’ (max.)
Min. 1m from high water mark

15m

Boathouse
Max. Footprint: 38m2
Shown: 36m2 (6m x 6m)
Can project 8m into water

Water frontage, 45m (Min.)

30m

Gazebo Setback, 15m
Gazebo
(15 m2 max.)

Dock
Max. Footprint: 25m2
Max. Width: 2.5m
Max. Length: 10m
Shown: 24m2 (2m x 12m)
Can project 10m into water

Min. Lot Size:
1 acre (4000m2)

Viewing Platform
Max. Footprint: 144ft2
Shown: 144ft2 (12ft x 12ft)
1m from high water mark (Min.)
Gazebo
Max. Footprint: 15m2
Shown: 9m2 (3m x 3m)
Setback: 15m (Min.) from
waterside lot line

7m

Roadside Front Setback, 7m

88.90m

Lot Boundary
7m

Roadside Frontage, 45m (Min.)

Opened / unopened
road allowance

Dwelling Unit
Footprint, 15% of
Lot Size (Max.)

Exterior Side Yard Setback, 7m (Min.)

Lot Boundary
Neighboring Lot

Interior Side Yard Setback, 3m (Min.)

Waterfront Setback 30m

3m

Roadside Access

Note: On any lot maximum allowable cleared waterfront activity area along the shoreline
is 25% of the frontage or 11.25m – whichever is less. In the example sketch above, 25%
of 45m is 11.25m, maximum allowable. The option in the example above uses 10m
(6m+4m) only – 6m for Boathouse and 4m for Viewing Platform and Dock combined.

Lot Sketch for Waterfront Development - Residential
Proposed Area & Frontage: 2 acre lot with 77m of water frontage

Waterside Access

8m (Max.)

10m (Max.)

Viewing Platform 12’x12’ (max.)
Min. 1m from high water mark

15m

Boat
House

0

Dock

Waterfrontage: 77m

Example 1

Boathouse
Max. Footprint: 47m2
Shown: 45m2 (5m x 9m)

Water frontage, 77m (Min.)
Gazebo Setback, 15m

Dock
Max. Footprint: 25m2
Shown: 24m2 (2m x 12m)

30m

Gazebo
(15 m2 max.)

Roadside Frontage, 77m (46m Min.)
Roadside Front Setback, 7m

103.90m

Lot Boundary
7m

Gazebo
Max. Footprint: 15m2
Shown: 9m2 (3m x 3m)
Setback: 15m (Min.) from high
water mark

7m

3m

Min. Lot Size:
2 acres (8000m2)

Viewing Platform
Max. Footprint: 144ft2
Shown: 144ft2 (12’ x 12’)
1m from high water mark (Min.)

Opened / unopened
road allowance

Dwelling Unit
Footprint, 15% of
Lot Size (Max.)

Exterior Side Yard Setback, 7m (Min.)

Lot Boundary
Neighboring Lot

Interior Side Yard Setback, 3m (Min.)

Waterfront Setback 30m

Roadside Access

Note: On any lot maximum allowable cleared waterfront activity area along the shoreline
is 25% of the frontage or 15m – whichever is less. In the example sketch above, 25% of
77m is 19.25m, but maximum allowable is 15m. The example above uses 9m (5m+4m)
only – 5m for Boathouse and 4m for Viewing Platform and Dock combined.

Lot Sketch for Waterfront Development - Residential
Proposed Area & Frontage: 2 acre lot with 77m of water frontage
Waterfrontage: 77m

Waterside Access

Boat
House

Example 2

Dock

15m

Viewing Platform 12’x12’ (max.)
Min. 1m from high water mark

Boathouse
Max. Footprint: 47m2
Shown: 42m2 (6m x 7m)

Water frontage, 77m (Min.)

30m

Gazebo Setback, 15m

Dock
Max. Footprint: 25m2
Shown: 25m2 (5m x 5m)

Gazebo
(15 m2 max.)

Roadside Frontage, 77m (46m Min.)
Roadside Front Setback, 7m

103.90m

Lot Boundary
7m

Gazebo
Max. Footprint: 15m2
Shown: 15m2 (3m x 5m)
Setback: 15m (Min.) from high
water mark

Opened / unopened
road allowance

Min. Lot Size:
2 acres (8000m2)

Viewing Platform
Max. Footprint: 144ft2
Shown: 144ft2 (12’ x 12’)
1m from high water mark (Min.)

7m

3m

Dwelling Unit
Footprint, 15% of
Lot Size (Max.)

Exterior Side Yard Setback, 7m (Min.)

Lot Boundary
Neighboring Lot

Interior Side Yard Setback, 3m (Min.)

Waterfront Setback 30m

Roadside Access

Note: On any lot maximum allowable cleared waterfront activity area along the shoreline
is 25% of the frontage or 15m – whichever is less. In the example sketch above, 25% of
77m is 19.25m, but maximum allowable is 15m. The example above uses maximum
allowed 15m (6m+5m+4m) – Boathouse 6m, Viewing Platform 4m, and Dock 5m.

ZONING BY-LAW REVIEW 2018 – COMMENTS – FEBRUARY 7, 2019 TO MARCH 29, 2019
TYPE

DATE

Comments on latest zoning map (ANSI):
 After looking closely at the Zoning Map of Norcan Lake
and compared it to Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
it seems the amendments in progress are not showing
some areas that are important to define, such as the
private lands of lots 10 and 16 and isn’t showing the
boundary of Heron Way or the conservation area;
Development Plan for 2nd Phase:
 When approved by the Developer in 2004, the Developer
ceded the special conservation area to the Township
opposed to paying developer fees. Question is, does the
township administer this special conservation area for
the crown or does the responsibility reside with the
Ministry of Natural Resource’s?
 Is this special conservation area designated as a refuge
for wildlife? Is hunting allowed during the proper seasons
in this special conservation area; what regulations must
the general public observe if they enter this special
conservation area?

November 13, 2018

ACTION TAKEN
On February 28, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager
responded:
 I apologize for the delay in responding to your inquiry. I have
reviewed the Subdivision Agreement file and Zoning and
advise one of the conditions of the Subdivision based on the
OMB decision was that Block 28 be transferred to the Ministry
of Natural Resources and rezoned to a non-development
category. In a report in the subdivision file it was confirmed
this property was transferred to the Ministry and rezoned to
Hazard Land Exception Zone. According to our records this
property is Crown land. It is currently zoned RW-X3a which
states “the permitted uses shall be restricted to conservation
use.” In the draft By-law the property is shown as Crown. I
have attached a copy of the draft map showing the private
land (Lot 10 and Lot 16) as well as the Crown land.
 I have contacted Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community
Planning, County of Frontenac with respect to the this parcel
and she is recommending the property be shown as Crown
Land on the Township Land Use Schedule for the Zoning
Bylaw. As the land is under the authority of the Crown, the
Crown would not need to comply with the Zoning Bylaw, thus
adding an additional level of information that would not be
enforceable.
 As this parcel of land is under the authority of the Crown we
recommend you contact the Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry with respect to what is permitted on the
property.

Comments regarding the Proposed Zoning By-law
 Was really pleased that the 2004 by-law was going to be
redeveloped to get rid of some road blocks, however
after attending meetings feels it will be more restrictive
than the previous plan.
Items of concern include the following:
 Deck – it was always a 3m projection in to the front yard
when the residence was set back 30m, thus not requiring
a minor variance as it was set out in the 2004 zoning bylaw. This is not stated in the proposed zoning by-law.
The only thing found was in section 3.33 pg 69 – under
porch or veranda, it states no encroachment into front
yard of a waterfront lot. No encroachment is listed for a
deck;
 Shoreline Structures - a viewing platform or gazebo was
allowed to be 1m from a high water mark (2004 plan);
the new draft plan has no mention of a screened gazebo
 Wet or Dry Boathouse or a Storage Shed should still be
allowed as it was in the 2004 plan;
 Section 5.6.2 stated that front yard of 7m building height
6m, could only be one story;
 Marine Storage shed/pump house – must be located
within the water set back and only to be used for storage
of marine accessories – why can gasoline not be listed?
 Shoreline structures should include a float plane hanger;
 Recreational Vehicles stored on individual lots 3.34 (a) –
states it cannot be hooked up to hydro, water or septic –
where is the harm in this?
 Lake Trout Lakes – Dissolved oxygen content at or below
7 mg/ltr applies to all lakes, not just Trout Lakes; Boat
houses not being allowed on any lake trout lake – this is a
decision for Council to make, as neighbouring
municipalities whom have residents on the same lakes
are able to have boat houses, but not North Frontenac;
 The Municipal Lawyer, Tony Flemming provided the
following information, “Planners are there to give advice
but the final decision is made by council or committee,
whoever is dealing with the situation.”

February 4, 2019

On February 28, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager
responded:
 Tracy Zander, ZanderPlan, Megan Rueckwald, Manager of
Community Planning, County of Frontenac and I have
reviewed your comments regarding the draft Zoning By-law
(ZBL).
 Your first comment with respect to permitting a three metre
projection into the front yard setback for a deck. This is
currently permitted in the ZBL. This section is confusing for
residents to understand. The other concern with this
provision in the current ZBL is that people build the deck and
then they enclose it which leads to a roofed structure 27
metres from the high water mark. Therefore it was
recommended this section be removed and the cottage and
any decking be constructed at least 30 metres from the high
water mark.
 Your second comment is with respect to a viewing platform and
a gazebo. Firstly, you note in the current ZBL a viewing
platform and gazebo are permitted 1 metre from the high
water mark. You also note a screened gazebo is
permitted. The draft ZBL definition for gazebo is “Gazebo
means an accessory, detached roofed structure open on all
sides or screened in, which is used as an outdoor non-habitable
sitting or leisure area.” Therefore a screened in gazebo would
be permitted. The definition of waterfront structure is
“Waterfront Structure means a non-habitable single storey
building or structure including a sauna or hot tub, a gazebo, a
marine storage shed, a viewing platform or a similar structure,
built within the 30 metre setback from the high water mark of
a waterfront lot, but shall not include a boathouse/boat port or
a dock.” Therefore the provisions of Section 3.1.2 c) would
apply which permits a combined area of 20 square metres of
shoreline structures within the 30 metres setback. In the draft
the minimum front yard setback for a gazebo is 15 metres and
there is no front yard setback for a viewing platform which
does not exceed 13 square metres in size.
 With respect to your comments regarding boathouses and
marine storage sheds we advise a boathouse is permitted and
the provisions of Section 3.1.2 a) would apply. A marine
storage shed is permitted as a waterfront structure and the
provisions of Section 3.1.2 c) would apply. A dry boathouse has
not been included in the draft ZBL as it is not supported by the





Strongly opposed the EP (ANSI) Proposal
 Appalled that residents affected were not informed of
this through a formal letter, as it is most likely by law that
they be informed
 A post in the paper would have been something or
maybe the hopes were that those affected would not
notice and then it would be too late when it was done
 At no stage of this process were they informed
 They bought their land and pay taxes on their land, this
proposal will take my rights away in regards to what I can
do on my own property
 Will we be able to pave our driveway? Will a study have
to be done? Who pays for that? The Township? Can I
make a tobogganing hill for my grandchildren? Can I cut
wood for firewood?

Conservation Authority. Information will be added to the next
draft By-law regarding a pump house. You suggest shoreline
structures should include a float plane hangar. This has not
been included in the draft ZBL as these structures fall under
Transport Canada’s guidelines and cannot be regulated by the
Township.
With respect to your comments regarding Recreational
Vehicles. We received comments from the public with respect
to not permitting a Recreational Vehicle on a lot with a
residence for a long period of time. They also noted it needs to
be easy to determine when a Recreational Vehicle is being used
and when it is being stored. The suggestion to assist with this
is to ensure the hydro, water and septic are not connected and
the stabilizers be up. It is currently very difficult for By-law
Enforcement to address these Recreational Vehicles which are
being used on a long term basis. These provisions have been
added to address the public’s concerns and assist with the
enforcement of the By-law.
Tracy and Megan have been working with the Mississippi Valley
Conservation Authority and Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks regarding boathouses being permitted
on at capacity and/or lake trout lakes and are proposing some
revised policies in the next draft.

On February 7, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and provided to Council
and the Planner. A report (attached) has been prepared by
Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community Planning, for
Council at their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding
the ANSI and EP Zoning.
January 31, 2019










Would like those who proposed the EP to put themselves
in the property owners shoes, would you like to have this
proposal affect your property, how would you feel about
it then?
This will decrease the property value significantly
Can’t express enough how opposed to this they are
If we wanted to sell our house, who would buy it if it
were zoned this way?
Will stand by their fellow landowners to fight for their
rights as taxpayers and concerned landowners
Their land is their investment, their future and the future
of their children
Please see clearly, reconsider this plan.

Need Clarification on ANSI:
1. What was the rationale for designating the area as EP?
2. Would this proposed EP zoning prevent further activity in
open gravel pits? And what about the enforced proposed
setback as a gravel pit ends right at our property line,
how will the proposed set back affect this area?
3. The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement states that
development and site alteration shall not be permitted in
significant area of natural scientific interest unless there
is no negative impact on the natural features:
4. Has the Township deemed the ANSI to be significant?
5. If so, how did it arrive at this conclusion?
6. Is it the Township’s intention to be more restrictive than
the Province? If so on what basis?
7. Permitted uses that are subject to an environmental
impact.. could there be an assessment included in the
Plan?
8. Will the Palmerston Lake proposed EP Zoning impact all
Township proposed EP designations?
9. Is the MNR confirmation/communication of the
classification of the Snow Road ANSI available for review?

February 6, 2019

On March 15, 2019 Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community
Development responded:
1. The MNRF have identified the Snow Road ANSI as Provincially
Significant and this Natural Heritage area can be found on the
MNRF Mapping tool. The Township elected to illustrate the
natural heritage features on both the Zoning By-law and the
Official Plan to be more transparent with the public.
2. MNRF is the authority for designating ANSIs as well as issuing
licences under the Aggregate Resources Act, it is my
understanding that an expansion to an existing or new
mineral aggregate operation would require a new licence
which includes a site plan and technical reports.
 The Ministry, if contacted, would be able to provide
information on when the ANSI was designated and
permissions for aggregate operations within the
ANSI.
3. The Provincial Policy Statement is the policy document that
guides development across the County.
 The Ministry has designated the Snow Road ANSI to
be significant, therefore the Provincial Policy
statement is in effect. No development can happen
unless there is supporting documentation showing no
negative impacts and dependent on the scale of
development.
 An important note in Section 4.9 of the Provincial
Policy Statement states, “the policies of this
Provincial Policy Statement represent minimum
standards. This Provincial Policy Statement does not
prevent any planning authorities and decisionmakers from going beyond the minimum standards
established in specific policies, unless doing so would
conflict with any policy of the Provincial Policy
Statement.”
 County of Frontenac completed a Natural Heritage
Study December 2012 which was approved by
County Council. This was used as the foundation to
develop land use planning policies in the County OP.
 The County Official Plan contains policies in respect
to ANSI protection, where the County recognizes the
importance and value of regionally and provincially
significant ANSIs and protection;



The County OP also states that the no development is
permitted in or adjacent to them unless it can be
demonstrated that there are no negative impacts on
the ANSI and its ecological function.
 The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement states that it
allows for planning authorities to exceed standards
of provincial land use policy in section 4.9;
 Public consultation was used in the process of
developing these policies.
4. In the case of the Snow Road ANSI, the Provincial Policy
Statement would be in effect regardless because it is
designated as provincially significant.
5. Recommendation is to contact Trevor Harris, District Planner
for the MNRF with specific questions pertaining to the
designation of the Snow Road ANSI.
The County of Frontenac uses the best information available when
compiling natural heritage information through LIO which is supplied
by the MNRF.
It is the responsibility of the Province to document and classify natural
heritage features and updates through LIO for planning authorities to
use this information.
Objection to the EP ANSI:
 Letter were provided from the Township in regards to
revising the Township’s Zoning By-law, however, this did
not indicate anything specific about their property
 A call to the Bancroft MNRF office gave us information
that an ANSI called the Plevna Cedar Swamp ANSI had
been in place since 1989
 This ANSI created in 1989 is classified as a Regional ANSI,
therefore the MNRF does not require municipalities to
create an EP Zone
 According to Trever Harris Bancroft MNRF, Municipalities
have control over this ANSI and it was verified in May of
2009
 There were no site visits or contact from the MNRF
 Review of the confirmation procedure for an ANSI that is
published by Ontario Parks notes that the process is to
involve the landowner, provide a check sheet to describe

On February 7, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and provided to Council
and the Planner. A report (attached) has been prepared by
Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community Planning, for
Council at their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding
the ANSI and EP Zoning.

February 6, 2019











the sites significance and a notice of ANSI confirmation
sent to affected landowners.
Strongly believe that for such a major change that they
should have been contacted directly and consulted about
this process
This will restrict further development of their business
and the permitted uses in the proposed EP zone are
highly restrictive
Will it be possible for our children to build houses?
The proposed mapping for the new Zoning by-law has
areas of their property that are incorrectly defined
The ANSI process is flawed and inaccurate
There are a lot of gaps in this process and a lot of
unanswered questions
Strongly believe that the Township should go back and
review the proposed zoning by-law, the official plan and
the process of establishing an ANSI
The property owners comments and concerns need to be
considered
Strongly oppose the EP zone and ask that this process not
be followed through with and to consider the impact this
would have on businesses and family.

Official Objection to the OP (ANSI):
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 Review of the confirmation procedure for an ANSI that is
published by Ontario Parks notes that the process is to
involve the landowner, provide a check sheet to describe
the sites significance and a notice of ANSI confirmation
sent to affected landowners
 In the minutes of the public meeting November 23, 2018
the layer was provided by the ministry stating the
Township has no control over EP Zoning, however, the
Ontario Parks procedure states that the Township does
have authority to address this very significant concern;
 They are objecting the draft zoning by-law with the
proposed EP area / zoning.

On February 7, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and provided to Council
and the Planner. A report (attached) has been prepared by
Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community Planning, for
Council at their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding
the ANSI and EP Zoning.

February 7, 2019

Objection to Draft Zoning Bylaw (ANSI):
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
uses in the EP Zone are excessively restrictive
 Review of the confirmation procedure for an ANSI that is
published by Ontario Parks notes that the process is to
involve the landowner, provide a check sheet to describe
the sites significance and a notice of ANSI confirmation
sent to affected landowners
 Have not been notified of the proposed ANSI or rezoning
of their private property
 In the minutes of the public meeting November 23, 2018
the layer was provided by the ministry stating the
Township has no control over EP Zoning, however, the
Ontario Parks procedure states that the Township does
have authority to address this very significant concern.

On February 7, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and provided to the
Planner. A report (attached) has been prepared by Megan
Rueckwald, Manager of Community Planning, for Council at
their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding the ANSI
and EP Zoning. The letter and comments have also been
provided to Council for their consideration.
February 7, 2019

Concerns regarding the OP and ANSI
 The proposed ANSI within the updated Official Plan
includes private property that they co-own
 How will this impact the use of the property, such as:
Severance Potential, Property Value, Future Building,
Harvesting of Timber, Aggregate Extraction, Entrance
Permit to Potential Lots, and Recreational use of the
Property (hunting/fishing etc?)
 The impact of this has the potential to cause substantial
investment loss
 This warrants a very thorough discussion and must be
reconsidered
 Private property owners should have been notified of
potential change, not to mention accessing the private
property without ones knowledge.

February 7, 2019

Objecting the draft Zoning By-law (ANSI)
 The proposed Zoning By-law will affect their private
property
 Review of the confirmation procedure for an ANSI that is
published by Ontario Parks notes that the process is to
involve the landowner, provide a check sheet to describe
the sites significance and a notice of ANSI confirmation
sent to affected landowners
 Are objecting the draft Zoning By-law.
2 ANSI restrictions on development in the County Official Plan:
1. Map needs review as the symbols (< >) shown don’t
explain if this is supposed to be an ANSI, needs an
explanation;
2. The identification of the Palmerston Lake ANSI is
different in three (3) locations: Frontenac Maps shows it
as a candidate ANSI, MNRF says is a Provincial ANSI and
the County Official Plan says Regionally…..how did the
County determine the ANSI in their OP?
3. Why did the County OP exceed the regulatory
requirements? As the County OP was not intended to
interfere with planning matters as they are the
responsibility of the local municipality;
4. Natural Heritage Reference Manual states that the
natural heritage information is to be kept up-to-date, did
the County have up-to-date information regarding the
actual features being protected?
5. Detailed information is required to confirm an ANSI, did
the county have documentation from the MNRF? How
this ANSI was confirmed and was the classification
procedure followed?
6. Due to all of the conflicting information with Frontenac
Maps and MNRF, MNRF flip-flops, lack of documentation,
County Mapping and Op’s etc., would like the
documentation that the County used when preparing the
OP.
7. The only documentation that is available or that was
available was the Check Sheets dating back to 1989. This
can hardly be considered representative of the
conditions now or when the County prepared the OP;

February 11, 2019

February 18, 2019

On February 12, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Comments have been received and provided to Council and
the Planners. A report (attached) prepared by Megan
Rueckwald, Manager of Community Planning, was provided to
Council at their February 8, 2019 Meeting regarding the ANSI
and EP Zoning.

On February 27, 2019 Joe Gallivan, Director – Planning & Economic
Development responded:
1. The maps included in the OP Appendices are not a formal part
of the plan.
 The maps are provided for public information about
the regional natural heritage system based on the
Frontenac County Natural Heritage Study that was
approved in 2012;
 The maps are representative of features in the region
as a whole;
 More detail is expected in the Township Official Plan
and Zoning By-law Mapping.
2. Palmerston Lakes ANSI is Regionally Significant based on
information from the County Natural Heritage Study that was
approved by County Council in 2012, and was used to develop
land use planning policies for the County Official Plan.
3. Regionally and Provincially ANSIs are recognized and
important where no development shall be permitted, unless it
can be demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts
on the ANSI and its ecological function;
 Protecting both Regionally and Provincially significant
ANSI was recommended by the study;
 Treating two types of ANSIs at the same level of
protection form part of the regional linkage system
that connect natural heritage areas within Frontenac
and outside of the County;
 The Regional plan ensured that all four townships met
the minimum standard recognizing waterfront
protection;



8. The focus is on getting the ANSI questions answered prior
to being able to draft a zoning bylaw.

Public consultation was an important part of the
process and took all kinds of measures to get public
feedback;
4. The best information was made available to the County
through the use of LIO provided by the MNRF;
1. LIO was the basis of information used for the Natural
Heritage Study.
5. The province is responsible to document and classify natural
heritage features, then is updated through LIO and planning
authorities and expected to use this information when
updating or creating new Official Plans and Zoning By-laws.
6. A Technical Advisory Committee was formed to help review
and provide comments on the Study;
2. The county received valuable technical advice and
local input from the Townships, Ministry of Municipal
Affairs, Ministry of Natural Resources, the former
Frontenac Stewardship Council and staff from the
four Conservation Authorities that have jurisdiction
within the County.
ANSI classification treats Provincially Significant and Regionally
Significant ANSIs as the same in terms of future protection.
Planning Authorities are reliant on accurate heritage information
being provided by the MNRF in creating the planning documents.

ANSI – Land Owners Group would like clarification in preparation
for public meeting:
1. Council passed Resolution #538-18 November 23, 2018,
did the MNRF ever respond regarding the process that
was used to identify, confirm and classify the ANSIs? If
so, they would like a copy of this response;
2. If the Ministry responded, would like a copy of their
response;
3. Would like to know if an agenda will go out regarding
this issue prior to the public meeting;
4. Will the Agenda include any presentations from the
Ministry, County or Township Staff?
5. If I want to speak, do I have to book as a delegation?

February 18, 2019

On March 15, 2019 Megan Rueckwald, Manager of Community
Development responded:
1. A response from the MNRF came back on November 23, 2018
and the Township held a Public Meeting in correspondence on
February 8, 2018. In a letter from Jesse Van Allen, Resources
Operations Supervisor, stating that an Administration error has
occurred when identifying the ANSI for Palmerston Lake, that
being identified as Provincially Significant in LIO (Land
Information Ontario). The correct designation of Regionally
Significant will be updated for the Palmerston Lake ANSI.
2. Public meetings are to be provided 20 days in advance of the
meeting. This will be posted on the Township website, in the
newspaper and will be circulated to all those who have
requested to be notified.

6.

7.

8.

Did Mayor Higgins meet with the MNRF after the
February 8, 2019 meeting? If so, would like a copy of any
notes taken;
Why did the County exceed the regulatory requirements
when applying the ANSI restrictions rather than leaving
this level of detail for the Township to decide with public
consultation?
The Natural Heritage Manual states that it is important
for the Planning Authority to seek up-to-date
information regarding natural heritage features; what
current documentation does the Township have as the
1989 Check Sheets do not reflect the current conditions
or land use?

3. The Agenda, Reports and Presentations will be posted in
advance and circulated to those who requested to be notified,
the Agenda will be posted 5 days prior to the meeting.
 All members of the public are invited to attend, there
will be opening remarks from the Chair and an
overview of the changes in the draft to date, where
members of the public are able to provide comment.
5. No need to book as a delegation as it is a public meeting and
all members of the public are provided an opportunity to
speak.
6. In regards to the Mayor meeting with the MNRF, the Mayor
has provided information such as, “preliminary discussions
took place with Randy Hillier, MPP. A meeting was to be set
with Minister Yakabuski but could not be arranged before the
Legislature returned. Trevor Harris from Bancroft MNRF is to
provide the Mayor with more information, however is still
waiting for this. Mayor Higgins is following up with Trevor
Harris and will escalate the request to a higher lever in the
Ministry while keeping Minister Yakabuski informed.
 To date, the Mayor and Minister have not met;
 Staff would advise you to contact the Mayor directly
to determine whether a meeting has been scheduled.
The County of Frontenac designated the Palmerston Lake ANSI as
Regionally Significant and based the information from what was
included in the county Natural Heritage Study that was approved by
County Council in December 2012.
 This information was used as the foundation to
develop land use planning policies for the County OP.
 Natural Heritage Data was obtained through LIO,
managed by MNRF and at the time of the study the
Palmerston Lake ANSI was designated as Regionally
Significant (on LIO).
7. The County Official Plan contains policies in respect to ANSI
protection, where the County recognizes the importance and
value of regionally and provincially significant ANSIs and also
states that the no development is permitted in or adjacent to
them unless demonstrated that there are no negative impacts
on the ANSI and its ecological function.



Both ANSIs have been treated at the same level of
protection as both form part of the regional linkage
system outside of the County;
 2014 Provincial Policy Statement states that it allows
for planning authorities to exceed standards of
provincial land use policy in section 4.9;
 Public consultation was used in the process of
developing these policies.
8. County of Frontenac had the best information available
through the use of LIO.
 It is the responsibility of the Province to document
and classify natural heritage features and once
complete it is updated through the LIO;
 Planning authorities are expected to use this
information when updating/creating new OP’s and
Zoning By-laws and are reliant that the natural
heritage information provided by the MNRF is
accurate;
 Planning staff will continue to work with the MNRF to
ensure that land information Ontario is updated to
reflect accurate classification regarding the
Palmerston Lake ANSI and natural heritage features
across the region.
 Planning staff will prepare a report and will be
included in the Agenda for the Public Meeting.

ZONING BY-LAW REVIEW 2018 – COMMENTS – NOVEMBER 23, 2018 TO FEBRUARY 6, 2019

TYPE
Comments for Consideration in relation to secondary dwellings:
 The Size of Secondary Dwelling Units pertaining to
section 3.1.3(e) – this may present different
opportunities for the development of secondary dwelling
units on a case by case basis
 They recommend that the by-law not restrict second
units beyond current standards for a principle dwelling
 Minimum floor areas are addressed under the Building
Code and would be addressed at the time of a Building
Permit
Consideration for her request
 Request that vacant properties throughout the Township
be permitted the build a storage shed in order to secure
small items
 It would be fair to treat vacant land the same, a storage
shed cannot be lived in
 Why can’t storage sheds be allowed on Waterfront
Properties?
 It seems discriminatory to allow sheds on vacant lands
but not on vacant waterfront land
Forestry Management
 Her understanding is that the term ‘Forestry
Management’ may be removed from the RW Permitted
Uses, this is a valuable program, would like clarification
on this.

DATE

ACTION TAKEN

November 27, 2018

On December 11, 2018 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager
responded:
 I have received your comments and they were provided to
Council and that a planning report would be prepared
regarding the draft by-law for Council’s consideration.

December 10, 2018

EP Zone
 Why were all affected property owners not individually
notified by the MNR and the Township?
 Approving the recommendation from MNR would greatly
devalue property in this area and restrict future
development
 This would mean that MPAC should have to adjust and
make the assessments lower
 If EP Zoning is approved it will cost more to have an EP
Impact Assessment to make improvements for a property
 Property owners do not want more restrictions on their
property, they don’t need to navigate red tape
 Growth and development is key for all Townships, this
would mean that growth in our area would be nonexistent.
Palmerston Lake
 The draft includes an EP Zone which consumes 50% of
their private property;
 EP Zoning is excessively restrictive for permitted use;
 Have not been notified about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property;
 Look at the Ontario Parks procedure which states that
the Township would have the authority to address this
ANSI Zoning issue;
 They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning.
EP Zoning
 The draft includes an EP Zone which consumes 50% of
their private property;
 Review of Confirmation Procedure notes a significant
step in the process involves landowner contact and
engagement and these steps have not been followed
 Minutes of Public Meeting “the layer is provided by the
Ministry and Township has no control over the EP
Zoning”. Guided by the PPS but are the responsibility of
the approval authority primarily municipalities. Clearly
the Township has the authority to address our very
significant concerns.

On January 24, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I received your letter and provided your comments to Council
and the Planners. The Planner is preparing a report to Council
for the February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding this
matter. The Agenda will be posted on line on February 4th or
5th.
December 15, 2018

On January 2, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received the comments. I will provide these comments
to Council and the Planners. As requested by Council, I have
contacted the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry with
respect to the draft EP zoning (ANSI) in this area.
December 27, 2018

On January 8, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received the comments. I will provide these comments
to Council and the Planners.

January 8, 2019

EP Zoning
 The draft includes an EP Zone which consumes 50% of
their private property;
 Review of Confirmation Procedure notes a significant
step in the process involves landowner contact and
engagement and these steps have not been followed
 Minutes of Public Meeting “the layer is provided by the
Ministry and Township has no control over the EP
Zoning”. Guided by the PPS but are the responsibility of
the approval authority primarily municipalities. Clearly
the Township has the authority to address our very
significant concerns.
ANSI and EP Zoning
 Were never consulted about the creation of the ANSI or
the EP zoning
 Boundary lines are too close to their private property for
the EP zoning, therefore are opposed to the EP zoning
by-law.
Official Objection to the OP
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning.
Official Objection to the OP
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning.

On January 8, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received the comments. I will provide these comments
to Council and the Planners.

January 8, 2019

On January 11, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received your comments and provided them to Council
and the Planners.
January 10, 2019

On January 11, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received your comments and provided them to Council
and the Planners.
January 11, 2019

January 15, 2019

On January 16, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received your comments and provided them to Council
and the Planners. The Planner will be preparing a report with
respect to this matter for an upcoming Council Meeting.

Official Objection to the OP
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 They are strongly objecting the draft Zoning By-law with
the proposed EP area/zoning
 They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning.
EP Zone Amendments
 Have reviewed the rezoning by-law and are with the
understanding that the EP Zone is proposed to increase
from 800 acres to over 4,600 acres
 The Township should be notifying their property owners
before taking such bold steps as these since there has
been little to no public input
 This property was purchased for recreational uses where
family grew to love nature. They are is disbelief that the
governing officials are trying to alter the use without
consultation from property owners
 The proposed EP requirements will have a negative and
lasting effect on the future use of the property and value
Suggested Changes
 Notify all landowners being affected by this in writing
need more public input into these changes that will affect
them
 Before any changes, the MNRF must do an update to the
environmental study and identify in a more detailed
fashion what they have determined
 Vote against such changes on private land.

On January 16, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have provided your comments to Council and the
Planners. The Planner will be preparing a report regarding
this matter for an upcoming Council Meeting.
January 16, 2019

On January 2, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 The Mayor has provided your comments to Planning Staff. I
have provided your comments to all of Council and the
Planners. The Planner is preparing a report regarding this
matter for the February 8, 2019 Council Meeting.

January 21, 2019

Official Objection to the OP
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 They are strongly objecting the draft Zoning By-law with
the proposed EP area/zoning
 They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning.
Official Objection to the OP
 Land owners affected in the proposed EP area should
have been notified
 Very disappointed that they were not consulted during
any stage of this process
 They were not made aware any such proposal existed
 The suggested EP will decrease the value of property and
will reduce accessibility, usage, etc.

On January 25, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have provided your comments to Council and the Planners.
The Planner will be preparing a report to Council regarding
this for the February 8, 2019 Council Meeting.
January 22, 2019

January 25, 2019

Official Objection to the OP
 50% of the proposed EP is private land and the permitted
use in the EP zone is excessively restrictive
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property
 They are strongly objecting the draft Zoning By-law with
the proposed EP area/zoning

On January 25, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
 I have received your comments and will provide them to
Council and the Planners. The Planner will be preparing a
report for Council at their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting
regarding the ANSI and EP Zoning.

On January 15, 2019 Tara Mieske, Clerk/Planning Manager responded:
Further to your conversation last week with Brooke Drechsler, Deputy
Clerk, please be advised the Township is undergoing a Zoning By-law
review. The draft zoning designation for your property is Residential
Waterfront and Environmental Protection (EP). The EP zone reflects
the area of your property which is designated as an Area of Natural
and Scientific Interest (ANSI) in the Official Plan.

January 25, 2019

The Official Plan Section 4.12, Natural Heritage Features, E states:
“Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
It is a policy of Council to recognize the Summit Lake ANSI, the Snow
Road ANSI (details regarding development within the Snow Road ANSI
can be found in the Zoning By-law) and the Fortune-Schooner ANSI as
Provincially
Significant ANSIs. These areas are intended to be recognized for their
natural and scientific values.
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted within or on
the adjacent lands of an area of natural and scientific interest, unless
it has been demonstrated through the preparation of an Impact
Assessment as required in Section 4.12.2.F. - Environmental Impact
Assessment of this Plan, that there will be no negative impacts on the
natural features or on the ecological functions.

For the purposes of this policy, adjacent lands to an area of natural
and scientific interest include an area of 120 m (394 ft.) or as
otherwise determined by reference to the Natural Heritage Reference
Manual Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement.
In addition to satisfying Section 4.12.2.F. – Environmental Impact
Assessment, any new development or site alteration proposed on
adjacent lands shall also satisfy the land use policies of the underlying
land use designation as shown on Land Use Plan Schedules.”
The Draft Zoning By-law, Section 4.18 Environmental Protection (EP)
states: “No person shall use any land or erect, alter or use any
building or structure in the Environmental Protection Zone except in
accordance with the provisions of this Section and any other relevant
sections of this By-law.
4.18.1 Permitted Uses – Principal
 Natural Heritage Features and Areas
 Existing uses
4.18.2 Permitted Uses – Accessory
The following accessory uses are permitted subject to the General
Provisions in Section 3:


Accessory Buildings and Structures

4.18 3 Zone Requirements
No minimum lot area, frontage or setbacks.
4.18.4 Additional Provisions
a) All land under water is within the Environmental Protection
(EP).
No development shall be permitted unless the lands are rezoned,
subject to verification that acceptable engineering techniques can be
utilized for construction on organic soils. Existing uses shall be
permitted and extensions thereto subject to the requirements of the
Ontario Building Code.”
Council has instructed Planning Staff to look into the changes to the
Environmental Protection Zones with the Ministry of Natural
Resources. Therefore; the Planner will be preparing a report to
Council for an upcoming Council Meeting.

Objection to the OP
 Very concerned and disappointed with Council’s decision
to update the OP to include a new proposed EP area
 Very concerned with how this will affect the current and
future use of their land and the restrictions put into place
may have long term implications to their family
 Each person affected by this proposed EP area should
have been notified personally and consulted of the
proposed changes prior to making decisions
 Has Council considered the implications this change
would have on property owners and their families, they
own the land and pay taxes on this land
 This would devalue the worth of the property
 Will we have no right to use or develop our land, they
have a lot of questions with no answers
 Ask that council reverse any decision to move forward
and reconsider the effects this proposal will have on land
owners
 Ask that you please consider how you yourself would
respond to such a proposal of your own personal and
privately owned property, especially one that not only
restricts your use but also dramatically devalues your
investment(s)
Objection to the OP
 Reviewed the Draft plan dated August 30, 2018 which
indicated a section of their property was designated as
an EP zone
 Believe this designation appears to be overly restrictive
 The property in question has no exceptional
environmental significance
 Very confused as neighboring property is designated as
EP however is run as a gravel pit
 The EP zone substantially lowers the value of the
property
 This proposal would split our property into 3 separate
sections (central EP and two outer areas designated as
Recreational/Commercial)
 Have not been contacted about the proposed ANSI or
rezoning of their private property.

On January 28, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Comments and the email from Trever Harris were received
and provided to the North Frontenac Council as well as the
County Planners. The planner will be preparing a report for
North Frontenac Council for February 8, 2019 regarding the
ANSI and EP Zoning.

January 25, 2019

On January 28, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and will be provided to
North Frontenac Council and the Planners. The Planner is
preparing a report for Council at their February 8, 2019
Council Meeting regarding the ANSI and EP Zoning.

January 28, 2019



They are objecting the draft Zoning By-law with the
proposed EP area/zoning indicated for part of their
property

Objection to the OP
 Voluntarily agreed to a Conservation Land Tax Incentive
Program for a portion of their owned property and now
face the other acreage being rezoned as an EP area
 Strongly oppose this proposal




This property has been in the family for years and now
the inheritance to their children will be implicated due to
this decreasing the value of the property
After paying taxes and protecting this area for so long, it
seems very unfair and unnecessary to impose these
restrictions on private property
Would like Council to consider the wishes of the
community as seasonal visitors and property owners.

Objection to the OP
 After reviewing the proposed EP zoning, discovered that
the County and Township Official Plans identify an ANSI
west of Palmerston Lake
 Is the ANSI even official? Have never been contacted or
notified by the MNR about the creation of an ANSI
 ANSI has a stated purpose of their procedure and they
are to:
o Ensure to use a consistent approach for
identifying ANSI’s
o Ensure timely and appropriate contact with
affected landowners/municipalities
 Key function of identification and confirmation process
is:
o Notification of planning authorities and
landowners and securing required approval
o On private lands they are to contact the
landowner and the municipality
o They are to provide an information kit which
contains a letter requesting permission to visit
the site and give a description of the project

On January 29, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and will be provided to
the Planner. The Planner is preparing a report for Council at
their February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding the ANSI
and EP Zoning.

January 29, 2019

On January 31, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Comments and the email from Trever Harris were received
and provided to the North Frontenac Council as well as the
County Planners. The planner will be preparing a report for
North Frontenac Council for February 8, 2019 regarding the
ANSI and EP Zoning.

January 31, 2019

o














To give an explanation of what an ANSI is and
how it is identified and evaluated

The identification and confirmation procedure was
clearly not followed in this case by the MNR
ANSI confirmation procedure describes the process as
follows:
o Managers are to ensure that the appropriate
level of notification has taken place
o Notice of ANSI confirmation is sent to affected
landowners by the district
o A detailed process for filing reports, updating
database, and providing notice
Again, the above confirmation procedure was not
followed
Numerous references confirm that a regionally
significant ANSI MAY be protected by Official Plans,
where provincial ANSI is determined by MNR
The Township states that the layering for EP zoning is
given by the Ministry and cannot be changed by the
Township, however, this would be correct for a
provincially significant ANSI, but not a regionally
significant ANSI
In 2012 when the County’s Natural Heritage Study
Report came out and meetings took place (not here in
North Frontenac though) the County OP then also
specified the exact same restrictions for all ANSI’s
regardless of the classification (provincial or regional)
the provisions for provincially significant ANSIs did not
have to be applies by the County to a regionally
significant ANSI
A property owner reviewing the OP document would not
be aware of the proposed new ANSI without reviewing
the map. Even then the conflict between the map and
text, it is not clear if the restrictions in the document
apply to the proposed ANSI
Council was given poor direction from the Ministry in
regards to the understanding of ANSI classifications, this
poor direction may have prevailed during the OP process



Trevor Harris, Planner in Bancroft provided us with an
ANSI inventory check sheet from MNRF and the data is
very old dating back to January 1989

In summary the following is being requested of the Municipality
before and zoning discussions continue:
 Has MNRF responded to Council November 23, 2018
resolution in regards to public consultation
 Has the township confirmed that appropriate
confirmation process was followed
 Has MNRF confirmed the ANSI
 Establish a clear understanding of authority level for
planning decisions
 Make sure decision makers are aware of decisions that
exceed the minimum regulatory requirements
 Adopt policies that support private property owners and
promote economic development.
Disapproval to the Proposed OP and Zoning By-law
 Find the proposed EP Area and Zoning by-law very
disturbing
 Understand that in 2017 the EP zoning was approved in
the Official Plan
 Were never notified by the MNRF as this as they believe
is required the same as notifying adjacent landowners of
a severance
 The proposal would restrict various businesses in the
proposed area
 The new EP would be devastating as well as devaluing
the property owners lands
 As understood, this proposal would severely restrict any
future uses/investments of the said lands
 Council has some discretion regarding implementation.
Review of the Confirmation Procedure for an ANSI notes
that a specific step in the process involves contact with
the landowner
 Have not been specifically notified of either the
proposed ANSI or rezoning of the private property
 Strongly oppose the EP Area and Zoning by-law
Hope that Council will leave the area as zoned as it is
currently.

On February 4, 2019 Brooke Drechsler, Deputy Clerk responded:
 Your comments have been received and provided to the
Planner. A report has been prepared for Council at their
February 8, 2019 Council Meeting regarding the ANSI and EP
Zoning. This report will be provided to you this week prior to
the meeting.

February 1, 2019

Letter to the Minister in Detail:
 Explained there is a large group of property owners in NF
that are very concerned regarding the proposed ANSI
and zoning restrictions
 In 1997 the Madawaska Highlands Land Use Plan
(MHLUP) included a 20 year planning horizon which is
still a key reference for crown land resource
management. This process involved considerable
investigation and public consultation.
 Property owners recently learned that two new ANSI’s
were included in the OP
 Cannot determine if the 2 new ANSI’s were ever
identified as there is no documentation confirming this
 ¾ of the property owners were never contacted by the
MNRF regarding the proposed ANSI and the affect it
would have on their private property
 The MHLUP included a process to address amendments
and yet there is no documentation confirming
compliance
 The only documentation that has been located is dated
back in 1989 as an ANSI check-sheet
 There have been considerable changes since 1989 in
land use, development and zoning
 If there was an appropriate confirmation of this process,
documentation should be easy to obtain, whereas
Trevor Harris from the Bancroft Office has only been
able to provide minimal documentation
 The ANSI mapping adopted by the Planning Authority, as
provided by MNRF, has resulted in considerable
confusion locally
 The problem is with the process that resulted in the
creation of two new ANSI’s and having these approved in
the OP without the knowledge of the private property
owners
 Would like confirmation that the process for Cedar
Swamp and Palmerston Lake ANSI’s was legitimate such
as: identification, consultation, and the confirmation
process
 Private property owners deserve compliance with the
required process

February 4, 2019



Suggested to hold a public process with MNRF to provide
opportunity for all stakeholders to provide input and
contribute to the confirmation and planning process.

ZONING BY-LAW REVIEW 2018 – COMMENTS

FROM
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
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DATE

Norcan Lake
- Concerns regarding zoning for a 4 season
home
- Is Norcan under the RW-X3b zoning?

February 28, 2018

- Severance requirements regarding frontage
- Minimum for Lot frontage and for Dwelling
frontage
- Will be providing written submissions

March 9, 2018

Kashwakamak Lake Association
- Require more information on upcoming
open houses to suit cottage owners

March 9, 2018

Norcan Lake
- Concerns regarding zoning restrictions for a
4 season dwelling
- in favor of a zoning change to favor 4 season
dwellings
Request for information
- requested to be on the circulation list
regarding changes to the zoning by-law

March 16, 2018

Kashwakamak South Shore Road Association
- requested more information pertaining to
the zoning by-law review
- will be added to the circulation list

March 16, 2018

Request for Information
- Boat Houses
- Decks/Docks/Marine Sheds
- Bunkie’s / Accommodation over Garages
- Mandatory Septic Inspec.
Norcan Lake
- requests for four season waterfront zoning
- all properties in the Norcan Lake Subdivision
should be given the same zoning

March 16, 2018

March 16, 2018

March 19, 2018
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- Minor Variance and square footage review
- In favor of considering a change to the bylaw

March 22, 2018

- in favor of changing from RW-X3 zoning to
RW

March 22, 2018

Norcan Lake
- Concerns regarding zoning restrictions for a
4 season dwelling
- in favor of a zoning change to favor 4 season
dwellings
Norcan Lake
- Exception zones need to be amended;
- RW Restrictions need to be reviewed;
- Land needs to be re-zoned as four season;
- Dwellings Single Detached need revision.
- Limits on size of bunkies vs expansion of
existing structure or placement of trailer on
property

March 28, 2018

Norcan Lake
- Concerns regarding zoning restrictions for a
4 season dwelling
- in favor of a zoning change to favor 4 season
dwellings
Norcan Lake
- in favor of changing from RW-X3 zoning to
RW

March 27, 2018

- Cottages used as rental properties

March 9, 2018

March 28, 2018

March 21, 2018

March 17, 2018

- Wish to have their property re-zoned to RW
April 3, 2018

Norcan Lake
-Remove exception zones
-consider RW-X3a revision
-Environment Protection removal
- Outdoor furnaces, accessory building height

March 29, 2018

FROM
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
ASSOCIATION - LAKE
OTHER
RESIDENT
SEASONAL RESIDENT
COUNCIL/COMMITTEE
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Norcan Lake
-would like more information on the
proposed changes and a copy of the draft
zoning by-law
- Backyard Hens
-Can RW be added to the zones with hen
houses
- sq. footage is to small
- add restriction on how far from waterfront
- commented on honesty and respect and
having to answer to a higher authority

DATE

March 29, 2018

March 31, 2018
Open House

March 31, 2018
Open House
Norcan Lake
- will the change impact property taxes;
- severance of existing lots;
- EP Zone or radical changes;
- No Habitable buildings on the EP Zone.
General comments on what needs to be
changed, added or removed.

March 29, 2018

Brule Lake
- Asked to be added to the contact list
March 27, 2018

Norcan Lake
- would like the zoning to be changed to the
RW

Would like to see changes with allowing outer
building such as Bunkie’s, Granny Suites, etc.,
this would help property owners from being
dishonest.
Norcan Lake
- Change zoning on WR;
- Environment Protection EP (remove it);
- SQ. Ft. on Accessory building to be reviewed;
- Garden Suites to have auxiliary facilities.
- Keeping Poultry in residential areas;
- Fireworks Safety – residue should only fall
on landowners property

March 27, 2018

April 5, 2018

April 6, 2018

April 12, 2018
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OTHER
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- Installing septic tanks on existing lots when a
rebuild becomes necessary
April 17, 2018

Norcan Lake
- Allow for accessory buildings, boat house;
- Allow for smaller lots to be severed.

April 19, 2018

Harlowe Road
- Property should change from LSR to Rural
May 2, 2018

C of A Meeting
- Lot Coverage to be proportionate to lot size;
- Boathouse size and shoreline;
- Hamlet Designation – lot size

May 31, 2018

Inquiry concerning setbacks from the water
and will it be the same for all buildings?
May 31, 2018

- Waterfront restrictions
- Proposed definition of Forestry
Management needs work
- Apply to only private land not MNRF
- Restrictions on small waterfront properties

April 16, 2018

