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On July 13, 2000, the Kawartha Highlands Local
Stakeholder Committee was appointed and tasked with a
mandate to provide specific recommendations to the
Honourable John Snobelen, Minister of Natural
Resources, regarding the Kawartha Highlands Signature
Site, part of Ontario’s Living Legacy. This report details
the activities of our Committee and how we developed
recommendations using comments received from the
public for this future protected area. Recommendations
included within this report refer to recreational and
commercial activities, boundary refinements and protec-
tion designation.

An initial six-month public consultation period was
undertaken where we sought information regarding
public values for the Kawartha Highlands, their vision
for this area and any issues or concerns. Six open houses
were held regionally (Apsley, Cavendish, Buckhorn,
Peterborough, Port Hope and Scarborough) and
provided opportunities for oral presentations to our
Committee. The input gathered consisted of 57 oral, 100
e-mail and 75 written submissions. This information was
used to develop “draft recommendations” which were
shown to the public in August 2001. 

The Draft Recommendations Report included statements
on the Vision for the Kawartha Highlands Signature
Site, Protection and a definition of “traditional”. This
report included recommendations for 24 recreational
activities and one commercial activity, boundary refine-
ments and the protection designation. Comments were
again received from the public (17 oral, 99 e-mail and
126 written submissions) and the comment period was
extended from 31 days to 45 days as requested by several
individuals or organizations. These comments were used
to identify areas of concern and allowed us to re-evaluate
the recommendations and determine any further changes
to incorporate. 

This Recommendations Report includes conditions and/or
restrictions on 23 of 24 recreational activities reviewed to
ensure that the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site is
protected for future generations. One commercial activ-
ity recommendation is provided for trapping, which does
not follow current trapping policies with reason.
Boundary refinements are made taking into account
concerns raised by the Forest Industry regarding
commitments made under the Ontario Forest Accord
and concerns of others. Finally, the recommended
protection designation is provided based on our other
recommendations (form following function) and select-
ing that which we are convinced is the most appropriate
designation:

A “Made in Kawarthas” Operating
Provincial Park (Natural Environment)
with…
• an Interim Management Statement 

(IMS) developed/implemented 
immediately;

• a commitment to provide adequate 
funding to support IMS and manage-
ment planning and implementation; 

• a co-stewardship management model 
with equal decision-making powers with 
MNR officials; and

• specific legislation developed (“Kawartha 
Highlands Provincial Park Act”) to 
enshrine planned activities and 
management policies.
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Le 13 juillet 2000, le Comité des intervenants des terres
hautes de Kawartha a été établi dans le but de formuler
des recommandations précises à l’honorable John
Snobelen, ministre des Richesses naturelles, en ce qui
concerne la Région caractéristique des terres hautes de
Kawartha, qui fait partie du Patrimoine vital de
l’Ontario. Ce rapport décrit en détail les activités de
notre comité et, la manière dont nous sommes arrivés à
ces recommandations à partir des remarques offertes par
le public au sujet de cette future zone protégée. Nos
recommandations, dans les pages du rapport, portent sur
les activités commerciales et récréatives, les limites
précises de la région et le niveau de protection.

Dans un premier temps, nous avons consacré six mois à
consulter le public afin de déterminer les en quoi consis-
taient pour lui les points d’intérêt des terres hautes de
Kawartha, son point de vue sur l’aménagement de la
région et toute question à examiner. Six journées portes
ouvertes ont eu lieu, une dans chaque localité : Apsley,
Cavendish, Buckhorn, Peterborough, Port Hope et
Scarborough. Les intéressés y étaient invités à soumettre
leur présentation oralement. Nous avons reçu 57 soumis-
sions orales, 100 par courriel et 75 par écrit. Ces données
ont formé la base de nos recommandations préliminaires,
offertes à l’examen du public en août 2001.

Les recommandations préliminaires contenues dans le
rapport faisaient état des perspectives d’avenir pour la
Région caractéristique de Kawartha, de la protection et
du concept de « tradition ». Le rapport contenait des
recommandations sur 24 formes de loisir et un type d’ac-
tivité commerciale, le perfectionnement des limites et la
désignation de la protection des terres. On reçut ensuite
une nouvelle série de remarques du public (17 soumis-
sions orales, 99 par courriel et 126 par écrit) et la période
de consultation fut prolongée de 31 à 45 jours, suivant la
demande de plusieurs personnes et groupes. Ces remar-
ques servirent à reconnaître les secteurs préoccupants et
nous permirent de réévaluer les recommandations pour
déterminer les modifications à apporter.

Le présent rapport et ses recommandations préliminaires
offre des conditions ou des restrictions en rapport avec
23 des 24 formes de loisir examinées, visant à garantir la
protection de la Région caractéristique des terres hautes
de Kawartha pour les générations à venir. En ce qui
concerne les activités commerciales, une recommanda-
tion porte sur le piégeage, qui n’est pas actuellement
conforme aux politiques sur le piégeage pour des raisons
précises. Le tracé des limites fait l’objet de perfection-
nements qui tiennent compte des points soulevés par
l’industrie forestière au sujet des engagements pris en
vertu de l’Accord sur les forêts de l’Ontario, ainsi que des
préoccupations soulevées par d’autres intéressés.  Enfin,
la désignation recommandée pour le niveau de protec-
tion découle des exigences imposées par nos autres
recommandations, pour arriver à la désignation qui selon
nous convient le mieux :

Un parc provincial opérationnel « du style
Kawartha » (parc naturel) avec …
• un énoncé de gestion provisoire élaboré et 

mis en œuvre immédiatement;
• un engagement à fournir des fonds 

suffisants pour appuyer l’énoncé de 
gestion, ainsi que le plan de gestion et sa 
mise en œuvre;

• un modèle de gestion fondée sur la 
co-intendance, avec pouvoirs de décisions 
partagés équitablement avec les 
responsables du MRN; et

• un texte législatif élaboré spécifiquement 
(« Loi sur le parc provincial Kawartha »)
afin d’enchâsser les activités prévues et les 
politiques de gestion.

Recommendations ReportKawartha Highlands Signature Site

Résumé



Kawartha Highlands Signature Site

Introduction .......................................................................................................................................................................1
Our Goal ...............................................................................................................................................................1
Our Givens ............................................................................................................................................................1
Our Mandate.........................................................................................................................................................1

Committee Process.............................................................................................................................................................2
Committee Appointment.........................................................................................................................................2
Planning the Process ...............................................................................................................................................2
Informing the Public ..............................................................................................................................................2
Committee Functioning ..........................................................................................................................................3

Public Involvement – Stage 1...........................................................................................................................................5
Aboriginal Consultation..........................................................................................................................................7

Developing Draft Recommendations ...............................................................................................................................8
Protection...............................................................................................................................................................8
Vision for the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site..................................................................................................8
Traditional Activities ..............................................................................................................................................9
Activities, Boundaries and Designation ...................................................................................................................9

Public Involvement – Stage 2 ........................................................................................................................................10
Public input and assessment on:
Vision, Protection and Traditional Statements.......................................................................................................11
Recreational Activities ..........................................................................................................................................11
Commercial Activities...........................................................................................................................................15
Proposed Boundaries .............................................................................................................................................16
Protection Designation..........................................................................................................................................24
Process Concerns ...................................................................................................................................................29

Final Recommendations .................................................................................................................................................34
Recreational Activities ..........................................................................................................................................34
Commercial Activities...........................................................................................................................................39
Boundary Changes ...............................................................................................................................................39
Protection Designation..........................................................................................................................................41

Closing Remarks .............................................................................................................................................................43

Appendix 1: Committee Covenant ....................................................................................................................................44
Appendix 2: Activity Flow Chart......................................................................................................................................45
Appendix 3: Draft Extensions and SFL Implications .........................................................................................................46
Appendix 4: Recommended Boundary................................................................................................................................47
Appendix 5: Alvar Extension Area ...................................................................................................................................48

Recommendations Report

Table of Contents



We are pleased to present the following report to you, the
Honourable John Snobelen, as the Minister of Natural
Resources. This report summarizes how we have under-
taken our assigned mandate and provides recommendations
for the future of the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site.  

To provide context to this report, we have restated our
mandate in this section. The past 15 months have been
very challenging for each member of the Committee. As
volunteers, we have collectively traveled over 50,000 km
and committed approximately 2500 hours towards
completing our mandate. We are happy to report that
consensus within the group was achieved for every
recommendation within this report.

Because public views cover a broad spectrum, we under-
stand that the recommendations provided here will not
make every member of the public happy. However, one of
our guiding principles was to ensure that the Kawartha
Highlands would be protected for future generations.
This required that we recommend restrictions for certain
activities that are presently enjoyed by some users of the
area. 

If you would like more detail regarding a specific part of
this report, we would be happy to provide this upon
request.

Our Goal…

“To protect the natural and recreational values”
of the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site
(from Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use Strategy,
July 1999) 

Our Givens…

Identified within the Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use
Strategy are several decisions that have been made regard-
ing the Kawartha Highlands and other sites that form the
framework within which this project and our Committee
must operate. These include:
• The Kawartha Highlands Signature Site (KHSS) will

receive protection by being designated either a
provincial park or conservation reserve, or a combina-
tion of the two categories. 

• The designation will apply only to Crown land. 
• The designation of the KHSS under appropriate

legislation will be completed prior to December 2003. 
• Traditional recreational activities will continue in the

final designation, including, but not limited to, canoe-
ing, angling, hunting, hiking and snowmobiling. 

• Commercial forestry or hydroelectric development
will not be permitted in the KHSS. 

Opportunities are being identified for controlled mineral
exploration in new protected areas that have “provincially
significant mineral potential”. Until recommendations
have been made and approved by the Minister of Natural
Resources and the area is regulated under the appropriate
legislation, lands within the KHSS will remain withdrawn
from staking. 

Our Mandate…

The Local Stakeholder Committee was established to
provide advice on:
• the most appropriate protection designation for the

KHSS (i.e. provincial park or conservation reserve or
some combination of the two); 

• appropriate minor revisions to finalizing the KHSS
boundary; 

• management policies within the protected area; and
• developing and implementing co-stewardship

management of the area. 

This report provides our recommendations on the first
three bullet points related to our mandate. As our Terms
of Reference detail, recommendations on stewardship
models will be provided to you by August 31, 2002.
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mended protected area to private property will
continue to be available for this use. Applications for
new access roads will not be considered unless a
commitment for the consideration of such a road was
made prior to March 1999.

• Establishment of the protected area will not result in
the imposition of fees to access private property. 

• With respect to the use of the protected area for
recreational purposes, private property owners and
their guests will be subject to the same rules and fees
as any member of the public.

• The maintenance or replacement of hydro and tele-
phone services across the recommended protected
area to private property existing as of March 1999
will continue as an existing use. The installation of
new telephone and hydro services across the
protected area to private property may be permitted
upon a case by case assessment of that installation’s
environmental impact.

• During the management planning process, where a
need is identified, tools such as zoning can be utilized
to direct higher levels of human activities away from
certain sensitive areas including private properties.

With the above assurances in place, we believe most
of the private property concerns will have been
addressed.

Cross-Country Skiing:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Dog Sledding:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Flying:
We received several comments regarding our “flying”
activity statements and associated recommendation. We
have revised our statement to meet some of these
concerns; however, we have retained our original
recommendation for this activity as we feel it is consis-
tent with other restrictions recommended for motorized
activities. The recommendation states that aircraft land-

ing would be restricted to as few lakes as possible in the
Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. This has not
suggested the elimination of the activity, and indeed
there are currently restrictions on landing aircraft based
on lake size and characteristics. Management planning
will further detail the conditions regarding this activity.

Hiking:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Horseback Riding:
One submission challenged our recommendation by
claiming that this activity did not meet our definition of
“traditional” and asked for restrictions to this activity to
apply during hunting seasons. Details of conditions
and/or restrictions will be developed during the manage-
ment planning phase for this project; thus we have made
no changes to our recommendation. 

Hunting:
Most concerns we received pertaining to this activity
related to the fact that our draft recommendations did
not cover the needs of day hunters and/or hunters who
set up temporary camps within the protected area for
certain hunting seasons. As well, hunters belonging to
recreation camps wished to have included the ability to
access their watches with certain motorized vehicles.
Many suggestions were provided which ultimately will
be addressed during the management planning phase.
We changed some wording within the activity state-
ment to include the above types of hunter and we
recommended that the needs of hunters who are not
members of recreation camps be considered during
management planning with further public involve-
ment. A few other submissions relating to this activity
did not support hunting within protected areas.

Motorboats:
Comments we received around motorboating ranged
from full agreement with our activity statements to
concern for our restrictions. We listed the five lakes that
have the largest cottage populations as those areas where
motorboating would continue, subject to local cottage
associations self-imposing any further restrictions. One

mendation statements. Concerns raised by the mining
industry regarding continued access to mining tenure
areas caused us to include wording within the recom-
mendation to include access (by permit) for “other
authorized tenure holders”. 

Bird Watching:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Camping:
Many submissions received made specific reference to
concerns about future camping in the area. The visions
that people had include a “tent city”, drive-in camping
adjacent to private property, and current canoe route
lakes ringed with campsites. That is not our vision for
the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. It was our
recommendation to continue “backcountry” (unserviced)
camping in this area, with specific conditions that carry-
ing capacity be assessed. New opportunities are possible,
but again, would need to be assessed based on carrying
capacity studies. To control unauthorized use, we also
made recommendations on implementing a reservation
and permitting system. We feel that these concerns have
been covered within our draft recommendation and thus
no changes were made.

Canoeing/Kayaking:
Most submissions recognized the traditional character of
this activity. One submission indicated that kayaking was
not a “traditional” activity and questioned its presence.
As previously indicated, non-“traditional” activities were
considered for inclusion if they were felt to be of low
impact. No changes were made.

Cottaging:
We received many comments from cottagers or their
associations regarding the lack of inclusion of cottaging
as a separate recreational activity in the area. As it was
explained to several of these respondents, the needs
related to this activity were addressed throughout the
recommendations (e.g. retained access to properties,
heavily populated lakes to provide their own restrictions
related to certain activities). We thought it unwise to
focus any more directly on the activity, as these are

private properties and not subject to the protected area
conditions and/or restrictions. 

There still remains a great deal of uncertainty with the
cottagers and other affected residents regarding private
property rights. Indeed, the perceived loss of property
rights has been one of the overriding fears, which has
caused some to pull their entire support for our recom-
mendations. We attempted to address this by having a
Fact Sheet, developed by the MNR, with questions and
answers regarding private property rights. This was sent
out to our mailing list in October 2001 and was well
received by most individuals and organizations that we
heard from. 

There still remain a few individuals who continue to be
skeptical and to undermine this process by actively stir-
ring these fears in others. The following is provided as a
record to indicate what we understand to be the rights of
current property owners affected by the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site. Much of this has been
provided on the Fact Sheet, and it would help if you
could provide to the public your assessment of the
accuracy of these statements to dispel the spreading
fears related to these topics.

• Private property would not be included as a part of
the recommended protected area.

• There is no intent by the Ministry of Natural
Resources to expropriate any private property for the
recommended Kawartha Highlands protected area.

• The designation of the recommended Kawartha
Highlands protected area has no influence on the
rights and privileges of private landowners to sell or
bequeath their private property. Property develop-
ment must be in accordance with local municipal
zoning and by-laws.

• Planning, zoning, building by-laws and services of the
municipality still apply on private property that
occurs adjacent to or surrounded by the protected
area.

• The type and level of access to private property
within the recommended protected area that existed
as of March 1999 will be permitted to continue.

• Established roads that were being actively used as of
March 1999 to provide access across the recom-
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certain restrictions to motorized vehicle use in the area
are required to prevent long-term impacts on the natural
and recreational values of this area.  Commercial outpost
camp requirements and conditions for motorized vehicle
use associated with these authorized activities will be
developed during management planning. No changes
were made.

War Games:
Many comments received supported our recommenda-
tion to ban this activity. No changes were made.

Water-skiing:
The comments we received generally supported our
recommendation that this be limited to the populated
cottage lakes, as part of the heritage of cottage life. Some
comments suggested that this be banned throughout the
area, and there were certain specific requests, from other
property owners on the lakes not mentioned in the
recommendation, that this activity be allowed to
continue. We recognized the impact of this activity on
other natural and recreational values, reviewed it against
our vision and protection statements and thus have made
no changes to the recommendation.

Other Comments:
We received many other comments that did not relate to
our recommendations but, again, emphasized the need to
address access, emergency service requirements, and
other management planning details for the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site. We recommend that these
comments also be reviewed during management plan-
ning, as many have provided specific details that will be
very useful.

Commercial Activities…

After the release of our draft report, we received
comments from individuals concerned with our refer-
ence to “commercial activities”. Many interpreted this to
mean commercial activity on private property. Our
recommendations apply to Crown lands, which make up
the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site, and include
activities considered commercial and governed under the
authority of MNR. These activities involve trapping,

bear management areas, baitfish licenses and commercial
tourism (outpost camps and outfitting services). The
municipality governs commercial activities on private
land.

Trapping:
In our first stage of public consultation, we received
much input from trappers in the area and the Ontario
Fur Managers Federation regarding the vacant traplines
that were affected by the future protected area. Four
traplines in the area have been vacant for approximately
7 years; however, the trappers feel that the MNR did not
fulfill its role in actively attempting to reallocate these
lines. Under current trapline policy for Provincial Parks
they would never be reallocated. As a Committee, we
have recommended that the trapline policies for
Conservation Reserves be applied to these lines, which
would allow for reallocation based on a “Test of
Compatibility”. We received very few public comments
that opposed our draft recommendation. Thus we have
left the original recommendation to stand. Those few
that did comment on trapping were of the opinion that
no trapping should be allowed in the area.

Bear Management Areas:
We have made no recommendations with respect to Bear
Management Areas (BMAs). Portions of 7 BMAs lie
within the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. Two of
these areas are currently vacant and the area they cover
constitutes approximately 5% of the Signature Site. We
received two submissions regarding BMAs.  One individ-
ual wished to have a BMA created in the lower end of the
Mississagua River, not the currently vacant areas. MNR
has dealt with this request, explaining that no new BMAs
are being created at this time. The other comment
requested long-term guarantees for continued tenure
and express legal opportunities to designate successors.
We feel that current policies are sufficient to cover these
concerns and that the current policy for BMAs should
apply to this activity (existing authorized BMA
license may be renewed or transferred, no new
licenses). The two areas currently inactive could have
their boundaries redefined and then these 2 BMAs could
be reallocated.

concern raised was that other lakes, which also have
private property, were not included. We did include in
our summary the intent that these property owners could
retain their current access to the property. The intent
was that access to private property would continue
through a permitting system (we don’t envision this
having a cost), which would control other uses of motor-
boats on these particular lakes. To honour previous
commitments to continued access to current mining
claim and lease areas, we have included the phrase
“and other authorized tenure holders” within our
recommendation. No other changes were made.

Motorcycles, Motorized Bikes and Scooters:
Most comments regarding these vehicles were support-
ive of our recommendation not to allow these vehicles in
the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. A few submis-
sions described this as a traditional method of accessing
recreation camps. We have made no changes to our
original recommendation.

Mountain Biking:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Personal Water Craft (PWC):
Many comments received, including those who were
residents or cottagers within the Signature Site,
supported our recommendation to ban this motorized
vehicle. Concern was noted from a few property owners
who currently own these watercraft asking whether
compensation or “grandfathering” would be instituted.
We feel that the detail regarding these specific questions
should be more appropriately dealt with during the
management planning phase. No changes were made.

Recreation Camps:
The comments we received regarding this form of tenure
were supportive of providing enhanced tenure by means
of a screening test. No changes were made.

Rock Climbing:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Sailing:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Snowmobiling:
We received many comments regarding this activity,
which ranged from it being a non-traditional activity
with impacts similar to other motorized vehicles, to
allowing the activity to continue throughout the estab-
lished trail system of the Kawartha Highlands. As we
mentioned, snowmobiling was specifically identified in
the Land Use Strategy as an activity that would continue
in the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. We did
recognize that this could not be considered a “tradi-
tional” activity according to our definition and that the
activity did have potentially significant impacts associ-
ated with it. We have provided recommendations to
allow for continued access to private property and
have included in these recommendations other author-
ized tenure holders (to address mining industry
concerns). We recognize that transport from private
property to authorized snowmobile trail systems needs to
be addressed and have included a recommendation
that access to other trails would be considered
through management planning to allow access, by
permit, to other areas.

Snowshoeing:
No significant concerns were received regarding this
activity or our recommendation. No changes were
made.

Special Needs Requirements:
A number of submissions dealt with the special needs of
individual users (physically challenged, aged, etc.) of
the area. We determined that further public consulta-
tion is necessary before management planning can
optimally address these needs.  

Sport Fishing:
A number of submissions expressed concern that the use
of motorized vehicles was required to reach interior lakes
for fishing. We have supported the continuation of the
traditional activity of fishing throughout the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site, but stand by our position that
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Jim Cashmore, President, Peterborough Field
Naturalists:
“The PFN are particularly pleased that you have
recommended several boundary changes that will
permit various sensitive areas to be included and others
that will provide access from Highway 28. New access
points are essential since present access is generally
gained via private roads.”

Erhard Kraus, Environmental Representative,
Wilderness Canoe Association:
“We welcome the inclusion of adjacent areas, for their
improved ability to conserve environmental aspects of
the area and for the protection of existing canoe trails,
like the Coon and Big Cedar Lake routes.”

We did receive many objections to some of the draft
recommended boundary changes that we released as
well. Generally, these objections were from the forest
and mining industries, and some cottage and area resi-
dents. We provide you with a few examples of these
objections:

Peter Nitschke, General Manager, Bancroft-
Minden Forest Company:
“…my concerns center around proposed changes to the
boundary which add significantly to the size of the site.
…the [Ontario Forest] Accord recognizes that there is
to be no net increase in the cost of wood delivered to the
mill or decrease in the long term supply of wood… some
of the proposed additions appear much larger than
needed to protect the values identified.… precluding
forest operations from adjacent Crown land while
allowing mineral exploration and development in the
alvar is counter-intuitive at best… some parts of the
proposed expansion include areas of significant past
silvicultural investment. These investments, just
beginning to bear fruit, would be lost. Five areas allo-
cated for harvest are included in the proposed
expansion, four of them affecting one licensee.
Operations will have to be deferred in these areas pend-
ing final resolution. The result is a disruption to forest
operations and additional work and cost to the
company…”

Dave Rowell, Regional Land Use Geologist –
Southern Ontario, MNDM:
“…much of the land proposed for “boundary tweaking”
along the northern and northwestern part of the
Kawartha Highlands Signature Site has been staked
… MNDM would prefer if staked claims along the
northern boundary were not captured by the signature
site. …MNDM would once again like to ensure that
Aggregate Permits issued under the Aggregate
Resources Act and mining claims issued under the
Mining Act are respected.”

Geological Consultant:
“…we have found an asbestos-free vermiculite deposit
which will be the first producing body in Canada. This
‘unique and one of a kind’ deposit will be able to supply
insulation and agricultural needs. …new mining
claims have been staked over some areas which are
proposed for extension. These areas contain high-grade
vermiculite lenses which have mining potential.”

Fred Swanson, President, Southern Ontario
Prospectors Association:
“With regard to the proposed KHSS boundary
changes, I will reiterate that active mineral claims
exist in some of these areas and must not be included
within the site. I would strongly recommend that the
Provincially Significant Mineral Potential methodol-
ogy be finalized and applied to these new areas that are
proposed for inclusion within the KHSS.”

Thomas Flynn, Reeve, Township of Galway-
Cavendish and Harvey:
“Council requests that a 120 metre peripheral
allowance of the Kawartha Highlands Park land be
reserved for future land access opportunities and appro-
priate regulations be established to make sure that the
allowance is not used for any other purpose except what
is intended.”

Baitfish Licenses:
There are approximately 14 Baitfish License Areas that
cover portions of the Kawartha Highlands Signature
Site. We received three submissions regarding this activ-
ity. One wished to see it banned as an activity; the other
two supported the industry and asked that there be no
restriction on using live bait in the area. 

Guy Winterton, Liaison Director, Bait
Association of Ontario:
“While you have apparently not heard from any bait-
fish harvesters, it may be because they are comfortable
that their use of the resource will continue, regardless of
the future status of the Kawartha Highlands, along
with the expectation that their traditional modes of
access will also be preserved. …concerns us is the recom-
mendation to ban the use of live bait.”

Current policy for commercial bait harvesting allows
this activity to continue indefinitely subject to possi-
ble conditions identified in the management plan. We
concur with current policy and have chosen to maintain
our recommendation to ban the use of live bait
within the protected area to maximize protection for
the area lakes from the import and transfer of both exotic
and indigenous fish species.

Commercial Tourism:
Commercial outpost camps allow commercial operators
to fly clients in to the specified lakes for the purpose of
fishing. Currently, there are 4 commercial outpost
camps, under the authority of Land Use Permits, within
the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site. Each location
has a dock and a cabin for overnight accommodations.
Current policy allows for existing authorized tourism
facilities to continue, subject to management plan
prescriptions. In addition, these may be eligible for
enhanced tenure, to be determined through manage-
ment planning. One operator commented during our
consultation period; however, his concerns related to our
recreational activity statements regarding aircraft use.
We determined that no recommendation regarding this
particular commercial activity was required.

Commercial Forestry:
We continue to receive comments from a few individuals
or groups to recommend the continuation of forest
harvesting operations within the area. Part of our
“givens” was that no commercial forest operations would
occur within this future protected area. 

Proposed Boundaries…

After the release of our draft recommendations we
received many comments regarding the boundary
recommendations put forward. We received support for
the proposed extension areas from environmental groups
and many individuals, some suggesting that we did not
go far enough in this respect. A few of these comments
are provided here:

Joint submission by several Peterborough
individuals:
“We congratulate the Committee for its revisions to the
park boundaries which now are better aligned with,
represent and protect the Kawartha Highlands
Ecosystem. The inclusion of the limestone and
Mississagua River areas to the southwest, more of the
watershed to the north and access and links to the
southeast are welcome and appropriate changes. There
are some additional refinements we would urge you to
adopt….”

Paul Leadbitter, Protected Areas Coordinator,
Partnership for Public Lands:
“Expanding the northern boundary to include more
complete watersheds and utilizing existing access roads
as boundaries is a very positive step forward… pleased
to see the inclusion of the provincially significant alvar
and associated limestone plain and support the inclusion
of adjoining Crown land at the southern end of the
Mississagua River to facilitate future planning
options… inclusion of the Crane Lake Bog is another
important inclusion that we support… we support the
recommended linkages between KHSS and Petroglyphs
Provincial Park… support the addition of the two
parcels of Crown land that extend to Highway 28…”
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On September 12, 2001, our Project Manager attended a
Board of Directors meeting of the Forest Company. She
explained the background of the Kawartha Highlands
Signature Site and the mandated tasks assigned to our
Committee. They presented concerns related to the
Ontario Forest Accord commitments and operator
impacts, which were also identified by the General
Manager in written correspondence to our Committee.
Our Project Manager relayed that it was not the
Committee’s intent to put an immediate halt to forest
harvesting operations. A meeting was scheduled to have
affected shareholders attend a full Committee meeting
and present the range of impacts directly to our
Committee.

This meeting occurred on October 2, with the General
Manager and several shareholders in attendance. There
was open discussion with our group and we felt that we
all had achieved a better understanding of the impacts.
After this input, the Committee reviewed all recom-
mended extension areas with the goal of refining the
protection needs and minimizing the impact to the
Forest Company.

A follow-up meeting with the General Manager was
scheduled for October 24 to confidentially share new
boundary considerations reached by our Committee. We
had removed areas considered highly productive by the
forest industry and the great majority of the five-year
planned allocations. We restricted our expansion areas to
those that had a significant natural heritage feature or
would keep future planning options open and were
deemed less productive to the company. These changes
were received in a positive manner; however, the General
Manager could not speak for his shareholders in this
regard. He agreed to arrange a meeting so that this infor-
mation could be shared confidentially with a few of the
affected shareholders.

On October 29, our Project Manager met with affected
shareholders of the Forest Company to receive
comments regarding the Committee’s new proposed
boundaries. There still remains some work to be done to
satisfy the Forest Industry concerns regarding the
Ontario Forest Accord commitments. To assist you in
meeting these commitments, we have provided a general

summary of where we believe we have reached agree-
ment and areas where further discussion is required.
These summaries relate to the revised recommended
boundaries as indicated on the map in Appendix 4.

Two parcels of Crown land abutting Highway 28 – we
have excluded the more southern parcel as it is an area
planned for harvest in the current Forest Management
Plan and is more desirable from a forestry perspective.
This has received support from the affected shareholders.

Area north of Coon and Big Cedar Lakes – we have
excluded this area, as it did not protect any significant
natural heritage areas. This has received support from
the affected shareholders.

Area to the southwest of Coon Lake – we have included
this to ensure protection for a significant bog which has
received ongoing study by Trent University. We had
originally not located this properly for the draft report. A
review of aerial photos by the Forest Company has indi-
cated that this parcel is primarily “rock and swamp” and
would not be of interest to the company.

Crane Lake Bog complex – we have drawn back this
extension area to exclude planned operations and the
most productive lands from a forestry perspective. We
have retained a contiguous patch at the north end, which
is less productive, to ensure the integrity of this bog
complex. We believe this area contains minimal opportu-
nities for future harvest activities. The shareholders
wished to retain the original boundary and offered to
reclassify the proposed “modified operations” within the
“Areas of Concern” adjacent to the bog complex to a “no
harvest” reserve. We did not wish to revise this position
further, as this was felt by the natural heritage ecologists
to be the best example of a bog complex in the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site.

Alvar and associated limestone plain – we have reduced
the total area recommended, excluding areas with past
silvicultural investment. There was agreement with
Forest Company shareholders to this refinement, includ-
ing the loss of a portion of a planned allocation. This
area is covered by an existing mining claim and aggregate
permit, and would become Forest Reserve until such

Eastern Catchacoma Property Owners
Association:
“…it seems clear that no private access roads will be
allowed through the KHSS. …we are again requesting
that the LSC recommend a minor boundary adjust-
ment to the western perimeter of the proposed site,
excluding a 120-meter wide portion of land between
the eastern boundaries of the private properties on
Catchacoma, and western edge of the KHSS. This
would create a contiguous strip of land that retains the
current general use status and connects our properties
by land to the crown property outside the KHSS.”

Property Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“Since the proposed Kawartha Highlands Signature
Site completely surrounds our properties and effectively
“land-locks” us inside the park, we are asking for an
extremely minor boundary adjustment to the western
edge of the park behind our properties. This change
would permit the creation of a narrow “buffer zone”
(approximately 100 meters wide) that would retain the
“general use crown land” status and thereby protect our
property rights and access rights as they exist today.”

Property Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“We are extremely disappointed by the LSC’s Draft
Recommendations, as they currently stand, for their
failure to recommend the ‘exclusion’ that we have
previously requested of the lands adjacent to our prop-
erty…from the protected area.”

Cottage Owner, Anstruther Lake:
“..include a 300 metre exclusion zone around all popu-
lated lakes and around all private property, with no
park activity in the exclusion zone.”

Cottage Owner, Coon Lake:
“As cottage owners on Coon Lake we would like to
support the idea of conservation in the KHSS area….
We do have serious concerns about the lower boundary.
We would ask that a buffer area of at least 500 feet be
required to protect cottage owners and private cottage
roads on Coon Lake and Big Cedar Lake. We believe
that cottage owners would be exposed to greater
personal risk if traffic increases on the cottage roads.”

Cottage Owner, Big Cedar Lake:
“I fail to see how including or even bringing the border
near our lake can SAVE us! We strongly demand that
you RECIND the BORDER of this Park – far from
private property owners, or better still locate your
Provincial Park in an area that is not already inhabited.”

The most significant revisions to all of our draft recom-
mendations have occurred for the boundaries. 

Recommended Extensions and Forest Industry
Concerns:
Notably, the most significant revisions to our recom-
mended boundaries were made to address forest industry
concerns. 

During the preparation of the draft recommendations,
the General Manager of the Bancroft-Minden Forest
Company was invited to one of our closed meetings
(May 14, 2001) to share with him our thoughts on signif-
icant areas that we wished to see incorporated. These
recommended changes were based on new natural
heritage information and public input. This was the only
time information was shared beyond our Committee.
During this meeting, we were left with the impression
that there was room for negotiations with the Forest
Company, although the company expected no major
increases in the size of the area. One of the possibilities
we considered was to incorporate some of these areas
into the protected area boundary once currently planned
forest operations were completed. 

We presented our draft recommendations on desired
additions, leaving room for future negotiations to fine-
tune these boundaries. We did not anticipate that the
immediate fallout from the release of the report would be
that operations in areas scheduled for harvesting this
season would be deferred until a decision on boundaries
had been made (see Appendix 3). This deferral would
have caused immediate economic impacts to one opera-
tor in particular, including laying off of staff scheduled to
work this fall and winter. We felt the need to address
these concerns specifically, working with the Bancroft-
Minden Forest Company and its shareholders to develop
a more workable boundary while still achieving our
desired goals.
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“Mineral exploration is controlled by the Ministry of
Northern Development and Mines under the authority of
the Mining Act. MNR will work with MNDM to ensure
that appropriate controls are placed on mineral exploration
activities that will be permitted in provincially significant
mineral potential areas in new provincial parks and
conservation reserves. These controls will seek to ensure
that the environmental values in the new protected areas
are maintained (see 7.2.1 and 7.2.2).”

7.2.1 Provincial Parks [or 7.2.2 Conservation
Reserves] (pages 21-23)
“Mineral exploration may occur under controlled condi-
tions in portions of new Provincial Parks [or
Conservation Reserves] that are identified through
further analysis and consultation as having provincially
significant mineral potential. If part of a new park [or
Conservation Reserve] is to be developed for a mine, it
would be deregulated as part of the park, and appropriate
replacement lands would be placed into regulation.

Prior to permitting exploration in portions of the new
Provincial Parks [or Conservation Reserves Section
7.2.2], procedures will be developed that will include:
• Criteria for designating areas of provincially significant

mineral potential;
• Claim staking regulations for use in new protected areas;
• Guidelines for exploration activities which will consider the

environmental sensitivity of the sites;
• Procedures for monitoring, inspecting and reporting;
• Procedures to be followed in taking a find to the advanced

exploration stage;
• Procedures for replacing park [or conservation reserve]

land that may be removed to permit development of a
mine; and

• Conditions for restoring land to the parks [or conserva-
tion reserve status Section 7.2.2] system when mining is
finished.”

7.2.3 Forest Reserves (page 23)
“Forest Reserves are areas where protection of natural
heritage and special landscapes is a priority, but some
resource use can take place with appropriate conditions.
…The designation will be applied to additional areas that
have been initially identified for inclusion in recommended
Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves, but where
detailed examination determines that there are existing
mining claims or leases.”

We understood that current mining claims or leases
would continue to operate until such a time that they
were given up through normal processes.
Commitments to maintain access to authorized
mining tenure sites and permit areas were recog-
nized by Committee members and were within the
intent of our Draft Recommendations Report.
Recommended boundary extensions were made with our
understanding that any of these areas which had existing
mining claims or leases and which were accepted addi-
tions would become Forest Reserves until such time that
the claim or lease was given up. These recommendations
were to flag our concerted desire to see this area
protected should it become available in the future, not to
stop currently authorized activities.

The areas of interest to the mining industry within our
originally proposed extensions, as noted in its responses
to our draft recommendations for boundary extensions,
were as follows: 
• Previously claimed area at the northwest corner north of

Pencil Lake Access Road: This active claim has a future
interest in mining a high grade, asbestos-free vermic-
ulite finding. This area was recommended for
inclusion due to the identification of a mature White
Cedar swamp. One commentator indicated that he
had recently traversed the area and had been unsuc-
cessful in locating this natural heritage feature.
Further investigation revealed a mapping error on
the location. The revised boundary recommenda-
tions resulting from our attempts to meet forest
industry concerns have removed this area from
inclusion within the proposed boundary and have
concurrently addressed this concern of the
mining industry.

time that the claim and permit are released through
normal processes. This alvar has been identified as being
“provincially significant” and is the best example of a
“dry poverty grass alvar” within the Site District.
Although it will not be included as part of the protected
area initially, we felt it extremely important to identify
this area as a desirable addition to the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site.

Mississagua River corridor – We have narrowed the
recommended boundaries along this whitewater river
corridor to exclude areas of planned forest operations or
of high value to the forest industry. We have maintained
a recommendation to incorporate land to ensure that the
protected area is connected. The shareholders identified
a portion of this area in the very southern corner as desir-
able to retain; however, this would affect a spatial
separation of protected area parcels. We wish to retain
the connectivity and future planning options that this
area would afford. We feel that most of the area we have
recommended for inclusion is extensive wetland, and
would be of lesser value to the Forest Company.

Northern Boundary – We drew back our recommenda-
tion of an extension to the Forest Access Road in the
north and created a definable boundary which closely
approximates the original proposed boundary, by follow-
ing either lot and concession lines or watercourses.
Although not calculated yet, it appears that there will be
minimal net gain or loss. One affected shareholder
presented an option to move the boundary substantially
further south than our revised northern boundary, but
there was no support from our Committee to entertain
this request.

We had hoped to have reached an agreeable solution to
present to you but there were aspects relating to Ontario
Forest Accord commitments on which we had no author-
ity to comment. As a Committee, we also agreed to
immediately attempt to reverse unanticipated deferrals
of forest harvesting operations. Our Terms of Reference
directed us to submit this Recommendations Report to the
District Manager (Monique Rolf von den Baumen-
Clark) of your Bancroft District Office, and we
understand that she will direct this report to your atten-
tion. We have accompanied our delivery of this

document to her with a letter from our Committee
asking that any deferrals to the Bancroft-Minden
Forest Management Plan related to our draft bound-
ary recommendations be re-evaluated in light of our
new boundary recommendations for the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site.

A result of our boundary changes to address forest indus-
try concerns was that other boundary concerns identified
by individuals, organizations or industries were concur-
rently addressed. We will further explain these
throughout the following sections.

Recommended Extensions and Mining Industry
Concerns:
We received seven submissions regarding mining indus-
try concerns.  Two individuals were opposed to any
mining activity in the area. It was most apparent that one
of the overriding concerns received in the remaining
submissions was a perception that our Committee had
not taken into account prior commitments made to the
mining industry by the Ontario government. We can
assure you that this is not the case. 

Our oversight was not to include a clarifying statement
within our Draft Recommendations Report to address
mining industry commitments from Ontario’s Living
Legacy. We did not feel that our draft recommendations
were disregarding current provincial commitments to
the mining industry; however, with nothing regarding
mining or mineral exploration noted in the content of
the report, we can see where concerns have been gener-
ated. As the direction around conditions for mineral
exploration and mining in new protected areas will be
determined at a government level (MNDM, MNR, etc.)
with input from stakeholders, we did not feel that
recommendations from this Committee regarding
mining activities were within our mandate. At this point,
we are awaiting clarification on whether the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site will be identified as having
“provincially significant mineral potential” and, as such,
would allow for controlled mineral exploration activities.
For the record, we have always considered the following
passages from Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use Strategy as
part of the “givens” under which we were operating:
6.1.10 Mineral Exploration (pages 17-18)
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We believe this is not a “right” associated with the
purchase of land and that the Kawartha Highlands
Signature Site would not be best served by the develop-
ment of a new road into this area. In fact, a previous
application for a road here was denied by the MNR a few
years ago, based partially on significant public opposition
to the proposal. We have not altered our draft recom-
mendation for this area, leaving the boundary at the
northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake as it was
initially proposed. The following quotations will
provide you with some exposure to other viewpoints
from this lake:

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft
recommendations of the committee. I wholeheartedly
support the recommendations, which, I believe, provide
a balance for the needs and wants of the various stake-
holder groups. I particularly support the
recommendation concerning the boundary for the
northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake, where I have a
cottage. I definitely do NOT want a road behind my
cottage, which a buffer zone would permit. For 20
years I have enjoyed the quiet and privacy that water
access to my cottage provides (indeed, that’s why I
bought where I did), and do not want to see that
changed.”

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“We received your draft report published last month. I
think that you have done an excellent job of putting this
together. In particular, we are STRONGLY
SUPPORTIVE of your recommendation to: not
change the boundary to create a buffer zone for future
potential road access. My family and I own 4 properties
along this shore. We have enjoyed the quiet privacy of
water access for 44 years and strongly wish it to remain
the same.”

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“Although I had taken a basically ‘armchair approach’
to date, I have recently seen a number of letters writ-
ten by the Reeve and others associated with the
Municipality of the Township of Galway, Cavendish
and Harvey, supporting the creation of a buffer zone at
the northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake. The opinions
offered in these letters are held out to represent some
sort of a consensus or at least majority view when in
fact nothing could be further from the truth…. I am
quite simply outraged to have my views and opinions
suborned in such a fashion, and wish to make it clear
that I fully support the Draft Recommendation
Report as outlined in August 2001, and do not
support the creation of a buffer zone in the
Northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake.”

Wendy Lyttle, President, Catchacoma
Cottagers’ Association:
“…it is my responsibility to state again to the KHSS
Stakeholders Committee, and to the Ministry of
Natural Resources, that members of this cottagers’
association are not in favour of a buffer zone for the
northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake.”

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“No one that I have spoken to on this subject who owns
property on the east side of Catchacoma Lake north of
the Bottle Creek dam wants a road. We love the tran-
quility, beauty and cleanliness of our lake and a road
and development associated with it will forever destroy
the essential nature of Catchacoma. We also feel safe by
not having a road. … Please don’t let the commercial
interests of a couple of property owners guide decisions
that will fundamentally alter the nature of our proper-
ties and the environment of Lake Catchacoma. … The
people advocating for the “buffer zone” attempt to
make an argument that our property rights are eroded
by the park designation. This simply isn’t true. Our
property rights are the same as they ever were.
Property ownership does not mean that a property
owner has any inherent right to use any other land for
road access.”

• Newly claimed areas in the recommended extension of the
northern boundary: A number of new areas within the
identified draft boundary recommendations were
staked after the release of our Draft Recommendations
Report.  The revised boundary recommendations
resulting from our attempts to meet forest indus-
try concerns have removed this area from
inclusion within the proposed boundary and have
concurrently addressed this concern of the
mining industry.

• Claimed and Aggregate Permit area towards the south-
west corner: These areas contain approximately 2/3 of
a recently identified provincially significant “dry
poverty grass” alvar (Appendix 5). Portions of this
alvar site are currently being mined for dimensional
building stone. We wish to demonstrate that we feel
that this area would be a significant natural heritage
addition to the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site,
recognizing that this area would become “Forest
Reserve” until such a time as the claim or permit is
released. The revised boundary recommendations
resulting from our attempts to meet forest indus-
try concerns over the potential loss of its past
silvicultural investment in this area have removed
a portion of the draft extension from inclusion
within the proposed boundary. This effectively
reduces the proposed extension in this area of
mining industry concern by approximately 1/3.  

• Current Forest Reserve areas: Comments received from
MNDM sought assurance that the mining leases
located in the central portion of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site would also be respected. As
mentioned above, it is our understanding that these
current Forest Reserve areas can not be included
within the protected area boundaries unless or until
they have been released through normal processes.

We hope that the above statements regarding our
understanding of previous commitments will have
addressed the majority of mining industry concerns.
We look forward to having the “provincially signifi-
cant mineral potential” criteria applied as soon as
possible to the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site.
This will be required information for the management
planning phase of this project.

“Buffer” Zones:
Many submissions that we received asked for “buffer”
zones to be placed adjacent to private property to allow
for an area of “general use” Crown land between private
property and the protected area. Generally, we believe
these comments are offered so that there would be no
restrictions on current activities adjacent to private prop-
erty and/or they wish to seek future road access to
property and/or property owners’ fear increased “park”
activity immediately adjacent to their land. 

We believe that it is in the best interest for the integrity
of the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site to protect as
much Crown land as possible through appropriate legis-
lation. “General use” Crown land is more permissive
than restrictive as a land use category, allowing a wide
range of activities to occur, some of which, we feel, will
produce negative long-term impacts on the area. The
Provincial Parks Act and regulations provide much
broader protection for the area through zoning areas of
activity than do the Public Lands Act and regulations. 

We strongly recommend that future manage-
ment planning take into account the private
property owners’ concerns regarding
increased activity immediately adjacent to
their lands and zone any future activities away
from developed areas.

There has been some significant lobbying to have a
“buffer” zone created in one particular area of the
Kawartha Highlands Signature Site, the northeast corner
of Catchacoma Lake. We feel that you will require more
background knowledge of this, as we suspect certain
individuals will continue to oppose our recommendation.
Of the four submissions we received requesting this
“buffer” zone, one submission from a residential prop-
erty owner thought, that without it, their current access
to the property would be eliminated. This is not the case
and current access to private property was covered within
the draft recommendations. The other three submissions
were from property owners, who purchased these prop-
erties knowing the type of access that was available.
Their position is that, by having the protected area adja-
cent to their property, they have lost a private property
“right” to build a future access road across Crown land.
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that we feel would withstand scrutiny. Although we
received many suggestions from the public during both
stages of public consultation, we needed to provide a
recommendation based on what we felt would be the best
fit to meet the needs of the area with regard to our vision
statement, protection goals and recommended activities.
The reasoning behind our arrival at this designation is
provided in the Recommendations Section. During
Stage 2 of our consultation, we received no new infor-
mation that would cause us to alter our
recommendation. 

The Committee had the benefit of a year to study this
matter and ask specific questions that helped clarify issues
relating to conservation reserves and parks. Initially
Committee members, like the majority of the public they
represent, were largely unaware of both the gross and
subtle differences between the two designations. Over the
course of the year, we developed a much better under-
standing of the distinctions and were able to conclude,
with considerable confidence, that a Provincial Park
designation was the most appropriate choice, given that
our essential premise related to long-term protection. 

Most submissions we received in Stage 2 did not
comment on the designation, but looked at other aspects
of the Draft Recommendations Report. However, we did
receive comments from individuals supportive and not
supportive of our proposed designation, for example:

Property Owner, Coon Lake:
“We would support the area becoming a Conservation
Reserve but could not support the area becoming a
Provincial Park. A Provincial Park would destroy
much of the conservation efforts put forth for this area
in our judgement. We aren’t in favor of expanding the
boundaries to include parts of Big Cedar and Coon
Lakes…. We believe in allowing most of the activities
done there now should continue…. If it ain’t broke
don’t fix it. We fear that trying to do so much on this
land will only cause it harm.”

Brian Fallis, Deputy Reeve, Township of
Cavan Millbrook North Monaghan:
“I would like to indicate my support for the proposals
outlined in the stakeholders committee report regard-
ing the future of the Kawartha Highlands signature
site. I think the creation of a wilderness park for the
Peterborough region is a wonderful and welcome recog-
nition of this area’s abundant natural and cultural
heritage resources.”

Cottage Owner, Big Cedar Lake:
“Ontario is a huge province with large tracts of Crown
Land. We strongly suggest you and your government
find another location for fellow Ontario residents to use
as their campground…. WE MUST have foresight
and look 20 years beyond today! How are you and your
proposals “protecting the silence and night skies” so
described in this report? If your true desire is to
“PROTECT”, then LEGISLATE to PROHIBIT
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT and CREATE
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES designed to
improve water quality… If your desire is to increase
the tax base and create jobs, then please state your
intentions. If you plan to use the development of this
Park as an election issue, please reveal your inten-
tions… I encourage you to speculate…Think about ten
years from now… twenty? What will YOUR
‘LIVING LEGACY’ be? Will you have enhanced and
protected this truly magnificent area, or merely opened
it up to thousands of tourists who demand shopping
areas and marinas.”

Cottage Owners, Wolf Lake:
“We are cottage owners on Wolf Lake… We support
the draft recommendations and urge that the
Signature Site be designated a provincial park.”

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“With the exception of a very few people that may be
looking at commercial exploitation of the Lake and
lands, we believe that the majority of cottage owners in
the Northeast quadrant of Lake Catchacoma are NOT
in favour of a buffer zone between the proposed park
and the eastern limit of private property.

Most of us have been cottagers here for years and
have appreciated the isolation of this area. As well, we
have been stewards of the lake and lands to ensure a
lasting legacy for our off-spring. A buffer zone would
allow roads that open up a pristine area to Muskoka
style development, putting enormous pressures on very
fragile resources.”

Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“…I entirely support the committee’s overall recom-
mendations, and specifically wish to support the
recommendation that no buffer zone be applied to the
east shore of Catchacoma.  Along with our extended
family, my husband and I own four water-access prop-
erties along the northeast shore of Lake Catchacoma.
…Preserving this area of the lake as a car-free zone is
deeply important not only for ourselves and our neigh-
bors, but for the lake community, many of whom have
for decades come by boat and by foot to explore and hike
the trails that lead into the backcountry. In keeping
with the goals of the Signature Site, it would be a gift
to the whole community to preserve this quiet corner of
the lake. …Please stick with the Stakeholders’ vision.
It is a good one. Do not allow a buffer zone to bring
traffic into these woods.”

Current cottage roads near the perimeter of the site
boundary:
We received a few specific inquiries regarding boundary
changes related to the west side of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site. These submissions asked for
adjustments on North McGinnis Lake Road and Gold
Lake Road, similar to those which we had previously
proposed for boundary adjustments to the nearby
Mississagua-Gold Road and Beaver Lake Road (i.e., to
exclude from the protected area any Crown land lying
between the roads in question and the shoreline of the
lakes). We re-examined our reasoning for making these

specific recommendations and applied our original crite-
ria to the requests. This recommendation was made to
permit those property owners who had contributed to
the building of these cottage roads in the past and were
intending at some point in the future to build a spur road
into their property from the road to do so. If encom-
passed within the protected area, no new roads would be
allowed. To date, there has been substantial investment
by cottagers in these roads with the intention of access-
ing their property at some point in the future. The
exclusions from the protected area of land between the
cottage road and the shoreline or private property will
also provide a more identifiable boundary for the
protected area. It should be stressed that we have not
provided these areas of exclusion for “buffering” reasons
as indicated by some submissions. This is to ensure that
planned development can continue based on substantial
current investment. We feel that the submissions for
the North McGinnis Lake Road and the Gold Lake
Road meet our criteria applied elsewhere for placing
the boundary so as to follow the road right of way
and to exclude the road and Crown land between the
road and the private land holdings.

66’ Shoreline Allowances on Cottage Lakes:
We received several submissions regarding the future of
the shoreline allowances in front of cottages or lake front
residences. This generated much concern late in the
Stage 2 comment period. We did intend to recommend
that these 66’ shoreline allowances not be included
within the protected area, but did not include this
recommendation in our Draft Recommendations Report.
We have adjusted our recommendations here to ensure
that these lake front residents will have the future
option of purchasing the parcel between their prop-
erty and the lake. This also provides continued revenue
generation for the municipalities, if they control the
shoreline allowance.

Protection Designation…

As described in a previous section, we approached the
type of protection designation from the perspective of
“form following function”. We chose to recommend an
operating Provincial Park designation based on a process
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Melissa Tkachyk, Wilderness Campaigner,
Earthroots:
“Earthroots is pleased to know that the Committee is
recommending the KHSS be regulated under the
Provincial Park Act and not downlisted to the
Conservation Reserve status. Protecting the Kawartha
Highlands as an operating Provincial Park is a big step
forward in wilderness protection, bringing long-term
benefits to the local communities and Ontario Tourism
as well.”

William Mitchell, CAO, Township of North
Kawartha:
“We fully support the designation of OPERATIONAL
PROVINCIAL PARK and agree with the
Committees’ position and “categorically do not support
a non-operational status.”

The Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters
(OFAH), the Anstruther Lake Cottagers Association and
the North Kawartha Lakes Association all favoured a
Conservation Reserve status. The OFAH preferred this
status as they felt that the traditional users of the area
would suffer long-term impacts with a Provincial Park. 

Michael Reader, Executive Director, Ontario
Federation of Anglers and Hunters:
“After many years of corporate involvement in park
planning processes, the O.F.A.H. has arrived at two
significant conclusions: the policies under which parks
are established, regulated and managed are prejudicial
to the maintenance of wildlife habitat; and that tradi-
tional users and uses... get short shift when translated
through successive iterations of park planning processes
so that eventually, hunting, and certainly motorized
angling, trapping, crown Land Recreation Camps,
snowmobiling, and A.T.V.ing, are prohibited.”

Towards the end of the comment period, a letter with-
drawing support for the park designation was received
from the North Kawartha Lakes Association and this was
followed closely by a withdrawal from Anstruther Lake
Cottagers Association. These two associations made
multiple submissions each during this comment period
and the executives met with two members of our
Committee and project staff to ask questions and seek

clarification. The oral presentations indicated support in
principle for the recommendations (including designa-
tion, albeit guarded). During the executive meeting on
September 8, outstanding concerns were addressed and
we received support in principle again. We provide
excerpts of earlier submissions from both associations to
demonstrate the significant change in their positions:

Reg Lashmar and Rick Meridew, Executive,
North Kawartha Lakes Association:
“We are writing…to congratulate you, your committee
and team members on a job well done. Stage 1 of your
mandate, the taking of diverse opinions from the
public, stakeholder groups and government and recon-
ciling them into a single vision was not an easy task. It
is our opinion that your Draft Recommendations
Report attempts to balance the numerous concerns
voiced by other stakeholder groups and us. While no
single vision will suit all parties, it is apparent that
your committee listened and took these important
concerns into consideration.”

Jim Whelan, President, Anstruther Lake
Cottagers Association:
“…on reading your report, I would like to compliment
all of you on the thoroughness and thoughtfulness that
appears to have gone into your deliberations.”

We can only attribute this change in direction of support
to be based on misinformation being circulated at “the
final hour” on current policies regarding private prop-
erty, uncertainties regarding the future and/or perhaps
an underlying resistance for this area to be protected as
either a Provincial Park or Conservation Reserve. These
association executives have made other comments with
regard to process, which are covered in the next section.
After this consultation period had closed, we began to
receive calls and written communications that indicated
to us that this position did not accurately reflect the
views of all association members. A few of these commu-
nications are provided here:

Seasonal Residents, KHSS:
“I write to you with a disturbed and concerned attitude.
Having reviewed the…Report, I am compelled to
express my dismay at the irrational and incomplete
investigation that substantiates the so called decision of
this committee. Platitudes cannot replace logical
reasons for arriving at a decision! This report glares
with the lack of reasons for arriving at a designation of
a Provincial Operating Park. Even with the time
constraints imposed upon the public, the intelligent
submissions that were submitted would direct any
reasonable person to conclude that a Provincial
Operating Park was not suitable for this site.”

Trent University Professor, Peterborough:
“We wish to support the designation of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site as a Provincial Park… The
public is increasingly demanding protection of the envi-
ronment, this area has long been recognized for its
conservation and outdoor recreation values, Ontario
Parks are mandated to conserve such areas, and there
is no other option for creating a large park in southern
Ontario.  Provincial Park status for the area will
mean that it will benefit from the considerable
management expertise of Ontario Parks staff, will
offer a wide range of high quality recreation activities,
and attract tourists.”

Cottage Owner, Anstruther Lake:
“Given our mutual desire to protect the area, we
strongly oppose the designation of the area as a
Provincial Park. Our reasons include:

As stated above we are the best stewards that you will
find for the area. Designating the area as a
Provincial Park is inconsistent with your desire to
protect the area.
When the Province sold lots on the lakes in the area
there was a reasonable expectation by purchasers that
the Province would manage its lands and not open
them up as a Provincial Park.

We do not believe that cottages and an open and active
Provincial Park mix.”

Of all the groups commenting during Stage 2, only eight
made specific reference to the designation. Many others
indicated support for the draft recommendations and, as
they did not specifically mention designation, we assume
that they too supported the proposed designation. The
following are comments received from the five organiza-
tions that specifically indicated support for our
designation recommendation:

Paul Leadbitter, Protected Areas Coordinator,
Partnership for Public Lands:
“The PPL strongly supports the recommendation that
the KHSS be designated an operating Provincial Park.
We believe that the Provincial Park status will provide
the best long-term protection of this site. We appreciate
the difficult decision that had to be made regarding this
issue and commend the committee for choosing the
appropriate designation based on long-term ecological,
social and economic criteria.”

Jim Cashmore, President, Peterborough Field
Naturalists:
“…We agree that the KHSS should be designated an
“Operating Provincial Park” with the necessary
management plan and funding. Protected as a
Provincial Park, the club’s 180 member families can
continue to enjoy activities such as hiking, canoeing,
skiing and nature appreciation in this fabulous area.”

Erhard Kraus, Environmental Representative,
Wilderness Canoe Association:
“The Wilderness Canoe Association identifies with the
prime objective of this effort, the protection of the essen-
tial beauty of the area even though it may mean that
we as canoeists may be excluded from sensitive areas.
We agree with most of the recommendations, and espe-
cially welcome the “Operating Park” designation.”
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Process Concerns…

You have received copies of correspondence, which call
into question whether the Committee, certain members
or project staff have followed due process. It is our firm
belief that we have gone through a process that has great
integrity. We feel that most of these accusations or innu-
endoes have arisen from public uncertainty of what the
future might hold, and/or from misinformation and/or
because they would like to see the process stopped or
delayed. As well, certain restrictions on activities may
have led to this type of input. We feel that this comes
from a small, but vocal and politically active, sector of the
public. 

Process concerns identified toward the end of our public
comment period included the following bullet points,
and our comments on these have been provided for your
assessment.

• Did not provide appropriate notice to all concerned
or affected.
Comment: Our mailing list is continually being
updated as noted in the previous section regarding
this method of contacting the public. It has increased
substantially over the past year and project staff will
continue to seek updates to ensure that it reaches all
interested parties. It should be stated that there has
been much public involvement in planning the future
of this site since the Lands for Life planning process,
as demonstrated by the submissions we have received.
We have attempted to reach out for new interest
through the media and distribution of information
products locally, all the while trying to balance the
local concerns about advertising the area before it is
ready to handle new tourism.

• Conflict of interest for Committee members who also
hold municipal positions and other personal attacks.
Comment: We are very disappointed by the
unfounded personal attacks that have recently been
directed at many of our Committee members and
project staff by a few vocal members of the public. We
have all taken our tasks very seriously and have
worked very hard, with the ultimate reward of being
a positive influence on the future of this area. These

personal attacks have not discouraged us, as we
recognize these views are restricted to a few individ-
uals and do not represent the view of the vast majority
of people with whom we have talked or received
comments from.

As a volunteer Committee providing recommenda-
tions to you, we discussed Conflict of Interest at one
of our initial meetings. We have the benefit of having
two lawyers on the Committee to assist our under-
standing of this legislation. If we, as individual
members, had a pecuniary interest in any of the
discussions undertaken, we were to declare this and
abstain from making comment on that aspect. On a
few occasions, members with subjective interest did
declare a conflict and did not take part in the discus-
sions. These allegations have no founding and we feel
that these comments are restricted to a few vocal
parties attempting to undermine our process and/or
wish to maintain their current unrestricted use of the
area.

• Not indicating that the EBR Registry Number
needed to be identified on public submissions to
become public record.
Comment: During our first stage of public consulta-
tion, we did not indicate to people who made
submissions that their comments would be available
as public record.  This information is standard on the
EBR Registry posting and was there at the beginning
of the process; however, most submissions we
received did not result from this source of informa-
tion. To be clear, we reviewed all submissions equally,
whether or not an EBR Registry number was noted
on submissions. All comments received during the
public consultation stages have been used as part of
our consensus-building process.

Our concern related to the release of these submis-
sions at the request of the public and the Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. A request
to obtain a copy of a specific submission resulted in
project staff contacting the authors of the submission
to ask permission for the release. The latter felt that
the material contained their personal views on what
they valued the area for, and requested that we not

Cottage Owners, Anstruther Lake:
“We are cottagers on Anstruther Lake and are very
supportive of your recommendation of a Provincial
Park designation for KHSS. We understand that
recently the Anstruther Lake Cottagers Association
and the North Kawartha Lakes Association reversed
their support for the Park designation. We do not
support this reversal and we know other cottagers on
our lake who do not support this reversal.”

Dana Dvorak, President, Wolf Lake Cottage
Association:
“There has been a letter stating that the North
Kawartha cottage owners cannot agree with the Local
Stakeholder Committee’s recommendation that the
North Kawartha Signature Site become a provincial
park. I want to assure you that there are many
cottagers who do support this recommendation.”

Cottage Owner, Anstruther Lake:
“I am a longtime cottage owner…and a member and
supporter of the cottagers association. Although our
cottagers association has made presentations regarding
the future of the signature site, they do not have unan-
imous support. I, for one, support the recommendation
of the stakeholder committee to designate the site as a
provincial park (contrary to the cottagers association
who lobbies for a conservation area). Democracy is at
work but I also want my individual voice to be heard
and to indicate that there is support for the stated direc-
tion of the committee.”

The Mississagua District Cottagers Association also
provided a note after the above submissions were
received, and indicated that they too wished to withdraw
any and all support for the LSC’s draft recommenda-
tions. As an association, they had previously not
submitted any comments to the Committee indicating
support or non-support.

There remains a small, vocal sector of the respondents
who would prefer that the area remain as General Use
Crown Land or “status quo”. These respondents are
generally residents or cottagers in the area and, we feel,
fear the loss or restriction of current activities under-
taken in “their backyards”. They have referenced the

Round Table recommendation of an Enhanced
Management Area, indicating that as their preferred
choice.  We have continued to reiterate our mandate to
recommend either a Provincial Park or Conservation
Reserve or a combination of the two. The following
submission reflects another “local” viewpoint:

Woodview Area Resident:
“There is a lot of sentiment locally in favour of leaving
the area as-is, not to infringe on our freedom to do as
we will in our backyard. But look, if this study had been
undertaken fifty years ago, how much more we could
have done to preserve this magnificent natural site,
including all the major lakes. Surely the next fifty
years will produce even more degradation if we main-
tain a hands off attitude. The Draft Recommendations
Report is an excellent piece of work, going far beyond
what might be anticipated as merely local concerns. No
one in government will be able to dismiss it as “local
reaction”. I think the quality and the broad scope of this
report will assure that our community’s input will be
influential.”

We heard from many other submissions that there was a
fear that at some point in the future, policies currently in
place might change. We can provide no guarantee that
this will not happen. To provide some assurance to the
public for the future of this area, we have provided a
recommendation that specific legislation be devel-
oped to enshrine planned activities and management
policies, which are developed in the next phase of
implementing the protection of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site.

There still remains mistrust amongst some that the deci-
sion for the designation of the Kawartha Highlands had
already been made by the government and we were
“guided” to this conclusion. As a Committee, we
followed a process that had integrity and came to this
consensus as a group. 
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Cottage Owner, Catchacoma Lake:
“…thank-you to the Minister, the Chairperson and
people like you for allowing the KHSS development
process to be a participative process. While I fully
appreciate the difficulties associated with such a process,
I firmly believe that it results in a final recommenda-
tion that is ultimately representative of the desires of
the vast majority of stakeholders.”

Professor, Trent University and Camper in
KHSS:
“…I would like to say how impressed I was with the
report and with the committee’s ability to find workable
middle ground when so many diverse interests and
outlooks were represented. I think that is the hallmark
of both a very productive process and a strongly
committed group who must have been thinking about
the future. Too often committees degenerate into
narrow agenda-pushing. This one seems to have
proposed something that not only is workable within
the ecosystemic limits and opportunities of the site (the
first and foremost design constraint, obviously) and the
many types and interests of people in our area and in
the wider province.”

Bill McCleave, President of Kawartha Lakes
Chamber of Commerce, Eastern Region:
“…I am writing to congratulate you and the local
stakeholder committee on the draft recommendation
report for the Kawartha Highlands Signature Site.
The Board reviewed the recommendations….and was
particularly impressed by the recreational activity
recommendations. We wish you the best in the process
of formulating a plan for the future of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site and commend the stake-
holder committee for their many hours of dedication to
this project.”

Cottage Owners, Anstruther Lake:
“It is with pleasure that my husband and I submit our
thoughts to you on the Draft Recommendations Report
for the KHSS. It is unfortunate that we did not provide
comments during the initial public input phase, but it
appears that they have been submitted by many other
groups and individuals already, as they are truly
reflected in the report…. we wish to commend the
committee and supporting staff who shaped the docu-
ment. We are very impressed with its comprehensiveness
and are very supportive of the recommendations within.
Thank you for the time you have given to this process.
This area is a precious asset and we all must ensure it
remains available for future generations to enjoy.”

Michael Reader, Executive Director, Ontario
Federation of Anglers and Hunters:
“We appreciate the efforts of the Committee over the
14 months, and have a full understanding of the diffi-
cult mandate you have been charged with. We also
applaud the Committee’s willingness to provide Draft
Recommendations to the public for review, and for its
willingness to consider advice from the public and
receive recommendations that would improve the
Committee’s report to the Minister.

Further, we appreciate the Committee’s concern
and support for the traditional activities that have
occurred sustainably within the Signature Site. Your
concern is reflected in the Draft Recommendations, but
is also very clearly evident in statements made by some
Committee members at the Open Public Meeting …
and in direct conversation with OFAH representatives
and members at other times and locations since that
Open Public Meeting.”

Cottage Owner, Anstruther Lake
“In our search for a “perfect” place to have a cottage
and pass this legacy on to future generations of ours, we
discovered Anstruther Lake…..Although we have
found paradise, there are still some concerns for us.
Your committee has addressed our concerns and we are
in total agreement with them.”

provide a copy to the person requesting it. (This
pertains to a difference of opinion between neigh-
bours over desired land use in the adjacent KHSS.)
The person requesting it was informed that he could
proceed to obtain a decision on release of the submis-
sion through a Freedom of Information application.
The individual did not follow through with this. As
we are unsure of whether the information we have
received through public comment is considered
personal, we prefer to have these requests vetted
through the appropriate Freedom of Information
channels. The person making this particular request
has subsequently made several requests to obtain a
copy of all public submissions (including names), but
not through formal channels of application.

• Members of Committee are not “local” stakeholders.
Comment: This has been a viewpoint of one sector of
the public who live in or near the KHSS, and feel that
people who do not own property or live full time in
the area should not be part of the “Local Stakeholder
Committee”. Although we do not know specifically
why each one of us was selected, we feel that each of
us does have a local interest in the area. We do not
believe that it would be in the best interest of the area
to have a narrower view of “local” adopted. 

• No representation of particular groups or associa-
tions on Committee.
Comment: At the outset of this process, it was made
clear that Committee members were not selected to
represent organizations or associations. There are
many more of these groups than the maximum
Committee size of 12. Committee members were
selected to represent the wide array of “interests” in
the area. A review of the detailed biographies posted
on the website will confirm that these interests
continue to be served by our appointed members.

• Committee has made recommendations outside of
current policies.
Comment: Due to the complexities of the current
policies related to parks (3 different sets) and their
interpretation, many members of the public find it
disconcerting. As a Committee, we have had several
guest speakers come from MNR and Ontario Parks

to assist us in understanding the current policies and
how they are interpreted. It is understandable that,
without the training and information that we were
privy to, others might have some difficulty under-
standing and interpreting current policies. This does
not mean we are all fluid in reciting current policy.
We have continually sought clarification when
needed, whether that be through policy experts or
referring to the policy tables ourselves. Most submis-
sions which have cited this as a concern were cryptic
in specifying where they felt we stepped beyond
policy. Our recommendations were vetted through
key MNR and Ontario Parks staff prior to the release
of the Draft Recommendations Report to ensure that
they fell within current policy. We have only one
recommendation where we understand that we have
stepped beyond current policy and have provided our
reasoning (see Trapping above).

Several of the groups and individuals that have made
reference to the above concerns have also requested a
delay of several months before submitting this report to
you. We have reviewed this request and, from our
perspective, we see no benefit in delaying the process at
this stage. You may evaluate this request and consider it
appropriate. From our perspective, we feel that there will
be many more opportunities for the public to participate
in developing the finer details of the Management Plan;
the details so many have sought.

Here we present you with several excerpts from
commentators having another view of our process.

David Jensen, Owner – Westwind Inn,
Director of Resorts Ontario, Director of
Kawartha Lakes Commerce Eastern Region:
“Congratulations on producing a Draft Recommendation
Report which demonstrates a thorough review and
understanding of the issues and offering generous
allowances for input from all interested parties. Your
analysis is logical and practical and stands as an excellent
example of how this type of process should be conducted.”
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William Mitchell, CAO, Township of North
Kawartha:
“…I would like to compliment the Committee for their
sensitivity to all of the various Stakeholders and their
unending efforts to understand the very diverse natu-
ral heritage and traditional activities that have become
a part of our residents’ culture. We thank the commit-
tee members for the many hours invested in the draft
documentation and the clearly defined process that
included opportunities for stakeholders and citizens to
give input.”

Canoeist in KHSS:
“I’ve just finished reading your committee’s report on
the proposed Kawartha Highlands Provincial Park
and I must say that I’m impressed. You’ve managed to
capture the essence of the area and to ensure that
competing interests have been well served.”

Terry Rees, Lake Kasshabog Residents’
Association Inc.:
“I am confident that the foresight you have demon-
strated thus far with the proposed protective measures
for the area is the wisest course – future generations
will laud your decisions!”

Bob Gray, Chair of the Great Lakes St.
Lawrence Lands for Life Round Table:
“I was very happy to receive your Draft
Recommendation Report released in August of this
year… I was very impressed that the content mirrored
many of the comments we (the Great Lakes St.
Lawrence Round Table) received during the final
phases of our planning process. As you know, public
comments received on the protection of the Kawartha
Highlands could not be incorporated into our final
recommendations due to timing considerations. I am
glad to see that the government did listen to those
comments and committed to continuing the public
involvement for this particular site… Your commit-
ment to this process and to ensuring that the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site receives the best protective
mechanisms possible is clearly evident. Congrat-
ulations on a tremendous and heroic job well done.”

Paul Leadbitter, Protected Areas Coordinator,
Partnership for Public Lands:
“…would like to offer our congratulations on successfully
completing a very difficult stage of the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site public consultation process.
The committee has been charged with the difficult task
of reviewing all the interests in the KHSS and coming
up with a plan that sufficiently protects this natural area
for generations to come. The Draft Recommendation
Report addresses most of these concerns while permitting
certain pre-existing uses.”

Joint submission by several Peterborough
individuals:
“…your recommendations are a visionary framework
for ensuring a natural legacy – and economic benefits –
for future generations. We appreciate the important
effort you and your Committee have undertaken and
look forward to assisting the Committee, the Ministry
of Natural Resources and community partners in
developing the management plan and implementing
your recommendations.”

KHSS Canoeist, Peterborough:
“…you did an excellent job both of balancing competing
interests and in preparing a very eloquent, diplomatic
and informative publication. I applaud your emphasis
on protection of natural heritage and traditional activ-
ities. I also commend you in your recommended
boundary changes; they speak directly to the Principles
of Land Use Planning section of your Covenant and to
the realities of managing a protected area.”

Erhard Kraus, Environmental Representative,
Wilderness Canoe Association:
“I would like to congratulate the Committee and the
MNR staff to this solid piece of work and thank all for
their outstanding effort.”

Arne Brown, Executive, Long Lake, Loucks
Lake and Area Cottage Owners Association:
“Our association would like to commend the Local
Stakeholder Committee who with the aid of MNR staff
has demonstrated such dedication and hard work over
the last year. Members of our association and other local
stakeholder groups have also been diligent, vocal and
forthright in presenting our own vision of the KHSS
and we are pleased to see that our issues and concerns
have been heard and that they are reflected in the
Draft Recommendations Report.”

Cottage Owners, Catchacoma/McGinnis
Lakes:
“..wholeheartedly support the primary mandate of this
site, i.e. to protect the ecological and natural balance of
the area.”

Jim Cashmore, President, Peterborough Field
Naturalists:
“…Directors of the PFN Board, and regular members
alike, have expressed overwhelming support for the
Committee’s recommendations. Several have
commented that it is more than they had hoped for. We
are pleased that our input was considered and taken
into account.”

Mieke Schipper, Project Coordinator, GAMI-
ING, Centre for Sustainable Lakeshore Living
Inc.:
“…I wish to complement you on the stunning lay-out
and presentation of your draft report. It is clear from
this report that you as well as the MNR staff have
spent much time and effort and much imaginative
work to reach consensus. My sincere compliments.”

Cottage Owners, Anstruther Lake:
“We congratulate the committee on its work and agree
fully with its recommendations.” 
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Bird Watching:
Components of this activity include recreational
purposes and commercial birding tours. Certainly the
recreational aspect of this activity is traditional. It is
unlikely that there has been any traditional commercial
activity within this protected area. With that being said,
this activity is considered passive and should be encour-
aged. Experienced bird watchers often provide managers
with important information regarding species occur-
rences. Significant impacts could occur if a rare or very
unusual bird is located in the area (immediate influx of
people to view the bird).

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
throughout the area (with the exception of any identi-
fied environmentally sensitive areas). A contingency
plan should be developed to help minimize the impact
associated with a rare bird report.

Camping:
Currently, the KHSS offers “backcountry” (unserviced)
camping opportunities and, undoubtedly, camping in this
area has been a traditional activity. Campsites associated
with canoe routes have not been maintained for the past
decade and significant impacts have been noted, includ-
ing over-crowding, destruction of trees and denuding of
ground vegetation, soil compaction, litter and human
waste problems.

We recommend that backcountry camping opportuni-
ties continue to be offered (with the exception of any
identified environmentally sensitive areas). We also
recommend the following actions:
• The appropriate number of campsites within this

area needs to be assessed based on carrying capacity,
suitability of site and rehabilitation requirements.

• Campsites need to be established (where appropri-
ate), upgraded and maintained to minimum
backcountry standards (fire pits, pit privies,
signage). [Note: Capital funding received this
year provided for pit privies to be placed at all
current campsite locations]

• Based on the number of campsites that are author-
ized, carrying capacity for this activity needs to be
carefully managed and monitored. Reservation and
permit systems are required to provide users more

certainty for travel planning and to ensure carry-
ing capacity is not exceeded.

• All visitors will be required to adhere to backcoun-
try etiquette.

[Potential economic development opportunity exists for
private enterprise to provide serviced camping facilities
adjacent to the protected area.] 
[Potential exists to develop winter camping opportunities.]

Canoeing/Kayaking:
Ranging from a small to large group activity for recre-
ational, commercial or educational purposes, canoeing
has certainly been a traditional activity within the
protected area. This method of travel allows visitors to
experience the many values within the protected area in
a low-impact manner. Currently, the number of available
campsites, which appears to be at or near capacity, deter-
mines the capacity of the canoe routes in the KHSS.

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
throughout the area (with the exception of any identi-
fied environmentally sensitive areas).

Cross-Country Skiing:
Cross-country skiing has traditionally offered partici-
pants an opportunity to enjoy this protected area in the
winter, in a low-impact manner. Several different styles
of skiing exist, including traditional, skate-ski, telemark-
ing and backcountry. 

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
throughout the area (with the exception of any identi-
fied environmentally sensitive areas). Trails designated
for this activity should allow other uses only if they are
compatible. 

[A potential opportunity exists to provide overnight
shelters, which could be rented through a reservation
system for hut-to-hut skiing].

We have provided a brief statement on each of the activ-
ities and followed this with a recommendation. As
mentioned previously, the activity flow chart was applied
to each activity and our statements are brief summaries
of the conclusions of that process.

Boundary recommendations are based on several discus-
sions with the Bancroft-Minden Forest Company, where
we attempted to get closer to a final resolution that met
with agreement. There are still areas of concern that will
require the MNR to further discuss the final boundaries
to meet the Ontario Forest Accord commitments.

The protection designation has changed only slightly
from that recommended in our Draft Recommendations
Report.

Recreational Activities…

Activities that Promote Spiritual Health and Well-
being:
The ability to have a clear view of a star-filled sky at
night, or to sit quietly and listen to the sounds of nature
are but two examples of activities that promote spiritual
health and well-being. It is difficult to define this cate-
gory any further, as these activities are generally personal
in nature and vary from individual to individual. The
respect for and enjoyment of this area have certainly
been traditional. These activities generally require space,
solitude, tranquility and dark skyscapes, which are
endangered in the KHSS due to uncontrolled access and
increasing use. With expanding development across the
province, there are fewer and fewer places that provide
these opportunities.

We recommend that every effort be made in manage-
ment planning to ensure that areas are available,
which are noise-free (no motorized vehicles, equipment,
machinery) and artificial light-free (no light fixtures).

Artistic Pursuits:
Artistic pursuits can range from personal hobbies to
commercial activities. People have traditionally used the
quiet solitude of natural areas to pursue a variety of
creative pastimes including painting, drawing, photogra-
phy, writing, guitar (not amplified) or other instrument
playing, and singing around campfires. Positive
outcomes for individuals engaged in these activities can
be related to spiritual health and well-being and, for the
KHSS, could result in promotion of the area through art,
music and literature.

We recommend that these activities be allowed to
continue throughout the area (with the exception of any
identified environmentally sensitive areas). 

ATV (includes argos, trikes, dune buggies, bombardiers)
and 4x4 Trailriding (includes 2WDs and tractors):
There are potentially significant long-term impacts of
these vehicles on the natural environment, including
erosion, rutting of trails, soil compaction, damage to
vegetation communities and introduction of invasive or
exotic species, and noise. Use of many of these motorized
vehicles is not considered a traditional activity given the
time frame of their existence. Certainly some of the
recreation camps were traditionally accessed using trac-
tors or trucks. Currently these vehicles are being used
within the KHSS for a variety of reasons, including (but
not limited to) access to recreation camps and other
authorized tenure areas, cottages, recreation, rallies,
emergency access and enforcement purposes.

We recommend the following related to ATV and
4WD (and similar motorized vehicles) use:
• Not allowed in the KHSS for general recreation or

rally purposes. 
• A permit system to allow access for transport only

(such as to a camp/cottage/other authorized tenure,
to a hunting watch, or to retrieve big game) within
specific zones for recreation camps, cottages, other
authorized tenure holders and trapline manage-
ment.

• Permit use for emergency service access and admin-
istration of the protected area (including
maintenance and enforcement).
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Motorboats:
Motorboats have been traditionally used for transporta-
tion to cottages and to recreational camps and for fishing
purposes within the KHSS. Significant impacts can also
be associated with their use, including noise and water
pollution, potential introduction of invasive or exotic
species, safety considerations and conflicts with other
users, and wakes created can be detrimental to shoreline
nesting birds, such as the Common Loon.

We recommend that motorboating be restricted in the
KHSS to the following cottage lakes: Anstruther, Wolf,
Loon Call, Long and Loucks. A permit system should
be developed to allow for limited use of motorboats on
other lakes within specific zones for recreation camps
(and other authorized tenure holders), private
landowners and trapline management.

We further recommend that boat caching be regulated
by permit.

We also recommend working with cottage associations
to determine if it is appropriate to identify type of
motor and/or horsepower or noise restrictions on any of
the above lakes. Educational material should be devel-
oped and disseminated to address the potential impacts
associated with this activity.

Motorcycles, Motorized Bikes and Scooters:
These motorized vehicles have potentially significant
long-term environmental impacts associated with their
use, similar to those resulting from ATV travel on trails.
Their use can range from recreational activity to motor-
cross events. We did not consider this activity a
traditional use within the KHSS.

We recommend that the use of these vehicles not be
permitted within the KHSS (on or off trails). Use is
allowed on highways, municipal roads and private
cottage roads.

Mountain Biking:
Mountain biking, an increasingly popular sporting activ-
ity, cannot be considered a traditional activity within the
KHSS because of its fairly recent origin. This self-
propelled, mechanized form of travel allows participants
a fitness opportunity, while at the same time, permitting
them to enjoy what nature has to offer. Potentially signif-
icant impacts of this activity include damage to trail
systems (erosion, rutting in wet seasons) and conflicts
with other trail users.

We recommend that this activity be allowed on specified
trail systems that take into account compatible uses. We
would also recommend time restrictions (avoidance of
spring thaw) to address potential concerns with this
activity.

Personal Water Crafts (PWC):
These relatively new motorized vehicles for travel on
watercourses have significant impacts associated with
their use, including safety considerations, noise, erosion
of shorelines and considerable conflicts with other users,
and wakes created can be detrimental to shoreline nest-
ing birds, such as the Common Loon.

We recommend that personal water crafts not be
permitted on any lakes within the KHSS.

Recreation Camps:
About 60 recreation camps exist within the proposed
boundaries of the KHSS. These are under the authority
of a Land Use Permit, which typically has a one-year
duration. Many of these camps have been in existence for
over 60 years, and provide traditional accommodation
for hunting groups who have a long history in the area.
In more recent years, these camps have been used on a
year-round basis for recreational purposes.

We recommend that enhanced tenure be considered for
those camps that desire greater certainty. A screening
process would be used to ensure that significant natural
or recreational values are protected.

Dog Sledding:
Although dog sledding has not been a traditional activity
in this area, we consider this a low-impact activity, which
allows a different way to enjoy the winter landscape of
the KHSS. We understand that the dog sledding trails
require some grooming for this activity to take place.

We recommend that this activity be considered as a
new, compatible use on specified trails. Trails desig-
nated for this activity must consider compatibility with
other users.

Flying:
Traditionally, aircraft have landed in this area for the
purposes of commercial fly-in fishing opportunities,
sight-seeing, camping, fish and wildlife surveys and
enforcement patrols. Potentially significant impacts are
associated with this activity, including noise and air
pollution, potential for fuel spills, potential introduction
of invasive or exotic species, conflicts with other users,
and disturbance of wildlife. Several cottagers have
aircraft that are docked on lakes within the protected
area. Four outpost camps provide commercial fly-in fish-
ing opportunities.

We recommend that the landing of aircraft require a
permit within the KHSS and be restricted to as few
lakes within the site as possible. Guidelines for permit-
ting of aircraft need to be developed to ensure that
natural heritage and recreational values are protected.

Hiking:
Hiking is one of the most traditional activities in this area
and is an excellent way to enjoy the natural environment
of the KHSS. Several potential impacts do need to be
considered in planning for the area, including prolifera-
tion of trails and conflicts with other users.

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
on trails throughout the area (with the exception of any
identified environmentally sensitive areas). Designated
trails should ensure compatibility of uses. Educational
material should be developed and disseminated to address
the potential impacts associated with this activity.

Horseback Riding:
Used historically as a method of transportation, horse-
back riding has undoubtedly been used traditionally to
some extent within the protected area. Potential impacts
associated with this activity include compaction/erosion
of soils from hooves, horse consumption of native plant
species, introduction of invasive species (i.e. seeds in
excrement), conflicts with other trail users, off-trail
riding, and the need for parking to accommodate horse
trailers.

We recommend that this activity be authorized on a
specific trail system, which recognizes compatible uses.
Guidelines are required to address potential impacts.

Hunting:
Hunting has been a long-standing tradition in the
KHSS, and incorporates those hunting from recreation
camps, day hunters and temporary camp hunters.
Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use Strategy has provided
direction that hunting will continue to be an allowed
activity in this area. White-tailed deer, moose, black bear
and small game species are hunted within the area, and
hunting is controlled through regulations, licensing and
tag allocation. The use of dogs to hunt has been a tradi-
tional part of hunting and is regulated through licensing
for the dogs. Safety issues for other users have been an
identified public concern.

We recommend the continuation of sport hunting
within the KHSS (with the exception of any identified
environmentally sensitive areas). We recommend
continued monitoring of game populations to ensure
that no over-harvesting occurs. Other issues with
respect to hunting, including the needs of hunters who
are not members of recreation camps, and safety and
conservation concerns will be considered during
management planning with public involvement.

Recommendations ReportKawartha Highlands Signature Site36 37



We recommend that a regulation be passed to prohibit
the use of live baitfish within the KHSS. 

Educational material should be developed and dissemi-
nated to address the potential impacts associated with
this activity.

War Games:
War games (paint balls) and military maneuvers may or
may not be currently happening within the KHSS.
Disturbance to wildlife and vegetation, as well as
conflicts with other users, are some of the significant
impacts associated with this activity.

We recommend that the practice of war games or mili-
tary maneuvers within the KHSS not be allowed.

Water-skiing:
Water-skiing has been a popular sport in the area and, in
a more rudimentary form, may even have been a tradi-
tional activity on certain lakes within the area. Similar
activities now include tow toys and boards. Conflicts
with other users can occur and wakes created by the
boats and skiers can be detrimental to shoreline nesting
birds, such as the Common Loon.

We recommend that these activities be allowed only on
the following cottage lakes: Anstruther, Loon Call, Wolf,
Long and Loucks. Where local cottage associations are in
full support, these activities could be precluded from any
of the above lakes. Educational material should be devel-
oped and disseminated to address the potential impacts
associated with this activity.

Commercial Activities…

Only one commercial activity will be discussed here, due
to the public input received around the activity. For the
most part, existing commercial activities are allowed to
continue and details around the conditions of operation
will be developed during management planning. Existing
commercial activities occurring in the KHSS involve
bear management areas, baitfish licenses, outpost camps
and outfitting services, and trapping.

Trapping:
Portions of 25 registered traplines are associated with the
KHSS. Current policies for new conservation reserves or
provincial parks allow for existing (active) traplines to
continue indefinitely. Currently, there are four non-
active traplines in the area. Provincial park policy for
new protected areas indicates that no new operations will
be permitted. There has been interest shown in the trap-
ping community to have these lines re-established. As
well, concern amongst trappers has been shown over the
mechanisms to transfer currently active traplines in the
event of death or retirement.

We recommend that, prior to regulation of the KHSS,
a test of compatibility be applied to determine whether
any of these vacant lines could be filled. This would take
into account effect on any environmentally sensitive
areas that may exist. We also recommend that the
process for transfer of existing active traplines be clearly
outlined and made available to the public.

Boundary Changes…

The following recommendations are numbered and
cross-referenced to the map shown in Appendix 4.

Include:
1. Adjoining Crown land at southern boundary that

would incorporate the west shore of the Crane
Lake bog complex, a high quality bog identified
during the Life Science Inventory work. We
recommend that the Forest Company respect a
100 metre “no activity” reserve along the bog
complex when conducting future operations.

2. Adjoining Crown land at southwest corner to
incorporate the provincially significant alvar and
associated limestone plain. The importance of
this area was identified during the Life Science
Inventory work and would incorporate portions
of a limestone plain and associated community
that are currently not represented within the
Signature Site. Current mining tenure exists on
these lands, which would thus become “Forest
Reserve” (see Appendix 5).

Rock Climbing:
Although increasing in popularity, this sport could not be
considered a traditional activity within the KHSS. The
landscape of the protected area probably does not offer
the challenging terrain for the experienced rock climber;
however, it may provide some beginner and intermediate
climbing challenges. As a self-propelled activity, this may
complement existing activities within this site.

We recommend that this activity be further investi-
gated to determine if it can be considered as a new
compatible use in specified zones. If it were determined
to be compatible, zoning and guidelines would need to
be developed to ensure any potential impacts are
addressed.

Sailing:
The harnessing of wind to traverse watercourses takes
many forms, including sailboats, wind surfers, ice-sailing
and sail-rigged canoes. It is unknown whether compo-
nents of this activity were traditional in the KHSS;
however, it is a low-impact way to enjoy and appreciate
nature.

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
throughout the area on watercourses that support the
particular types of sailing (with the exception of any
identified environmentally sensitive areas).

Snowmobiling:
Snowmobiling has not been a traditional use in the area
due to the duration of this motorized vehicle’s existence.
It is used for transportation purposes within the KHSS
and, as well, is increasing as a popular pastime. Ontario’s
Living Legacy Land Use Strategy has directed us that
snowmobiling in this area will continue in the future.
There are several trail systems that pass through the area,
requiring permits to travel on these groomed trails.
Significant impacts are similar to those resulting from
ATV use but are somewhat minimized by the snow cover.
Conflicts with other users have been noted.

We recommend that snowmobiling continue on the
authorized (OFSC) trail systems in the KHSS except
where prohibited by zoning. No new trails will be
created other than to provide a bypass of prohibited
zones. A permit system should be established to ensure
winter access to other areas for trappers, and for trans-
port to permitted recreation camps and other
authorized tenure, and private land within the area.
Access to other trails would be considered through
management planning to allow access by permit to
other areas. 

Snowshoeing:
Snowshoeing has been a traditional method of accessing
this area during the winter months for recreation, trap-
ping and other uses. 

We recommend that this activity be allowed to continue
throughout the area (with the exception of any identified
environmentally sensitive areas). Educational material
should be developed and disseminated to address the
potential impacts associated with this activity.

Sport Fishing:
A traditional activity in this area, sport fishing (including
ice fishing) opportunities will continue to exist in the
KHSS as directed in Ontario’s Living Legacy Land Use
Strategy. Fishing regulations guide this activity to ensure
healthy fish populations are maintained. Continued
monitoring is required to assess whether this is actually
the case. Currently, stocking of fish species occurs on 11
lakes (lake trout-7 lakes; splake-3 lakes; rainbow trout-1
lake) within the protected area, designed to take pressure
off the naturally reproducing trout lakes. Several poten-
tial impacts were noted for this activity and include
over-harvesting from fishing pressure, introduction of
alien fish species (use of live baitfish, etc.), and lost lures
and lead sinkers, which are a danger to wildlife and
people.

We recommend the continuation of this activity within
the KHSS (with the exception of any identified envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas) and recommend a
monitoring program be established to assess fishing
pressure and the health of the fish populations and
aquatic environment. 
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10.We recommend that the Crown land between the
Kawartha Highlands Signature Site and
Petroglyphs Provincial Park and Sharpe Bay Fen
Conservation Reserve be managed in such a way
that a wildlife travel corridor continues to exist
between these protected areas.

Protection Designation…

Policies for new protected areas, from the Lands for Life
process, resulted in permitted activities within either
designation being very similar. All of our recommenda-
tions on recreational activities fit into either designation. 

Many of our recommendations were based on the prem-
ise of zoning areas from high levels of activity to minimal
disturbance in any environmentally sensitive areas, which
may be identified. Provincial parks currently have this
variety of zones available for planning and management
purposes. Although it is possible to create a similar set of
zones for conservation reserves through developing site-
specific regulations, conservation reserves do not
currently have zones identified in legislation. Provincial
Park zoning will permit the creation of areas within the
site to specifically address our mandate and minimize
negative human impacts.

As current policies and zoning capabilities did not sway
us definitely in any one direction, we asked for opinions
on the enforceability of our recommendations under
either designation. As mentioned in our vision statement,
we feel that in order to provide protection to this area it
needs to be properly regulated and the regulations
enforced. Enforcement staff reviewed our recommenda-
tions from this perspective and the assessment was that
the Provincial Parks Act provided the best fit for our
recommendations and the only fit to control aircraft
landing in this area. The Public Lands Act was found to
be a poor tool for controlling camping, motorized vehi-
cle use and noise restrictions as it relies heavily on
posting signs throughout the area. With that being said,
site-specific regulations for this area could be developed
to incorporate most of our recommendations.

We also looked at where the responsibility for management
of the Signature Site would fall within the Ministry of
Natural Resources. If the area were to become a provincial
park, management responsibility would be under Ontario
Parks, which has staffing and infrastructure focussed
specifically on planning and managing protected areas. If
the area were to become a conservation reserve, manage-
ment responsibility would be under the Bancroft District
MNR office, which has a diverse range of responsibilities
for Crown land and natural resource management. We are
confident that either would be a capable manager, although
capacity issues were of concern to us.

We looked at revenue retention capabilities. Any revenue
generated from this area would go into a special account
for protected areas management if the area were desig-
nated a provincial park. Revenue generated under a
conservation reserve designation would go to the
Minister of Finance, and distributed to priority programs
in any Ministry. Neither would feed back directly to the
Kawartha Highlands Signature Site.

We asked about stewardship arrangements under either
designation and found that they are possible under both.
This was a critical consideration, as we feel that a “Made
in Kawarthas” Signature Site is possible only with a
strong stewardship presence.

We also discussed the possibility of having both designa-
tions within the Signature Site. With two separate
managers, this provided a complication that we could not
justify with any supporting rationale.

Future funding commitments for this Signature Site
have been of great concern to our group. Recognizing
that there are no guarantees under either designation, we
speculated about which designation might provide the
best opportunity for future funding. A historical look at
both designations shows that conservation reserves
(although in existence only since 1994) have not been
specifically funded. The intention was to protect the land
from industrial activities, allow for a wide variety of uses
and passively manage the area. The 100+ year history of
provincial parks has shown that funding has been
committed to certain parks (operating), although there
are more which are not funded (non-operating). 

3. Adjoining Crown land at the very southern end
of the Mississagua River to facilitate future plan-
ning options and protection of more of the river
corridor.

4. Crown land at southwest corner of Coon Lake to
include a significant bog that has received ongo-
ing study by Trent University. It is a relatively
undisturbed and regionally unique wetland with
a remarkable depth of peat, which, if protected,
could continue to serve as an educational and
research site within an ecological interpretive
program.

5. Crown land that extends to Highway 28.
Protecting this parcel of land would ensure a
corridor to the adjacent Peterborough Crown
Game Preserve and provide a potential future
access point away from cottage lakes.

• The small parcels of Crown land on the perimeter of
the boundary which make a more definable bound-
ary line than the original proposed boundary.

Boundary to Remain as is:
6. For the northeast corner of Catchacoma Lake.

Public input received ranged from the desire for
a buffer zone between the Signature Site and
private property (to facilitate desired future road
access) to no buffer zone (no road access desired –
they purchased water access property). We deter-
mined that we would be infringing on the rights
of current cottage owners, who appreciate the
water access privacy, to suggest that a buffer zone
be allowed for potential future road access. That,
together with the remote characteristics that we
are trying to protect, led to this recommendation.

Exclude:
7. Crown land between the Beaver Lake Road,

including North McGinnis Lake Road, and the
private lakefront property to facilitate easier defi-
nition of the boundary and any potential spur
road access requests. Exclude the current right-
of-way for both the Beaver Lake Road and North
McGinnis Lake Road.

8. Crown land between the Mississagua-Gold
Cottage Road and the private lakefront property
to facilitate planned spur road access for several
cottages and to facilitate easier definition of the
boundary. Exclude the current right-of-way of
this cottage road.

9. Crown land between the Gold Lake Road and the
private lakefront property to facilitate planned
spur road access for several cottages and to facili-
tate easier definition of the boundary. Exclude
the current right-of-way of this cottage road.

• The small parcels of Crown land on the perimeter of
the boundary which make a more definable bound-
ary line than the original proposed boundary.

• All currently maintained municipal roads and
associated right-of-ways that lie within the
boundaries of the Kawartha Highlands
Signature Site. 

• The 66’ shoreline allowances (under authority of
the municipality or the MNR) between private
property and the shores of lakes within the
boundaries of the Kawartha Highlands
Signature Site. This would ensure that current
property owners would always have the future
option of purchasing these parcels from either the
municipality or the Ministry of Natural
Resources.

Although we recognize that major increases to the size of
this protected area are probably not possible, we did
receive several submissions requesting that wildlife corri-
dors be included to ensure linkages between the
Signature Site and other protected areas. These areas
included the Sharpe Bay Fen Conservation Reserve,
Silent Lake Provincial Park, Petroglyphs Provincial Park
and Wolf Island Provincial Park. 
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We received much useful information from the public
participating in this process and their comments have
helped to shape this document. Unfortunately, we could
not respond directly to each submission. We wish to
assure you that we did review all comments and we feel
that we have addressed most of the issues and concerns
within this report. We hope that this report has provided
a more detailed explanation of how we have developed
our recommendations and that you may choose to
release this document to the public in its entirety, to
assist in their understanding of how the comments were
reviewed. Many people are now interested and involved
in this process.

During the past 15 months, we have heard several recur-
ring themes in information from different stakeholder
groups and individuals:
• most groups and/or individuals provide stewardship

for the area;
• “other” groups and/or individuals are responsible for

garbage in and damage to the area; and
• there are many groups and/or individuals who feel

that they are the most affected by this future
protected area.

From these themes, we can only draw the conclusion that
there is a broad range of people enjoying each particular
activity in the Kawartha Highlands. Some are stewards of
the resource, some are abusers of the resource and others
lie somewhere in between. It should be noted that we
have provided recommendations on conditions and/or
restrictions for 23 of the 24 recreational activities
discussed. Thus many groups and individuals are affected
by our recommendations.

We have provided the most restrictive recommendations
for those activities that we feel in the long-term will
show negative impacts to the natural environment.
Those people who are willing to restrict some of their
current activities for the good of the environment and for
the benefit of future generations generally support the
contents of the Draft Recommendations Report.  Those
who wish to continue their activity as they have in the
past in the Kawartha Highlands have taken a more
narrow view towards the recommendations and
commented in that regard.

We believe that the natural environment has the most to
gain from our recommendations. To have this area
protected for future generations to appreciate and enjoy
will be the ultimate test of the effectiveness of our
recommendations. 

We leave you to review the contents of this report and
wait to receive your analysis. In the meantime, we are
tasked with providing recommendations to you in regard
to;
• a stewardship model for the Kawartha Highlands

Signature Site, and
• the role of the Local Stakeholder Committee in

management planning.

This next set of recommendations is due to you by
August 31, 2002. If you could also provide any further
details or clarification that we should consider in your
expectations around these recommendations, we would
greatly appreciate it.

In closing, we appreciate the responsibility that has been
put on our Committee and thank you for this unique
opportunity of allowing stakeholders to provide recom-
mendations for the future protection of Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site. This has been a challenging 15
months for our members and we have all learned a great
deal about respecting and understanding the views of
fellow committee members and the public. We hope that
we have demonstrated this respect and understanding
throughout our Recommendations Report. 

Sincerely,

The Kawartha Highlands Local Stakeholder
Committee:
Chair: Elizabeth (Sissy) Tanner

Members: Phil Basciano
Thomas Cole Janice Griffith
Fred Helleiner Wally Hobbs
Richard Jeff Murray Kidd
Bill Morrison Ken Petherick
Saga Williams Ron Windover

We looked to the future and potential economic devel-
opment opportunities for the region and which
designation might provide increased opportunities. Most
people know what a park is, and many emotions are
usually stirred. Conservation reserves do not seem to
elicit the same type of response.

Taking all of our above discussions into consideration,
we were convinced to provide the recommendation
below based on the following:
• Provincial parks currently have regulations in

place to ensure that the recommendations we are
providing could be enforced.

• The lengthy process to create similar regulations
for a conservation reserve would be re-inventing
tools that are already available in provincial parks,
simply to call it something other than a park.

• We feel that there is a greater possibility for future
funding support and economic development
under a provincial park designation. 

We recognize that there are current and pressing issues
within the Signature Site at present. Thus we have
suggested that an Interim Management Statement may
provide direction for addressing some of these. It may
take several years to have an approved management plan
for this area and we felt that some areas of concern need
more immediate attention.

We also need assurance that sufficient funding will be
available to support this process through to implementa-
tion.

Co-stewardship of this natural legacy is critical in
making this truly a “Made in Kawarthas” protected
area. We have been asked to provide more details on this
to you by August 31, 2002; however, we wished to have
it noted within these recommendations as well.

Our recommended designation for the Kawartha
Highlands Signature Site is:

A “Made in Kawarthas” Operating
Provincial Park (Natural Environment
class) with…
• an Interim Management Statement

(IMS) developed and implemented 
immediately;

• a commitment to provide adequate 
funding to support IMS and manage-
ment planning and implementation; 

• a co-stewardship management model
with equal decision-making powers with
MNR officials; and

• specific legislation developed (“Kawartha
Highlands Provincial Park Act”) to
enshrine planned activities and 
management policies.
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Appendix 1: Local Stakeholder Committee Covenant Appendix 2: Activity Flow Chart
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