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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) site is a 29 hectare site in the Town of 
Gravenhurst, approximately 2 kilometres north of the downtown area.  The site has 
been generally unused since 1993.  The site has a rich history, being the location of the 
“Muskoka Free Hospital for Consumptives” in the early 1900s, which helped treat 
patients with Tuberculosis until it burned down in 1920. Following an exhaustive 
fundraising campaign, the centre was rebuilt and formally re-opened in 1923.  In 1960, 
with Tuberculosis no longer a major threat, the centre was used to provide better 
housing and care for the mentally disadvantaged. ‘The Muskoka Centre’ would 
operate in this capacity for the next 32 years until 1993 when it was officially closed.  
The MRC once employed approximately 300 people. The closure of the facility 
represented a job loss in the Town and surrounding communities.  
 
The site has remained generally unused since then aside from occasional use by the 
Ontario Provincial Police as a training and dog handling facility. The site features 21 
buildings, all of which are generally in a bad state of disrepair and in need of 
demolition. 
 
The MRC Site is unique in that it is located in a fully serviced Muskoka community, and 
located on the shoreline of one of the most prominent recreational lakes in the 
Province.    
 
The goal of the Study is to identify future potential land use scenarios for the site that 
will create jobs and result in a minimum economic return of 6.5 million dollars for the 
site.  The basis for the financial return is to finance the decommissioning of the 
existing structures on the site. 
 
This Study considers the site’s natural features, the ability to service potential 
development options with the existing infrastructure that is available in the Town and 
the economics of the local and regional economy.   
 
The goals of the study and the site considerations are balanced against the desires of 
the community that have been expressed through numerous forms of public 
engagement.  The general theme of public input was to establish a use that creates 
long-term jobs for the economy while maintaining shoreline areas of the site and an 
additional 30 percent of the site for public use.  The majority of public input 
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indentified that future institutional uses, community uses (specifically live theatre), or 
corporate uses would be appropriate for the site. However, there were some 
comments indicated that residential uses may be appropriate for portions of the site.  
Resort uses were specifically referenced as an undesirable use. 
 
Economic growth in Muskoka is relatively slow and the demand for long term job 
related development that could be accommodated on the MRC Site is low.  This Study 
has revealed that obtaining jobs and economic return for the site will be difficult, and 
only possible if a unique and creative use expresses interest in the site.  Site location 
and the parameters that have been established for the future development options 
are factors that will make it difficult to capture the desired economic return.  In order 
to achieve the desired economic return, development scenarios such as residential 
uses, may be required to be considered for portions of the site.  
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
MHBC (land use planning and urban design), along with a project team including Cole 
Engineering (civil engineering and transportation), Tarandus Associates (natural 
heritage), Altus Group (market) and Planning Solutions (community engagement), has 
been retained by the Ontario Infrastructure and Lands Corporation (IO) to complete an 
Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study for the Muskoka Regional Centre 
(MRC) site in the Town of Gravenhurst.  
 
This Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study will review and analyze site 
content, previous reports and studies, planning policies, and emerging planning 
framework. The Study will also identify potential land use scenarios and future uses 
that would revive the MRC site with an aim to provide economic benefit to the Town 
of Gravenhurst and the regional economy and provide sufficient funds for IO to 
decommission the existing buildings on site. 
 
The purpose of this Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study is to identify 
uses for the MRC site that would: revive the currently unusable site, provide long term 
year round jobs and/or regional economic benefit, and would generate the revenue 
required to remediate the site.  Ideally, the future use(s) would utilize the regional skills 
base in the local workforce and support continued community access to the site.   
 
Infrastructure Ontario manages a wide variety of sites across Ontario, many of which 
have been the subject of Optimal Use Studies, or similar types of studies in the past. 
Optimal Use studies are generally undertaken by the Province for large, underutilized 
sites; these are often within a campus setting. The following Table provides examples 
of other sites where Infrastructure Ontario has undertaken Land Use Planning Studies: 
  
Table 1:  Infrastructure Ontario Optimal Use Study Locations 
 Study Locations 

1.  St. Thomas Psychiatric Hospital 
2.  Kingston Psychiatric Hospital 
3.  London Psychiatric Hospital 
4.  Children and Parent Research Institute (London) 
5.  Thisletown Regional Centre (Toronto) 
6.  Downsview (Keele-401 Provincial Campus, Toronto) 
7.  Hamilton Psychiatric Hospital 
8.  Huronia Regional Centre, 
9.  Brockville Psychiatric Hospital 
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A common theme of proposed concepts for the sites listed in Table 1 is for mixed use 
redevelopment with some sites retaining future institutional uses.  Although the 
previous use of the MRC site is similar to many of the examples listed in Table 1, the 
MRC site has a number of physical and social characteristics that make it unique.   The 
MRC site is located in a recreational area of the Province and is sited on Lake Muskoka, 
one of the major recreational lakes in the area.  Although the MRC site is located within 
the urban boundary of the Town of Gravenhurst, the site is removed from the 
downtown area, core commercial areas and the core residential areas of the Town.  
From a social perspective, MRC has played a vital employment role in the community.  
The removal of over 300 jobs from the local economy has had an impact on the 
community.  While a review of similar studies for IO managed properties will help 
guide the Optimal Use Study for MRC, the Study will be set by a different context and 
will address a differing set of concerns and objectives, many of which are outlined in 
this Study. 
 
The Study is comprised of a number of Sections that address various items and issues 
such as: Site Context, Previous Reports and Studies, Policy Review, Current and 
Emerging Planning Framework, Public Consultation, Land Use Options and a summary 
of the supporting studies that have been completed.  Recommendations are also 
provided regarding the preferred development option.  
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3.0 SITE CONTEXT 

3.1 Site Location 
The Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) site is located in the Town of Gravenhurst, in the 
District of Muskoka.  The Town is comprised of both urban and rural lands and is 
located at the southern limits of The District Municipality of Muskoka.  The Town is 
located 175 kilometres north of the City of Toronto and Figure 1 identifies the location 
of the Town and MRC Site in a the broader regional context.  Table 2 provides a 
summary of the roadway travel distances between various geographic locations and 
the MRC Site. 
 
Figure 1:  Site Location – Greater Regional Context 
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Table 2:  Travel Distances to the MRC 
Location/Feature Distance to MRC Site 
City of Barrie 80 km 
City of Orillia 40 km 
Downtown Toronto 175 km 
Highway 11 5 km 
Highway 400 (via Highway 11) 70 km 
Highway 401 150 km 
Pearson International Airport 165 km 
Muskoka Airport 11 km 
Lake Simcoe Regional Airport 60 km 
Washago Train Station 25 km 
Allandale Waterfront GO Train Station 80 km 
 
In a local context, the MRC is situated two kilometres north of Downtown Gravenhurst 
and is accessed by District Road 18 (Muskoka Road North).  The site location is 
identified on Figure 2. The site area is 29 hectares (73 acres) and is legally described as 
Part of Lots 22 and 23, Concession 6 and 7, in the geographic Township of Muskoka.   
The site also has extensive frontage on Lake Muskoka, which is an inland lake with an 
area of 90 square kilometres.   
 
Figure 2: Site Location – Local Context 
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3.2 Site Description 
The MRC Site has an area of 29 hectares (73 acres) and has 18 metres of frontage on 
Muskoka Road 18 and 2,000 metres of frontage on Lake Muskoka. The eastern portion 
of the site is treed and is divided from the balance of the site by a watercourse.  The 
central portion of the site is generally cleared of trees and hosts several buildings. 
There is a sand beach on the western shore and the site forms a peninsula which 
includes a raised rock outcropping.  Figure 3 is an aerial of the site and identifies the 
location of lot lines, existing buildings, and features within the site.   
 
Figure 3 – Aerial of MRC Property 

 
 
In terms of existing development, there are currently 21 buildings on the site.  Historic 
uses include the former hospital building, recreation centre, residences, offices and 
sewage treatment facility.  Figure 4 lists the names of the historic buildings and 
outlines building locations. 
 
A demolition study was completed in 2007. The study indicated that most of the 
buildings are in a state of disrepair and require demolition.   
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According to a 1999 Archaeological Assessment, the only historically significant 
structure on the property is the gazebo (formerly the Joss House). Additional 
information on the Decommissioning / Demolition Study is found in Section 4.4 of this 
Report. 
 
Figure 4:  Existing Building Locations and Identification 

 
 
Figure 5 identifies some of the key features on the site including wooded areas, the 
beach, and watercourse.  In general, the interior of the site is relatively flat with slopes 
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existing in proximity to Lake Muskoka and the interior creek.  Surrounding land uses 
are also identified on Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5:  Site Features and Surrounding Use 

 
 

3.3 Surrounding Land Uses 
The MRC site is surrounded by a variety of land uses.  The surrounding uses are 
summarized below, and identified on Figure 5. 
 
South-East 

• An existing cottage property, separated from the MRC site by a chain-link 
fence. 

 
East (2 properties) 

• A vacant 4 hectare (10 acre) parcel with approximately 90 metres of frontage 
on District Road 18.  This property shares a common lot line with the MRC 
property that extends 260 metres.  
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• A 39 hectare (97 acre) undeveloped parcel which abuts the MRC site and shares 
a common lot line for a distance of 120 metres. This property contains a 
residential draft plan of subdivision that proposes residential development.  

 
North-East 

• Camp Shalom, a seasonal summer camp, which abuts MRC for approximately 
200 metres. 

3.4 Historic Site Uses 
The site has been generally unused since 1993.  The site has a rich history, being the 
location of the “Muskoka Free Hospital for Consumptives” in the early 1900s, which 
helped treat patients with Tuberculosis until it was destroyed by fire in 1920. The 
Centre was rebuilt and formally re-opened in 1923.  In 1960, with Tuberculosis no 
longer a major threat, the centre was used to provide better housing and care for the 
mentally disadvantaged. The Muskoka Centre would operate in this capacity for the 
next 32 years until 1993 when it was officially closed.  The MRC once employed 300.  
 
The site has remained generally unused since then, aside from occasional use by the 
Ontario Provincial Police as a training and dog handling facility.  The site features 21 
buildings, all of which are generally in a poor state of disrepair and are required to be 
demolished.  

3.5 Regional Economy 
The Town of Gravenhurst has three primary economic areas which include the 
Downtown, the Warf and the Gateway Commercial Area.  The District of Muskoka 
Growth Strategy identifies that the Commercial / Retail and Institutional sectors were 
responsible for the creation of 70 jobs per year in Gravenhurst from 1996 to 2001.  
These sectors are expected to create 47 new jobs per year from 2006 to 2031. 
 
The Town of Gravenhurst’s Community Profile (2010), indicates that “Gravenhurst is 
the cultural centre of Muskoka, combining historic attractions, theatre and live music 
with the area’s scenic appeal”.  The Town features several prominent institutional uses 
including the Gravenhurst Opera House, the Bethune Memorial House and the Ontario 
Fire College.  Additionally, the Town is home to the Leisureworld Caregiving Centre 
Muskoka, which is one of the top five private sector employers in the Town, and the 
Granite Ridge Retirement Residence.   The Muskoka Bay Golf Club is a newly 
developed lifestyle community and Taboo is a large multi-season resort.  Both facilities 
employ a significant number of residents. 
 
The Town of Gravenhurst is part of a larger regional economy known as the District of 
Muskoka or simply “Muskoka”.  This area is known world-wide as a tourist destination 
which is centered on the areas numerous inland lakes.  The three largest and most 
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prominent lakes are Lake Muskoka, Lake Rosseau and Lake Joseph.  The economy in 
Muskoka is largely seasonal due to the large influx of vacationers to the area each 
summer.  

3.6 Demographics 

3.6.1 Population 
The Town of Gravenhurst population grew from 11,045 to 11,640 in the period 
between 2006 and 2011, this is an increase of 5.39 percent (2006 and 2011 Census 
data).  The District of Muskoka Growth Strategy forecasts a 2031 permanent 
population for the Town of Gravenhurst of 14,100.  This projection represents a 
population increase of 2,460 people or 123 people per year to 2031. 
 
The District of Muskoka Growth Strategy, also provides information on seasonal 
population characteristics.  The seasonal population of Gravenhurst in 2006 was 
11,000, which is forecasted to increase to 13,000 by 2031.  This represents an increase 
of 200 people or 100 additional seasonal residents per year to 2031. 
 
Table 3 compares the population characteristics of the Town, District and Province. 
 
Table 3:  Town, District and Provincial Population  

Jurisdiction 
2006 

Permanent 
Population 

2006 
Seasonal 

Population 

2011 
Permanent 
Population 

Forecasted 
2031 

Permanent 
Population 

Forecasted 
2031 

Seasonal 
Population 

Ontario 12,160,282* Not available 12,851,821* Not available Not available 
District of 
Muskoka 57,563* 75,600** 58,047* 79,500** 90,100** 

Gravenhurst 11,045* 11,000** 11,640* 14,100** 13,000** 
* Census Data 
**District of Muskoka Growth Strategy 
 
Table 4 summarizes the population characteristics of neighbouring municipalities 
based on 2006 and 2011 Census information.   
 
Table 4:  Population Characteristics of Neighbouring Municipalities 

Municipality 2006 Population 2011 Population % Change 
Kawartha Lakes 74,561 73,214 -1.8 
Severn 12,030 12,377 2.9 
Ramara 9,427 9,275 -1.6 
Bracebridge 15,652 15,409 -1.6 
Muskoka Lakes 6,467 6,324 -2.2 
Gravenhurst 11,640 11,045 -5.11 
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Table 4 indicates the Town of Gravenhurst Populations fell by 5.11% between 2006 
and 2011.  Almost all other surrounding municipalities also experienced population 
decline.  The Township of Severn was the only municipality to experience an increase 
in population between 2006 and 2011.  

3.6.2 Employment 
The District of Muskoka Growth Strategy indicated that the Town’s employment base 
was to increase by 5,100 jobs by 2031. 
 
Additional employment information is provided in Section 9.0 if this Report. 
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4.0 PREVIOUS REPORTS AND 
STUDIES 

 
The MRC Site has been the subject of numerous reports over recent years.  These 
reports are identified in Table 5: 
 
Table 5:  Muskoka Centre Background Reports    

Year Report 
October 2002 Investigative Committee for the Muskoka Centre, Report and 

Recommendations 
September 2004 Heritage Assessment of ORC Mental Health and Development Services 

Facility 
September 2004 Stage 1 Archaeological Component of the Cultural Heritage 

Assessment of the Former Muskoka regional Centre 
October 2007 Muskoka Regional Centre Decommissioning / Demolition Study 
September 2009 Butternut Assessment 
March 2010 Natural Heritage Study – Muskoka Regional Centre Property 

 
The following subsections provide a brief summary of the reports that have been 
prepared for the MRC Site. 

4.1 Investigative Committee for the Muskoka Centre – Report 
and Recommendations – October 2002 

In December of 2001, there was information 
available that identified that the Muskoka 
Regional Centre site was going to be sold by the 
Province.   Subsequently, the Town of 
Gravenhurst authorized the creation of the 
“Citizen’s Committee for Muskoka Centre”. The 
Committee’s mandate was to examine the 
significance of the site to the Town and prepare 
a Report to Council. 
 
The Report reviewed a variety of considerations 
including parkland, waterfront access, shoreline 
protection, public access, heritage, and 
servicing. Additionally, the Committee 
undertook an extensive public and stakeholder 
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outreach exercise. 
The conclusions of the report can be summarized as follows: 
 

• The property is of significant importance to the Town of Gravenhurst now and in 
the future; 

• The shoreline of the property must be protected and should be retained in a 
‘natural’ state; 

• The development of the site by the Town should be viewed in the long term (50 
years); 

• The liabilities of the property are reasonable and manageable should the property 
be acquired; 

• There are provincial and federal funds available to assist with development; 
• Any development must include public access to the shoreline and the ‘park’ areas 

of the property; 
• The most acceptable development for the property is institutional use; 
• All or part of the property meets the requirements for a heritage designation; 
• Conservation easements are an appropriate way to protect the shoreline; and 
• Funding issues are seen as being reasonable, both for acquisition and 

development. 
 
The Investigative Committee’s Report also provided several recommendations, 
including: 
 

1. The Town Council pass a resolution recognizing the importance to the Town and its 
citizens of the property known as The Muskoka Centre; 

2. The Town Council immediately implement a Committee to pursue the acquisition 
of the property known as The Muskoka Centre from the Province of Ontario; 

3. Upon acquisition the Town Council or the Province of Ontario undertake to protect 
the shoreline of this property by: 

a. Recommending that the Province of Ontario impose a Conservation 
Easement over the entire shoreline area; and/or 

b. Designating the land portion of the property, including the shoreline a 
Heritage Site; 

4. The Town Council recognize that an Advisory Board is the most effective way to 
responsibly manage this site and determine its future uses. This Advisory Board 
should be established following acquisition. This Board should actively pursue 
funding issues for the development of the property, investigate the benefits of 
ownership as a Charitable Organization and an Endowment Fund for development 
and maintenance. The Muskoka Bay Property Owner’s Association should have 
representation on such a board; 

5. The Town Council ensure that no portion of this property should ever be sold; and 
6. The Town Council should rename the property in honour of a prominent, local 

citizen. 
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4.2 Heritage Assessment of ORC Mental Health and 
Development Services Facilities – September 2004 

The Heritage Assessment of ORC Mental Health and Development Services Facilities, 
dated September 2004 was completed by Julian Smith & Associates.  The Report 
assessed the heritage significance of the MRC site from a design, historical, and 
integrity perspective.  Based on its analysis of these factors, the Assessment concluded 
that the cultural landscape of the site was of local significance. 
 
The Heritage Assessment recommended that the site be redeveloped in accordance 
with conservation guidelines outlined within the Assessment which identified the 
wood pavilion to be maintained, but indicated that other buildings could be gradually 
removed or adaptively reused as they are not of heritage value.  The Assessment also 
recommended the following: 

• The waterfront of the MRC site is an important community resources and the 
community should be provided with continued access; 

• Future development should respect the importance of the beach and lawn 
area;  

• Aspects of the more formal gardens to the south could be recovered; 
• The undeveloped shoreline beach access, topography, natural vegetation, 

curvilinear circulation system and historic views to and from the water should 
be retained; and, development should be carefully planned to maximize 
natural areas and features. 

4.3 Stage 1 Archaeological Component of the Cultural Heirtage 
Assessment of the Former Muskoka Regional Centre – 
September 2004 

The Stage 1 Archaeological Component of the Cultural Heritage Assessment for the 
MRC site was completed in September 2004 by D. R. Poulton & Associates Inc.  The 
Report detailed the rationale, methods and results of a Stage 1 archaeological 
background study.  The purpose of the Report was “to provide a baseline level of data 
on known and potential cultural heritage resources within the subject properties”.  
 
A 1999 Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment conducted for the MRC site 
identified cultural remains in several areas of the property.  The 1999 Assessment also 
evaluated the significance of the remains and concluded that the remains had little 
potential for providing meaningful insight into the past.  Additionally, there is archival 
data and published information on the use of the property as a sanatorium.  The 
assessment did however assign some value to the surviving landscaping elements 
associated with the remains of the Kendal Cottage.  Given that the 1999 Assessment 
was conducted according to 2004 archaeological guidelines and that nothing of 
archaeological significance was identified in the 1999 Assessment, the 2004 
Assessment concurred with the recommendations of the 1999 Assessment.  



 

 
Muskoka Regional Centre 

Optimal Use Study  June 15, 2015 
 

16 

 
One supplemental recommendation that was provided in the 2004 Assessment is that 
“no further archaeological investigations should be required as a condition of any 
future severance of the property, or any future undertaking that could represent a 
potential landscape impact to any portion of the property”. 

4.4 Muskoka Regional Centre Decommissioning / Demolition 
Study – October, 2007 

L.E. Glazer Architect Limited was retained by the Province to complete a 
Decommissioning / Demolition Study for the MRC site.  The final Study date for this 
project was October 31, 2007.  The purpose of the study was to review the existing 
structures and infrastructure on the MRC site and provide a baseline set of data.  The 
Study reviewed each building on the site, considered their value to the site, and 
determined whether the building should be demolished prior to possible sale of the 
site.   
 
The Study concluded that certain buildings could 
potentially accommodate a number of uses if 
renovated, however, these buildings have been 
severely compromised by water damage and other 
conditions. The Study also identified numerous 
significant inherent limitations to the original 
building designs such as below standard floor 
heights, lack of building code compliance, obsolete 
mechanical and electrical systems, lack of 
conformance to barrier-free accessibility standards, 
and potential difficulty of conformance with 
current energy efficiency requirements. 
 
The study reviewed three options for the MRC site: 
 

1. Sale of the Facility as is; 
2. Decommissioning/Demolition/Severance/Sale; or 
3. Selective Decommissioning & Demolition/Severance/Sale. 

 
Ultimately, the study concluded that Option 2 was the most viable approach. 

4.5 Butternut Assessment – September, 2009 
An assessment of Butternut trees identified on the MRC site was conducted by 
Ecoplans Limited. A total of six Butternut trees were identified on the site.  The six   
trees were all identified as hybrid Butternut trees, which are not protected by the 
Endangered Species Act, 2007.  
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4.6 Natural Heritage Study – Muskoka Regional Centre Property 
– March, 2010 

Ecoplans Limited was retained by the Ontario Realty Corporation (ORC) to complete a 
Natural Heritage Study (NHS) of the MRC site, which was completed in March 2010. 
The NHS consisted of a background review, field surveys, data evaluation and 
environmental constraint review, and agency liaison.  
 
The NHS characterized the site as a “habitat mosaic of forest, wetland, manicured lawn, 
beach/lakefront, rock barrens and derelict buildings”.  The site is within the Canadian 
Shield and contains areas of exposed bedrock on rolling to steeply sloping (or cliff) 
topography.  Soils are generally sandy and shallow in depth.  The nearest designated 
natural heritage areas are the Loon Lake Wetland Provincially Significant Wetland 
(PSW) / Loon Lake Bog Candidate Regional Area of Natural and Scientific Interest 
(ANSI) / Muskoka Heritage Area, which is approximately 3.5 kilometres southwest of 
the site, and the Jevins Lake Wetland PSW / Muskoka Heritage Area, which is 
approximately 4.5 kilometres southeast. 
 
The study reviewed aquatic features on the property and conducted fish sampling and 
a review of spawning habitat.  Figure 6 illustrates the aquatic features on the property.  
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Figure 6: Aquatic Features on the Muskoka Regional Centre Property 
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Through communication with the Ministry of Natural Resources, it was noted that the 
Five-lined Skink, Hog-nosed Snake, Massasauga Rattlesnake, Eastern Milksnake, 
Northern Ribbonsnake, Blanding’s Turtle, Northern Map Turtle, Spotted Turtle, 
Stinkpot (Musk) Turtle, and Brached Bartonia, all of which are considered Species of 
Conservation Concern, potentially occur on the site. 
 
During field studies conducted as part of the NHS, Several Northern Map Turtles were 
observed along the undeveloped shoreline and several Five-lined Skinks were 
observed within the rock barren habitat located in the northwest and northeast 
portions of the property. Additionally, six butternut trees were observed on the site 
and tentatively assessed as “hybrid.”  Additional review confirmed the butternut trees 
on the site are hybrid and are not considered to be protected species.  A Canada 
Warbler was observed on a single occasion during the breeding season.  The NHS 
concluded that the species was not considered to be breeding on or adjacent to the 
site.  
 
The NHS provided the following conclusions with respect to the establishment of 
buffers and setbacks “…the nature/extent of protection buffers and setback treatments 
will be confirmed through an EIS once a clearer understanding of future land use changes 
is available”.  The NHS also noted that more detailed aquatic habitat work should be 
done at detailed design if in-water works are proposed. 
 
The NHS also reviewed the vegetative communities on the property.  Figure 7 
provides an overview of the vegetative communities.   
 
The NHS identified that there were several opportunities to increase habitat potential 
through restoration and / or naturalization, including: 
 

• Debris placement (such as logs and rocks) to increase skink habitat; 
• Naturalization of currently open / manicured shoreline zones to maintain 

wildlife linkages and habitat for Northern Map Turtle; 
• Maintaining meadow clearings and selected areas of periodically mown lawn 

to provide habitat for species of conservation concern; and, 
• Maintaining wetland vegetation to provide linkages to adjacent habitat. 
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Figure 7: Vegetative Communities on the Muskoka Regional Centre Property 
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5.0 POLICY REVIEW 

5.1 Provincial Policy Statement 
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) was approved by the Lieutenant Governor 
in Council, and came into effect on April 30, 2014. The PPS provides land use planning 
direction for the Province of Ontario.  
 
The policies of the PPS are important because they establish the basis for the 
consideration of future uses for the MRC site.  
 
As outlined in Section 1.1.1, the PPS seeks to sustain healthy, liveable and safe 
communities by promoting efficient development and land use patterns, 
accommodating an appropriate range and mix of uses, and avoiding development 
which may cause environmental or public health and safety concerns. 
 
The PPS provides specific policies for Settlement Areas and Rural Areas in 
municipalities.  The MRC site is located in the Gravenhurst Urban Centre, which is a 
Settlement Area.  The Settlement Area policies of Section 1.1.3 identify that Settlement 
Areas shall be the focus of growth, and that Settlement Areas should be developed 
with sufficient densities and a mix of land uses to efficiently use land, resources, 
infrastructure and public service facilities. The density and mix of land uses within 
Settlement Areas shall support active transportation and transit.    
 
It important that future land use concepts for the MRC property are consistent with 
policies contained in Section 1.1.3 and make efficient use of land and infrastructure 
within the settlement area. 
 
Section 1.3 of the PPS contains Employment Area policies.  In accordance with these 
policies, planning authorities shall promote economic development and 
competitiveness by:   
 

• providing range and mix of employment and institutional uses to meet the 
long-term needs; 

• providing opportunities for a diversified economic base; 
• encouraging compact, mixed-use development that incorporates compatible 

employment uses to support liveable and resilient communities;; and, 
• ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to support current and 

projected needs. 
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If the future employment uses are to be considered for the MRC site, future 
employment uses should consist of a mix of uses or compliment existing employment 
opportunities, and should be capable of being appropriately serviced.   
 
Section 1.4 of the PPS places an emphasis on providing a range and mix of housing 
types and densities within a municipality. Housing supply is expected to meet 
projected requirements for housing in the regional market area.  In order to provide a 
range and mix of housing municipalities are required to maintain the ability to 
accommodate residential growth for a minimum of 10 years and maintain at all times 
servicing capacity sufficient to provide for at least three years of residential growth.  In 
order to provide a range and mix of housing, municipalities must, among other things, 
establish targets for affordable housing, permit and facilitate housing required to 
meet social, health and well-being requirements, and promote the efficient use of land 
and infrastructure for housing.   
  
Section 1.5 of the PPS pertains to public spaces, recreation, parks, trails and open 
space. Municipalities should plan public streets, spaces and facilities to be safe and 
accommodating of needs, while fostering social interaction. The ability to use human 
powered travel is also important. The PPS also outlines the importance of providing 
opportunities for public access to shorelines, including water-based resources for 
recreation purposes. According to the PPS a full range of opportunities for recreation 
should be equitably distributed throughout the Town.  
 
Section 1.6 of the PPS contains policies regarding Infrastructure and Public Service 
Facilities.  These policies require the delivery of services in a coordinated, efficient and 
cost-effective manner, and require services to consider impacts from climate change 
while accommodating projected needs.  As per Section 1.6.6.2, municipal sewage and 
water services are the preferred form of servicing in Settlement Areas and 
redevelopment within Settlement Areas on municipal services should be promoted.  
 
The MRC site has access to both municipal water and sewage services and future 
development on the site will be required to be connected to municipal services.  
Section 10 of this Report provides details on the nature of the servicing infrastructure 
that is available for the site. 
 
Section 1.7.1 of the PPS contains policies about long-term economic prosperity.  These 
policies indicate that long-term economic prosperity is supported by optimizing the 
long-term availability and use of land, resources, infrastructure, electricity generation 
facilities and transmission and distribution systems, and public service facilities and 
promoting the redevelopment of brownfield sites.   
 
Section 2.1 of the PPS contains natural heritage  policies.  The natural heritage policies 
state  that development and site alteration shall not be permitted in  Provincially 
Significant Wetlands, among other areas.  Additionally, development and site 
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alteration shall not be permitted in significant wildlife habitat or significant areas of 
natural and scientific interest or Provincially Significant Coastal Wetlands unless it is 
demonstrated that there would be no negative impact on the natural features or their 
ecological function. Provincial and federal requirements must be adhered to in order 
to permit development or site alteration in fish habitat.  Development and site 
alteration on lands adjacent to the natural heritage features outlined above also 
requires that there be no negative impact on the natural features or their ecological 
functions. Development is not permitted in habitat of endangered species and 
threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 
 
As part of this Study, a review of natural heritage features has been conducted.  
Section 11 of this Report contains information about natural heritage features and 
indicates that no Provincially Significant Wetlands have been identified on the 
property, but possible significant wildlife habitat has been identified.  Section 11 
makes recommendations regarding appropriate mitigation measures to protect 
identified habitat.  
 
The PPS requires municipalities to protect improve or restore the quality and quantity 
of water as set out in Section 2.2.  Section 2.2.g) of the PPS would apply to future 
development in this case, and requires that where development is proposed on a 
waterbody consideration is had for the environmental lake capacity.   
 
Future development of the site will be required to consider storm water management 
initiatives to protect the quality of water in Lake Muskoka and vegetation retention 
and revegetation of shoreline areas could be conditions of future development.  
 
Section 2.6 of the PPS contains policies regarding Cultural Heritage and Archaeology. 
Specifically, Section 2.6.1 outlines that significant built heritage resources and 
significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved, meaning that such features 
are identified, protected or managed in a way that retains their heritage value or 
interest under the Ontario Heritage Act.  On lands that contain archaeological 
resources or areas of archaeological potential, significant archaeological resources 
must be conserved in order to permit development or site alteration.  
 
A cultural heritage study was conducted in 2004 and the results of the study, which 
are found in Section 4.2 of this document, indicate that the only building on the MRC 
property that has heritage value is the gazebo.  As a result, future development 
concepts for the site should preserve the gazebo, but all other structures on the 
property could be removed. The gazebo is location is identified on Figure 3.   
 
Section 3 of the PPS contains policies to protect public health and safety from natural 
and human-made hazards.  Development shall generally be directed outside of 
hazardous lands adjacent to streams, and small inland lake systems which are 
impacted by flooding hazards and / or erosion hazards, and hazardous sites, meaning 
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land that could be unsafe for development or site alteration due to naturally occurring 
hazards.   
 
The MRC site has areas of low lands in proximity to Lake Muskoka and the internal 
creek.  Development that is proposed for the site must be appropriately setback from 
these features.  Development must also be setback appropriately from steep slope 
areas on the property.  
 
In summary, the MRC site is located within a Settlement Area.  Settlement Areas are to 
be the focus of growth and development and full municipal services are the preferred 
form of servicing for development which can be accommodated on the site.   Future 
development options for the site must be consistent with the policies of the PPS by 
ensuring that development is  appropriately sited to consider the Natural Heritage 
features of the property and potential Natural Hazards, among others.  

5.2 District of Muskoka Official Plan Policies 
The Town of Gravenhurst is within the District of Muskoka.  The District of Muskoka is 
the upper tier planning approval authority for the Town of Gravenhurst.  Accordingly, 
the District of Muskoka Official Plan applies to planning decisions in the Town of 
Gravenhurst. 
 
The District of Muskoka Official Plan (DMOP) was adopted by District Council in 
November 1998 and received approval in June 1999.  The DMOP was last consolidated 
on November 19, 2010 by District Planning staff.  The DMOP is a document that 
contains policies to guide development in the District of Muskoka. The Plan is 
structured in a manner that identifies lands as being located within Urban Centres, 
Communities, waterfront areas or rural areas.  The Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) is 
located within the Gravenhurst Urban Area, which is considered an Urban Centre.  The 
Plan also contains policies that apply to resources, the environment, transportation 
and utilities and servicing. 
 
Section B.2 of the DMOP outlines the Plan’s goal.  It is the goal of the DMOP: 

B.2  To protect the quality of the cultural and natural environment of Muskoka 
and accommodate growth by facilitating traditional and contemporary 
development that recognizes the character of Muskoka. 

 
Sections B.3 through B.11 outline a number of objectives for the DMOP.  The following 
are applicable objectives: 
 

B.3  To strengthen the community structure of Muskoka as a composite of 
waterfront, rural and urban type communities which supports strong 
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Urban Centres and Communities and appropriate development in the Rural 
and Waterfront designations. 

 
B.4  To manage growth in a way that will make the most efficient use of land, 

infrastructure, public services and facilities. 
 
B.5  To manage land use and development in a way that maintains the quality 

of the natural and cultural heritage of Muskoka. 
 
B.6  To maintain the character and integrity of communities in Muskoka. 
 
B.7  To encourage the growth and diversification of the economy of Muskoka. 
 
B.8  To encourage the growth and development of facilities, services, resorts, 

accommodations and attractions consistent with the primary recreational 
economic base of Muskoka. 

 
B.9  To encourage the wise and proper management of renewable and 

nonrenewable resources. 
 
B.10  To maintain and improve the transportation and communication 

networks. 
 
B.11  To encourage the provision of a wide array of housing opportunities, 

including housing that is affordable to a full range of income groups in 
Muskoka. 

 
The goals and objectives for the DMOP encourage development in Settlement Areas, 
provided it makes efficient use of land and infrastructure and provided development is 
managed to protect the natural environment and cultural heritage features.   This 
Study will consider the information contained in the previous technical studies 
completed for the MRC site and will recommend development options that conform 
to the goals and objectives of the DMOP.  
 
Section C of the DMOP contains strategic and general development policy.  Sections 
C.1 through Section C.3 of the Plan encourage economic growth and development in 
a manner that respects the environmental constraints and character of Muskoka.  The 
remaining sub-sections of Section C identify a number of considerations that could 
impact future development of the subject lands.  Section C also provides population, 
household and employment projections as well as policies that promote a mix of 
housing styles and the creation of affordable housing.    
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These policies contain direction on the height of buildings, the maintenance of views, 
the compatibility of land uses, access and transportation considerations, and 
economic development considerations. 
 
The policies of Section C of the DMOP that direct built form should be referenced and 
reviewed when considering future OPA or ZBA applications for the MRC site.  
 
Section F of the DMOP contains a number of policies that pertain to the environment.  
It is the objective of the Plan to maintain and enhance the quality of Muskoka’s natural 
resources by minimizing and reducing pollution impacts, protecting significant fish, 
and wildlife habitat and encouraging the identification of Muskoka’s distinctive bio-
physical features.   
 
Section F of the DMOP also contains a number of policies pertaining to Lake System 
Health.  Lake System Health policies of the DMOP are similar to those of the Town of 
Gravenhurst Official Plan and recognize the importance of identifying lake thresholds 
for lakes’ abilities to manage phosphorous, and outlines requirements for limiting 
development in order to appropriately manage phosphorous and protect the quality 
of lakes within the District. 
 
Schedule F to the DMOP classifies lakes based on their sensitivity to phosphorous.  
Schedule F identifies the Muskoka Bay portion of Lake Muskoka as having a moderate 
sensitivity to phosphorous and being over-threshold.  On lots that are identified as 
having a moderate sensitivity to phosphorous and being over-threshold, site plan 
control and vegetation retention is required. 
 
As part of the historical technical studies that have been completed for the site, an 
environmental review of the site was undertaken.  This previous work has also been 
updated though the preparation additional natural heritage review, completed as part 
of this study.  A summary of environmental features on the site is provided in Sections 
4.5, 4.6 and Section 11.  Future site uses and site development concepts will be 
required to conform to the policies of Section F of the District Official Plan by 
demonstrating how the natural environment will be maintained and enhanced and by 
demonstrating how the development of the site will not impact water quality.  

5.3 Town of Gravehurst Official Plan 
The Official Plan for the Town of Gravenhurst (OP) provides goals, objectives and 
policies that guide land use decisions in the Town of Gravenhurst.  The OP was 
approved in June 2008.  The OP structure recognizes development within different 
areas of the Town by containing policies that specifically apply to lands in the Urban 
Centre, Rural Area, Community Area and Waterfront Areas.  In addition to these 
locations, the OP also provides general policies that guide waterfront development, 
lake capacity, the environment, transportation and servicing and Plan implementation. 
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The subject lands are within the Urban Centre of Gravenhurst as identified on land use 
Schedule A-1.  On Schedule A-1 the subject lands are identified as being located 
within the Institutional Area designation, Urban Open Space Area designation and 
Natural Heritage Area designation.  The subject lands are accessed by Muskoka Road 
which is identified as a collector road on Schedule A1 to the Official Plan.  Figure 8 
provides an excerpt from Schedule A-1 of the Official Plan.  
 
Figure 8:  Schedule A-1 Extract – Muskoka Regional Centre Designation  

 
 
 
Schedule B to the Official Plan identifies Environmental Features.  While Schedule B 
does not identify any environmental features on the subject lands, the natural 
heritage review that has been completed for the site considers natural heritage 
features on the MRC property.  Sections 4.5, 4.6 and 11 of this Study review the natural 
heritage features on the Site. 
 
Schedule C to the Official Plan identifies the Urban Serviced Area.  The subject lands 
are located within the Urban Serviced Area for the Town of Gravenhurst.  Historically 
the site has been serviced by its own sewage treatment system and water treatment 
system.  Future development of the site is anticipated to be connected to the Town of 
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Gravenhurst municipal services.  Section 10 of this Study provides details on the 
capacity of Gravenhurst services.   

5.3.1 Official Plan Designation 
As previously indicated, the subject lands are primarily designated Institutional in the 
OP and located in the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  Section C of the OP contains policies 
that apply to development within the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.   
 
Section C1.1 states,  
 

“The Gravenhurst Urban Centre will be the focus of the majority of growth and 
development throughout the period of this Plan.”   

 
The Gravenhurst Urban Centre is to provide a full range of services and development is 
to occur at a density which will make sufficient use of municipal services and 
infrastructure, conserve energy and provide affordable living. 
 
Section C1.2 of the OP provides the goal for the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  This goal 
states,  
 

“It is the goal of this Plan to direct the majority of new development to the 
Gravenhurst Urban Centre while maintaining and enhancing its character and 
creating a liveable barrier-free and attractive community for all residents and 
visitors to enjoy”. 

 
Section C1.3 of the Official Plan provides objectives for the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  
Applicable objectives include: 
  
 “C1.3 OBJECTIVES  
 

a)  To direct development, including intensification and infilling, within 
the Gravenhurst Urban Centre boundaries.  

b)  To ensure new development is integrated into the fabric and built 
character of the existing community in as compact a manner as is 
possible and at a relatively high density.  

e)  To encourage a variety of housing options to be available in the 
Gravenhurst Urban Centre in accordance with the Growth 
Management objectives.  

f)  To provide connectivity between various focal points in the Town 
through an open space and pedestrian trail system.  
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g)  To enhance the natural character of the Gravenhurst Urban Centre 
through tree preservation, landscaping and attractive urban design. 

 
h)  To preserve the dark night sky by preventing excess lighting and 

light trespass from public and private developments”. 
 
Section C1.4 outlines permitted uses for the Gravenhurst Urban Centre. These 
permitted uses include a full range of residential, commercial, industrial, institutional 
and open space uses.   
 
Section C1.5 provides general development policies for the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  
Applicable general development policies include:  
 
 “C1.5  GENERAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES  
   
 Where new development occurs adjacent to existing development, the new 

development shall be designed in a manner that reflects existing built form, 
including such matters as height, building mass and character. Where new 
development proposes increased densities as encouraged by this Plan, the 
development shall be designed to provide a transition between existing 
development and new development.  

 
 All development shall be designed in a manner that protects the physical 

and environmental qualities that define the character of the Town. Steep 
rock outcrops, wetlands and watercourses shall be protected from 
development. New development located within significant forested areas 
shall require the retention of significant vegetative buffers. 

 
 Lighting shall be designed to limit light trespass to other lands and the dark 

sky. 
 
 It is the intent of this Plan to preserve the character of the lands that have 

historically been developed as low density waterfront residential areas on 
private services. Despite the availability of full municipal services within this 
designation, new development shall maintain the basic lot pattern and 
density that existed as of the date of approval of this Plan. The Official Plan 
policies related to infill and intensification shall not apply to this 
designation. 

 
 When reviewing applications for new development, Council shall consider 

the impact of the proposal on the existing land uses fronting onto Muskoka 
Bay. In addition to those policies in Section D3, Council shall also consider 
impacts related to boat traffic, visual impact, noise and environmental 
impacts during and following construction.  
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 New waterfront development shall be subject to the provisions of Section 

D2.1, Preservation of Vegetation, and Section D2.2, Character of the 
Shoreline Development”.  

 
The goals, objectives and general policies of the OP recognize that the Settlement 
Area will be the focus of growth and require future development to be integrated into 
the existing community and to consider potential impacts on the natural 
environment.  Future Planning Act approvals that are considered for the site should 
conform to the goals, objectives and policies of the OP.  
 
A preferred future land use concept for the site has not been determined.  As a result, 
it is important to review OP policies that pertain to a variety of different land uses.   
The following sections will review the residential, commercial, employment, 
institutional, open space and natural heritage policies within the OP.  

5.3.2 Urban Residential Designations 
The Town of Gravenhurst Official Plan contains a number of Urban Residential polices 
which are found in Section C1.6.  These policies provide direction on how residential 
development is to occur within the Gravenhurst Urban Centre area including policies 
on the future housing mix, medium and high density developments, infill and 
intensification, affordable housing, and design.   
 
If residential uses are considered on the Muskoka Regional Centre site, the proposed 
use must conform to OP including the policies of Section C1.6. 

5.3.3 Commercial Designations 
Section C1.7 of the OP contains policies that apply to the commercial designation 
within the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  The policies within Section C1.7 outline general 
policies that pertain to commercial development, general design, parking areas, public 
safety and accessibility, and landscaping.   
 
If commercial uses are considered for the Muskoka Regional Centre site the proposed 
development must conform to the OP, including Section C1.7 of the Official Plan. 

5.3.4 Employment Designations 
Section C1.8 of the OP contains policies that apply to employment designations within 
the Gravenhurst Urban Centre.  Employment designations within the Urban Centre 
area are comprised of lands within the Business Area designation and lands within the 
Industrial Area designation.  Section C1.8 outlines general development policies that 
apply to all development within the employment areas of the Town.  These general 
development policies consider appropriate locations for various employment land 
uses within the Town and provide direction for off-street parking, stormwater 
management, lighting, and compatibility with adjacent land uses.   
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5.3.5 Institutional Designations 
The majority of the Muskoka Regional Centre lands are currently designated 
Institutional in the Town of Gravenhurst Official Plan.  Section C1.9 of the OP contains 
policies that apply to the Institutional designations found within the Plan.   
 
Section C1.9.2 of the OP outlines general development policies for the Institutional 
designation.  The general policies require uses and structures that are erected on 
Institutional lands to be designed in a manner that enhances the character of the area 
and buffers adjoining properties.  The Institutional policies also promote the 
establishment of partnerships and Section C1.9.2 states,  
 

“Where areas are poorly served by community facilities or where there is a lack of 
resources to support individual facilities, institutional and community uses will be 
encouraged to develop joint programs and shared use of resources such as schools, 
churches, and the facilities of service organizations.” 

 
Section C1.9.3 of the OP contains specific policies that apply to the Muskoka Regional 
Centre.  Section C1.9.3 recognizes that there may be opportunities for redevelopment 
of the Muskoka Regional Centre site and requires any proposal for redevelopment to 
be supported by a comprehensive development plan.   In addition, any 
redevelopment is to be supported by an Environmental Study that documents the 
natural heritage features and functions on the site.  The policies state: 
 

“C1.9.3 Muskoka Centre  
 
 The Muskoka Centre lands represent a significant resource to the Town of 

Gravenhurst as a large tract of underdeveloped land on the waterfront. The 
Institutional Area designation of the lands is intended to reflect the historic 
use of the lands and provides potential for significant economic 
opportunities for the Town. This Plan also recognizes that there may be 
opportunities for redevelopment of this site for other uses and that any 
application for the redesignation of this land will be given due 
consideration by the Town.  Any redevelopment of the lands that requires 
an Amendment to this Plan shall be supported by a comprehensive 
development plan that encompasses the entire land holding and address 
the following: 

 
- registered public access to the shoreline;  
- a minimum parkland dedication of 30 percent;  
- ongoing employment replacement;  
- shoreline vegetation protection;  
- architectural design guidelines  
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- traffic impact assessment;  
- an assessment of the impact of the proposed use on the recreational 

use of Muskoka Bay. 
 
 Prior to redevelopment of these lands, the open space to be protected will 

be appropriately delineated and supported by an Environmental Study 
prepared by the owner in consultation with the Municipality and agencies 
that includes documentation of natural heritage features and functions. 
The first 30.0 metres from the shoreline will be maintained as public open 
space and shall not count as part of the requirement for the 30 percent 
parkland dedication.  

 
 Council may place a Holding provision on the zoning of the lands pending 

completion and review of a comprehensive development plan for the lands.  
 
 Should the lands become available to the Town, Council shall endeavour to 

acquire the lands and shall prepare a comprehensive development plan in 
consultation with the public.” 

 
This Study is being prepared in accordance with the policies of Section C1.9.3 of the 
Official Plan.  Various comprehensive development options for the site are being 
prepared as part of this Study.  Not all options that are identified in this Study conform 
to the policies of Section C1.9.3. 

5.3.6 Urban Open Space Area Designations 
Section C1.10 of the OP provides policies that apply to the Urban Open Space Area 
designation.  The first 30 metres of land, inland from the shoreline on the MRC site is 
designated as Urban Open Space Area.   
 
The Urban Open Space Area designation applies to public and private lands that 
provide opportunities for outdoor recreation and enjoyment and may include lands 
for trails, parks, natural areas, connecting walkways and roadways.  General 
development policies for the Urban Open Space area designations are found in 
Section C1.10.3 of the OP.  The general development policies outline minimum 
standards for total open space within the Gravenhurst Urban Centre to be 4.0 hectares 
per 1,000 inhabitants.  Not included in this standard are Open Space lands associated 
with school sites or other public institutions.  The land area for passive open space 
parks is to be provided on the basis of 2.0 hectares per 1,000 inhabitants.  The 
suggested land area for active open space parks is to be provided on the basis of 2 
hectares per 1,000 inhabitants.  The policies of Section C1.10.3 also contain factors that 
the Town will consider when reviewing the appropriateness of lands for park 
dedication purposes.   
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5.3.7 Natural Heritage 
The Natural Heritage Area policies are contained in Section G of the OP and the central 
portion of the site in proximity to the creek is designated Natural Heritage Area.  It is 
the goal of Section G “to protect and enhance environmentally sensitive lands, features 
and functions within the Town through the adoption of an “Environment-First” principle”.  
 
Section G1.3 contains a number of objectives for the Natural Heritage Area. These 
objectives are generally to maintain and improve the quality of the natural 
environment, water features and to promote connectivity and vegetation protection: 
 
Section G1.4 of the OP outlines permitted uses for the Natural Heritage Area and 
indicates that lands within the Natural Heritage Area designation are generally to be 
maintained in a natural state and that adjacent lands are to be used for natural buffer 
areas to protect the integrity of the features and their functions. 
 
Within the Natural Heritage Area designation: 
 

“Passive recreational uses and eco-tourism uses, such as nature viewing, education 
and pedestrian trail activities, shall be permitted provided that there is minimal site 
alteration and the impact of such uses are minimized to the greatest extent 
possible. In this regard, the Town may require that studies be prepared to 
demonstrate minimal impact upon these features prior to site alteration to the 
satisfaction of the Town.” 

 
Forestry and resource management uses are permitted as well as archaeological 
activities and educational activities that assist in the protection of the Natural Heritage 
area.   
 
Public utilities and roads should avoid the Natural Heritage Areas wherever possible 
and where public utilities and roads are proposed in proximity to these features an 
Environmental Assessment shall be completed. 
 
The general development policies for the Natural Heritage Area designation are found 
in Section G1.5 of the OP.  Where development is proposed within or in proximity to a 
Natural Heritage area, an Environmental Impact Statement is required and justification 
of the proposed use is also required to ensure that possible alternatives have been 
considered.  The limits of Natural Heritage Areas are to be determined through an 
Environmental Impact Statement when development is proposed on adjacent lands.  
It is the policy of the OP that all development be setback at least 30 metres from the 
high watermark of any water feature.  Lesser setbacks may be used provided 
maximum vegetative buffers between the development area and the high water mark 
are enhanced and maintained by the landowner through site plan control.   
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The land use concepts that have been included with this Study propose development 
to be appropriately setback from environmental features, in accordance with the 
recommendations of the natural heritage studies that have been completed and that 
are referenced in Sections 4.5, 4.6 and 11 of this Study. 

5.3.8 Other Policies 
In addition to the various designations identified within the OP, the OP also contains 
general policies that apply to various areas within the Town.    
 
Section I of the OP contains policies that pertain to the environment and apply to all 
lands within the Town of Gravenhurst.  It is the goal of the OP: 
 
 “I1.2  GOAL  
 
 To fulfil the “Environment-First” principles identified in this Plan by 

establishing a series of criteria that must be met in order for development 
that requires planning approval to proceed within the Town.  

 
To ensure that new development which has or may have a detrimental 
impact upon the environment will not be permitted.” 

 
Section I1.4 outlines general development policies that relate to the environment and 
includes policies pertaining to a variety or environmental features.  In general, an 
Environmental Impact Study is required to consider development that is proposed 
within or adjacent to identified natural heritage features.  The Environmental Impact 
Study must outline how the features will be protected including mitigation measures.   
 
The land use concepts that have been included with this Study are generally 
supported by the natural heritage studies that have been completed.  These studies 
are referenced in Sections 4.5, 4.6 and 11 of this Study.  If the development of the site 
proposes development within proximity to one of the environmental features on the 
site, more detailed EIS work may be required to accompany a Planning Act application. 
 
The OP identifies two different concepts for Lake capacity.  The first concept is Lake 
System Health and the second is Cold Water Lakes.  The Muskoka Bay portion of Lake 
Muskoka is not considered to be a Coldwater Lake and as a result only the Lake System 
Health policies apply.  The Lake System Health model identifies lakes as having high, 
moderate or low sensitivity to phosphorous.  In addition, where phosphorous loading 
to a lake exceeds 50% of the natural background phosphorous load, the lake is 
considered to be “over threshold”.  In accordance with the information contained in 
the OP, the Muskoka Bay portion of Lake Muskoka is considered to have a moderate 
sensitivity to phosphorous and is considered to be over threshold. 
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The policies of this Section also identify the importance of natural vegetative 
shorelines in buffering waterbodies in order to protect water quality.   
 
The development concepts identified as Options 1 though 4 that are provided as part 
of this Study propose a 30 metre Open Space area adjacent to the shoreline.  
Stormwater management for any proposed development concept will be reviewed at 
the Site Plan stage.   
 
The development of the MRC property will occur on municipal services and is not 
anticipated to impact the capacity of Lake Muskoka and its ability to manage 
phosphorus.   
 
Section I1.4.11.1.7 contains policies that apply to public lands and states: 
 

“The release of Crown land, other than lands under water, for private development 
is discouraged, particularly in the Waterfront designation. Should the Province 
dispose of Crown land for private development, such land will not be further 
divided unless it is to alleviate problems associated with existing development and 
no more than one single family dwelling will be permitted on those lands as of 
right”. 

 
These Crown Land policies would not apply to the subject lands as the subject lands 
are patented lands that are owned by the Province.  Historically, the property was 
privately owned and later transferred to the Province. 
 
Section I1.4.11.3 contains policies that apply to recreational capacity.  The recreational 
capacity of lakes in accordance with the OP “...refers to the ability of a waterbody to 
accommodate the various users and uses that may compete for the surface of the lake for 
recreational purposes while maintaining the recreational amenity, character and 
reasonable enjoyment of the waterbody”. 
 
Depending on the proposed use of the site, the use may have an impact on the 
number of recreational boaters on Lake Muskoka.  If the proposed use has the 
potential to impact recreational boating on Lake Muskoka, a review of recreational 
capacity may be required. 
 
Section I1.4.12 contains policies that apply to water quality.  The policies of this 
Section are intended to protect water quality within the Town.  Applicable policies 
within this Section include: 
 

a)  changes to the natural drainage should be avoided;  

c)  a setback for other development will be established from each side 
of a stream, river, pond, or wetland necessary to maintain existing 
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water quality. The width and depth of this buffer shall be 
determined in consultation with the Ministry of Natural Resources 
and other agencies as required, which shall consider: the nature of 
the development, soil type, types and amounts of vegetation cover, 
slope of the land, existing drainage patterns and fish and wildlife;  

d)  no alteration of the natural vegetation grade or drainage shall 
occur within the setback; 

e)  the cutting of trees within the setback shall be regulated by Site Plan 
Control or as a condition of consent or subdivision. The cutting of 
trees shall be permitted in the setback where lands are designated 
Agricultural where a Nutrient Management Plan has been prepared 
and provides a lesser setback;  

f)  all applications for major development proposals such as 
residential subdivisions of five lots or more, or commercial, 
industrial, or institutional development having a floor area in excess 
of 2,000m2 or golf courses shall be accompanied by a Water 
Resource Management (WRM) Report. The WRM Report shall be 
prepared by a qualified professional to the satisfaction of the Town 
and other agencies as may be required. The WRM Report shall 
address the potential impacts and cumulative impacts on surface 
and ground water quality and quantity by requiring:  

i)  maintenance or enhancement of natural hydrological 
characteristics including base flow of watercourses;  

ii)  maintenance or enhancement of sensitive groundwater 
recharge/discharge areas, aquifer and headwater areas;  

iii)  the development and monitoring of water budgets for 
groundwater aquifers;  

iv)  the protection or enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat; 
and,  

v)  maintenance of existing drainage patterns where possible.  

g)  during and after development, sediment and erosion control 
measures shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the 
implementing authority. 

 
In accordance with policy I1.4.12, future development of the site may be required to 
be supported by a Water Resource Management Report to evaluate potential impacts 
on water resources. 
 
Section I1.4.18 contains policies that apply to heritage and cultural resources within 
the Town.  These policies generally require the identification of heritage resources 
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including building and structures, cultural landscapes and natural features that 
defined the character of the Town.   
 
Policies of this Section require consideration of existing cultural heritage features in 
the design of new buildings and structures and encourage the protection of cultural 
heritage features.   
 
The Heritage Study that was completed in 2004 and is summarized in Section 4.3 of 
this Study indicates that the only structure with heritage value on the MRC property is 
the gazebo. 

5.3.9 Commercial Structure Review 
The commercial structure in Gravenhurst is such that there are three dispersed 
commercial areas.  These areas are known as the Central Business District Area 
(Downtown); Gateway Commercial Area (larger format retail in the area of the 
Gateway at Highway 11); and, the Urban Mixed Use Waterfront Area (Muskoka Warf).  
Each of these areas has a unique character and each area offers different retail options.   
The Town appears to be well serviced by these three retail areas. 

5.3.10 Summary 
The MRC site is located within the Urban Centre of Gravenhurst and is primarily 
designated Institutional Area.  The shoreline area is designated Urban Open Space 
Area with the area adjacent to the creek designated Natural Heritage Area.  The Urban 
Centre is to be the focus of growth and development and the Institutional Area 
designation permits a wide range of Institutional uses.  
 
Section C1.9.3 contains policies specifically for the Muskoka Centre.  Section C1.9.3 
requires a number of criteria including a minimum parkland dedication of 30 percent, 
ongoing employment replacement, and shoreline vegetation protection, amongst 
others.  Additionally, any redevelopment of the lands requires an Environmental Study 
to appropriately delineate the open space to be protected. The Town OP also contains 
Lake Capacity policies consistent with those contained in the DMOP. 

5.4 GRAVENHURST ZONING BY-LAW 
The Comprehensive Zoning By-law for the Town of Gravenhurst is By-law 2012–04.  
This By-law was approved by the Ontario Municipal Board on November 28, 2011.  A 
housekeeping update to the By-law was undertaken in February 2013.    
 
The Zoning By-law contains a series of schedules that outline the zoning for properties 
within the Town.  The Muskoka Regional Centre property is found on Schedule D05 
and Sub-schedules D05-1 and D05-2.   
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Figure 9:  Muskoka Regional Centre Zoning

 
 
The Schedules to the Zoning By-law identify that the Muskoka Regional Centre 
property contains three zones.  The property is zoned Open Space (OS), Institutional (I) 
and Environmental Protection (EP).  The majority of the site is zoned Institutional (I) 
with the lands adjacent to the shoreline being located within the Open Space (OS) 
zone and the lands located adjacent to the creek being zoned Environmental 
Protection (EP).  The requirements for the Institutional (I) zone are found in Section 31 
of the Zoning By-law.  Section 31.1 outlines permitted uses for the Institutional zone 
which include: 
 

• Multiple dwelling (Accessory to an educational establishment use); 
• Single detached dwelling (existing only); 
• Dwelling unit; 
• Educational establishment;  
• Hospital; 
• Library; 
• Medical clinic; 
• Nursing home; 
• Place of assembly; 
• Recreational centre; 
• Religious institution; and 
• Residential care facility 

 
Section 31.2 of the Zoning By-law outlines specific regulations for the Institutional (I) 
Zone.   The regulations for the Institutional (I) zone are summarized in Table 6 below.   
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Table 6:  Institutional Zone Standards 
Performance Standard Zoning By-law Requirement 

Minimum Lot Area 1,400 square metres for lots served by public water and 
sanitary sewers; or 
0.4 hectares for lots served by public water only; or 
1.0 hectare for lots served by private 
services 
 

Minimum Lot Frontage 30 metres for lots served by public water and sanitary 
sewers; or 
60 metres for lots served by public water only or private 
services. 
 

Minimum Front Yard and 
Minimum Exterior Side Yard 

10.5 metres 

Minimum Side Yard 6 metres; except where the side lot line forms part of a 
boundary between an Institutional Zone (I) and a Residential 
Zone, in which case a minimum side yard of 7.5 metres shall 
be required. 
 

Minimum Rear Yard 10.5 metres; except where the rear lot line forms part of a 
boundary between an Institutional Zone (I) and a Residential 
Zone, in which case a minimum rear yard of 15 metres shall 
be required. 
 

Maximum Lot Coverage of 
Principal Building and 
Accessory Buildings 
 

20 percent 

Minimum Landscaped Area 20 percent 
 

Maximum Height of Principal 
Building 

10.5 metres 
 

Maximum Number, Use and 
Location of Dwelling Units 

A maximum of one dwelling unit shall be permitted on a lot 
for the exclusive use of the owner of such lot or a caretaker 
or security guard whose presence is necessary for the 
protection and maintenance of the property. Such dwelling 
unit shall form an integral part of the principal institutional 
building and shall be located above or to the rear of such 
building. 
 

Visual Barrier Where a lot line forms part of a boundary between an 
Institutional Zone (I) and a Residential Zone, a visual barrier 
shall be provided and maintained along such abutting lot 
line in accordance with the requirements of Section 5.27 of 
this By-law. 
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The portion of the site adjacent to the creek is zoned as Environmental Protection (EP).  
Section 30 of the Zoning By-law contains regulations for the Environmental Protection 
(EP) zone.   
 
Section 30.1 of the Zoning By-law lists permitted uses for the Environmental 
Protection (EP) zone.  Permitted uses within the Environmental Protection EP Zone 
include: 
 

• Bird sanctuary; 
• Conservation; 
• Passive outdoor recreation;  
• Wildlife reserves or other similar uses as provided for the preservation of the 

natural environment; and, 
• Works and facilities in connection with the prevention of erosion, flood control 

and pedestrian access. 
 
Section 30.2 of the Zoning By-law contains regulations that apply to the 
Environmental Protection zone.  These regulations state:  “no building shall be 
permitted in the Environmental Protection zone (EP) except in accordance with the 
requirements of Section 5.22 of this By-law.” Section 5.2.2 of the Zoning By-law covers 
Public Uses, and allows public authorities or departments or ministries of the Province 
to “…use any land or erect or use any building in any zone subject to the use of building 
being in compliance with the regulations prescribed for such zone or use and subject to 
there being no outdoor storage of goods, materials or equipment in any required yard 
abutting a Residential Zone”.  
 
A portion of the subject lands that is adjacent to Lake Muskoka is zoned Open Space 
(OS) in the Zoning By-law.  Section 34 of the Zoning By-law contains regulations for 
the Open Space (OS) zone. 
 
Section 34.1 of the Zoning By-law outlines permitted uses for the Open Space (OS) 
zone.  Permitted uses include: 
 

• Conservation; 
• Park; and, 
• Cemetery. 

 
Unless all future uses that are proposed for the site comply with the uses outlined in 
the Zoning By-law, and the location of buildings and structures comply with the zone 
regulations, an Amendment to the By-law would be required.  An amendment to the 
By-law would be reviewed for conformity with the Town Official Plan, District of 
Muskoka Official Plan and consistency with the PPS. 
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6.0 CURRENT AND EMERGING 
PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

6.1 Muskoka Resort and Tourism Official Plan Policy Review – 
Recommendations Report 

On February 20, 2013, the Interim Options Report for the Muskoka Resort and Tourism 
Official Plan Policy Review, prepared by PKF Consulting, was released. This report was 
commissioned by the District of Muskoka. The Report provides an overview of 
emerging trends in resort and overnight tourism product demand, stakeholder input, 
and an analysis of District Official Plan and local Official Plan policies related to the 
resort and tourism sectors.  The Report also considered potential alternative policy 
options.  
 
The Report notes that the resort and tourism sectors are very important to the District 
of Muskoka, as there are 111 resorts and hotels, 30 trailer parks & campgrounds and 35 
camps within the District.  Combined, these facilities generate $400 million annually. 
Additionally, there are 20,500 cottages in the District, and the cottage sector generates 
$600 million annually towards the local economy. 
 
With regards to new resort development, the Report notes that “the cost of building a 
resort hotel today is prohibitive to most hotel developers, primarily due to the fact that 
market and seasonality conditions make it difficult for properties to perform at levels that 
support the significant cost of development.”  As a result of this significant cost, the 
Report notes that new resort development today is primarily driven by a real estate 
component. 
 
With regards to existing resorts, “the Muskoka Resort Industry is currently suffering from 
poor performance levels, with the 87 resorts / 3,200 rooms achieving an annual market 
occupancy of under 50%, and as low as 30% in the winter and spring periods”. A variety of 
additional concerning issues were identified by the industry, including increased 
competition from private cottage rentals, new resort ownership models, and high 
levels of property taxes for commercial waterfront properties. 
 
With regards to potential new resorts, the Report stated that developer’s have a 
number of concerns including that some form of unit sales is required to make resort 
development economically viable, Official Plan Amendment processes are prohibitive, 
and the requirement of posting a 100% replacement reserve on communal services is 
financially restrictive. 
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The Report also notes that a number of concerns were identified by Trailer Park & 
Campground, and Camp operations, including poor performance levels, economic 
sustainability challenges, restrictions on potential expansions and / or complementary 
development, and challenging local policy and planning requirements. 
 
In July 2013 the District of Muskoka released the Recommendations Report of the 
Muskoka Resort and Tourism Official Plan Policy Review. The Recommendations 
Report provides policy recommendations on the following main issues: 
 

• Definition of a “Resort” 
• Test for Assessing Resort Commercial Use 
• Official Plan Amendment Requirement for resort development in the 

Waterfront Area 
• Private Communal Servicing Reserve Requirements 
• Mixed-Use Development (e.g. Marina and residential uses) 
• Down-zoning (e.g. Tourist Commercial to Residential uses.  Represents a 

conversion to a less intensive use.) 
 
Generally, the policy recommendations aim to eliminate real or perceived barriers to 
new resort development or existing resort expansion or redevelopment by 
incorporating broad, open policies in the DMOP. 

6.2 Shoreline Protection 

6.2.1 Lakeshore Capacity Assessment Handbook 
In May 2010, the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, in partnership with the 
ministries of Natural Resources and Municipal Affairs and Housing, released the 
Lakeshore Capacity Assessment Handbook. The purpose of the handbook is, “to 
provide guidance to municipalities and other stakeholders responsible for the 
management of development along the shorelines of Ontario’s inland lakes within the 
Precambrian Shield.” 
 
The Handbook identifies that through use of a lakeshore capacity assessment, 
development can be controlled such that the amount of phosphorus entering lakes is 
managed. High levels of phosphorus promote negative side effects such as 
eutrophication. The handbook notes that septic systems are the primary human 
sources of phosphorus, but other sources can include shoreline clearing, fertilizer use, 
erosion and overland runoff.  The handbook recognized that use of lakeshore capacity 
assessment only addresses some aspects of water quality associated with phosphorus, 
and that other pollutants also need to be considered. However, the Lake System 
Health approach which is utilized by the District of Muskoka is consistent with this 
approach. 
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The Handbook contains a number of recommendations regarding shoreline 
vegetation.  Specifically, the Handbook notes that where shoreline vegetation exists, it 
should be maintained.  Where such vegetation does not exist or has been removed, a 
buffer of shrubs and ground cover should be encouraged to be planted along the 
shoreline. Additionally, the preservation of aquatic vegetation and retention of 
shoreline woodlots also helps reduce potential impacts on the lake.  
 
In site design, the there are a number best management practices that should be used 
to ensure that the quality and quantity of stormwater leaving the site is acceptable.   
The Handbook outlines a number of these best management practices and they 
should be referenced when establishing criteria for future development of the site.  

6.2.2 DFO Shore Primer, Ontario Edition 
The Shore Primer provides guidance on restoring altered shorelines and the 
development of appropriate shoreline environments.  The Primer identifies that 
natural shoreline area preferred and that naturally vegetated buffer zones are 
important to filters contaminants from runoff.  Shoreline vegetative buffers also 
provide habitat for wildlife. Generally a 30 metre buffer is sufficient for coldwater lakes 
while a 15 metre buffer is sufficient for warmwater lakes. These buffers should be 
deeper for steep, erosion-prone slopes. 
 
The Primer also provides information about appropriate dock construction 
techniques. 
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7.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
 
The Optimal Use Study for the MRC property has included a considerable amount of 
public consultation.  There have been three public engagement sessions, individual 
stakeholder interviews, on-line surveys and student surveys.  This Section of the 
Report summarizes the various forms of public consultation and engagement and the 
results. 
 
Session One was a public information session that was held on June 8th, 2013.  The 
purpose of this session was to provide an overview of the study, to answer questions 
and obtain input from meeting attendees, and to discuss opportunities for community 
engagement.  This session was attended by over 100 people. The comments received 
at this information session are summarized in the first Community Update Newsletter.  
A copy of this newsletter is contained at Appendix 1. 
 
Session Two included a site visit to the property and community workshop and was 
held on July 27th, 2013.  The purpose of the workshop was to review the comments 
from the first public session and to allow community members to prepare conceptual 
site designs.   Both the site visit and the workshop were attended by over 60 people.  
The comments and concepts prepared at the workshop are summarized in the second 
Community Update Newsletter.  A copy of this newsletter is contained at Appendix 2. 
 
Public Session Three was the presentation of the concept plans to the public. This 
session was well attended.  The general consensus was that the community was 
pleased to see that efforts were being made to allow for the future development of 
the site so that it can contribute to the vitality of the community.  Public access to the 
site was generally considered as a key requirement of any future use.    
 
In addition to the comments received at the public sessions, 40 interviews were 
conducted with community stakeholders and written comments were received.  These 
comments are summarized in Appendix 3 (Only available to IO Staff).   
 
On-line surveys were also provided to the public and to secondary school students.  
The surveys asked the public questions such as:  
 

• What challenges does Gravenhurst face?   
• What does Gravenhurst need to do in the future?   
• What are potential uses for the MRC Site?   
• What are the critical factors that need to be taken into account when 

considering a future use for the MRC property?   
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The comments received though the public surveys and the student surveys are 
summarized in Appendix 4. 
 
In general, the student surveys indicated Gravenhurst needed more opportunities for 
affordable housing, recreational opportunities and local employment.   When asked 
about future uses for the site, students generally indicated that they would like to see 
site development that incorporates parkland, recreational opportunities, post 
secondary education opportunities and entertainment uses.    The students surveyed 
also identified that there needed to be more employment opportunities in the 
community.  
 
Summary of Comments Received 
 

Throughout the public consultation process, comments were received from a variety 
of different individuals with different backgrounds and unique interests.  These 
individuals included full-time residents, seasonal residents (cottagers), business 
owners, politicians and government employees.   
 
When asked about potential future use of the site, nearly all respondents indicated 
that they wanted to see a future use for the property that would benefit the 
community as a whole.  However, there were a number of different opinions about the 
most appropriate future use for the site.    
 
At the beginning of the public consultation component of the work plan, there 
appeared to be a clear difference of opinion  between the majority of seasonal 
residents and majority of  permanent residents.   In general, the seasonal residents 
preferred to see the site redeveloped as a park which would be owned and managed 
by the Town of Gravenhurst.  By comparison, the permanent residents and existing 
business owners generally wanted to see the site developed with an employment use 
that would bring jobs and additional persons to the community.  Permanent residents 
and business owners were cognizant of the historic employment base that the MRC 
provided and would like to see a future use bring similar employment opportunities to 
the community.   
 
While some seasonal residents still would like to see the property used as a park, as the 
public consultation program has evolved, a number of seasonal residents have 
recognized the importance of bringing jobs to the local economy.  As a result, there 
was a general shift in perspective to recognize that a portion of the site could be used 
for park purposes while another portion of the site could be used for a future 
employment use. 
 
Throughout the public consultation exercises there were some individuals that 
expressed a desire to have stand-alone residential development on the subject lands.  
Those individuals identified that residential development may be appropriate and 
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could include: affordable housing; medium density or low density housing.   There was 
also a recognition that if an institutional use is to occur on the site, there should be an 
opportunity for dormitory style residences to be constructed. 
 
A common consensus at the meeting was that a resort should not be considered as a 
future land use for the site.  
 
Overall, the majority of comments received by the public preferred some form of 
mixed use development on the property.  In general, the public would prefer to see a 
portion of the site to be maintained for park purposes and some form of institutional 
use developed on the remainder of the site.  Examples of institutional uses that were 
identified by the public included: a post secondary educational institution, an arts 
school, a theatre and performing arts school, a federal hospital for injured defense 
personnel, a canine training centre and a rehabilitation centre. 
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8.0 LAND USE OPTIONS 

8.1 Introduction 
Based on the existing policy framework, the cultural heritage and natural heritage 
work that was completed, and comments received from the public, MHBC provided 
four conceptual land use options to Infrastructure Ontario.   The four options are 
summarized in Appendix 5.  Each Option provides a unique development concept for 
consideration.   
 
Options 1 though 4 were then reviewed from a traffic, servicing, natural heritage and 
economic perspective based on the information included in Sections 9, 10 and 11of 
this Report. 
 
Following a review of the initial Options and engineering and economic outcomes, 
MHBC was directed to prepare additional scenarios that considered a further mix of 
land uses that included residential development scenarios.  The basis for the 
consideration of residential uses is that the institutional and employment uses 
identified in Options 1 through 4 are unlikely to generate the revenue required to 
remediate the site.    
 
The two additional options, Options 5, Option 6, were focused on achieving the 
revenue necessary support the Infrastructure Ontario requirements while reflecting on 
the comments received, land use and natural heritage matters.  Options 5 and 6 are 
summarized in Appendix 5a.   
 
The following provides a summary of the six preliminary Options that.  The Options 
themselves and a detailed summary of the Options is provided in Appendix 5 and 
Appendix 5a. 
 

8.2 Option 1 
Option 1 clusters all development in the area located to the west of the natural 
heritage feature on the site.   The eastern portion of the site would be used as parkland 
and remain in a natural state.  The western portion of the site would be developed for 
a mix of institutional uses.  
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The development area in Option 1 could be used for a variety of institutional uses, 
which may include a nursing home; educational facilities (including campus-type 
development); medical facilities; and, government or public offices.   
 
Option 1 –  Strengths 

1. Preserves the eastern portion of the site as a natural open space feature, which 
is consistent with the concepts prepared at the public design charrette. 

2. Does not require a road crossing of the natural heritage feature.   
3. Provides for an enhanced public beach with connections to the historic 

gazebo.   
4. Provides direct access to the shoreline trail through linear open space at the 

southern boundary of the site. 
5. Maximize the development area, while providing 30 percent parkland. 
6. Orients buildings to the street, which provides for an active streetscape. 
7. Landmark building contemplated at the peninsula. 

 
Option 1 –  Weaknesses 

1. Fewer opportunities to preserve natural features in the western portion of the 
site.   

2. Limited opportunity for future road connections to the south.   
3. Does not maximize views for future buildings.   

 

8.3 Option 2 
Option 2 contemplates some residential development in the eastern portion of the 
site.  The western portion of the site has been identified for a variety of institutional 
type uses.  The institutional type uses considered in Option 2 would be similar to those 
of Option 1.  Option 2 clusters parking areas towards the interior of the site and orients 
buildings towards the open space and natural parkland areas. 
 
Option 2 –  Strengths 

1. Provides for a second (long-term) road connection at the south, which could 
improve overall site access.   

2. Maximizes views and proximity/ relationship to open space. 
3. Provides an extensive trail network.  
4. Provides for a mix of uses that includes residential. 
5. Protects a significant portion of the peninsula for open space.   
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Option 2 –  Weaknesses 
1. Public input received at the charrette was consistent in the approach to leave 

the eastern portion of the site as a natural area.   
2. Would require road crossing through the natural heritage feature. 
3. Provides smaller development area for institutional type uses. 
4. Provides a significant amount of surface parking along the central roadway into 

the site.   
 

8.4 Option 3 
Option 3 concentrates development on the western portion of the site.  Option 3 has a 
large park area located on the peninsula.  Option 3 identifies the majority of 
development as institutional, which could include a performing art centre and an area 
for outdoor performance space.   
 
Option 3 –  Strengths 

1. Preserves natural features within the eastern portion of the site.   
2. Maximizes views of the water while at the same time framing the street with 

built form. 
3. Provides strong pedestrian linkages. 
4. Maximizes views of the water. 
5. Provides gateway feature at the entrance of the site.  

 
Option 3 –  Weaknesses 

1. Does not provide for future road connections to the south.   
2. Provides for a less substantial linear park connecting the interior of the site to 

the shoreline area.  
3. Fewer opportunities for landmark buildings. 

 

8.5 Option 4 
Option 4 provides similar open space and development scenario as Option 3 but 
provides a different end use for the property.  Option 4 provides a “main street” 
approach to development. Option 4 provides parking areas that are broken up into 
smaller locations.  On street parking is also provided.  In Option 4, buildings are related 
to both the street and open space areas.   
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Open 4 –  Strengths 
1. Preserves the natural features within the eastern portion of the site.   
2. Maximizes views of the water while framing the street within the built form. 
3. Provides strong pedestrian linkages. 
4. Maximizes views of the water. 
5. Provides a gateway feature at the entrance to the site.   
6. Breaks parking up into smaller areas.   
7. Considers on-street parking in addition to surface parking lots.   

 
Option 4 –  Weaknesses 

1. Does not provide for future road connections to the south. 
2. Provides for a less substantial linear park connecting the public to the shoreline 

area. 
3. Fewer opportunities for landmark buildings within the peninsula.   

 

8.6 Option 5 
Option 5 provides for a mix of residential and institutional uses on the site.  The 
eastern portion of the site is to be maintained in a natural state for open space and 
trail uses.  The residential uses on the site could include medium density uses on the 
interior of the site with residential lots along the shoreline capable supporting 
detached dwellings.  Option 5 identifies the peninsula as being developed for 
detached residential uses. 
 
Option 5 –  Strengths 

1. There are a number of uses proposed including institutional, residential, park 
and open space. 

2. The institutional blocks could accommodate a variety of uses. 
3. The public beach area is maintained and enhanced through the provision of 

the adjacent park. 
4. The natural area to the east of the creek would be maintained as open 

space/parkland. 
5. It is anticipated that proposed shoreline residential lots would generate 

significant economic return that could be used to offset the remediation costs 
of the site.  

6. Institutional areas are accessed without travelling through residential areas. 
7. An opportunity for a mix of residential uses adjacent to institutional areas is 

provided. 
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Option 5 –  Weaknesses 

1. Instead of being publicly owned or owned by one owner, the shoreline areas of 
the site would be owned by numerous owners which could create potential for 
shoreline alteration to occur. Site plan agreements could be used to help 
protect shoreline areas. 

2. The lands proposed for institutional uses are limited in size in comparison to 
other options. 

3. Shoreline residential development will change the shoreline character that 
currently exists on the subject site. 

4. The natural area at the north of the site would not be maintained, however 
there would be opportunities for tree retention on individual lots. 

 

8.7 Option 6 
Option 6 is similar to Option 5 in that it contemplates a mix of open space/ parkland 
and institutional uses as well as residential uses.  Option 6 includes a large open space/ 
parkland block within the north peninsula and maintains the eastern portion of the 
site for open space and trail use.  The interior of the site is maintained for potential 
institutional uses.  Residential lots capable of supporting detached dwellings are 
identified on the west and northeastern waterfront areas of the site.  Medium density 
residential uses, such as townhouses, are proposed to be developed on the interior 
portion of the site. 
 
Option 6 –  Strengths 

1. Institutional uses are positioned with easy access to Muskoka Road. 
2. Institutional traffic does not need to travel into residential areas. 
3. Large shoreline lots are proposed in two areas of the site; however, the 

peninsula, which is the highest elevation, is maintained in an open space 
designation with smaller residential lots backing onto the open space area 
adjacent to the peninsula. 

4. Low or medium density residential uses could be accommodated adjacent to 
the institutional areas. 

5. The natural features on the peninsula are maintained as natural parkland/open 
space. 

6. There is a more extensive shoreline trail system than that contemplated in 
Option 5 and generally more public access to the shoreline than Option 6. 

 
  



 

 
Muskoka Regional Centre 

Optimal Use Study  June 15, 2015 
 

52 

Option 6 –  Weaknesses 
1. There is an increase potential for shoreline disturbances given the multiple 

ownership of the shoreline proposed though the development of residential 
lots. However, the potential for disturbances is less than Option 5 due to the 
peninsula being maintained as open space. 

2. The institutional areas of the site are limited in size compared to other Options. 
3. The park area surrounding the public beach is smaller than the area identified 

in Option 6. 
4. Residents of the fifty metre water lots north of the institutional blocks would 

likely drive through the institutional area to access their lots. 
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9.0 ECONOMIC STUDY  

9.1 Introduction 
The Economic Study prepared by Altus reviews the economic viability of various 
development options for the site.  The Study is located at Appendix 6 of this Report 
and provides information on two paradigms.  The first paradigm is based on the 
traditional market absorption rate for commercial, office space or seniors housing and 
concludes that it would be hard to support this form of development based on the 
existing land supply in the market area, projected absorption rates as well as the 
requirement for a minimum 6.5 million dollar return on the land.     
 
The second paradigm considers the establishment of a large campus style 
development that could accommodate a corporate headquarters, government agency 
or post-secondary institution.  This form of use would have a faster absorption rate but 
would require an unknown end user and would likely require public sector subsidies in 
order to be attracted to the community.  The potential for subsidies would likely make 
it difficult for a use considered under the second paradigm to achieve the desired 6.5 
million dollar return on the property.  
 
Residential development provides for an available market and given the site amenities 
provides for opportunity to realize the required financial return. In order to achieve the 
desired return on the property, therefore, some areas of the site may be required to be 
considered for residential development purposes.    
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10.0 SERVICING AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

10.1 Introduction 
Cole Engineering has prepared a Functional Servicing Report (review of water, 
sanitary) and a Traffic Capacity Review for the MRC Report.  Both Reports consider 
existing infrastructure and potential future land uses.  This Section of the Study 
summarizes the results of the Cole Engineering Reports.  Briefly stated, there is 
sufficient municipal sewage and water infrastructure to support all of the 
development scenarios. The transportation network is also sufficient.  If a large 
employment use is proposed on the site this would need to be evaluated at the time 
that the specific use is known. The Functional Servicing Report is found at Appendix 7 
and the Traffic Capacity Review is found at Appendix 8. 

10.2 Municipal Sewage System Characteristics 
In 2006 the Town of Gravenhurst sanitary system was upgraded to the site to facilitate 
future development.  The design of the system was based on a 50 year development 
horizon and based on the site contributing up to 11.6 L/s into the Town’s sanitary 
sewers though a 200 mm gravity sanitary stub.   

10.3 Municipal Water System Characteristics 
The Municipal water system information indicates that there is an existing 300 mm 
diameter watermain that fronts on the site. 

10.4 Anticipated Use Sanitary and Water Budgets 
Based on the potential development scenarios the existing infrastructure servicing the 
site could accommodate: 
 

• 11,500 students  
• 53,400 square metres of commercial space 
• 37,000 square metres of office space  
• 105 residential homes at 3.5 persons per household 

 
The background information indicates that the potential uses for the site could be 
appropriately serviced with water.  The limiting factor is the Public Fire Protection 
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requirement.  The maximum building footprint for a single storey building is 11,000 
square metres and 9,000 square metres for a two-storey building.  This represents the 
maximum size for a single building.  There could be multiple buildings of this size on 
the property.   Larger buildings could be considered subject to alternative fire 
suppression infrastructure such as the installation of dry-hydrants.  

10.5 Traffic Infrastructure Characteristics 
The site is accessed by Muskoka Road North (Muskoka Road 18), which is a two-lane 
rural collector road that is assumed by the District of Muskoka.  Muskoka Road North 
has a posted speed limit of 50 km/hr in the area of the site. 
 
The road can accommodate approximately 500 vehicles per lane per direction during 
peak analysis periods.    
 
In order to accommodate proposed development within the capacity of the existing 
roadway, the proposed use(s) of the site should not exceed 500 vehicles per lane in 
either direction.  
 
The Report provides some examples of the trip generation characteristics for a variety 
of different uses that when added together, would result in 500 vehicles per lane 
direction during peak periods.  
 
Providing a mix of land uses on the site would enable increased levels of site 
development as travel trips could be dispersed throughout the day.  
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11.0 NATURAL HERITAGE 
REVIEW 

11.1 Introduction 
Tarandus Environmental has completed a review of natural heritage features on the 
MRC property and has provided recommendations related to site features such as 
Wetlands, Aquatic Habitat, valley lands, species at risk and significant wildlife habitat.  
The Natural Heritage Review is found at Appendix 9.  Based on the Review, there are 
natural heritage features on the site.  Additional environmental review will be required 
when a specific development option is proposed, to confirm appropriate mitigation 
measure to protect natural heritage features on the site.  

11.2 Wetlands 
An unevaluated wetland exists on the property.  A 15 metre setback from the wetland 
is likely adequate to protect the feature.   The top-of bank setback from for the valley 
will likely provide a greater setback 

11.3 Aquatic Habitat – Tributary 
A 15 metre setback would provide adequate protection for this feature.  A larger 
setback will actually result because of setbacks associated with the wetland and the 
valleylands. 

11.4 Aquatic Habitat – Lake 
The Town of Gravenhurst requires a minimum 30 metre shoreline buffer.  This is 
considered adequate to protect the aquatic habitat adjacent to the site.  Structures 
such as docks at the waterfront are considered acceptable provided that they meet 
the requirements and guidelines of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the 
Ministry of Natural Resources, and the Municipality.  Amenities such as footpaths and 
potentially boardwalks may be acceptable within the 30 metre shoreline buffer if an 
Environmental Impact Study determines that there will be no resulting negative 
impacts on the natural features or their functions within this buffer. 

11.5 Valleylands 
The on-site watercourse is located in valleylands which bisect the site.  The slopes of 
this feature are generally well vegetated and appear stable.  The Natural Hazard 
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Guidelines of the Provincial Policy Statement call for a 6-m setback for maintenance-
access allowance, but a suitable setback may actually be larger because of setbacks 
from the wetland and the watercourse or if geotechnical analyses so indicate.   

11.6 Species at Risk 
Habitat for some species at risk exists on the site.  Northern Map Turtle habitat is 
anticipated to be appropriately protected by the 30 metre shoreline buffer that is 
proposed to be Open Space.    
 
Five-lined skink habitat exists on the site and several have been observed but these 
species are not protected.  
 
The natural heritage review that has been undertaken and included at Appendix 9 
identifies that the site contains habitat of other species at risk.  A complete list of these 
species is found in Appendix 9.  

11.7 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Part of the property east of the watercourse likely provides habitat for interior species 
as defined by the MNR’s Significant Wildlife Technical Guide (SWHTG).  The Guide 
states that such habitat is 30 - 100+ ha in size which is a minimum of 100 m from the 
edge.  No definitive assessment of the ages of the dominant trees in this area has been 
undertaken, but estimates for the largest trees have been put at a “presumed” 120 - 
150 years.  If the dominant trees are indeed 140+ years old, this area may qualify as 
SWH on this basis as well. 
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12.0 DISCUSSION 
 
The development concepts considered as part of the Optimal Use Study are based on 
the following principles: 
 

1) Future uses of the site must generate jobs for the local economy.  

2) Future uses of the site must target a return of a minimum of 6.5 million dollars. 

3) Future use of the site must consider public input and current Official Plan 
policies.  

 
In preparing the development options for the site, consideration of potential 
development constraints such as cultural heritage, site servicing, traffic and 
environmental features were evaluated.    This technical work indicated that the site 
has a considerable amount of developable area but future uses for the site must be 
designed to protect natural features such as riparian habitat, creek and wetland 
habitat, Species at Risk habitat and interior forest habitat.  Final development 
scenarios will be subject to additional review as some natural heritage features are 
sensitive to the adjacent use. 
 
The servicing and traffic work completed as part of the Optimal Use Study indicated 
that the servicing capacity and road capacity are sufficient to support a variety of uses 
on the site.  The results of the technical studies are that few limitations exist from a 
servicing perspective and that a variety of development scenarios could be supported 
on site.   
 
The market information indicates that there are two basic “development paradigms” 
upon which the future development of the property could be based.  These paradigms 
will be reviewed. 
 
Paradigm One is based on a traditional build-out and is characterized as follows: 
 

• The site is used for commercial or institutional uses. 
• The site is developed based on projected Town growth rates. 
• Build-out would occur over a very long time period as there is little 

demonstrated need and more than sufficient supply. 
• Return for the site would be limited and likely extend over a long time period. 
• Job creation would be limited in the short-term because of low projected 

growth rates. 
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Paradigm Two is based on the introduction of a unique site user and the 
establishment of a campus style development.  Paradigm Two is characterized as 
follows: 
 

• Site used for campus style development, institutional, office headquarters, post 
secondary educational facility. 

• Use is not base on projected growth trends. 
• Occurs under exceptional circumstances. 
• Use would likely require a subsidy. 
• Return for the site would likely be limited. 
• Job creation would only occur if a suitable site user is identified. 

 
 
In considering the development options presented in this Report and the two 
Paradigms that have been identified by the economic expert, there are two 
considerations that can be applied moving forward.  
 
Consideration One 
 

Plan for Paradigm One or Paradigm Two with the understanding that one or more of 
the project principles may not be achievable (economic return and/or job creation). 
 
Consideration Two 
 

Consider a hybrid approach that will allow immediate revenue generating residential 
uses to be established on a portion of the site, while maintaining the remainder of the 
site for development of a commercial or institutional use based on one of the two 
Paradigms that have been identified.  
 
The development of residential uses in concert with the Paradigm One or Paradigm 
Two example would involve planning for a portion of the site to be used for shoreline 
residential uses, while maintaining the remainder of the site for commercial or 
institutional uses.  The residential use would provide the short-term revenue sought 
by Infrastructure Ontario while the reminder of the site could be used to generate the 
jobs that are desired to support the local economy, should an end user(s) be found.  
The parkland and open space area would provide public access to the waterfront.     
 
It is noted that the consideration of shoreline residential development was not 
presented at the public sessions and the public were advised throughout the 
consultation process that the 30 metre shoreline open space area would be 
maintained and used for public access to the water.    
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13.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The physical characteristics of the MRC site are impressive.  The natural beauty of the 
Muskoka Area, the recreational amenity associated with the access to Lake Muskoka, 
the expansive layout of the site, and the availability of municipal infrastructure 
including a good road network make the MRC property a unique redevelopment site.  
 
The goal of the Study requires that the future use(s) for the site have a positive 
economic impact on the Town of Gravenhurst and all of Muskoka and must yield a 
minimum of 6.5 million dollars in revenue.  
 
The current Town of Gravenhurst Official Plan provides  policies for the establishment 
of a 30 metre Open Space Area adjacent to the shoreline and designates the majority 
of the site as Institutional.  This Study has revealed that there is a low prospect of 
finding an institutional user or employment user that will generate jobs and provide 
the minimum required revenue for the site.  As a result, residential uses may need to 
be considered for portions of the site in order to obtain the revenue necessary to 
remediate the site.   
 
It is a policy of Infrastructure Ontario not to dispose of land where there is known 
contamination. It is understood that the financial return being sought by 
Infrastructure Ontario is to ensure that the cost of the site remediation is not borne by 
the taxpayers of the Province.    
 
The policies of the Official Plan require a continuous uninterrupted 30 metre linear 
public waterfront access.  This makes it difficult to recommend any Option for 
development that does not propose continuous access to the shoreline.   However, 
what has been learned though the background research contained in this Study is that 
there is a low probability of an Institutional use being established on the site in 
accordance with the current Official Plan designation due to market conditions.    
 
As a result, in order to enable future development of the site based on a revenue 
generating Option for the property, it is recommended that an amendment to the 
schedules of the Official Plan and the site specific policies of the Muskoka Regional 
Centre property be undertaken.  This is in line with Consideration Two. 
 
It is recommended that an Official Plan amendment be submitted to redesignate the 
Muskoka Regional Property based on the following principles: 
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1) Allow for a balance of land uses between public space, natural areas, residential 
uses and future institutional/employment uses.   

2) Ensure public access is provided to the beach areas of the site. 

3) Provide for a mix of shoreline and inland residential lots that are serviced with 
municipal servicing. 

4) Provide for shoreline residential lots that are similar in scale to existing 
shoreline development in the area. 

5) Require additional natural heritage work to be completed in the consideration 
of detailed development concepts. 

 
Options 5 and 6 provide development concepts that would achieve the principles that 
are identified for inclusion in an Official Plan Amendment. 
 
The redesignation of the property will provide the community with greater assurance 
regarding the future use of the site and will enable many of the public comments 
considered through this exercise to be captured in the modified Official Plan 
designation for the property.  Redesignation of the property will also provide the 
justification for Infrastructure Ontario to obtain the required planning approvals and 
market various portions based on the proposed uses that are outlined in an Official 
Plan Amendment.   

Given that there was a considerable amount of public input received through the 
public engagement process that recommended that the site be used for the 
headquarters for a Provincial Ministry or for a post secondary institution.  
Infrastructure Ontario should confirm with other Ministries and post secondary 
institutions that there is no interest in the site prior to undertaking a redesignation of 
the site. 

Appendix 10 contains a letter from the Town of Gravenhurst to IO regarding the 
Muskoka Regional Centre dated March 12, 2015 as well as the respective response 
letter from IO, dated May 24, 2015. 
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I N S I D E  T H I S  I S S U E  

1 
Muskoka Regional Centre Opportunities Assessment & 
Optimal Use Study Commences 

1 
Background & Points of Clarification 

2 
First Public Meeting – Key Outcomes 

2 
Second Public Meeting – Design Workshop (Charrette) 

3 Calendar of Events 

Muskoka Regional Centre 

Opportunity Study Commences 

Infrastructure Ontario, an agency of the Province of Ontario 
responsible for managing the Muskoka Regional Centre, has 
retained the services of MHBC Planning to complete an 
Opportunities Assessment & Optimal Use Study of the Muskoka 
Regional Centre property in Gravenhurst.  Members of the 
Consulting Team include:  Kris Menzies, Partner with MHBC, Jamie 
Robinson, MHBC Associate (land use planning, site design and 
landscape architecture), Cole Engineering (engineering and 
transportation), Tarandus Associates (natural environment), Altus 
Group (economics), and Karen Wianecki, Planning Solutions Inc. 
(community engagement and meeting facilitation.) 

The first Community Meeting was held on Saturday, June 8th from 
10:00 – 12:00 noon.  More than 100 residents attended the session 
to learn about the scope of the study and to offer their comments 
about the process moving forward.  Thank you to everyone who 
took the time to attend – it was an excellent session!   

The Opportunity Study will focus on identifying a series of options 
for the future use of the Muskoka Regional Centre.  The study will 
not be completed by the Consulting Team in isolation…it will be 
developed in consultation with the community. This was the first 
Public Meeting.  A number of additional opportunities for community 
engagement are being planned.  The Consulting Team will be 
submitting its recommendations Report to Infrastructure Ontario at 
the end of the calendar year and will be presenting some 
preliminary concepts to the community for review and comment in 
the Fall…please stay tuned.   

Thank You to All Who 

Attended the First Public 

Meeting! 

We would like to extend thanks to all who attended the first meeting 
and to those who have taken the time to share ideas and 
perspectives. We understand how important this property is to the 
Town and to the District, and we are looking forward to working with 
you as the Opportunity Study advances. 

 

Background & Points of Clarification 

A number of questions were raised about the study, the role of the 
Steering Committee and the need for a process that is transparent, 
objective, inclusive and engaging.  The following points of 
clarification are offered: 
 
What is an Opportunities Assessment & Optimal Use Study? 
It is a study that considers the possible future use(s) for the 
property. 
 
When will the study be completed? 
MHBC Planning will be submitting a recommendations Report to 
Infrastructure Ontario by December 2013. 
 
Who owns the property? Who manages the property? The 
property is owned by the Province and managed by Infrastructure 
Ontario, an agency of the Provincial Government. 
 
Is the property for sale?  The property is not currently for sale. 
 
What is the role of the Steering Committee?  The Steering 
Committee is responsible for overseeing the Opportunities 
Assessment & Optimal Use Study.  The Steering Committee will 
provide advice and guidance to the Consulting Team regarding 
community engagement and process.  The Steering Committee is 
NOT developing recommendations for submission to 
Infrastructure Ontario.  The Study is an independent study being 
completed by MHBC Planning.  MHBC Planning is responsible for 
developing recommendations and submitting those 
recommendations to Infrastructure Ontario for consideration. 
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First Community Meeting – Key 

Outcomes 

 

What Did You Tell Us? 

 

We learned a great deal from those who attended the first 
Community Meeting.  This is an important property and the future 
of the Muskoka Regional Centre is an issue that is top of mind for 
many of you.  Some questions were raised about the timing of the 
Opportunity Study and why Infrastructure Ontario is embarking on 
a study at this time…after all, the property has been sitting for 
many years.  It was also suggested that Infrastructure Ontario 
needs to be in attendance at the next meeting. 
  
The first Community meeting produced a number of important 
results and allowed a number of important perspectives and 
thoughts to be shared.  It demonstrated that the Muskoka Regional 
Centre property is important for the Town of Gravenhurst but also 
for the Region as a whole.  There were many comments and 
concerns.  The following captures the key learnings that emerged 
from the meeting: 
 
1. There is a need to honour existing policies to protect the 

shoreline and public ownership that are already articulated in 
the Gravenhurst Official Plan. 

2. Public representation on the Steering Committee is needed.    
3. Project timing may be problematic to allow some groups to 

mobilize and be able to participate effectively. 
4. Connecting with Muskoka Conservancy and Places to 

Worship in Gravenhurst is vital. 
5. Focus on the heritage (built and cultural) aspects.  A heritage 

representative should be on the Steering Committee. 
6. Consider long term opportunities for local employment. 
7. Water quality in the Bay is critical. 
8. Consider keeping the K-9 Training Facility operating at the 

site. 
9. Need to follow up with Infrastructure Ontario to obtain 

answers to the following: 

 Why is the study being done now? 

 Who will be responsible for demolition and clean-up? 

 Will IO commit to following due process as prescribed by 
The Planning to ensure the public has an option to 
exercise its right to appeal to the Ontario Municipal 
Board? 

 What is the long term intent of the Province and IO with 
respect to this property? 

10. There are a number of critical design ‘must have’s’ that need 
to be taken into account when any future use is being 
considered.  These include:  the health of the Bay; aesthetics 
and the importance of continuing to promote tourism; and 
employment – decent, ongoing, sustained and good paying 
employment. 

11. No windmills. 
12. Design a public process that is open, transparent, inclusive, 

responsible and engaging.  

 

Mark Your Calendars… 

July 27, 2013 – Dock of the Bay, 
1110 Bay Street, Gravenhurst 

 

Second Community Session 

-Design Workshop- 

A Community Design Charrette is being planned for July 
27th, 2013. This design workshop will allow members of the 
community to meet with the Consulting Team and provide 
feedback on some preliminary design concepts for the 
Muskoka Regional Centre.  This will be a ‘hands-on working 
session’ and participants will have a chance to ‘roll up their 
sleeves’ and share their design ideas for the future of the 
Muskoka Regional Centre site.  Everyone is welcome - We 
hope you can join us!   

 

 

Can’t Make the Second Meeting 

in July?  We still want to hear 

from you! 

If you have specific ideas about the future of the Muskoka 
Regional Centre site but you cannot attend the Design Workshop 
on July 27th from 9:00 – 1:00, please share your thoughts by 
completing our electronic survey…available at the following web 
address: 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7HKS399 

 

FOR  MORE  

INFORMATION…  

 

I  S T I L L  H A V E  Q U E S T I O N S…  

 W H O  C A N  I  C O N T A C T ?   
If you are looking for more information about the 
Muskoka Regional Centre Opportunities Study, we 
invite you to contact us.  You can reach Renato 
Romanin at the Town of Gravenhurst (705) 687-2230 
x 271 or the Consulting Team through Jamie Robinson 
at (705) 728-0045 x 222 or Karen Wianecki at (905) 
428-6113 or by email at  
karen.wianecki@sympatico.ca. 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7HKS399
mailto:karen.wianecki@sympatico.ca
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M U S K O K A  R E G I O N A L  C E N T R E  

C O M M U N I T Y  E N G A G E M E N T  

 

C A L E N D A R  O F  E V E N T S  

 

 

FIRST COMMUNITY MEETING – PROJECT KICKOFF 

PLACE:   CENTENNIAL CENTRE 

DATE: SATURDAY, JUNE 8
TH, 

2013 

TIME:   10:00 – 12:00 

 

 

SECOND COMMUNITY MEETING – DESIGN WORKSHOP 

PLACE:   DOCK OF THE BAY, 1110 BAY STREET, GRAVENHURST 

DATE: SATURDAY, JULY 27
TH

, 2013 

TIME:   9:00 – 1:00 WORKING SESSION 

 

 

THIRD COMMUNITY MEETING  

PLACE:   TO BE DETERMINED 

DATE: TO BE DETERMINED BY THE COMMUNITY AT THE 

SECOND MEETING ON JULY 27
TH

, 2013 

TIME:   9:00 – 12:00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Come Work With Us… 
Share Your Ideas for the Muskoka 

Regional Centre.   
 

When We Work Together Great 
Things Are Possible. 

 

 

 

 

All information, studies and 
upcoming public meeting 

notices will be posted to the 
Town of Gravenhurst 

website: 
 

www.gravenhurst.ca 

 

Please check the site regularly as updates will be 

posted on an ongoing basis. 
 

http://www.gravenhurst.ca/
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Muskoka Regional Centre 
Opportunity Study - Site 

Visit & Design Workshop - A 
Great Success! 

Infrastructure Ontario, an agency of the Province of Ontario 
responsible for managing the Muskoka Regional Centre, has 
retained the services of MHBC Planning to complete an 
Opportunities Assessment & Optimal Use Study of the Muskoka 
Regional Centre property in Gravenhurst.  Members of the 
Consulting Team include:  Kris Menzies, Partner with MHBC, Jamie 
Robinson, MHBC Associate (land use planning, site design and 
landscape architecture), Cole Engineering (engineering and 
transportation), Tarandus Associates (natural environment), Altus 
Group (economics), and Karen Wianecki, Planning Solutions Inc. 
(community engagement and meeting facilitation.) 

The first Community Meeting was held on Saturday, June 8th from 
10:00 – 12:00 noon and more than 100 residents attended the first 
meeting.  In keeping with direction from the community, a site visit 
was arranged for the morning of July 27th and many community 
members took advantage of the site visit to see the property first 
hand.  Staff from Infrastructure Ontario were on hand to answer 
questions and to convene guided tours of the on-site buildings.  

Following the site visit, members of the Consulting Team convened 
a second meeting – a Community Design Workshop – to allow 
participants to share their ideas about the future use of the 
property.  More than 60 residents attended the Design Workshop 
on Saturday, July 27th, and eight concept plans were developed.  

Thank You to All Who 
Attended the Site Visit & 

Design Workshop  
Thank you to everyone who took the time to attend the site visit and 
the Design Workshop on July 27th.  More than 60 individuals toured 
the site from 9am until 10am, with organized tours being arranged 
by Infrastructure Ontario.   

Following the site visit, more than 40 community members 
participated in a Design Workshop at the Dock of the Bay in 
Gravenhurst.  Participants were invited to join small working groups 
and to collectively develop concept plans for the future use of the 
property.   

 

Thank You To All Who Have 
Shared Their Ideas With Us! 
Input from community members is vital.  As the consulting team 
indicated at the very first meeting, the Opportunity Study will focus 
on identifying a series of options for the future use of the Muskoka 
Regional Centre.  The study will not be completed by the 
Consulting Team in isolation…it will be developed in 
consultation with the community. 

To date, members of the consulting team have spoken personally 
with more than 50 individuals.  In addition, surveys have been 
completed with interested high school students as well as 
interested community members.  There are many different ideas 
about the future use of the Muskoka Regional Centre.   

 

Couldn’t Make the Second Meeting in 
July?  We still want to hear from you! 
If you have specific ideas about the future of the Muskoka Regional 
Centre site, but you were not able to attend the Design Workshop 
on July 27th from 9:00 – 1:00, please share your thoughts by 
completing our electronic survey…available at the following web 
address: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/7HKS399 
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Second Community Meeting – Top 13 
Key Learnings 

 
What Did You Tell Us? 

 
The second community meeting provided an opportunity for 
community members to come together, roll up their sleeves and 
put some ideas on paper for the future use of the property.  While 
eight individual concept designs were presented by the community, 
a number of important messages were shared.  The following 
captures the top 13 key learnings that emerged from the meeting: 
 
1. There is a continuum of opinion around potential future use of 

the property, however there was a general consensus that the 
site should have a public ownership component. 

 
2. There are a number of important design fundamentals that 

are critical moving forward: 
 Economic Factors – year round employment is needed; 

well paying jobs are needed; any future use should 
compliment rather than compete with existing uses and 
activities in Gravenhurst. 

 Environmental Factors – protect wetlands and natural 
features on site, protect the waterfront (heritage 
designation) and beach in perpetuity for public access; 
do not put forward uses that will have a net negative 
environmental impact on the area and consider the need 
for more parkland. 

 Social Factors – public access to the property is critical; 
advance an arts component that is in keeping with the 
designation of Muskoka as an Arts Centre; focus on what 
is important for Gravenhurst as a whole. 

 
3. There are a range of uses that could be considered and a 

number of commonalities between the eight designs that were 
developed: 
 

4. There is a need to focus on the ‘renewal’ of Gravenhurst.  Any 
use must consider both youth and seniors and must look at 
building a sustainable but also a growing demographic. 
 

5. Think big.  Potential future uses for the Muskoka Regional 
Centre should be placed in a global context and consideration 
given to creating a global presence in Gravenhurst. 
 

6. Be innovative in ideology and design and turn challenges into 
opportunities.  Recognize that Gravenhurst has a history of 
taking challenges and turning them into positives – a case in 
point is the location of the TB sanatorium that brought many 
positives to the community and put Gravenhurst on the map. 
 

7. Consider the opportunities to incorporate new uses by 
building on the past (e.g. reuse of the shell of the existing 
buildings, as appropriate; connection to the important medical 
treatment history of the site). 

8. Focus on innovation and excellence.  Consider the following 
potential uses: 
a. Sports School of Excellence 
b. Academy of the Arts (visual, performing arts, green 

energy, vertical farming, theatre trade and skill 
development) 

c. Therapeutic Treatment Centre providing lifecycle 
treatment for veterans (PTSD, etc.) 

d. Government Office Relocation 
e. Large Green Employer 
f. Mixed Use including a residential component and a 

park component including an interactive park for 
children  

 
9. Consider the synergies between the various concept plans 

that have been identified.  Is there an opportunity to put 
forward an idea that capitalizes common themes from all 
designs? 
 

10. Consider the ancillary or additional benefits that could come 
from the development of the site (e.g. linkages between the 
Muskoka Regional Centre site and the Muskoka Wharf; 
improvements in transportation linkages across the Region  
and beyond). 
 

11. Use the site to build a future for Gravenhurst.  Engage 
youth, provide better access to the beach for the community 
as a whole; build a clean development to LEEDS platinum 
standard; consider the need to restrict access by dogs to the 
water. 
 

12. Consider the wealth of knowledge as well as the 
connections that community members have and build on 
these connections to take ideas forward to implementation. 
 

13. Consider what can be done in the short, medium and long 
term. Use actions to advantage but be pragmatic.   
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Concept Plans…Eight Great Designs From Workshop 
Attendees! 
Eight concept plans were developed by Workshop Participants.  Pictures of each of the eight plans appear below: 
 

   
 

 
 

 

Group #1 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
20% of the site is to be landscaped; 20% hardened surfaces.  
Retain the existing beach but add in a picnic area and active 
use parkland component. Consider a portion of the property 
for development (a use or uses that would boost the 
economy).  Some possibilities could include a Sports Centre 
of Excellence combined with a sports medicine facility, 
Retirement facility, Educational Facility.  Identify a portion of 
the waterfront as a Heritage Waterfront Designation to protect 
it in perpetuity and acknowledge Type 1 Fish Habitat in the 
bay area.  Using the coldwater stream as a natural divide, 
retain a portion of the property in a natural state as a natural 
park, complete with trails and passive recreational uses. 

 
 

Group #2 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
Retain existing beach but enhance the beach area with a 
band shell and an integrated trail system around the property.  
Develop a portion of the property for either a Trade School or 
Arts & Culinary or Tourism School.  Consider an Eco-centre 
as noted on the plan as well as an eco-trail.  Incorporating the 
existing coldwater stream, retain a portion of the property for 
park purposes as denoted by the blue hatching on the 
concept plan.  

Group #3 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
The property should be designated 40% for employment 
generation, 30% public access and 30% natural preservation. 
 
There is a continuum of opinion around what the site should 
be used for but a mix of uses from parkland to employment 
generation to ensuring public access to the beach and 
recreational use of the property will be important.  Consider a 
public or private or institutional use with an integrated trail 
system around the perimeter of the property.  Consider a 
provincial use or potentially a training centre and focus on 
anything that is innovative, attractive and unique. 
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Group #4 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
The concept plan contains a number of different elements 
including retention of the beach area with associated nature 
trails and the addition of an outdoor theatre.  Organic gardens, 
a residence and parking on site.  Retaining the original 
architecture by reusing the façade of some of the existing 
buildings should also be considered.  A focal point of the plan 
would include an International Academy of the Arts for screen 
writing, editing, performing and visual arts, and a teaching 
component at 39,000 square feet. The arts complex would be 
integrated with the Opera House and other cultural facilities 
currently in place.   A marina and a public area with walking 
trails including a nature walk and the retention of natural 
features would also be part of the plan. 

Group #5 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
The site would be used for a new Rehabilitation Facility 
catering to the treating of veterans and those suffering from 
post traumatic stress disorder and head injuries – a first of its 
kind.  There may be an opportunity to partner with academic 
institutions to conduct research and thereby offer a 
research/teaching element.  Part of the site would remain 
open to the public with walking, hiking trails and a recreational 
facility would complete the plan.  This plan would bring jobs to 
the community (well paying, year round jobs), offer housing, 
and maintain the historical connection to medical treatment 
and care. Important environment features would be retained 
and students may be able to volunteer at the facility to meet 
their voluntary service requirements. 

Group #6 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
This plan puts forward the important need for year round 
employment with huge spinoff benefits.  Keeping the site in 
public ownership through the relocation of a government office 
is a key element of the plan as this would build a future for 
Gravenhurst.  A Ministry of Tourism Head Office was 
identified as a potential future use but the notion of a large 
employer also applies.  Any building would have to meet 
LEEDS platinum standards.  A more accessible public beach 
area, park land with trails and the resurrection of features that 
once existed on the property (e.g. ball diamond) should also 
be considered.   
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Group # 7 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
The property would be deeded to the Town of Gravenhurst 
who would be responsible for identifying a variety of uses for 
the site including an Institutional or multi use facility that 
offers an arts focus, a conference focus and an educational 
focus.  The public beach would be augmented with park 
facilities.  Onsite parking would be provided along with a 
sports pitch.  A walking trail would be developed within the 30 
metre green buffer around the perimeter of the site.  The 
existing wetland would be preserved and a boardwalk would 
be developed through the wetland.  Critical need is for 
economic development. 
 

Group #8 Concept Plan – Key Elements 
This concept plan offers a pragmatic approach. Consideration 
was given to what, where, when and how.  Areas of the 
property would be protected, including an area for swimming; 
One-third of the site would be set aside for public access 
(recreational use, etc.) a range of activities for youth and 
seniors.  It was suggested that the property be deeded to the 
Town of Gravenhurst and that the emphasis be placed on 
long term development of the property for multiple purposes 
including a college/university, film or art centre of government 
facility (e.g. focusing on the environment).  Consider for the 
development of a commercial development that is clean and 
green and could fund the development of recreational 
facilities (e.g. science based research & development). This 
plan also included a residential (affordable housing) 
component.  The perimeter of the property should be 
protected as green space.  Private sector partners should be 
sought for funding.  
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M U S K O K A  R E G I O N A L  C E N T R E  
C O M M U N I T Y  E N G A G E M E N T  

 

C A L E N D A R  O F  E V E N T S  
 
FIRST COMMUNITY MEETING – PROJECT KICKOFF 

PLACE:   CENTENNIAL CENTRE 
DATE: SATURDAY, JUNE 8TH, 2013 
TIME:   10:00 – 12:00 

 
SECOND COMMUNITY MEETING – DESIGN WORKSHOP 

PLACE:   DOCK OF THE BAY, 1110 BAY STREET, GRAVENHURST 
DATE: SATURDAY, JULY 27TH, 2013 
TIME:   9:00 – 1:00 WORKING SESSION & SITE VISIT 
 
THIRD COMMUNITY MEETING  
PLACE:   TO BE DETERMINED 
DATE: FALL 2013  
TIME:   TO BE DETERMINED 

 
 

 
 

Come Work With Us… 
Share Your Ideas for the Muskoka 

Regional Centre.   
 

When We Work Together Great 
Things Are Possible. 

 

 
All information, studies and 

upcoming public meeting 

notices will be posted to the 

Town of Gravenhurst 

website: 

 

www.gravenhurst.ca 

Potential Future Uses for the 
Muskoka Regional Centre 

There is no shortage of ideas for the future use of the Muskoka 
Regional Centre.  Many wonderful ideas have already come 
forward.  Some of these are documented on pages 3-5.   

Despite the very different ideas around potential future use of the 
property, there are a lot of similarities that emerged from the 
Design Workshop, including the following: 

 

 the need for a portion of the property to remain 
accessible to the public 

 the importance of the waterfront and water quality 

 the need to protect on-site environmental features 

 the need to ensure that there is a green building 
component so closely in keeping with Muskoka’s image  

 the need to think about integrating the future use with the 
rest of Gravenhurst 

 the need to consider a walking trail around the perimeter 
of the property or through the existing on-site wetland 

 the need to think about the range of possibilities and 
what could be advanced that may allow the suggestions 
of all to move forward 

 it is important to keep economics in mind.  Revenue 
generation is important.  Consider engaging funders. 

 the need for year round well paying jobs is vital – 
something that offers a similar wage structure to replace 
the positions that were lost when the Centre closed is 
very important. 

 

We understand how important this property is to the Town and to 
the District, and we are looking forward to working with you as the 
Opportunity Study advances. 

 

FO R  MO R E  IN F O R M A T I O N… 
	
I  S T I L L  H A V E  Q U E S T I O N S … W H O  
C A N  I  C O N T A C T ?   
If you are looking for more information about the 
Muskoka Regional Centre Opportunities Study, we 
invite you to contact us.  You can reach Renato 
Romanin at the Town of Gravenhurst (705) 687-2230 x 
271 or the Consulting Team through Jamie Robinson 
at (705) 728-0045 x 222 or Karen Wianecki at (905) 
428-6113 or by email at  
karen.wianecki@sympatico.ca. 
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Some Photos From the Site Visit & Design Workshop… 
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Thank you to all who came out for the site 
visit and the Design Workshop…we 
appreciate your input, your ideas and your 
time.  We hope you found the day 
informative and engaging.  We look forward 
to continuing to work with you. 
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What Ideas Do Others Have? 
 
In addition to the Design Workshop, input has been 
provided to members of the consulting team in a 
variety of different ways.  Individual interviews have 
been conducted with more than 50 community 
members.  An electronic survey was developed for 
interested high school students and a survey remains 
open for others to continue to share their thoughts.  
We have received input from many individuals 
regarding the potential future use of the property.  The 
following captures some of the ideas we have heard: 
 

 Open Space:  Park; Wildlife Centre; Natural 
Beach 
 

 Recreational:  Active cross country skiing 
trails; picnic area; marina; Ontario park 
campsite; camp for special needs or at risk 
youth; outdoor workout centre; paintball 
complex; agility centre; theatre complex; 
bowling alley; mini golf; water park. 
 

 Institutional:  Training facility; Business school; 
Comprehensive Art Academy/School (painting, 
drawing; film, editing suites, stage, audio, 
black box theatre, play and script writing, 
costume design, stage craft) with an 
apprenticeship component; Trade School; 
Educational Consortium (focusing on resort 
management, resource management; culinary 
arts); Institution of Higher Learning; 
Management Centre (like Banff); Muskoka 
Chautauqua; Medical facility (build on the 
historical connection to Dr. Bethune); Centre of 
Excellence for Water Management (water 
research); Government Use; International High 
School; Innovation Hub (in partnership with a 
University/College) 

 

 
 
 

 Residential:  Affordable public housing; 
Retirement home; High end cottages; 
Apartments 

 
 Commercial:  Knowledge/culture based 

business; Resort; Retail (boutiques, 
restaurants, coffee shops); Green Energy 
development; Potential Uses that Advance the 
‘Creative Economy’. 

 
 Industrial:  Clean, green industry; high tech 

industry (e.g. Microsoft, Blackberry research) 
 

 Other Suggestions: Emergency Services & 
Training; International Focus; Research 
Facility; Muskoka Regional Seniors and 
Community Health Centre; Centre of 
Excellence with wages comparable to those 
lost when the Centre closed; Sustainable End 
Use; Mixed Use Development (office, small 
school, hotel). Consider the potential use in 
terms of the surrounding area (is there an 
opportunity to look beyond the boundaries of 
the property?).  Develop the core of the site 
but keep the perimeter natural.     



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4 – Survey Comments 
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Input from Students – Survey Monkey Survey 

N=31 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Challenges Facing Gravenhurst: 

• Lack of employment 

• Absence of year round opportunities 

• Absence of ‘things to do’ including recreational activities geared to teenagers 

• Lack of affordable housing 

• Businesses are closing 

• Seasonality of the Town 

 

Gravenhurst Needs the Following: 

• Housing / Apartments 

• Youth Centre 

• Employment  

• More campsites, water recreation 

• Multi-plex entertainment centre 

• Activities / Recreational Activities 

 

Potential Future Use(s) of the MRC: 

• Open Space / Recreational 

• Recreational park 

• Walking paths 

• Picnic benches / Ontario park campsite 

• Camp for special needs or at-risk students 

• Outdoor workout centre 



• Residential 

• Apartment buildings (some said for under-age youth) 

• Institutional 

• School 

• College campus 

• Commercial 

• Paintball complex 

• Agility centre 

• Theatre complex 

• Bowling alley, mini golf, water park 

• Restaurant 

• Something useful for every age 
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Input from Others – Survey Monkey Survey 

N=13 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Challenges Facing Gravenhurst: 

• Economic development/diversification, downtown redevelopment 

• Need good paying year round jobs 

• Good outdoor recreational areas 

• Major loss of middle income wages 

• Shortage of long term meaningful employment.  Not a lot of professional jobs. 

• Declining youth population resulting in dwindling school enrolment 

• Uptown Gravenhurst is struggling; people need to be brought to the downtown core 

• Financial issues 

• Need to move beyond tourism and create other economic engines to drive growth 

• Ability to offer attractive incentives for future employers 

• Not enough roads in and out of Town – poor planning 

• Aging population 

• Many residents living at or below the poverty line 

• Not a particularly well educated demographic 

• Permanent and seasonal resident divide 

• Lack of quality industrial lands 

• Lack of Affordable Housing 

• Lack of civic engagement among young permanent residents 

• Inability to attract and retain young professionals 

 

  



Gravenhurst Needs the Following: 

• To decide what it wants to be – what is the brand that can focus development and promotional 
efforts 

• Housing; Seniors Housing 
• Outdoor recreational facilities 
• Year round employment 
• Centre of excellence with a wage structure comparable to that lost by the closing of the centre 
• Post secondary education facility 
• Tax base and jobs 
• More help for existing businesses to expand 
• More help for students and others to start businesses 
• Employment 
• University 
• Nice parks and recreational areas 
• Quality Public Waterfront Space 
• Something to attract youth 

Potential Future Use(s) of the MRC: 

• Open Space / Recreational 

• protect the shoreline, wetlands 
• retain parkland as per the Official Plan 
• Clean up the property 
• Conservation area with walking trails 
• Public Park - 

 

• Institutional 

• Banff Centre east – support world class learning, cultural and artistic programs and 
events 

• Health Care Facility (for head injuries, dementia, Alzheimer’s); upgrading medical skills 
and training; coordinated emergency training institute to cross train police, fire, 
ambulance, etc. 

• Post-secondary educational facility with specialty in travel and tourism (e.g. 
resort/restaurant/coop training) or natural resource science (e.g. a branch of University 
of Guelph) 

• Muskoka Regional Seniors Community and Health Centre 

• Research Facility – world class water quality/environmental/medical research facility. 

• Innovation Hub – (University College with Economic Drivers- Muskoka Airport) – 
consider unmanned aircraft hub (peaceful drones) 

• Site for a relocated Federal or Provincial Government facility 

• Education/Research Centre/Entertainment Complex 



 

Critical Factors to be Taken Into Account When Considering Future Use(s) of the Property: 

• act as a catalyst for sustainable economic growth and prosperity in Muskoka 
• accessible to all residents of Muskoka; public access to the waterfront 
• clean up the property 
• Province to be responsible for cleaning up the property – Gage Building in particular 
• partner with a college or university 
• retain the heritage portion of the property 
• look for investors to partner with – e.g. FHT Hospice Muskoka; Care Connections Project, 

Cottage Country 
• Water quality of the Bay and environmental protection of the 30 m buffer zone 
• Think Global – need global businesses; 
• Tax and Building waivers and incentives to attract the right investment  
• No more traffic in the Bay 
• No condominiums 
• No more seasonal recreation/parks 
• Must have year round employment 
• Trails and pathways 
• Mix of uses including a residential component (to provide activity at all hours) and light 

industrial opportunities as well as recreational opportunities (soccer fields, baseball fields) 
• higher than average wages 

 

Any Ideas to Get the Word Out in the Community… 

• turnout to date has been encouraging 
• make it easier to find on the Town website 
• local papers, meetings and social media 
• promote through the churches, pubic and separate high school; senior centre; PROBUS 
• Email mater list 
• Signs along the road advertising meetings 
• Notice through the tax letters 
• Continue to advertise – newspapers, town website, flyers, etc. – ‘so far there has been a good 

amount of promotion’ 
• More community outreach – local meet and greet at retail locations (set up a booth at the 

grocery store) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 5 – Land Use Options 
 



 

OCTOBER 2013 









 

 

 





  

                                                           
1
 We have assumed a parking calculation of 4 spaces per 100 m

2
.   Different uses may have different parking 

standards.   This is just a best estimate based on generic regulations. 
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Option Five 
 

Option Five introduces residential development and contemplates a mix of land uses 
including park area and open space area.   

The proposed park area is located in proximity to the public beach, which would serve to 
enhance the current public beach.  A pedestrian connection is provided through the central 
portion of the site which connects the public beach/park to a large natural park and open 
space area east of the creek.   

The central portion of the site includes two large institutional blocks.  These blocks could be 
developed for a number of uses.  There are a number of shoreline residential lots proposed 
which are similar in scale to shoreline residential development south of the subject lands.  
Smaller residential lots are proposed adjacent to the institutional blocks which could be 
developed as low or medium density housing.   

Direct access to the proposed institutional blocks is provided via the extension of Muskoka 
Road.  The road configuration contemplated in Option Five would enable institutional and 
park users to use the eastern road while residential users could access their property through 
the western road. 

Option Five Strengths 

The strengths of Option Five are summarized as follows: 

 There are a number of uses proposed including institutional, residential, park and 
open space. 

 The institutional blocks could accommodate a variety of uses.  
 The public beach area is maintained and enhanced through the provision of the 

adjacent park. 
 The natural area to the east of the creek would be maintained as open space/parkland. 
 It is anticipated that proposed shoreline residential lots would generate significant 

economic return to assist with the remediation of the site. 
 Institutional areas are accessed without travelling through residential areas. 
 An opportunity for a mix of residential uses adjacent to institutional areas is provided. 
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Option Five Weaknesses 

The weaknesses of Option Five are summarized as follows: 

 Instead of being publicly owned or owned by one owner, the shoreline areas of the 
site would be owned by numerous owners which could create potential for shoreline 
alteration to occur.  Site plan agreements could be used to help protect shoreline 
areas. 

 The lands proposed for institutional uses are limited in size in comparison to other 
options. 

 Shoreline residential development will change the shoreline character that currently 
exists on the subject site. 

 The natural area at the north of the site would not be maintained, however there 
would be opportunities for tree retention on individual lots.  

 Lots at the north may have difficulty obtain water access given topographic 
constraints.  
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Option Six 
 
Similar to Option Five, the Sixth Option contemplates a mix of open space/parkland, 
institutional uses and residential uses.  Option Six includes a large open space/parkland block 
within the north peninsula.  The peninsula is connected to the natural park/open space area 
east of the creek via a pedestrian trail system.    
 
The central portion of the site includes two large institutional blocks.  These blocks could be 
developed for a number of uses.  There are a number of shoreline residential lots proposed 
which are similar in scale to shoreline residential development south of the subject lands.  
Smaller residential lots are proposed adjacent to the institutional blocks which could be 
developed as low or medium density housing.   

Direct access to the proposed institutional blocks is provided via the extension of Muskoka 
Road.  The road configuration contemplated in Option Six would likely result in residential 
users using both the eastern and western leg of the road.  

Option Six Strengths 
 

The strengths of Option 6 are summarized as follows: 
 

 Institutional uses are positioned with easy access to Muskoka Road. 
 Institutional traffic does not need to travel into residential areas. 
 Large shoreline lots are proposed in two areas of the site; however, the peninsula 

which is the highest elevation is maintained in an open space designation with smaller 
residential lots backing onto the open space area adjacent to the peninsula. 

 Low or medium density residential uses could be accommodated adjacent to the 
institutional areas. 

 The natural features on the peninsula are maintained as natural parkland/open space. 
 There is a more extensive shoreline trail system than that contemplated in Option Five, 

and generally more public access to the shoreline than Option 6. 
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Option 6 Weaknesses 
 

The weaknesses of Option 6 are summarized as follows: 
 

 There is an increase potential for shoreline disturbances given the multiple ownership 
of the shoreline proposed though the development of residential lots.  However, the 
potential for disturbances is less than Option Five due to the peninsula being 
maintained as open space.   

 The Institutional areas of the site are limited in size compared to other options. 
 The park area surrounding the public beach is smaller than Option Five. 
 Residents of the fifty metre water lots north of the institutional blocks would likely 

drive through the institutional area to access their lots.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Altus Group Economic Consulting was retained by Infrastructure Ontario 

(IO) as part of the MHBC Consulting team to provide a land redevelopment 

economic study for the former Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) site in 

Gravenhurst, Ontario. Due to the historical significance of the MRC to 

Gravenhurst’s economy and employment, IO is searching for future uses on 

the land that will generate positive regional economic impacts. 

This study provides an assessment of the development potential of the MRC 

land based on recent economic and market trends in the region. In addition, 

this study also tests various development options against IO’s requirement 

for a minimum land value target of $6.5 million. 

There is a variety of potential uses for the subject site, including office, retail, 

institutional space, resorts, etc. Analysing demand by use can be seen within 

two dominant development paradigms:  

1. The lands are to be developed to accommodate anticipated economic 

development in Gravenhurst over the coming years;  

2. The lands are to be developed to accommodate additional economic 

development, over and above the current most likely scenario.  

After analysing the potential long-term employment space demand in 

Gravenhurst and various development options for the MRC site, this report 

concludes that: 

 The absorption analysis based on the “first paradigm” shows that 

any proposed commercial development, including seniors residences, 

(with a $6.5 million land value) will be difficult to support based on 

the projected employment growth in Gravenhurst over the next 20 

years; 

 Development options under the “second paradigm”, including the 

establishment of a large corporate campus, government agency or 

post-secondary institution, would provide faster space absorption 

developed on the subject site. However, these options would likely 

require some forms of public sector subsidies, either in the form of 

reduced land value, reduced or eliminated municipal fees, subsidized 

infrastructure, etc. In all of these cases, it would be difficult to see the 
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current owners, IO, as realizing the stated value goal for the land; 

and 

 There may be an option to develop some of the surrounding lands 

around the potential commercial/institutional development into a 

number of private waterfront estate lots, which could increase the 

potential revenue generated from the land sale. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Altus Group Economic Consulting was retained by Infrastructure Ontario 

(IO) as part of the MHBC Consulting team to provide a land redevelopment 

economic study for the former Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) site in 

Gravenhurst, Ontario. The MRC site is located on a 71-acre site and IO is 

currently preparing for the possible disposition of the land.   

Due to the historical significance of the MRC to Gravenhurst’s economy and 

employment, IO is searching for future potential uses on the land that will 

generate positive regional economic impacts.  

1.1 REPORT SCOPE AND STRUCTURE 

This study provides an assessment of the development potential of the MRC 

site based on recent economic and market trends in the region. In addition, 

IO also requires that the development scenarios must achieve a minimum 

land target value of $6.5 million.   

In addition to this introduction, there are three chapters in this report: 

 Chapter 2 presents an overview of the recent trends in Gravenhurst’ 

economy; 

 Chapter 3 provides an long-term employment growth outlook; 

 Chapter 4 evaluate several development options for the subject land 

based on expected employment growth and market trends; and 

 Chapter 5 analyzes potential development opportunity for retirement 

home and long term care spaces on the subject land.    

1.2 CAVEAT 

This report relies solely on primary and secondary information sources. 

While every effort is made to ensure the accuracy of the data, Altus Group 

cannot guarantee the complete accuracy of the information used in this 

report from these secondary sources. 
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2 ECONOMIC GROWTH OUTLOOK 

This section provides an analysis on recent trends in population and 

employment in the Town of Gravenhurst, and offers a growth outlook for 

local employment.   

2.1 POPULATION 

The Town of Gravenhurst, known as “The Gateway to Muskoka”, is located 

in the south end of the District Municipality of Muskoka. According to 2011 

Census Canada, Gravenhurst is the 3rd largest municipality in the district 

behind Huntsville and Bracebridge. The total population in Gravenhurst was 

12,055 in 2011, an increase of 1,015 persons from 2006: 

 Population growth in Gravenhurst has been relatively modest during 

the last decade and half. Between 1996 and 2011 the permanent 

Census population in the town rose from 10,000 persons to 12,055  – 

an average annual growth rate is about 1.3% (Figure 1). This rate is in 

line with the average for District Municipality of Muskoka as a 

whole; 

10,000 
10,915 11,040 

12,055 

0

3,000

6,000

9,000

12,000

15,000

1996 2001 2006 2011

Total Population, Town of Gravenhurst, 1996-2011

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on data from Census Canada

Persons

 

 

Figure 1 
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 After a fairly fast expansion period between 1996 and 2001 (183 

persons per year, or 1.8% average annual rate), population growth 

stalled during the next five years – the town added new residents at 

an average annual rate of 0.2% during the 2001-2006 period. Growth 

picked up again during the latest census period to 1.8% (Figure 2);    

 Also, recent population growth is driven primarily by older age 

groups. About half of the net population growth in Gravenhurst over 

the 2006-2011 period was within the 60+ age group. Conversely, the 

town has consistently lost young residents (under age 25);  

 This partially is due to the aging population and the region’s 

reputation as a lifestyle community; and 

 The working-age population (population aged between 15 to 59 years 

old) in Gravenhurst increased by some 845 persons, in total, over the 

1996-2011 period (and most of that in the 1996-2001 period), creating 

an obstacle to local economic development.     

Population, Town of Gravenhurst, 1996-2011

1996 2001 2006 2011

0-14 1,690   1,600   1,500   1,410   (18)     (20)      (18)      

15-24 1,115   1,200   1,160   1,135   17      (8)        (5)        

25-59 4,585   5,160   5,235   5,410   115    15       35       

60+ 2,610   2,955   3,145   3,650   69      38       101     

Adjustment1
n.a n.a n.a 450      n.a n.a 90       

Total 10,000 10,915 11,040 12,055 183    25       203     

1 Adjustment was made to the 2011 Census population by Statistics Canada

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on data from Census Canada

Annual Growth

PersonsAge

1996-

2001

2001-

2006

2006-

2011

 

The Gravenhurst economy also supports a considerable “seasonal 

population” – which is defined as owners and visitors to local area cottages, 

resorts, and other vacation properties. The Muskoka Growth Strategy (2009) 

set out estimates of the current size and potential growth in the town’s 

seasonal population. According to the Growth Strategy, in 2006 in addition to 

the permanent population, Gravenhurst supported an additional 11,000 

seasonal residents, and over the 2006-2031 period growth in seasonal 

population of approximately 2,000 persons.  

In terms of future growth of the permanent population, the Growth Strategy 

sets out a base case forecast for population growth between 2006 and 2031 of 

Figure 2 
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some 3,100 persons. Given that between 2006 and 2011 there was population 

growth of about 1,000 persons, likely growth through to 2031 will be an 

additional 2,100 persons – or about 100 persons per year.  

2.2 EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR 

Gravenhurst, as a part of the District Municipality of Muskoka, is a popular 

vacation destination for Ontarians. As a result, tourism and lifestyle related 

services are very important drivers of the local economy (Figure 3): 

 Employment growth in Gravenhurst has been relatively tepid during 

the last decade (2001-2011), growing at some 28 net new jobs per year 

or an average annual rate of 0.6%, less than half of the provincial 

average of 1.3% during the same period (Figure 3);      

Employment
1
 in Town of Gravenhurst, 2001-2011

2001 3 2006 2011 4

Sectors

Primary 105    70      70      (7)     -    (4)     

Construction 705    795    715    18     (16)    1      

Manufacturing 390    260    185    (26)    (15)    (21)    

Wholesale and Retail Trade 710    930    940    44     2      23     

Profession Services 280    410    420    26     2      14     

Tourism Related2
740    785    730    9      (11)    (1)     

Broad Public Sector 1,065 1,040 1,170 (5)     26     11     

Other Services 490    515    530    5      3      4      

Total 4,485 4,805 4,760 64     (9)     28     

1 On place-of-work basis
2 Include Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation and Food services
3 The distribution of no fixed work place by category is based on 2006 Census
4 Estimated based on data from Statistics Canada

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on data from Census Canada and 

             the 2011 National Household Survey

Annual Growth 

Persons

2006-

2011

 2001-

2011 

2001-

2006

 

 The broad public sector, which includes health care, education and 

public administration, represents the largest employment base in the 

town – the sector was estimated to employ some 1,170 workers  in 

2011, approximately 25% of the total employment in Gravenhurst. 

Strong employment growth in the sector during the 2006-2011 period 

 

 On place-of-work basis, which measures all jobs located within the town (inclusive of residents of 

the town with a “no fixed workplace”). 

Figure 3 
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overcame the weakness during the early half of the decade, resulting 

in net increase over the last decade; 

 The wholesale and retail trade sector employed some 940 workers in 

2011 and has been the largest job generator over the past decade;   

 The tourism sector also account for large shares of the local 

employment. The number of jobs in the sector declined modestly 

over the 2001-2011, mainly due to the weakness during the latter half 

of the decade. Over the 2006-2011 period, the sector faced further 

economic challenges as the number of U.S. tourists declined, 

primarily due to strong Canadian dollar and the weak economy; and  

 The manufacturing industry consistently has been a weak spot for the 

local economy – the industry lost more than half of its total workforce 

during the 2001-2011 period. 

2.3 EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION 

This section reviews trends by occupation (as opposed to by industry, as set 

out in the last section), such as the types of jobs currently held by residents of 

the town. The 2011 National Household Survey shows that a large share of 

the local employed workforce  is working in services-related occupations 

(Figure 4): 

 Approximately 1,500 local residents work in sales and service 

occupations, the largest occupation category within employed 

workforce in 2011. Most of those workers are in retail and service 

commercial industries (Figure 4); 

 There are some 1,115 local residents working in trades, transport and 

related occupations, primarily employed within the construction and 

transportation industries; 

 Together, those two occupation categories represent almost half of 

the local employed work force in Town of Gravenhurst in 2011; and 

 Other major categories include occupations in business, finance and 

administration (12.3%), health (8.2%) and education, law and 

government services (11.4).  

 

 On the Place-of-Residence basis, which measures the total number of local residents who are 

currently employed. It is different than the Place-of-Work basis employment, which measures the 

total jobs within Gravenhurst.  
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Employment Work Force by Occupation, Town of Gravenhurst, 2011

Total Employed 

Work Force

Share of 

Total

Persons %

Management 525                9.8         

Business, finance and administration 660                12.3       

Natural and applied sciences and related occupations 200                3.7         

Health 440                8.2         

Education, law and social, community and government services 610                11.4       

Art, culture, recreation and sport 75                  1.4         

Sales and service occupations 1,500             27.9       

Trades, transport and equipment operators and related occupations 1,115             20.8       

Natural resources, agriculture and related production occupations 80                  1.5         

Manufacturing and utilities 120                2.2         

Not applicable 45                  0.8         

Total 5,370             100.0      

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on 2011 National Household Survey

Occupations

 

Gravenhurst residents work primarily in occupations related to retail and 

service commercial and the broad public sector. The growth of those sectors 

is closely related to the aging of the population. 

A large number of local residents commute to surrounding municipalities to 

work, mainly to Town of Bracebridge, according to the 2011 National 

Household Survey. There is a net daily outflow  of some 610 local residents 

to surrounding municipalities.  

2.4 LONG-TERM ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVES 

This section provides an analysis of the long-term economic perspectives for 

Town of Gravenhurst, including the opportunities and challenges.   

2.4.1 Target Sectors by Town of Gravenhurst  

To promote long-term economic development in Gravenhurst, the Town 

seeks to diversify its employment base into broader sectors, including : 

 Knowledge-based economy; 

 Natural resources technologies; 

 

 The number of people who commute to Gravenhurst to work minus the number of Gravenhurst’s 

residents who commute outside of the town to work.    

 Town of Gravenhurst website, http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/doingbusiness/targetsectors.asp. 

Figure 4 

http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/doingbusiness/targetsectors.asp
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 Industrial, graphic and digital design; 

 Small business and entrepreneurship; 

 Telecommuting; and 

 Tourism product development.  

2.4.2 Opportunities 

There are several areas of strength within Gravenhurst’s economy that will 

help promote economic development initiatives, including: 

 Gravenhurst is located at the south end of the District Municipality of 

Muskoka, and is approximately 90 minutes from the Greater Toronto 

Area (GTA) and reachable by car, bus and air services. Gravenhurst’s 

beautiful natural setting and various unique attractions make it a 

popular tourist destination;  

 In 2005, the Town started the redevelopment of its waterfront area, 

Muskoka Wharf, which was formerly lands occupied by the 

shipbuilding and logging industries. Currently the area includes a 

boardwalk (over 2,000 ft. long), hiking trails, recreational facilities, 

public docking slips, a 104-room resort (Residence Inn Hotel by 

Marriott), numerous independent retail shops, the Gravenhurst 

Farmer’s Market, etc. Gravenhurst is also the home to one of North 

America’s oldest operating steamships and the Muskoka Boat & 

Heritage Centre. During the summer thousands of visitors will come 

to the town, staying at resorts (such as the Taboo Resort and 

Residence Inn Hotel by Marriott) or a wide collection of cottages in 

the area. There are also a number of golf courses located in the town 

and nearby areas. There is also thought to be good potential to 

develop further the local tourism industry by promoting Gravenhurst 

as an all-season tourist destination, not just a summer getaway place;    

 The urban area within Gravenhurst has full access to high-speed 

internet, while the coverage for the rural area is currently said to be 

over 50% and continues to expand. According to the Town’s analysis  

the high penetration ratio for high-speed internet will help develop 

local knowledge-based industries. One of the areas that will benefit 

the most from the high connectivity of Gravenhurst is 

 

 Town of Gravenhurst website, http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/doingbusiness/creativeeconomy.asp. 

http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/doingbusiness/creativeeconomy.asp
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“telecommuting”, which means a flexible workplace arrangement 

that allows employees to work away from the office and remotely 

connect to the company’s computer network. Increasing the number 

of telecommuting workers in Gravenhurst means additional 

consumer spending in the town, benefiting the local retail and service 

commercial industries; and 

 The Town of Gravenhurst recently finished the Downtown 

Revitalization Plan, which aims to create “a livable barrier-free and 

attractive community for residents and visitors to enjoy”.  In 

addition, the Town is also developing a Municipal Cultural Plan that 

will “promote the Town as a creative and vibrant community where 

cultural assets are playing an increasingly important role in growing 

the local economy and enhancing quality of life.”  Those 

development initiatives help to promote the local tourism and retail 

industries by attracting shoppers from nearby towns in the region.  

2.4.3 Challenges 

Population growth in Gravenhurst has been relatively slow, and most of the 

population increase has fallen within older age groups. Growth in the 

working-age population (population aged between 15 to 59 years old) in 

Gravenhurst decelerated significantly during the latest census period than 

the late 1990s. As this trend continues, it could be an obstacle for the long-

term economic development in Gravenhurst. Anticipated population growth 

is moderate (about 100 persons permanent and 100 persons seasonal per 

year) but will continue to be focused within the older age groups, which will 

fail to provide an adequate base to grow the local workforce.      

The Town seeks to transform Gravenhurst into a knowledge-based economy. 

A knowledge-based economy is defined as an economy that is directly based 

on the production, distribution, or use of knowledge and information.  In a 

knowledge economy, the most critical asset is human capital (i.e. highly-

skilled or creative workers). In addition, networks and geographical clusters 

of companies are an important feature of the knowledge economy as 

 

 Town of Gravenhurst, Strategic Action Plan, Downtown Revitalization Project, September 2013, Page 6. 

 Town of Gravenhurst’s website, http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/ourcommunity/municipal-cultural-

plan.asp. 

 Government of Canada, Maximizing Canada’s Engagement in the Global Knowledge-Based Economy: 

2017 and Beyond, January 2010. 

http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/ourcommunity/municipal-cultural-plan.asp
http://www.gravenhurst.ca/en/ourcommunity/municipal-cultural-plan.asp
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businesses find it is increasingly necessary to work with each other and 

institutions in technology-based alliances.   

Richard Florida, an urban theorist, extended the concept and created the 

term, “creative economy”. In his book, The Rise of the Creative Class, the 

author defines the members of the creative class as researchers, engineers, 

university professors, architects, poets, novelists, artists, entertainers, actors 

and designers whose work is to “create meaningful new forms”. The creative 

class also includes professionals in financial, legal, and health care services. 

The author believes that businesses are drawn to a local talented labour pool 

and make their location decisions accordingly. Cities compete directly with 

each other by providing the greatest quality of living to attract creative 

workers. All else being equal, more open and diverse places are more 

attractive to talented and creative people who are the power of innovation 

and growth in the new economy.  

Companies and people in creative industries locate close to each other, 

forming clusters. Such clusters as the financial industry cluster in downtown 

Toronto and the high-tech industry cluster in the Kitchener-Waterloo area are 

good examples. 

Gravenhurst has many advantages in promoting its creative economy, but 

the potential is somewhat limited by a lack of amenities and clearly defined 

industry clusters that are offered in large metropolitan areas such as GTA 

and the Kitchener-Waterloo area. The area of the creative economy that 

Gravenhurst has the most potential is within its tourism- and cultural-related 

industries.  

2.4.4 Long-term Employment Forecasts 

The District Municipality of Muskoka undertook a growth strategy study in 

2009. Regarding the Town of Gravenhurst’s growth perspectives, the report 

states that: 

Gravenhurst’s main competitive advantage to its neighbouring 

Muskoka District municipalities rests with its proximity to Simcoe 

County and the north GGH [Greater Golden Horseshoe – an area 

defined as the GTA and Hamilton, plus a surrounding “ring” of 10 

contiguous Ontario counties]. As such, Gravenhurst is, and will 

 

 Houghton, John and Sheehan, Peter, A Primer on the Knowledge Economy, Centre for Strategic 

Economic Studies, Victoria University, February 2000. 
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continue to be, an attractive location for permanent housing 

development, commercial and industrial development and a diverse 

mix of seasonal and resort-related residential development 

opportunities. Furthermore, potential economic development 

opportunities exist with respect to the development of employment 

lands surrounding the Gravenhurst Airport.   

Employment Growth By Sector, Town of Gravenhurst, 

2011-2031
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The Growth Strategy projects that: 

 Employment in Gravenhurst is projected to grow at an average 

annual rate of 1.1% during the 2006-2031 forecast period, slightly 

lower than the average during the previous 10 years; and 

 The expected employment growth in Gravenhurst is likely to be 

focused on the retail, commercial service and institutional sectors. 

The analysis in this report is in line with the Muskoka District’s assessment 

of Gravenhurst’ economy and the projected growth rate for local 

employment: 

 Employment growth in Gravenhurst will be modest, but positive – an 

average annual growth rate of some 1.1% over the 2011-2031 period. 

 

 The District Municipality of Muskoka, Growth Strategy Phase 2 Report, May 2009, Page 4-11. 

Figure 5 
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There are expected to be some 57 new jobs created each year (or 1,140 

jobs in total) in Gravenhurst over the forecast period (Figure 5); 

 The greatest employment growth is expected to be in the trade and 

tourism sectors – combined, the sectors are estimated to create some 

400 jobs in total during the 2011-2031 period. This is followed by the 

broad public sector with some 300 new jobs; and 

 Professional services and construction industries are also expected to 

see some decent growth, about 200 jobs and 150 jobs respectively. 
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3 EMPLOYMENT SPACE DEMAND BY TYPE 

This chapter provides estimates for employment space demand by type in 

the Town of Gravenhurst during the 2011-2031 period. The estimates are 

based on projected employment growth in Chapter 2 and the industry 

standard ratios for space per employee by type. 

Figure 6 presents the analysis: 

 The majority of employment space demand in Gravenhurst over the 

next two decades (2011-2031) is within institutional and retail space, 

210,000 sq. ft. and 200,000 sq. ft., respectively. While this retail space 

estimate is somewhat on the high side in comparison to anticipated 

permanent and seasonal population growth it does reflect continued 

economic development within the local tourism sector; 

 Demand for industrial space is expected to be some 180,000 sq. ft. 

during the period; 

 Demand for office space in Gravenhurst is relatively tepid, 

approximately 60,000 sq. ft. in total, just about 3,000 sq. ft. per year. 

Most of the demand will be for smaller “mainstreet” offices that 

provide space for local commercial service providers, including 

insurance brokers, financial consultants/banks, and realtors, etc.; 

 Gravenhurst will need a total of some 650,000 sq. ft. non-residential 

space in total over the 2011-2031 period to accommodate expected 

employment growth. 

Space Type Jobs Sq. Ft./Job Sq. Ft.

Industrial 200    900           180,000 

Office 200    300           60,000   

Retail/Service

  Commercial 400    500           200,000 

Institutional 300    700           210,000 

Total 1,100 650,000 

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting

Employment 

Growth

Space Per 

Employee

Space 

Required

Total Employment Space Demand By Type, Town of 

Gravenhurst 2011-2031

 

Figure 6 
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It is likely that a large portion of the expected non-residential space demand 

will be fulfilled by existing vacant employment land and the downtown area: 

 A portion of Gravenhurst’s demand for the non-residential space, 

especially for the industrial space, will be absorbed by existing vacant 

space. During the last several years, manufacturing employment has 

been in decline, creating some vacancy. Redevelopments on these 

vacant properties would be expected accommodate at least some of 

the expected employment growth during the next two decades;     

 The Town seeks to revitalize its downtown area to increase 

businesses and social activities in the core. The Town recognises: 

the desirability of having a vibrant and healthy commercial 

core, to provide opportunities for local shopping, to encourage 

tourists and visitors to spend time in the Town, to provide 

employment in the Town, and to contribute toward a healthy 

tax base for the municipality.  

 Within the Community Improvement Plan, there have been various 

financial incentives to business owners and operators to improve and 

redevelop properties within the central core. As the result, 

Gravenhurst’s central area likely will remain a focus for new and 

expanded businesses and expected employment growth, especial in 

retail and commercial service sectors; and 

 There are 77 acres of net vacant employment land within 

Gravenhurst’s Business Area. In addition, there are 16 acres of vacant 

employment land within the Town’s Airport Industrial Area  

Although some of the vacant employment lands might not be 

suitable for development due to issues related to topography and 

depth to bedrock , the remainder of the vacant employment land in 

Gravenhurst can still accommodate a large component of the 

expected employment growth over the coming decades.    

 

 Town of Gravenhurst, Community Improvement Plan: Uptown Gravenhurst and Muskoka Road South, 

May 2013, Page 1. 

 District Municipality of Muskoka, Muskoka Economic Strategy Phase 2: Strategic Action Plan, 

September 2009, Page 6. 

 The District Municipality of Muskoka, Growth Strategy Phase 2 Report, May 2009, Page 5-6. 
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4 DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 

This section examines development options for the subject lands based on the 

projected employment growth in Gravenhurst and other market indicators.  

From a demand perspective, there are a variety of potential uses, but two 

dominant development paradigms:  

1. The lands are to be developed to accommodate anticipated economic 

development within the context as set out earlier in this report;  

2. The lands are to be developed to accommodate additional economic 

development, over and above the current most likely scenario.  

In the case of the second paradigm, the employment uses would be the 

location of a large new employer, likely drawing existing workers into the 

local economy (either through in-commuting, or additional in-migration – 

again, all over and above the current anticipated demographic growth 

potential for the Town).  

The main goals for the potential development on the subject land are: 

 The project should support some 300 on-going jobs on site once it is 

complete; and 

 The project should generate a value at least $6.5 million for the 

subject land. 

The list of development options includes: 

 Multi-tenant Office Plaza;  

 Major Office Campus / Single Tenant (e.g., large corporation or 

government agency);  

 Waterfront Retail/Tourist Destination;  

 Major Retail;  

 Resort;  

 College/University; 

 Residential Condominium (as a component of a mixed use proposal); 

 Seniors residences (see Chapter 5); and 

 Estate lot (single-family homes).  
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4.1 OFFICE  

One of the development options for the subject land is for office use, either as 

a multi-tenant office plaza or a major office campus: 

 The most demand for office space in Gravenhurst is expected to come 

from the service commercial sector, including financial services, 

realtors, insurance brokers, etc. The subject site is a potential location 

for office space within this context, but presents certain challenges, 

including proximity to customers (service commercial tenants will 

likely find the central core or highway-oriented areas of the town 

more attractive), isolation from traditional amenities to service 

business park type office (restaurants, etc.) and existing policy (which 

promotes development in the central core);  or     

 Another option for office use is to develop the subject as the office 

campus for a major corporation or government department. This 

option speaks to the “second paradigm” above, in the sense of its 

feasibility would hinge not on an employer expecting to absorb 

labour from the existing workforce / demographic (where there is 

insufficient capacity), but in drawing in additional demographic 

(either through in-commuting or relocation). Studies show that this 

approach to economic development is possible, but rare and difficult 

to undertake. Corporations and government departments/agencies 

understand the challenges of worker retention in a large move 

situation. This analysis does not place a high probability on there 

arising such an opportunity. Regardless, if there were such an 

opportunity, it would likely be accompanied by the requirement to 

highly subsidize the land and land development through public 

sector investment.    

4.2 RETAIL   

Another option is to develop the subject land for retail use:   

 The subject land can be developed as a tourist destination retail area, 

similar to Muskoka Wharf. However, this could negatively affect the 

existing retailers and undo the process made in revitalizing the 

Muskoka Wharf area. In addition, a retail development on the subject 
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land could also create obstacles to efforts to revitalize Downtown 

Gravenhurst; and   

 From a size perspective, the subject land potentially could 

accommodate a major retail type development such as a big box 

store(s) or shopping centre, but in term of development economics 

these options are very unlikely.  

 From a demand perspective, the orientation and location of 

the lands (relatively isolated from the core area and or 

highway commercial areas, lack of exposure to traffic) is 

unlikely to attract the attention of shopping centre developers 

and/or tenants;  

 Infrastructure, especially transportation infrastructure, would 

not properly support such a concept; and  

 There would be a challenge in terms of finding adequate 

consumer spending support from the local population for 

such a retail concept.    

4.3 RESORT 

The geographical location and topography of the subject land could be ideal 

for a resort development and such development would help Gravenhurst to 

further promote its tourism industry. But, there might be a limited demand 

for resort rooms over the coming years in the District Municipality of 

Muskoka and the financial risk associated with such project might keep 

potential developers away. Recently, the District Municipality of Muskoka a 

policy review  on its tourism sector and concludes that: 

 During the last several years, resorts in Muskoka have failed to reach 

capacity (around 67% range) during the peak summer months. Since 

summer represents the peak demand season for the region’s resort 

market (43% of overall demand in 2011), the weak occupancy rates 

during the summer months are likely to reduce financial returns to 

resort owners;  

 Over the last several years, developments have been scarce due to 

economic viability constraints and other market factors. The two 

 

 PKF Canada, Muskoka Resort and Tourism Office Plan Policy Review, commissioned by the District 

Municipality of Muskoka, July 2013. 
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major developments over the last 5 years in the region are the JW 

Marriott The Rosseau Muskoka Resort & Spa in Minett and the 

Marriot Residence Inn in Gravenhurst;    

 The report expects that the Muskoka accommodation market could 

absorb some 40 to 80 new resort units for transient rental and/or sale 

annually over the next 10 years; and 

 If the subject land were to develop into a major resort, it could take 

multiple years for the market to absorb the additional units. The 

financial risk associated with such project might be too great for 

potential investors to undertake the development.  

Moreover, from an economic development perspective, while resort 

development has been an important component of the local economy, and 

helps to promote the tourism cluster, in and of itself it does not tend to attract 

high paying jobs.  

4.4 COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY 

The subject land can be developed into a college/university campus. Having 

a post-secondary institution in Gravenhurst would be beneficial to the local 

economy, including:   

 Post-secondary institutions act as large and stable employers in many 

communities. In addition to providing well-paid and knowledge-

based jobs, institutions also purchase goods and services from local 

providers. For example, the total economic impact of  the University 

of Ontario Institute of Technology to Durham Region was estimated 

to be up to $272 million each year (based on 2010 data);  

 Post-secondary institutions attract visitors to the local community by 

hosting conferences and other events; 

 Post-secondary institutions bring in young and well-educated people 

to the local community;   

 Post-secondary institutions contribute to key economic initiatives of 

the local community by hosting joint meetings between 

experts/academics and the local government; and  

 

 Council of Ontario Universities, Enhancing Communities: Fostering Town & Gown Partnerships, May 

2012. 
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 Post-secondary institutions generally share facilities with local 

community members and groups, providing needed meeting space 

for public meetings/activities.  

There are already satellite campuses of several post-secondary institutions in 

the area, including: 

 University of Waterloo’s Waterloo Summit Centre for the 

Environment in Huntsville;   

 Georgian College campus in Bracebridge;  

 Nipissing University campus in Bracebridge;  

 Lakehead University in Orillia; and  

 Georgian College in Bracebridge and Orillia.  

This shows that the region is generally attractive to post-secondary 

institutions in the province. Gravenhurst, itself, is home to Ontario Fire 

College, which is located about 1km from the subject site. If the Town could 

attract an outside university to open a satellite campus on the subject land, 

the employment created by the new campus will be additional to the 

projected job growth for Gravenhurst.   

However, some challenges exist: 

 University/College enrollments are expected to decline in Ontario 

from the mid 2016-2021 period for about 10 years. This will reduce 

the need for additional school space in the planning period and 

create some pressure on post-secondary institutions’ finance;   

 Many Ontario colleges/universities already have satellite campuses 

across the province. This reduces the potential candidates for the 

Town to target; and 

 This option also faces the same issues that the “second paradigm” 

development experiences, in terms of accommodating workers and 

students within the existing residential framework.  

Overall, there are opportunities for the subject site to be developed into a 

university satellite campus. However, there are many challenges. If the Town 

were successful to attract a post-secondary institution, the development 

 

 The University is leasing the buildings from the Town of Huntsville. 
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could generate great spillover benefits to the local economy. The Town could 

target some regional vocational colleges as potential users.  

4.5 LAND PRICE REQUIREMENT 

Figure 7 presents the analysis for a hypothetical development on a land 

valued at $6.5 million in the region. The result shows that it will be a 

challenge reaching required land value. According to this analysis, to justify 

the $6.5 million land value, the potential development has to contain: 

 Close to 1.3 million sq. ft. of industrial space; or 

 Some 773,190 sq. ft. of office space; or  

 Close to 800,000 sq. ft. of retail space. 

Based on the projection employment space demand by type from Chapter 3, 

it would be hard for the market to absorb the potential supply from the 

development and probably would take years: 

 About 143 years for industrial; or 

 Close to 260 years for office; or 

 Some 80 years for retail   

Of course this absorption analysis is based on the “first paradigm” – the 

development of the lands within the existing economic development 

framework, and also assumes that the market would find the site suitable for 

the proposed uses. Options including the establishment of a large corporate 

campus, government agency or post-secondary institution would provide 

faster absorption of the lands.  

These latter options, however, are less likely and harder to predict from a 

demand standpoint. Moreover, any such large scale “second paradigm” 

development would very likely be accompanied (and motivated by) by large 

public sector subsidies, either in the form of reduced land value (subsidized 

land values), reduced or eliminated municipal fees, subsidized infrastructure, 

etc., in all of these cases, it would be difficult to see the current owners, IO, as 

realizing the stated value goal for the land.  
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Potential Development Options, with $6.5 Million Land Price 

Building Type

Sq.Ft. Jobs Years

Industrial 1,288,300  1,430  143      

Office 773,190     2,575  258      

Retail 798,570     1,595  80        

Estate Lot (lots) 57             n/a

Condominium (units) 2,305        n/a

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting 

Note: This table shows the likely magnitude of development likely to generate $6.5 million 

          in raw land value. This table DOES NOT include an analysis as to the feasibility of 

          these uses and/or whether these magnitudes could be accommodated on the 

          subject lands

Years of 

Absorption

Approximate Number 

of Persons of 

Employment 

Accommodated

Potential 

Building(s) 

Size/Unit 

Numbers

 

4.6 ESTATE LOTS 

One development concept is to create residential in addition to the potential 

commercial/institutional development in the centre. These lots would be a 

mix of estate sized lots along the waterfront and smaller, subdivision plots 

that do not directly front onto the water. This section assesses the potential 

value of three such configurations 

4.6.1 Muskoka Ridge 

A proposal for a nearby subdivision development called Muskoka Ridge 

provides insight into the potential market for subdivision sized lots on the 

subject lands. 

There is an existing approved plan of subdivision for residential lots nearby 

the subject land. Earlier in 2013, the District of Muskoka granted a three-year 

extension to the draft approval for the Muskoka Ridge subdivision, which is 

proposed to be developed in close proximity to the subject lands. The 

subdivision, which was draft approved on September 2, 2008, proposes to 

accommodate approximately 417 residential units, including 227 single-

detached lots – 41 with 18-metre (60-foot) frontages, 109 with 15-metre (50-

foot) frontages, and 77 with 12-metre (40-foot) frontages. The proposal also 

includes up to 190 multiple family units. Access to the site would be from 

Muskoka Road 18. 

Based on the recent market report to Gravenhurst Council, market demand 

for estate lots in the area is weak - In a report from the Committee of the 

Figure 7 
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Whole to Gravenhurst Council dated July 16, 2013, it is noted that “the 

applicant has cited a number of reasons for the lack of progress to date 

including recent economics, the uncertainty surrounding the future use of 

the Muskoka Regional Centre property and recent undertakings on other 

plans of subdivision in the vicinity of this development.”  

However, relative to the weak demand experience at Muskoka Ridge, the 

waterfront proximity of the potential lots on the subject (MRC) lands would 

be expected to provide additional market support. 

4.6.2 Market Pricing 

Local real estate market data was analyzed to come up with the appropriate 

price range for both estate lots and subdivision lots. Local real estate market 

data show that the current price for comparable estate lots range from 

$250,000 per acre to $400,000 per acre, depending on topography, location 

and service condition on the land. 

4.6.3 Option 1 

Under the proposed concept plan, there will be 10 estates lots, with sizes 

ranging from 1 acre to 3 acres (Figure 8). Based on the market price, the 

proposed 10 estate lots could generate some $4.3 to $6.8 million in revenue.  

4.6.4 Option 2 

Under the proposed concept plan, there will be 17 estates lots, with sizes 

ranging from 1 acre to 3 acres and 16 smaller subdivision lots approximately 

0.2 acres (Figure 9).  Based on the market price, the proposed 33 lots could 

generate some $7.8 to $12.6 million in sales revenue.  

4.6.5 Option 3 

Under the proposed concept plan, there will be 10 estates lots, with sizes 

ranging from 1 acre to 3 acres and 39 subdivision-sized lots (Figure 10). 28 of 

these lots would be surrounded by open space and would have easier access 

to the water. This is estimated to command a 5% price premium over the 

subdivision lots immediately abutting the proposed commercial and 

institutional space. Based on the market price, the proposed 49 lots could 

generate some $5.3 to $8.5 million in sales revenue.   
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Proposed Development Concept, Option 1

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on concept plan by MHBC

   

Proposed Development Concept, Option 2

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on concept plan by MHBC

 

  

Figure 8 

Figure 9 
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Proposed Development Concept, Option 3

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on concept plan by MHBC

 

Estimated Land Values

Low High Low High Low High

Option 1 4.3         6.8         -         -         4.3         6.8         

Option 2 7.0         11.1       0.9         1.4         7.8         12.6       

Option 3 3.4         5.5         1.9         3.1         5.3         8.5         

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on local real estate market data

$millions

Estate Lots Subdivision Lots Total

 

 

4.7 CONCLUSION 

The absorption analysis based on the “first paradigm” shows that any 

proposed commercial development (with a $6.5 million land value) will be 

difficult to support based on the projected employment growth in 

Gravenhurst over the next 20 years.   

Figure 10 

Figure 11 
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Development options under the “second paradigm”, including the 

establishment of a large corporate campus, government agency or post-

secondary institution, would provide faster space absorption developed on 

the subject site. However, these options would likely require some type of 

public sector subsidies, either in the form of reduced land value, reduced or 

eliminated municipal fees, subsidized infrastructure, etc. In all of these cases, 

it would be difficult to see the current owners, IO, as realizing the stated 

value goal for the land. 

In addition, IO can develop the surrounding lands around the potential 

commercial/institutional development into a mixture of estate and 

subdivision lots, which could increase the potential revenue generated from 

the land sale. Figure 11 summarizes the estimated revenue from the sale of 

the land for residential uses under the three different options discussed. 
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5 MARKET FOR RETIREMENT HOME AND LONG TERM 

CARE SPACES 

This chapter begins with an overview of some background information on 

retirement homes, also known as seniors residences, and long term care 

facilities. This is followed by an analysis of trends in the market for seniors 

residences in the District of Muskoka and projections of demand for new 

spaces in seniors residences in the District of Muskoka during 2011-2031. The 

chapter concludes with an analysis of future demand for long term care 

accommodation in the District of Muskoka. 

5.1 BACKGROUND ON SENIORS RESIDENCES 

5.1.1 Terminology Varies 

Across Canada, different terms are often used to describe what in Ontario are 

commonly referred to as seniors residences or retirement homes. The types of 

accommodation designed for seniors can also vary across the country. In 

2001, seniors residences were classified by the Census of Canada as 

institutional collective dwellings, for which only basic data were collected for 

their residents. In 2006, seniors residences were classified as non-institutional 

collective dwellings. According to the 2006 Census Dictionary, “residences 

for senior citizens provide minimal to moderate personal care and 

supervision for elderly residents who are independent in most activities of 

daily living.” A list of examples is provided, including “retirement 

residence” and “retirement home”.   Notwithstanding this change in 

classification, a review of a sample of data from the 2006 Census of Canada 

indicates that many seniors residences were still classified as institutional 

collective dwellings, and therefore only basic data were collected for the 

residents of these seniors residences.  

In 2011, the Census of Canada once again classified seniors residences as 

non-institutional collective dwellings. The Census Dictionary for 2011 

modified the definition of residences for seniors as follows: “Residences for 

senior citizens that provide support services (such as meals, housekeeping, 

 

 Statistics Canada, 2006 Census Dictionary, p. 165. 
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medication supervision, assistance in bathing) and supervision for elderly 

residents who are independent in most activities of daily living.”   

The differences in terminology can sometimes create confusion about what is 

being described when referring to a seniors residence or retirement home. 

CMHC provides some guidance in this area through its annual survey of 

seniors residences and retirement homes across Canada. CMHC surveys (in 

February and March) private and non-profit residences (the latter must have 

at least one unit that is not subsidized). To be eligible for inclusion in the 

most recent survey (published in 2013), a residence in Ontario must: 

 Have been in operation for at least one year (i.e., before January 

2012); 

 Have at least 10 rental units; 

 Offer an on-site meal plan; 

 Not provide high levels of healthcare (defined as 1.5 hours or more of 

care per day) to all of their residents; 

 Offer rental units. Life-lease units and owner-occupied units are 

excluded; and  

 Have at least 50% of residents who are 65 years of age or older.   

5.1.2 Certain Retirement Homes Now Require a License to Operate in Ontario 

Pursuant to the Retirement Homes Act, 2010, businesses in Ontario meeting 

the definition of “retirement home” in the Act now require a license to 

operate in Ontario. The Act defines a retirement home as: 

.  .  .  a residential complex or the part of a residential complex, 

(a) that is occupied primarily by persons who are 65 years of age 

or older; 

(b) that is occupied or intended to be occupied by at least .  .  .  

[six persons] who are not related to the operator of the home; 

and  

(c) where the operator of the home makes at least two care 

services available, directly or indirectly, to the residents, but 

does not include,  .  .  .   

 

 Statistics Canada, Census Dictionary, 2011, p. 55. 

 CMHC, Seniors’ Housing Report, Ontario, 2013, p. 30. 
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Long-term-care facilities are among the facilities that are not subject to the 

Retirement Homes Act.  

5.1.3 Classification of Seniors Accommodation  

Retirement homes vary widely in terms of care and supportive services 

provided (limited services to assistance with daily living and personal 

nursing), amenities offered (dining/living room to extensive common areas), 

types of accommodation (shared rooms to spacious apartments) and physical 

structure (small converted house to high-rise buildings). Accordingly, prices 

also vary widely. Since most seniors residences are privately owned and 

operated and do not receive any government funding, the resident has to pay 

the full cost. Tenure is typically rental, and retirement homes are subject to 

the Residential Tenancies Act.  

Most seniors residences provide accommodation, meals, social/recreational 

programs, 24-hour supervision, laundry and housekeeping services. Other 

care and supportive services, such as assistance with the activities of daily 

living (ADLs), assistance with medications and personal nursing care, may 

also be included in the monthly rates or available at an additional cost. 

Below are summary descriptions used by Altus Group to describe different 

levels of care that can be provided in a seniors residence or retirement home, 

as well as a description of long-term-care facilities.  

5.1.3.1 Independent Living (IL) 

Independent living typically comprises apartment units that have full 

kitchens and form part of a larger seniors community. Suites may be owned 

or rented and cater to seniors who require minimal or no assistance with 

daily living. Access to amenities and activity schedule, as well as limited 

housekeeping services, are typically included in the basic rental/monthly fee, 

but services such as meals, laundry and personal care services are normally 

provided on request for an additional charge. 

5.1.3.2 Independent Serviced Living (ISL) 

Independent serviced living is typically associated with retirement 

residences and plays the most significant role in the seniors housing 

industry. Units are smaller than in independent living buildings and provide 

a higher level of services within their monthly rent. Services vary between 

the upper limit of the independent living services indicated above, to include 
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24-hour supervision and emergency response, two to three daily meals and 

snacks, planned social and physical activities, housekeeping/laundry 

services, supervision of medications and assistance with weekly bathing if 

required. 

5.1.3.3 Assisted Living (AL) 

This covers all levels between independent serviced living and long-term-

care. Assisted living residences are a combination of housing, personalized 

supportive services and healthcare, designed to meet the needs of those who 

require assistance with activities of daily living and personal care. Although 

the target market is 75+ years of age, the average age is typically about 85 

years old. Typical services include assistance with transferring, bathing, 

grooming, medications, special diets, etc. Specialized assisted living 

residences are also becoming more prevalent where the focus is on physical 

and cognitive disabilities. This includes Alzheimer or memory care (AZL) 

accommodation.  

5.1.3.4 Long-Term-Care (LTC) 

This is a generic term, which covers seniors accommodation that is designed 

for residents who are no longer able to live independently and who require 

onsite nursing care, 24-hour supervision or personal support. Long-term-care 

residences offer higher levels of personal care and support than is typically 

provided by the other types of seniors housing. Accommodation may include 

shared, semi-private or private units. Most long-term-care residences in 

Ontario are licensed and receive government funding support subject to 

regulation and care standards. 

5.1.3.5 Continuing Care Retirement Communities 

These are developments where more than one of the above types of 

accommodation are located within the same site and thereby offer a 

continuum of care flow. As a resident ages and/or requires additional 

support, they can be relocated within the same community. 
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5.2 RECENT TRENDS IN SENIORS RESIDENCE ACCOMMODATION IN 

THE DISTRICT OF MUSKOKA 

5.2.1 Three Seniors Residences have Been Opened in the District of Muskoka Since 

2008 

According to data from the CMHC Seniors’ Housing Report, Ontario, 2013, 

there were seven seniors residences in the District of Muskoka as of early 

2013. Chartwell owns/operates four of these retirement homes, including one 

in Gravenhurst – Chartwell Gravenhurst Retirement Residence at 300 

Muskoka Road North, which was originally built as a hotel in 1903. The 

newest and only other seniors residence in Gravenhurst is the Granite Ridge 

Retirement Residence with 99 spaces completed in 2010 and located at 1097 

Bethune Drive South. Two other seniors residences in the District of Muskoka 

have been completed since 2008 – Muskoka Traditions in Huntsville with 106 

spaces was completed in 2008. The Castle Peak Retirement Residence in 

Bracebridge with 56 spaces was completed in 2012. 

Figure 12 illustrates the capture rate, vacancy rate and supply of retirement 

home spaces (including private, semi-private, suite and ward 

accommodation) in the District of Muskoka between 2007 and 2013 as 

provided by the CMHC Retirement Homes Report and Seniors’ Housing 

Report.  The overall supply of retirement home spaces in the District of 

Muskoka declined in 2008, likely as a result of a fire that destroyed the 

Rowanwood Retirement Residence. It then increased between 2009 and 2011 

as a result of the opening of the Muskoka Traditions project. The supply 

increased again in 2012 with the addition of the Granite Ridge Retirement 

Residence. Although the Castle Peak Retirement Residence in Bracebridge 

was added in 2013, the supply actually declined as CMHC appears to have 

removed Bracebridge Villa with approximately 82 private rooms and spaces. 

This former ski chalet, which had been extensively renovated in the latter 

1980s, was placed in receivership in November 2012, another indication of 

the challenges facing retirement homes in the District of Muskoka. The 

project, located at 690 Muskoka Road, is listed for sale by the receiver. 

 

 The capture rate is calculated by dividing the number of retirement home residents in the 

geographic area by the population aged 75 and over in the geographic area. The capture rates used 

here may differ slightly from those published by CMHC since the latter are based on population 

estimates published by the Ontario Ministry of Finance in the previous year. 
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2 2012 2013

4,705   4,770   5,560   5,810   6,070   6,200   6,510   

Occupied Spaces 304      256      291      n.a. 319      372      378      

Vacant Spaces (Calculated) 87       28       3         n.a. 78       123      88       

Total Spaces 391      284      294      n.a. 397      495      466      

Number of Residents (Published) 319      268      n.a. n.a. n.a. 405      412      

Capture Rate (Calculated) (Percent) 6.8      5.6      n.a. n.a. n.a. 6.5      6.3      

Vacancy Rate (Percent) 22.3     9.9      0.9      n.a. 19.6     24.9     18.9     

1 Population figures are Ontario Ministry of Finance estimates published in the same year as the CMHC publication.
2

Note:

Source: 

Population 75 and Over1

The capture rate is calculated by dividing the number of residents living in retirement homes in the geographic area 

by the population aged 75 and over in the geographic area.

Altus Group Economic Consulting based on data from CMHC, Retirement Homes Report, 2007 and 2008 and 

Seniors' Housing Report, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013, as well as information from retirement homes

Retirement Home Capture and Vacancy Rates, District of Muskoka, 2007-2013

2011 vacant and occupied spaces are estimated based on calls made to retirement homes (February 2012) as well 

as existing data from June/July 2011.

 

5.2.2 Vacancy Rates Have Risen in Response to New Supply  

In a relatively small retirement home market like the District of Muskoka, 

changes in the supply of retirement home spaces can have a significant 

impact on the vacancy rate. This helps explain the considerable volatility in 

vacancy rates during the past few years, dropping from 22.3% in 2007 to 9.9% 

in 2008 and 0.9% in 2009. CMHC did not publish a vacancy rate for the 

District of Muskoka in 2010 or 2011, but contacts with most of the seniors 

residences in the District indicate that the vacancy rate was approaching 20% 

in 2011. This is largely attributable to the roughly 35% increase in the supply 

of spaces between 2009 and 2011. The vacancy rate increased further in 2012 

when the Granite Ridge Retirement Residence was added to the supply by 

CMHC. Despite the net decline in the number of spaces in 2013, the vacancy 

rate remained high at 18.9%.  

The situation has likely been exacerbated by the completion of an 80-unit 

seniors apartment project called McVittie Place in Bracebridge, which is not 

included in the supply of retirement home spaces.   

Figure 12 
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5.2.3 Capture Rate for Retirement Homes in the District of Muskoka Is Slightly 

Higher than in Ontario Overall 

Capture rates (the number of residents living in retirement homes divided by 

the estimated population age 75 and over in the area ) vary across Ontario 

depending on such factors as alternative accommodation and support 

services for seniors, relative affordability of retirement home 

accommodation, age of the projects and the age distribution of the 

population aged 75 and over. The District of Muskoka’s estimated capture 

rate of approximately 6.3% in 2013 is higher than in Ontario as a whole 

(5.2%), and the GTA (3.7%) but only slightly higher than the rest of Ontario 

(6.2%). Between 2007 and 2011, the capture rate for retirement homes in the 

District of Muskoka has fluctuated somewhat within a range of 5.6 to 6.8% 

(excluding 2010 and 2011 when data were not published). 

5.2.4 Demand for New Retirement Home Spaces in the District of Muskoka 

Based on projected population age 75 and over in the District of Muskoka 

from the most recent projections published by the Ontario Ministry of 

Finance (in 2013) and assuming that capture rates in the District of Muskoka 

range between 6.0 and 6.5% through to 2031, much and potentially all of the 

projected growth in occupied retirement spaces in the District of Muskoka 

can be accommodated within the existing residences (even without the 

inclusion of Bracebridge Villa). Over the longer term, assuming vacancy rates 

decline to a more sustainable 10%, there could be market support for 

between about 135 and 185 additional spaces between 2013 and 2026 and 

another 120-130 spaces between 2026 and 2031. Using an average project size 

of 100 spaces, this indicates support for about two to three new seniors 

residences between 2013 and 2031. 

 

 The population estimates are the most recent published by the Ontario Ministry of Finance for the 

applicable year. For example, the population estimates for 2011 are those published by the Ministry 

of Finance in 2011. The population estimates are as of July 1st of the applicable year and include the 

estimated Census undercount. 
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5.3 MARKET SUPPORT FOR RETIREMENT HOME ACCOMMODATION 

ON THE SUBJECT SITE  

5.3.1 No Seniors Residences in the Development Pipeline in the District of 

Muskoka 

At present, there does not appear to be any active applications to develop a 

new seniors residence in the District of Muskoka. An application to convert a 

school in Bracebridge into a seniors residence was approved in 2009 but the 

current plan is to convert the school to condominium apartments, for which 

marketing has begun. According to Chartwell, there is excess land to 

accommodate approximately 36 additional suites at the Muskoka Traditions 

project in Huntsville.   

5.3.2 Potential Opportunity for a Seniors Residence on the Subject Site in the 

Longer Term 

In addition to the finding above that there is unlikely to be sufficient market 

support for developing a new seniors residence in the District of Muskoka 

until after 2021, it should be kept in mind that Gravenhurst already accounts 

for about one-third of the retirement home spaces in the District of Muskoka. 

Taking into account the demand analysis above, it is unlikely that more than 

one new seniors residence could be supported in Gravenhurst during 2013-

2031. Consideration could be given to developing a seniors residence on the 

subject lands over the longer term project (perhaps in two phases) assuming 

no other sizeable seniors residence is planned on another site in Gravenhurst 

during 2013-2031.  

5.3.3 Rental Tenure Recommended 

In Ontario, seniors residences have traditionally been rental tenure. There are 

only a handful of developments offering ownership retirement home 

accommodation – e.g., two projects by Amica Mature Lifestyles in 

Mississauga and one in Toronto (North York), Hearthstone by the Lake in 

Burlington, Hearthstone by the Bay in Toronto (Etobicoke), and Origin 

Evergreen in Mississauga. Some of these projects have adjacent rental 

retirement homes. While there are many more examples of ownership 

seniors residences in western Canada and the United States, the concept is 

still relatively untested in Ontario. There has been some experience with life-

lease apartments but the results so far are mixed. Therefore, it is 
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recommended at this time that if a seniors residence was to be developed on 

part of the subject lands, the units should be rental, although this should be 

revisited closer to the time of developing a project. 

5.4 LONG TERM CARE ACCOMMODATION 

There are four long term care facilities in the District of Muskoka with a total 

of approximately 510 beds. The largest is the 182-bed long term care facility 

located in Gravenhurst - Leisureworld Caregiving Centre Muskoka at 207 

Kelly Drive. The other facilities are located in Huntsville (two) and 

Bracebridge. The current ratio of beds per 1,000 persons age 75 and over in 

the District of Muskoka is about 78, which is below the Ontario average of 

about 90. Based on achieving a ratio of 90 beds per 1,000 persons age 75 and 

over, and the population growth projections for the District of Muskoka 

published by the Ontario Ministry of Finance in 2013, there would be a need 

for approximately 223 additional beds in the District of Muskoka between 

2013 and 2021 and an additional 330 beds between 2021 and 2031. However, 

developing these beds is dependent on allocation of licensed spaces and 

funding by the Province. 
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Statement of Conditions 

This Report / Study (the “Work”) has been prepared at the request of, and for the exclusive use of, the 
Owner / Client, and its affiliates (the “Intended User”). No one other than the Intended User has the 
right to use and rely on the Work without first obtaining the written authorization of Cole Engineering 
Group Ltd. and its Owner.  Cole Engineering expressly excludes liability to any party except the intended 
User for any use of, and/or reliance upon, the work.  

Neither possession of the Work, nor a copy of it, carries the right of publication.  All copyright in the 
Work is reserved to Cole Engineering.  The Work shall not be disclosed, produced or reproduced, quoted 
from, or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner, without the express written 
consent of Cole Engineering and the Owner. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Cole Engineering Group Ltd. (Cole Engineering) was retained by MHBC (the “Client”) on behalf of 
Infrastructure Ontario (the “Owner”) to prepare a Functional Servicing Report (FSR) supporting 
conceptual development options outlined in an “Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study” to 
be submitted to the Steering Committee and IO.  Our servicing strategy section of the report will address 
the feasibility of the proposed conceptual plans with regard to general grading, water supply, sanitary 
sewerage and storm drainage. 

As part of our due diligence, numerous sources, including the Town of Gravenhurst (the “Town”) and 
the District Municipality of Muskoka (the “Region”) were polled to obtain existing information in 
preparation of this report.  The following documents were made available for our review: 

 Sanitary Sewage Works Improvements, Town of Gravenhurst, Muskoka Road No. 18, Plan and 
Profile prepared by C.C Tatham & Associates Ltd., Job No. 205600-1, dwg. PP-7, dated May 
2005; 

 Design Brief for Sanitary Sewage Collection System, Muskoka Road No. 18, Town of 
Gravenhurst, prepared by C.C Tatham & Associates Ltd. Job No. 205600-1, dated April 2005; 
and, 

 Muskoka Regional Centre Lands – Preliminary Options, prepared by MHBC, dated  
October 2013. 

2.0 Site Description  

The Muskoka Regional Centre (MRC) subject lands measures approximately 29.5 hectares in size (73 
acres).  The MRC lands are bounded to the north, south and west by Cliff Bay and Muskoka Bay, and 
undeveloped park land to the east.  Refer to Figure 1 and Figure 2 following the report for an aerial view 
of the site plan and location.  The subject site is currently accessed via Muskoka Road / Highway 18.  The 
MRC lands are separated by a natural heritage feature which is approximately 0.945 hectares in size (2.3 
acres).  The existing development is concentrated within the west portion of the site.  Refer to site 
photographs found in Appendix A. 

The MRC lands are currently designated ‘Institutional Area’, ‘Urban Open Space Area’ and Natural 
Heritage Area’ by the Town Official Plan.  The Urban Open Space Area applies to the  
30 metres of land adjacent to the shoreline and the Natural Heritage Area applies only to the wetland 
area along the small creek draining north easterly to Lake Muskoka.  The balance of the lands are 
designated ‘Institutional Area’.   

3.0 Site Proposal 

The proposed development scenarios described within the ‘Preliminary Options’ for the ‘Muskoka 
Regional Centre Lands’ prepared by MHBC, describe four (4) conceptual development scenarios that 
could be considered.  Given that the development scenarios are at the preliminary stage, this report will 
assess the existing servicing infrastructure based on the two (2) development options dictated by the 
site statistics.  Please refer to Appendix B for the site statistics, outlined on page 6 of the ‘Preliminary 
Options’ prepared by MHBC.  
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4.0 Methodology 

The following is an account of the methodology used to analyze the various data and how these results 
will be interpreted in the context of the “Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study”.   

4.1. Stormwater Drainage and Management 

Subject to a detailed Stormwater Management (SWM) Report, we will review the design criteria and 
discuss SWM general requirements such as quantity and quality controls and best management 
practices. 

4.2. Sanitary Discharge 

The total sanitary sewage discharge from the site was determined using sanitary sewer design sheets 
that consider the land use as described in previous sections.  The calculated values provide peak sanitary 
flow discharge that considers infiltration. 

The estimated peak sanitary discharge flows from the proposed site are based on the Ontario Building 
Code (OBC) guidelines, shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 – Sanitary Flows 

Usage Rate Population Equivalent 

Institutional (Day-Schools) 30 L/day Per student 

Residential 450 L/cap/day 3.5 persons / unit 

Commercial 450 L/cap/day  110 people / ha 

Office 75 L/cap/day 9.3 m2/cap 

Based on the calculated peak flows, we will comment on the adequacy of the existing infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. 

4.3. Water Usage 

The estimated domestic water usage volumes are based on the OBC guidelines are shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 – Water Usage 

Usage Flow Criteria Daily Water Demand 

Institutional (Schools) L/student/day 30 

Commercial / Residential  L/c/day 450 

Office L/m2/day 8.1 (75/9.3) 

Fire suppression flow calculations were undertaken to determine if the existing infrastructure can 
provide adequate fire protection in accordance with the Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS) Guidelines.  
Pressure and flow testing conducted at the fire hydrants near the entrance of the site must confirm 
adequacy of the existing infrastructure. 
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5.0 Stormwater Management  

The proposed development must meet the Province of Ontario Standards as set out in the Ministry of 
the Environment (MOE) 2003 Stormwater Management Planning & Design (SWMP) Manual and local 
SWM and drainage standards.  The following general criteria will form part of the detailed design:  

 Post-development flows for all events should be controlled to pre-development peak flows; 
and, 

 Stormwater should be treated to enhanced protection levels as defined in the MOE 2003 
SWMPD Manual. 

5.1. Existing Drainage System 

The existing site is mainly undeveloped and drains overland towards the lake and the creek (which 
ultimately drains to the lake as well).  

During the site plan application stage, a detailed SWM Report will be submitted to review the pre and 
post-development flows, and to ensure that the proposed design conforms to the Region’s SWM 
guidelines. 

5.2. Stormwater Management 

An internal network of storm sewers will be installed to mitigate the storm runoff volumes from the 
hardscaped areas.  Handling of the storm sewer flows generated within the entire plan area should 
concurrently respect the existing paths of the storm drainage discharge.     

5.2.1. Quantity Controls 

Minor storm flows generated from the development of this site will be collected and conveyed to SWM 
facilities.  The site contains two (2) distinct drainage areas that are bisected by the creek that is located 
in the central portion of the site.  Depending on the location of the development proposed for the site, 
one (1) or two (2) SWM facilities will be required.  

During the detailed design stage, post-development calculations will be undertaken to establish any 
quantity control measures required to meet the pre-development flow rates.  

Based on the topography, the site is not prone to flooding during the Regional Storm event.  All major 
flows occurring on MRC lands will be conveyed on surface following the pre-development flow pattern.     
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5.2.2. Quality Controls 

The on-site quality controls will need to provide at least 80% total suspended solids (TSS) removal in 
order to meet the MOE’s Enhanced Protection criteria for the proposed development.  The methods by 
which these criteria will be met will be reviewed at the detailed design and site plan stage through the 
submission of a SWM Report.  Quality controls for this site may consist of the following (to be 
determined by the project stakeholders at the detailed design stage): 

 Rainwater harvesting; 

 Roof-top storage; 

 Landscaped areas; and/or, 

 Oil / grit separator. 

An appropriate combination of the above quality controls will be designed to meet the required 
minimum TSS removal. 

6.0 Sanitary Drainage System 

The sanitary sewage discharge from the proposed developments was determined by considering the 
land use and building statistics as supplied by the design team.  The calculated values provide peak 
sanitary flow discharge that considers infiltration.   

6.1. Existing Sanitary Drainage System 

Historically, the site was serviced by an existing sewage treatment plant.  This sanitary treatment plant 
has not been used for many years.   

Since 2006, the municipal sanitary infrastructure has been upgraded to facilitate future development.  
Plan and profiles as well as a design brief on the ‘Sanitary Sewage Collection System’ (found in  
Appendix B), provide an insight on the design criteria of the municipal infrastructure.   

According to the ‘Sanitary Sewage Collection System’ design brief, the infrastructure was designed 
based on a 50 year development horizon.  During the design and construction of the sanitary 
infrastructure, the subject site was assumed to contribute up to 11.6 L/s into the sanitary sewers 
through a 200 mm gravity sanitary stub fronting the site.  This was based on an assumed peak sanitary 
flow treated on-site, as described on page 1 of the ‘Sanitary Sewage Collection System’ prepared by C.C. 
Tatham & Associates Ltd (found in Appendix B). 

6.2. Anticipated Sanitary Flows 

The anticipated sanitary discharge flows from the MRC site were calculated based on the proposed 
building and site statistics, using the criteria listed in Section 4.2 above.  The sanitary flows were 
calculated using the sanitary sewer design sheets typically associated with the design of sanitary pipes 
for municipal design.  The maximum design flow was considered as 11.6 L/s, as described in Section 6.1.  
The following table summarizes the anticipated sanitary discharge for each of the proposed options.  
Detailed calculations are found in Appendix C. 
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Table 6.1 – Sanitary Discharge 

Based on the allowable flow, ‘Option 2’, which is the most critical development, dictates that either use, 
including an institutional facility supporting 11,500 students or 53,400 square metres  of commercial 
space, can be supported by the existing infrastructure.  The development of 53,400 square metres office 
space will discharge 15.9 L/s which is more that the allowable rate.  Further calculations show that the 
existing sanitary infrastructure can support 105 residential homes or 37,000 square metres of office 
space.  For details, refer to ‘Sanitary Sewer Design Sheet and Flows’ in Appendix C. 

6.3. Proposed Sanitary Sewers and Connection 

Depending on the land-use proposed, it is anticipated that up to a 200 mm diameter pipe sloped at a 
minimum of 0.5% (or equal design) would be required to service the proposed development. 

The proposed development will outlet into the existing 200 mm sanitary sewer on Muskoka Road 18.  In 
order to convey sanitary effluent from the site, a 200 mm diameter pipe sloped at a minimum of 0.5 % 
grade will be required.   

Should the proposed development exceed the maximum sanitary discharge, alternatives should be 
considered, such as: 

 Downstream improvements to existing sanitary infrastructure; 

 Consider the use of ‘off peak’ discharge rates; and, 

 Upgrade and reuse of existing sanitary treatment plant. 

7.0 Water Supply System 

7.1. Existing System 

Historically, the site was serviced with domestic water; however, the network within the site was 
decommissioned years ago since the development was not in use.  Currently the site is not serviced; 
however, records show that an existing 300 mm diameter watermain fronts the subject site.  

Hydrant flow tests were carried out by Cole Engineering on October 10th 2013 to determine the flow and 
pressure in the existing watermain.  The results of the test indicate that the existing static pressure is 
620 KPa (90 psi) and 14,380 L/min (862,800 L/s or 3800 USPGM) of water is available with a residual 
pressure of 140 KPa (20 psi).  The full detailed report is included in Appendix D. 

Site (Use) 
Criteria  

(People) 
Anticipated Flows (L/s) 

Option 1  
Single Storey Buildings 

(±26,700 m2) 

Institutional (Day-School) 11,500 11.6 

Commercial 294 6.2 

Office 2871 6.3 

Option 2  
Two-Storey Buildings 

(±53,400 m2) 

Institutional - School 11,500 11.6 

Commercial 587 11.6 

Office 5742 15.9 
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7.2. Proposed Water Supply Requirements 

Given that ‘Option 2’ which is the most critical development scenario gets constructed, 53,400 square 
metres of office space has to be serviced with domestic water.  The estimated water consumption was 
calculated based on the assumed flow rate of 75L/cap/day according to the Ontario’s Building Code 
watermain design criteria.  It is anticipated that an average consumption of approximately 430,645 L/d 
(5.0 L/s), a maximum daily consumption of 861,290 L/d (10.0 L/s) and a peak hour demand of 22.4 L/s 
will be required to service this development with domestic water.  Detailed calculations are found in 
Appendix D. 

Although water availability for domestic use is sufficient, the critical factor to the development is 
established by the Public Fire Protection requirement.  Based on the existing hydrant flows and the Fire 
Underwriters Survey (FUS), calculations have been undertaken to estimate the maximum size of the 
building.  Certain assumptions were considered during this investigation as well as the existing flow of 
14,380 L/min (3,800 USGPM) was assumed to meet the maximum flow rate at 140 KPa (20 psi) as 
required by the FUS.  According to our calculations, the maximum building footprint is estimated at 
11,000 square metres for a single storey building and 9,000 square metres for a two-storey building.  
Multiple buildings, each with the maximum footprint outlined above can be supported, as long as a fire 
hydrant is provided no more than 45 m away from each building’s Siamese connection.  For details, refer 
to the ‘Fire Flow Requirement Calculation Worksheet’ found in Appendix D.   

7.3. Proposed Watermain Connection 

Water servicing within the property will be designed according to Town standards and connect to the 
existing 300 mm watermain fronting the subject site. 

8.0 Site Grading 

8.1. Existing Grades 

The existing grading of the site is such that the overland flow is directed towards the lake and the creek 
bisecting the site. 

8.2. Proposed Grades 

The development of this site will require cut-to-fill operation and localized placement of fill material to 
ensure that overland flows are directed to the proposed SWM facilities.  Where possible however, 
existing grades will be maintained in order to minimize earthworks during construction. 

9.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Servicing Strategy section of the “Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study” is to be read in 
conjunction with the remainder of the submission material.  The information contained in this report is 
conceptual in nature and provides a technical base for the detailed design of the future development of 
this site.  During the site plan application stage it is recommended that the functional design be 
reviewed to confirm adequacy of the servicing infrastructure.  
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Based on our investigation, we conclude and recommend the following: 

9.1. Storm  

Site alterations will be made that will require on-site SWM controls and SWM facilities to meet quality 
and quantity control requirements. 

During the site plan application stage, a detailed SWM Report will review the pre and post-development 
flows in order to ensure that the proposed development scenario conforms to the Region’s SWM 
guidelines.   

9.2. Sanitary 

The development of the MRC lands will connect to a 200 mm sanitary sewer outletting to the Town’s 
infrastructure.  Based on the existing infrastructure it is anticipated that either an institutional facility 
supporting 11,500 students or a 53,400 square metre commercial building can be developed.  Should 
the proposed development consist of office space, then only 37,000 square metres can be developed. 

9.3. Water 

Water supply to the site will be provided from the existing 300 mm diameter watermain fronting the 
site.  There is sufficient water for domestic use; however, fire suppression depends on the size of the 
buildings.  The existing fire suppression flow is adequate to support a building footprint of 11,000 square 
metres for a single storey building and 9,000 square metres for a two-storey building.  Based on the 
results obtained from the Muskoka Road / Highway 18 pressure testing, the existing water infrastructure 
will support the proposed development. 
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Photograph No. 1 – Entrance to the Muskoka Regional Centre 

 

 
Photograph No. 2 – Centre of site facing east towards the existing developments 
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Photograph No. 3 – Centre of site facing south towards the beach 

  

 
Photograph No. 4 – The existing buildings 
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Photograph No. 5 – Existing Sanitary Treatment Plant 

 

 
Photograph No. 6 – Existing Residential home within the property 



APPENDIX B 
Background Information 

 
 



 

OCTOBER 2013 









 

 

 





  

                                                           
1
 We have assumed a parking calculation of 4 spaces per 100 m

2
.   Different uses may have different parking 

standards.   This is just a best estimate based on generic regulations. 
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70 PINE STREET, BRACEBRIDGE, ONTARIO P1L 1N3
Telephone (705) 6452231 Fax (705) 645-5319 1800-461-4210 (705 area code)

www.muskoka.on.ca

April 24, 2006
C.C. Tatham &Associates Ltd.
8 Barron Drive, R.R.#2
Bracebridge, Ontario
P IL 1w9

Attention : W.G. Van Ryn, P. Eng.

Re: Muskoka Rd No.18 and Area
Sanitary Sewer Collection System
Final Drawing Submission
District Municipality of Muskoka

Ile: RGF 0405 S

Note that we are forwarding your recent submission to the MOE for approval. However, operations
have the following comments that need to be addressed before construction drawings are issued :

DWG DE3 - There is concern that we will not be able to launch a 250mm swab at box manhole
(MH) 33 as the swab requires pressure to move it through the 250mm pipe. Perhaps the pipe
needs to be 300mm diameter, at least to the cleanouts.
DWG PP2 -We would prefer that the sewer grade between MHIto MH 4 be changed to 0.8%.
DWG PP3 - Can the sewer stub slope from MH 8 be increased to 0.6% or even 0.8%.
GENERAL - Please ensure all manholes are spaced as far apart as possible where there is no
alignment or slope change in the sewer pipes. A suggestion would be 150 metres between
manholes where it is feasible. For example it might be possible to delete MH 10 & MH 22. All
utilities should be shown on the drawings (ie) hydro, gas, bell, cable TV, utility boxes, etc.
DWG PPI2 - We are not comfortable with the slope of 0.1 % shown on the 525mm diameter
sewers. Experience shows that these flatter types of slopes are rarely laid correctly in the field.
DWG C101- Yard MH 32 could be deleted and the sewage would enter the station from MH 32.
DWG C102 -Please increase the benching to 60 degree’s from the floor of the wet well to the top
of the pumps or at least to the LWL, then use a 1 to 1 slope ratio above that. The incoming sewer
invert should be set at the LWL and designed using the “approach pipe design calculation sheet”
which we will e-mail to your attention. We would prefer that the station safety grate be raised
higher to approximately elevation 229.70 and be extended around to the air release valves if
possible. Install a internal drop structure on the 1OOmm PVC return drain.

These are our comments at this time. If you have any questions regarding the above please do not
hesitate to contact H. Clemens or myself.

Design Tbchnologist
cc. Mr. H. Clemens

Mr. KAustin

MaHaginy Our Legacy Together
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District Municipality of Muskoka
Sanitary Sewage Collection System

Muskoka Road No. 18
Town of Gravenhurst

Desian Brief

This design brief presents the final design of the sanitary sewage collection system to service existing
and future development on Muskoka Road No. 18, north of Lofty Pines Drive, Robinson Avenue, Vincent
Avenue, Lakeview Avenue and Knister Road, in the Town of Gravenhurst. The sewage collection
system, which will consist of a combination of low pressure and gravity sewers, will discharge into a
sewage pumping station (SPS). Sewage will then be conveyed, via a force main, to a depressed sewer
on Brydon Bay Road, which will discharge to the existing trunk sewer on Brydon Bay Road. Figure 1,
overleaf, shows the sewer, force main and depressed sewer alignments and the SPS location.

Details of the sanitary sewage collection system are presented below.

I 7 nFslr, I

The sanitary sewage collection system was designed to accommodate the service area up to and
including the 50 year development horizon. The following design criteria were utilized:

Residential per capita flow (MOE)

Based on MOE guidelines - 0.45 m3 per capita per day

Residential occupancy per unit

3.5 persons per unit

Future residential development

7.5 units per hectare

Peaking factor

Residential - Harmon peak factor formula

Ontario Fire College Flows

Site serviced by sewage pumping station with a design flow of 7.60 LIS.

Sewage pumping station design flow provided by Skelton Brumwell Ltd.

Muskoka Center Site Flows

Site serviced by an existing sewage treatment plant with a capacity of 327 m3/day. A peak flow of 1,000
m31day or 115 7 LIS was assumed.

Infiltration allowance for sewers (MOE)

Based on MOE guidelines Average
Peak

0.10Llhals
0.28 LIha I s

C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd. April 2006
1



I I
ON BAY UNOP NED ROAD ALLOWANCE

0 ONTARIO FIRE COLLEGE \
( O W

LEGEND

,B

EXISTING SEWER

MISTING LOW PRESSURE SEWER

G R A W SEWER ALIGNMENT AND DIRECTION

LOW PRESSURE SEWER ALIGNMENT AND DIRECTION

3000 FORCEMAIN ALIGNMENT AND DIRECTION

250# DEPRESSED S F M R AND DIRECTION

DWG. No.

FIG. 1
MUSKOKA ROAD 18

SANITARY SEWAGEC.C. TATHAM &ASSOCIATES LTD.
CONSJLllNG ENGINEERS

c d u w OMla Bane COLLECTION SYSTEM
SCALE: 1:10,000 I DATE: APRIL 2006 JOB NO. 205600-1



District Municipality of Muskoka
Sanitary Sewage Collection System

Muskoka Road No. 18
Town of Gravenhurst

Desian Brief

Existing
5 year
20 year
50 Year

Gravity Sewer sizing

Mannings equation with roughness coefficient of 0.013;

Minimum sewer grades

2.3 9.1 0.0 7.6 2.6 7.2 4.8 23.9
3.1 12.2 0.0 11.4 3.0 8.5 6.1 32.I
8.3 30.8 0.0 13.4 6.9 19.2 15.2 63.4
15.0 52.3 0.0 19.2 11.7 32.8 26.7 104.3

MOE design guidelines to achieve a minimum self cleans..lg velocity o

Low Pressure Sewer sizing

Avg. Flow Peak Flow

6 m/s where possible;

Avg. Flow Peak Flow Avg. Flow Peak Flow Avg. Flow Peak Flow

MOE design guidelines to achieve a minimum self cleansing velocity of 0.6 m/s where possible;

District Municipality of Muskoka design guidelines;

Hazen Williams Formula with Reynolds number of 130;

Depressed Sewer sizing

MOE design guidelines to achieve a minimum self cleansing velocity of 0.6 m/s where possible:

Hazen Williams Formula with Reynolds number of 130

The design flows for existing development and the projected 5 year. 20 year and 50 year development
within the service area are summarized as follows:

Residential IOntario Fire CollegeI and Muskoka Center Infiltration Total

Flows from the Ontario Fire College and the Muskoka Centre will be conveyed via force mains from
privately owned SPS to the sanitary sewage collection system. Accordingly, the average flow from the
sites is assumed to be 0 L/s and the peak flow is assumed to be either the existing or the projected
capacity of the SPS. Design flow calculations are presented in Appendix A.

C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd. April 2006
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District Municipality of Muskoka
Sanitary Sewage Collection System

Muskoka Road No. 18
Town of Gravenhurst

Desiqn Brief

4.1 GRAVITY SEWER SYSTEM
The existing residential and institutional development on Muskoka Road No. 18, Knister Road, Robinson
Avenue, and a portion of Vincent Avenue will be serviced by gravity sewers.

The gravity sewers will flow to a central sanitary manhole at the intersection of Knister Road and Muskoka
Road No. 18, where flows will be directed to the SPS located approximately 120m north east of Muskoka
Road No. 18.

The sewers servicing Knister Road, Robinson Avenue and Vincent Avenue will be 200mm dia. The
sewer on Muskoka Road 18 will be 200mm at the north and south ends, increasing in size to 300mm near
the intersection of Muskoka Road No. 18 and Knister Road. The sewer from the central sanitary manhole
to the SPS will be 525mm dia.

Due to low flows at the extremities of the system, specifically at the south end of Muskoka Road No. 18
and Vincent and Robinson Avenues, together with limited opportunity to increase the slope of the sewer,
velocities in these areas will be less than the minimum self cleansing velocity of 0.6 mls. Routine flushing
of the sewers may be required. All other sewers will maintain self cleaning velocities.

Sanitary services to the existing residential properties will consist of 125mm dia. PVC pipe and will be
terminated at the lot line in anticipation of future connection to the system by the property owners.
Additional services will be provided for 3 undeveloped residential lots on the west side of Muskoka Road
No. 18 approximately 80m south of the Muskoka Centre.

Existing residences constructed below the road elevation may not be able to drain to the sanitary services
by gravity and may need to pump sewage from the house to the sanitary service by means of a privately
owned grinder pump. Homeowners will be responsible for routing plumbing and connecting to the 125
mm dia. gravity service at the property line and, if required, abandoning existing septic systems.

Services for the Muskoka Center and the Ontario Fire College will consist of 200mm dia sewers
terminated with 1.200mm dia manholes, located at the property line, to which the force mains from the
privately owned sewage pumping stations may be discharged.

To accommodate future sanitary servicing of the undeveloped lands to the east of Muskoka Road No. 18,
sanitary stubs will be provided on Muskoka Road No. 18 at stations 0+355, 0+680, 0+780, 1+240, 1+720
and on the Sewage Pumping Station Access Road at stations 0+020 and 0+130.

The gravity sewer system configuration is shown on drawings PP-1-17, attached. Gravity sewer design
calculations are presented in Appendix B.

4.2 LOW PRESSURE SEWERS
Due to their low elevation in relation to the gravity collection system, the 10 residences from Station
0+200 - 0+380 on Lakeview Avenue will be serviced with low pressure sewers (LPS). The LPS will be 50
mm dia. HDPE with 38 mm dia. HDPE individual services. The individual services will be terminated at
the private property line with a curb stop valve.

C.C. Tatharn 81 Associates Ltd. April 2006
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Muskoka Road No. 18
Town of Gravenhurst

Desian Brief

The LPS servicing the five most southerly residences will discharge to SAN MH 29 located at station
0+160 Vincent Avenue. The LPS servicing the five most northerly residences will discharge to SAN MH
30 located at Station 0+396 Knister Avenue. The sanitary manholes to which the LPS discharge are
located at the high point of each system allowing accumulated air to exhaust to atmosphere.

The LPS are sized such that self cleansing velocities of greater than 0.6 m/s and a maximum system
operating pressure of 12.6 m TDH will be maintained. Terminal cleanouts are provided on each LPS to
allow periodic flushing.

Each homeowner will be responsible to purchase and install a pumping chamber, re-route the plumbing
drain from the existing septic tank to the chamber, and connect the 38mm dia. sewage force main
pipeline from the chamber to the LPS service at the property line.

The LPS configuration is shown on drawings PP-8 and 9, attached. Low pressure sewer design
calculations are presented in Appendix B.

4.3 SANITARY SEWAGE PUMPING STATION AND FORCE MAIN
The SPS will be located 120 m north east of the intersection of Knister Road and Muskoka Road No. 18.

The station will be equipped with the following:

l 3,600mm dia. precast concrete wet well sized to accommodate the 50 year design flows;

l Duplex submersible no clog pumps sized to accommodate the 20 year design flows;

l A diesel generator to provide standby power;

l Control building;

Full details of the design of the SPS are provided in the final design brief, prepared by CH2MHil1,
enclosed in Appendix C.

Sewage will be conveyed to the depressed sewer on Brydon Bay Road via a 796 m - 300mm dia. DR -18
PVC force main. The force main has been designed to withstand all transient pressures up to and
including those that will be experienced under the 50 year design conditions. A transient analysis of the
force main is presented in Appendix D.

4.3.1 Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station and Force main Property Requirements

The SPS and access driveway will be located on land owned by Muskoka. A portion of the force main will
be located on private land over which Muskoka has secured easements. The balance of the force main
will be constructed within the unopened road allowance, known as Fletcher Road.

4.4 DEPRESSED SEWER
The 300 mm dia. force main from the SPS will discharge to a twin 250 mm dia. PVC depressed sewer,
running from Station 0+890 to 1+660 where it will discharge to an outlet structure connected to the
existing 600 mm dia. trunk sewer at the intersection of Brydon Bay Road and Muskoka Road 17. The
depressed sewer has been sized to convey the 50 year peak flows. To allow for regular maintenance
and emergency maintenance in the event of a partial clog in the depressed sewer, twin 250 mm dia.
pipes will be installed. During the 20 year design operating conditions, sewage will be pumped to the
depressed sewer with fixed speed pumps. Therefore, the velocity through the depressed sewer will be
constant, resulting in a low potential for clogging.

C.C. Tatharn & Associates Ltd. April 2006
4



District Municipality of Muskoka
Sanitary Sewage Collection System

Muskoka Road No. 18
Town of Gravenhurst

Desian Brief

The force main outletldepressed sewer inlet structure will consist of a benched manhole, with two force
main outlets and an inlet to each of the depressed sewer pipes. The outlet end of the force main will be
valved to allow the operator to direct flow to either of the depressed sewer pipes. In the event that one of
the depressed sewer pipes becomes clogged or the capacity of the pipe is exceeded, sewage will flow
over the weir separating the two inlets and into the second pipe.

The west section of the depressed sewer will operate under gravity flow. The pipes have a slope ranging
from 8 to 12% and velocities ranging from 2.7 m/s to 3.6 m/s under various design conditions. The
velocities within the gravity portion of the sewer exceed the MOE design guideline maximum of 3 m/s.
The potential for pipe erosion will be dependent on the amount of grit in the sewage. However, as the
sewage will be primarily domestic quality, a high level of grit loading is not expected. In recognition of this,
the sewer pipe class was raised from DR 25 to DR 18 to provide an additional 5.5 mm of pipe wall
thickness.

The section of the depressed sewer operating under pressure flow will maintain self cleansing velocities
ranging from 1.3 m/s during 20 year design conditions to a maximum of 2.1 m/s at design capacity.
Operating heads will range from 4.4 m during 20 year design conditions to 12.1 m during 50 year design
conditions. In order to provide additional velocity to improve pipe cleansing under the 20 year design
conditions the SPS will operate both pumps every third pump cycle which will provide a velocity of 2.0 m/s
at an operating head of 11.1 m.

The depressed sewer will be equipped with two 250 mm dia. cleanouts to grade, located above the static
liquid level at station 1+030, from which the sewer may be flushed or swabbed. A fire hydrant will be
installed adjacent to the cleanout to provide water for flushing and swabbing operations. A drain chamber
will be provided at station 1+360 to allow the depressed sewer to be drained for maintenance.

The average combined residence time of sewage in the force main and the depressed sewer under
existing, 20 year and 50 year conditions will be 4.2 hours, 1.3 hours and 0.2 hours respectively.
Problems related to septicity in the sewage discharging from the force main and depressed sewer are not
anticipated.

The depressed sewer configuration is shown on drawings PP-15-17, attached. Design calculations are
presented in Appendix B.

Borehole information obtained by Jacques Whitford has shown that overburden is shallow in many areas.
As such, approximately 5,550 m of rock excavation will be required.

In the area of the SPS, boreholes were extended to approximately 10m without encountering bedrock.
The soils upon which the SPS building and wet well will be founded are fine to medium sands with an
estimated bearing capacity of 75 - 100 KPa.

Groundwater was encountered approximately 1m below grade in the area between the intersection of
Knister Road and Muskoka Road No. 18 and the proposed SPS. Substantial dewatering will be required
to construct the works in this area. As per 0. Reg. 387/$l4 - Water Taking and Transfer Regulation, a
permit to take water (PTTW) is required if more than 50 m /day of water is to be extracted.

Based on a hydrogeoloqical assessment which has shown that dewatering requirements in the SPS area
will be less than 400 m /day and the expectation that the construction of the underground works in this
area can be completed in less than 30 days, Muskoka has obtained a Category II PTTW for dewatering.

C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd. April 2006
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The hydrogeological assessment confirmed that A PTTW will not be required for construction of the
remainder of the works as the estimated volume of water to be extracted is less than 50m3/day.

A stream containing warn water fish habitat was identified by Gartner Lee Ltd. during the environmental
inventory and assessment compment of the Class EA study. The stream runs in the Muskoka Road No.
18 road side ditch from approximately 100m south of Knister Avenue, north to the Muskoka Center,
where it discharges to Lake Muskoka. The stream crosses Muskoka Road No. 18 through cross culverts
in two locations.

Impacts to the stream may result from the stream crossings required to construct the sewers and
services, the replacement of existing culverts and the discharge of water to the stream from dewatering
operations. In consultation with Gartner Lee Ltd. a siltation and erosion control plan and a mitigation plan
has been developed to ensure that construction activities do not result in a "harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction " (HADD) of the fish habitat. These plans have been submitted to DFO for review and approval.
The siltation and erosion control plan are shown on Drawing DE-1, attached.

The project cost is estimated to be $5.01 M including a $200,000 contingency allowance. A S
Unit Prices for the project is presented in Appendix E.

The sanitary sewers and low pressure sewers have been sized for the 50-year design flow. The SPS will
have a wet well sized to accommodate 50-year design flows. Pumps, sized to accommodate 20-year
design flows, will be provided with standby power. A 300mm dia PVC force main, sized to accommodate
the 50-year design flows, will convey sewage from the SPS to the depressed sewer on Brydon Bay Road.

The 250 mm dia. depressed sewer, which will convey sewage from the force main discharge point to the
existing trunk sewer on Brydon Bay Road has been sized to accommodate the 50-year design flows. The
depressed sewer will be twinned to allow for routine maintenance.

All of which is respectfully submitted,

C.C. TATHAM & qSSOClATES LTD.

Eric d. Watkin, C.E.T

EMW:pt

G:\Data\Word Piocening\2005\20560C! -l \finaldesignWna1 Design Btief.doc

C.C. Tatham & Associates Ltd.





N

0

I-
W
w
I

v)

'c

T-

3
S I 1

MOU M d

8 3

s s
9 9

. t

S I 1
Mol3 XCld

R f

HO13vd WIMd

'dm
NOUnfldOd

c
m



3
111E 1

3 a 3 a 1
t

L



1 ...*.= , ,

TwoPumps Running - WC DR18 Forcemain

Extended Forcemain -Updated April 13,2006

MU!-Sll.dat

FIGURE 8



WPPrS -sm





L

-4
I

T

I-
W
W

v)
r



L

i
c

N l O 1

POIIWl~

rnlN3(11S3U

11101

NOIlWlUNI

n m



d

0
0
I-
W
W
I

v)

c

.$
e

7

s



d
0
d

L

I

E

t-
Lu
w
Iw



i

D

li

$ f

!-
Ww
I

v)



L

1
f

i f !

B

0



APPENDIX C 
Sanitary Data 

 
 



Commercial Population Density = 1.1 persons per 100 square meters Office Population = 75L/9.3m
2
/day = 8.1 L/m

2
/day

q = average daily per capita flow (c.m./day) 450 L/c/person - residential Q (p) = peak population flow (L/s)

I = unit of peak extraneous flow
(see below)

Q (I) = peak extraneous flow (L/s)

M = peaking factor (residential) Q (C) = peak flow from commercial area (L/s) Q(C) = based on Y L/p/day - residential equivalent (see below)

M = 1 + 14/(4+P^.5)   where P = population in 1000's Q (d) = peak design flow (L/s) Q(d) = Q(p) + Q(I) + Q(C)

TOTAL TOTAL PEAK ALLOWABLE

INSTITUTIONAL Residential Office COMMERCIAL PEAK FACTOR INSTITUTIONAL Residential Office COMMERCIAL CUMULATIVE INSTITUTIONAL Residential Office COMMERCIAL INFILTRATION DESIGN FLOW DESIGN FLOW LENGTH PIPE TYPE OF GRADE CAPACITY % of DESIGN

Day-School (@ 3.5 p/home) (@ 9.3 m
2
/cap) (@ 1.1 p/100 m2) School School @ 30 l/c/d  @ 450 l/c/d @75L/d

AREA P P P P M A(I) A(C) Q (p) Q (I) Q (C) Q(d) Q(d) SIZE PIPE n = 0.013 CAPACITY

(m
2
) (persons) (persons) (persons) (persons) (dimensionless) (hectares) (hectares) (hectares) (hectares) (hectares) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (m) (mm) (%) (L/s) (%)

column number                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

Existing Sanitary Flows

Non-contributing to existing local and/or 

Regional sanitary loads

Sanitary Flows Option 1 (±26,700 m
2
)

Institutional - Day-School site Town's infastr. 26700 11500 0 2.9 13.35 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.35 11.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.6 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 50%

Commercial site Town's infastr. 26700 0 294 4.1 0.00 0.0 0.0 13.35 13.35 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 6.2 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 27%

Office site Town's infastr. 26700 0 2871 0 3.5 0.00 0.00 13.35 0.0 13.35 0.0 0.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 8.6 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 37%

 

Sanitary Flows Option 2 (±53,400 m
2
)

Institutional - School site Town's infastr. 53400 11500 0 2.9 13.35 0.0 13.35 11.6 0.0 0.0 11.6 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 50%

Commercial site Town's infastr. 53400 0 587 3.8 0.00 13.35 13.35 0.0 11.6 0.0 11.6 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 50%

Office site Town's infastr. 53400 0 5742 0 3.2 0.00 0.00 13.35 0.0 13.35 0.0 0.0 15.9 0.0 0.0 15.9 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 69%

Investigative Exercise

Office site Town's infastr. 37000 0 3978 0 3.3 0.00 0.00 13.35 0.0 13.35 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 11.5 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 50%

Residential site Town's infastr. - 0 370 0 0 4.0 0.00 13.35 0.0 13.35 13.35 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0 3.7 11.5 11.6 200 PVC 0.5% 23.2 50%

Conclusions:

2.0   The maximum institutional (Day-School) development can support 11,500 students.

Muskoka Region

SANITARY SEWER DESIGN SHEET AND FLOWS

3.0   The maximum office space development can cupport approximately 4,000 people and can be 37,000 square metres in total.

DESCRIPTION FROM TO

1.0   The maximum residential development the existing infrastructure can support is 370 people.  Based on the MOE density guidelines where 3.5 people live in a home, this equates to a maximum development of 105 houses.

Q(p) = PqM/86.4  (L/s) 

LOCATION
P O P U L A T I O N

A R E A F L O W S  ( C U M U L A T I V E ) PROPOSED  SEWER

INFILTRATION

Q(I) = IA   (L/s) where I = 0.28 L/s/ha, and A = drainage area - commercial area  (ha)

MRC - Opportunities Assessment and Optimal Use Study
PROJECT:

Date:  November 2013 Town of Gravenhurst

Design:  Nick Moutzouris

Sheet  1 OF 1File LD13-0043

MRC 

Gravenhurst, Ontario



APPENDIX D 
Water Data 

 
 



Muskoka Regional Centre - Town of Gravenhurst
Regional Municipality of Muskoka

November 14, 2013 Site Components Institutional Commercial Office Residential

File # LD13-0043 Area in m
2 53,400 53,400 53,400

Cole Engineering Group Ltd. People 11,500 587 370

Prepared by: Nick Moutzouris
Population 

Equivalent
11,500 587

Area in m2 - 53,400

Unit Quantity Determination

Volume (L) Units

Residential Occupancies

1. Not used
- - - - -

2. Not used
- - - - -

Other Occupancies

3. Not used
- - - - -

4. Not used
- - - - -

5. Office Building
75 L/9.3 m2/day - 53,400 - -

5. Commercial / Residential
450 L/person/day 0 587 0 370 -

6. Day - Schools
30 L/person/day 11,500 0 0 - -

Water Usage Determination
Daily Volume (L)

Residential Occupancies

1. Residential 166,500 - 166,500 -

2. Not used - - - -

Other Occupancies

3. Not used - - - -

4. Commercial 264,150 - 264,150 - -

5. Office Building 430,645 - 430,645 - -

6. Day - Schools
L/day 345,000 345,000 -

units: m
3
/day 431 345 264 431 167 -

Average Daily Demand units: L/d 430,645 345,000 264,150 430,645 166,500 -

units: L/s 5.0 4.0 3.1 5.0 1.9 -

Maximum Day Demand (factor = 2.0) units: L/d 861,290 690,000 528,300 861,290 333,000 -

Peak Hour Demand (factor = 4.5) units: L/s 22.4 18.0 13.8 22.4 8.7 -

Notes:

1.

2.

3.

DOMESTIC WATER USAGE CALCULATION SHEET

Development

Occupancy Data

Description:

Population densities are based on scenario development Option # 2 which includes the greater development 

The calculations present four types of development, one institutional, one commercial, one office and one residential

OBC water requirement is 30 L/day/student. 



where:
F= Required fire flow in L/min
C=Coefficient related to construction 
A=Total area in m2

Determining ‘C’ – Factor for Fire-Resistive Construction: Assume C= 0.6

Assume for fire-resistive construction (fully protected frame, floors, roof) --> C = 0.6

Determining ‘A’ – Floor Area:

1 Storey 2 Storey

11,000 9,000

0 9,000

0 0

11,000 11,250

Determining ‘F’:

1 Storey 2 Storey

0.6 0.6 - - - -

11,000 11,250 - - - -

13,844 14,001 - - - -

Reduction Factors:

where:
f 1 = Occupancy factor Assume 'limited' hazard occupancies, f 1 = 0.85

1 Storey 2 Storey

13,844 14,001 - - - -

0.85 0.85 - - - -

11,768 11,901 - - - -

Sprinkler and Exposure Decrease/Increase:

where:
f 2 = Assume Sprinkler reduction factor ( Building Sprinklered as Per NFPA 13) = 0.3

f 3 = Assume Exposure factor (not to exceed 75%, as per FUS Guide Item 4, pg.18)= 0.5

1 Storey 2 Storey

11,768 11,901 - - - -

3,530 3,570 - - - -

5,884 5,950 - - - -

14,121 14,281 - - - -

3,740 3,780 - - - -

Fire Flow Requirement Calculation Worksheet
The following calculations are for 'Muskoka Regional Centre' in the Town of Gravenhurst. The FUS 

requires that a minimum water supply source ‘F’ be provided at 150KPa.  The minimum building 

footprint can be calculated as such in order to achieve the existing fire flow:

Outline of Procedure

For fire-resistive buildings with 1-hour fire rating, the area shall be the total area of the largest floor 

plus 25% of each of the two immediately adjoining floors:

F''(USGPM)

F''=F'-S+E (L/min)

Floor Area (m
2
)

Area above (m
2
)

F' (L/min)

F (L/min)

F' = F*f 1  (L/min)

F (L/min) rounded to 

nearest 1,000

E = F' * f 3 (L/min)
S = F' * f 2 (L/min)

Area below (m
2
)

Total area (m
2
)

C (dimensionless)

A (m
2
)

f 1 (dimensionless)

A220CF =
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Statement of Limiting Conditions and Assumptions 

 
1. This Report/Study (the “Work”) has been prepared at the request of, and for the exclusive use of, the Owner, and its 

affiliates (the “Intended Users”).  No one other than the Intended Users has the right to use and rely on the Work without 
first obtaining the written authorization of Cole Engineering Group Ltd. (Cole Engineering) and its Owner.   

2. Cole Engineering expressly excludes liability to any party except the Intended Users for any use of, and/or reliance upon, 
the Work.   

3. Cole Engineering notes that the following assumptions were made in completing the Work:   

a) the land use description(s) supplied to us are correct; 
b) the surveys and data supplied to Cole Engineering  by the Owner are accurate;  
c) market timing, approval delivery and secondary source information is within the control of Parties other than Cole 

Engineering; and 
d) there are no encroachments, leases, covenants, binding agreements, restrictions, pledges, charges, liens or special 

assessments outstanding, or encumbrances which would significantly affect the use or servicing. 
 
Investigations have not been carried out to verify these assumptions.  Cole Engineering deems the sources of data and 
statistical information contained herein to be reliable, but we extend no guarantee of accuracy in these respects.  
 

4. Cole Engineering accepts no responsibility for legal interpretations, questions of survey, opinion of title, hidden or 
inconspicuous conditions of the property, toxic wastes or contaminated materials, soil or sub-soil conditions, environmental, 
engineering or other factual and technical matters disclosed by the Owner, the Client, or any public agency, which by their 
nature, may change the outcome of the Work.  Such factors, beyond the scope of this Work, could affect the findings, 
conclusions and opinions rendered in the Work.  We have made disclosure of related potential problems that have come to 
our attention.  Responsibility for diligence with respect to all matters of fact reported herein rests with the Intended Users. 

5. Cole Engineering practices engineering in the general areas of infrastructure and transportation.  It is not qualified to and is 
not providing legal or planning advice in this Work.   

6. The legal description of the property and the area of the site were based upon surveys and data supplied to us by the Owner.  
The plans, photographs, and sketches contained in this report are included solely to aide in visualizing the location of the 
property, the configuration and boundaries of the site, and the relative position of the improvements on the said lands. 

7. We have made investigations from secondary sources as documented in the Work, but we have not checked for compliance 
with by-laws, codes, agency and governmental regulations, etc., unless specifically noted in the Work. 

8. Because conditions, including capacity, allocation, economic, social, and political factors change rapidly and, on occasion, 
without notice or warning, the findings of the Work expressed herein, are as of the date of the Work and cannot necessarily 
be relied upon as of any other date without subsequent advice from Cole Engineering. 

9. The value of proposed improvements should be applied only with regard to the purpose and function of the Work, as 
outlined in the body of this Work.  Any cost estimates set out in the Work are based on construction averages and subject to 
change. 

10. Neither possession of the Work, nor a copy of it, carries the right of publication.  All copyright in the Work is reserved to 
Cole Engineering.  The Work shall not be disclosed, produced or reproduced, quoted from, or referred to, in whole or in 
part, or published in any manner, without the express written consent of Cole Engineering and the Owner. 

11. The Work is only valid if it bears the professional engineer’s seal and original signature of the author, and if considered in 
its entirety.  Responsibility for unauthorized alteration to the Work is denied. 
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November 18, 2013 

Updated June 8, 2015 
Our Ref: LD13‐0043 
 
 
MHBC Planning Urban Design & Landscape Architecture 
13 Poyntz Street 
Barrie, ON  L4M 3N6 
 
Attention:  Ms. Kris Menzie 

Dear Ms. Menzie: 

Re:  Preliminary Traffic Capacity Review  
Muskoka Regional Center Lands  
Township of Gravenhurst, District of Muskoka  
 

1.0 Introduction 
Cole  Engineering Group  Ltd.  (Cole  Engineering)  is  pleased  to  submit  this  Preliminary  Traffic  Capacity 
Review  for  the potential developments  associated with  the  subject  lands  (Muskoka Regional Center) 
which  is  currently designated  as  ‘Institutional Area’,  ‘Urban Open  Space Area’,  and  ‘Natural Heritage 
Area’ under the Township of Gravenhurst Official Plan.  

The Muskoka  Regional  Center  lands  are  29.55  hectares  (73  acres)  in  size with  one  (1)  existing  road 
access connection to the subject site via Muskoka Road North / District Road 18.  The subject lands are 
divided  into two (2) parcels by a natural heritage feature approximately 0.945 hectares (2.34 acres)  in 
size.  Under the Official Plan, 30% of the subject lands are dedicated to Parkland uses which translates to 
approximately 8.87 hectares (21.92 acres).  In addition, a 30‐meter setback (6.39 hectares / 15.79 acres) 
along  the  shoreline  is  designated  as  ‘Urban Open  Space’.    As  such,  the  potential  available  area  for 
development will be the remainder of the subject  land area which  is approximately 45% of the site, or 
13.35 hectares (32.99 acres) in size. 

Based on information provided by the Client, there are four (4) conceptual development plan options for 
the Muskoka Regional Center, defined as follows: 

Option  1:  The  entire  development will  be  accommodated  in  the  parcel  of  land  located west  of  the 
natural heritage feature.   The proposed development  in this scenario will comprise of a wide range of 
institutional  land  uses  consisting  of  nursing  homes  /  homes  for  aged;  educational  facilities; medical 
facilities; and government and/or public offices; as well as a potential possibility for retirement homes. 
Access to the site will remain via existing access connection to Muskoka Road North / District Road 18. 
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Option  2:  This  option  includes  uses  identified  in Option  1  as well  as  residential  development  in  the 
eastern portion of the subject site.   There will be future road access to the residential development  in 
addition to the existing access driveway. 

Option 3: Similar to Option 1, all of the proposed development uses will be clustered within the western 
portion of the subject site.   Most of the development will be  institutional  in nature; however, an art / 
performing center and outdoor performance space will be proposed as well.    

Option 4: This option  is a variation of Option 3 and provides more of a “main street” approach to the 
ultimate development of the subject site.  This option portrays a finer road pattern grid and smaller lots 
dedicated to parking areas.      

It should be noted that all the previously mentioned options have advantages and disadvantages from a 
transportation  perspective.  However,  they  all  propose  pedestrian  linkage  and/or  trail  networks 
throughout the development area.  

The  intent of  this  letter  is  to assess  the development potential of  the options  in  the context of  traffic 
generation. The site generated  traffic  for each of  the potential  land uses  introduced  in  the previously 
mentioned  options  has  been  identified  and  considered  in  relation  to  available  capacity  of  the  road 
accessing the  lands.   The worst and best case scenarios (in terms of site generated traffic) that can be 
accommodated within the existing road network capacity has been evaluated in this process.   

2.0 Methodology 
Trip generation for the proposed development options was undertaken using  information contained  in 
the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).   

Muskoka Road North  / District Road 18  is  a  two  (2)‐lane, north‐south  rural  collector  road under  the 
jurisdiction of District of Muskoka  (the “District”) and has a posted speed  limit of 50 km/hr within the 
study  area.    According  to  the  ‘Geometric  Design  Guide  for  Canadian  Roads  (TAC) Manual’,  a  rural 
collector road can accommodate an Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) of up to 5,000 vehicles.  Based 
on the Seasonal Variation Curve, peak hour data was assumed as ten percent (10%) of the AADT traffic 
which  is  equivalent  to  approximately  500  vehicles  per  lane  per  direction  during  the  peak  analysis 
periods. 

The  analysis  approach  is  based  on  identifying  the  threshold  of  development  that  would  result  in 
directional capacity (500 vehicles / hour / lane) for Muskoka Road North / District Road 18   

Based on this assumption, any proposed  land uses  (or combination of uses) should not result  in more 
than 500 vehicles per lane during the peak hour in either direction in order to be accommodated within 
the existing road network capacity.  
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For the purposes of this study, a range of possible land uses was provided for analysis purposes. Based 
on this  list, two (2)  ‘theoretical’ scenarios assuming the various potential  land uses were assessed and 
reviewed in the context of this capacity threshold:  

• Scenario 1 identifies the maximum size (i.e. number of dwelling units or gross floor area (GFA)) 
that can be accommodated within the existing road network capacity by any given single land 
use; and, 

• Scenario 2 assessed a  theoretical combination of potential  land uses  (based on  the  ITE Trip 
Generation Manual’s surveys ‘average development size1) that can be accommodated within 
the  existing  road  network  capacity  to  provide  an  idea  of  the  type  of mix  and  density  of 
development  that  could  be  implemented  on  the  lands  using  the  existing  road  facility’s 
available capacity.     

The following sections present a detailed analysis and identification of these ‘theoretical’ land use mixes 
that  could be  accommodated within  the existing  road network  capacity of 500  vehicles per  lane per 
direction. 

2.1. Scenario 1 
As mentioned, this scenario reflects an analysis of the maximum size  (i.e. number of dwelling units or 
GFA)  for each  single potential  land use  that  can be accommodated within  the existing  road network 
capacity  considering  the  500  vehicle  directional  threshold.  For  example,  the  maximum  number  of 
dwelling  units  (Single  Family  units)  or  Recreational  Commercial  Center  land  use  size  that  can  be 
accommodated within the 500 vehicle threshold during the weekday peak hours is 800 residential units 
or 350,000 ft2 of recreational commercial centre, respectively.  

The maximum size of each individual proposed land use, their directional distribution during the AM and 
PM peak hours, and the trips generated for each are summarized in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 – Trip Generation – Scenario 1 

Land Use  Maximum 
Size  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Single Family 
House 

800  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  150  450  600  504  296  800 
Distribution  25%  75%  ‐‐  63%  37%  ‐‐ 

Residential 
Condominium / 
Townhouse 

1,350  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  101  493  594  470  232  702 

Distribution  17%  83%  ‐‐  67%  33%  ‐‐ 

Senior Adult 
Housing‐Detached 

3,000  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  231  429  660  494  316  810 
Distribution  35%  65%  ‐‐  61%  39%  ‐‐ 

Recreational 
Commercial 

Center 
350,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  474  244  718  470  489  959 

Distribution  66%  34%  ‐‐  49%  51%  ‐‐ 

 

                                                            
 
1 The ITE recommendation is based on the average of the number of site studied for each land use. 



MHBC Planning Urban Design & Landscape Architecture Preliminary Traffic Capacity Review 
Page 4 Muskoka Regional Center Lands 
November 18, 2013 Township of Gravenhurst, District of Muskoka 

 

Table 2.1 – Trip Generation – Scenario 1 (Continued) 

Land Use  Maximum 
Size  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 

In  Out  In  Out  In  Out 

Elementary 
School  170,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  495  389  884  93  113  206 
Distribution  56%  44%  ‐‐  45%  55%  ‐‐ 

Middle / Junior 
High School  200,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  479  392  871  124  114  238 
Distribution  55%  45%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

High School  230,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  500  204  704  120  103  223 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  54%  46%  ‐‐ 

Junior / 
Community 
College 

230,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  509  179  688  339  245  584 

Distribution  74%  26%  ‐‐  58%  42%  ‐‐ 

Hospital  574,812 ft2 
Gross Trips  344  202  546  203  331  534 
Distribution  63%  37%  ‐‐  38%  62%  ‐‐ 

Nursing Home  574,812 ft2 
Gross Trips  224  92  316  221  204  425 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

General Office  350,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  480  66  546  89  433  522 
Distribution  88%  12%  ‐‐  17%  83%  ‐‐ 

Corporate 
Headquarters  350,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  495  37  532  49  444  493 
Distribution  93%  7%  ‐‐  10%  90%  ‐‐ 

Medical Dental 
Office  190,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  359  95  454  190  488  678 
Distribution  79%  21%  ‐‐  28%  72%  ‐‐ 

Government 
Office Building  100,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  494  94  588  38  83  121 
Distribution  84%  16%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Government 
Office Complex  250,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  492  61  553  221  492  713 
Distribution  89%  11%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

As  detailed  in  Table  2.1,  some  of  the  land  uses  (highlighted  in  grey)  generate  close  to  the  capacity 
threshold during  the analyzed peak periods.   The  summary of  the  land uses and  their maximum  size 
(column #2) reflect what would be the theoretical maximum for each land use (i.e. generate more than 
480 vehicles per direction per lane) and have been summarized as follows: 

• Single Family Homes: 800 dwelling units; 
• Residential Condominium Townhouses: 1,350 dwelling units; 
• Senior Adult Housing – Detached: 3,000 dwelling units; 
• Recreational Commercial Centre: 350,000 ft2 (32,516 m2); 
• Elementary School: 170,000 ft2 (15,794 m2); 
• High School: 230,000 ft2 (21,368 m2); 
• Junior/Community College: 230,000 ft2 (21,368 m2); 
• General Office: 350,000 ft2 (32,516 m2); 
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• Corporate Headquarters: 350,000 ft2 (32,516 m2); 
• Medical Office: 190,000 ft2 (17,652 m2) 
• Government Office Building: 100,000 ft2 (9,290 m2); and, 
• Government Office Complex: 250,000 ft2 (23,226 m2). 

It is understood at this time that it is not anticipated that the lands will be developed with one (1) single 
land use and  therefore  it  is necessary  to provide an analysis of  the  theoretical, arbitrary mix of  these 
uses  in  keeping with  the  conceptual  scenarios  identified  in  the Muskoka  Regional  Centre  plan.  The 
following scenario analyses account for and identify various land use mix options. 

2.2. Scenario 2 
As mentioned  in Section 2.0, this scenario summarizes the trips generated for each  land use based on 
the  ITE parameters  (average development  size). Table 2.2  summarizes  the potential  land uses  in  the 
context  of what  the  typical  development  size  is  for  each  land  use  as  identified  by  ITE  surveys.  This 
summary provides an  idea of how much of  the 500 vehicle capacity would be consumed by a  typical 
development size for each land use. 

For  example;  based  on  the  analysis  of  peaking  characteristics  of  the  land  uses  and  the  500  vehicle 
directional capacity threshold, the typical dwelling unit count (207 Single Family units) or Recreational 
Commercial Center  land use  (74,000 ft2) would generate a  combined maximum directional volume of 
409  vehicles.  (below  the  500  vehicle  directional  threshold).  Each  potential  land  use  has  been 
summarized  in Table 2.2 with directional volumes based on a  ‘typical’ development size  for each  land 
use.  

Table 2.2 – Trip Generation – Scenario 2 

Land Use  ITE 
Recommendations 

Recommended 
Quantity  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Single Family 
House 

No. of Studies: 321 
Average No. of 

Dwelling Units: 207 

207  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  39  116  155  130  77  207 

Distribution  25%  75%  ‐‐  63%  37%  ‐‐ 

Residential 
Condominium 
/ Townhouse 

No. of Studies: 59 
Average No. of 

Dwelling Units: 213 

213  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  16  78  94  74  37  111 

Distribution  17%  83%  ‐‐  67%  33%  ‐‐ 

Senior Adult 
Housing‐
Detached 

No. of Studies: 23 
Average No. of 

Dwelling Units: 607 

607  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  47  87  134  100  64  164 

Distribution  35%  65%  ‐‐  61%  39%  ‐‐ 

Recreational 
Commercial 

Center 

No. of Studies: 6 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 74 
74,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  100  52  152  99  103  202 

Distribution  66%  34%  ‐‐  49%  51%  ‐‐ 

Elementary 
School 

No. of Studies: 10 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 84 
84,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  245  192  437  46  56  102 

Distribution  56%  44%  ‐‐  45%  55%  ‐‐ 

Middle / 
Junior High 
School 

No. of Studies: 9 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 116 
116,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  278  227  505  72  66  138 

Distribution  55%  45%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 
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Table 2.2 – Trip Generation – Scenario 2 (Continued) 

Land Use  ITE 
Recommendations 

Recommended 
Quantity  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 

In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

High School 
No. of Studies: 22 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 225 
225,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  489  200  689  118  100  218 

Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  54%  46%  ‐‐ 

Junior /  
Community 
College 

No. of Studies: 3 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 501 

2230,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  509  179  688  339  245  584 

Distribution  74%  26%  ‐‐  58%  42%  ‐‐ 

Hospital 
No. of Studies: 13 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 599 

3574,812 ft2 
Gross Trips  344  202  546  203  331  534 

Distribution  63%  37%  ‐‐  38%  62%  ‐‐ 

Nursing Home 
No. of Studies: 3 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 42 
42,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  16  7  23  16  15  31 

Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

General Office 
No. of Studies: 218 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 222 
222,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  319  43  362  56  271  327 

Distribution  88%  12%  ‐‐  17%  83%  ‐‐ 

Corporate 
Headquarters 

No. of Studies: 22 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 283 
283,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  400  30  430  40  359  399 

Distribution  93%  7%  ‐‐  10%  90%  ‐‐ 

Medical 
Dental Office 

No. of Studies: 23 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 41 
41,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  77  21  98  41  105  146 

Distribution  79%  21%  ‐‐  28%  72%  ‐‐ 

Government 
Office Building 

No. of Studies: 2 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 52 
52,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  257  49  306  20  43  63 

Distribution  84%  16%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Government 
Office 

Complex 

No. of Studies: 2 
Average 1,000 ft2 

GFA: 104 
104,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  205  25  230  92  205  297 

Distribution  89%  11%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

As shown in Table 2.2, the summary of the land uses with their associated typical size shows that there 
are  two  (2) developments which  achieve  the 500  vehicle directional  threshold on  their own without 
being combined with other uses.  They are as follows: 

• High School: 225,000 ft2 (20,903 m2); and, 
• Junior College: 230,000 ft2 (21,368 m2). 

                                                            
 
2 Based on the ITE, the average recommended GFA for this land use is 501,000 ft2; however, the subject site can accommodate 
this land use up to maximum GFA of 230,000 ft2. As such, the site generated traffic of this land use in Table 2.2 reflects the GFA 
of 230,000 ft2. 
 
3 Based on the  ITE, the average recommended GFA  for this  land use  is 599,000  ft2; however, the potential available building 
area  for  development  is  574,812  ft2.    As  such,  the  site  generated  traffic  of  this  land  use  in  Table  2.2  reflects  the GFA  of 
574,812 ft2. 
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The result of this scenario analysis provides important insight related to the effects that a single land use 
can have on  the  road network when  considering  the developable  land.  It  should be noted  that each 
individual  land  use  has  differing  peaking  characteristics.  For  some,  the  peak  direction  of  travel  is 
outbound  in  the AM while others  the peak direction  is  inbound. This  is an  important consideration  in 
that  combining  land  uses  with  opposite  directional  peaking  characteristics  would  provide  the 
opportunity to maximize land use potential. This can be achieved while utilizing the maximum two (2)‐
way  capacity  (500  vehicle  threshold  for  each  direction)  of  the  roadway  for  both  AM  and  PM  peak 
periods.  

As an example, residential land uses have high percentages of outbound trips during the AM peak hour, 
while office land uses have high percentages of inbound trips during the AM peak hour (and vise‐versa 
in the PM peak hour). Combining these uses would allow for more development in total while balancing 
the capacity demands of the roadway for both directions.     

2.2.1. Option 1 

The  analysis  considers  the  theoretical  potential  land  use mix  contemplated  in Option  1  that  can  be 
accommodated within  the  existing  road  network  capacity  of  500  vehicles  per  lane  per  direction.  A 
potential combination of uses is summarized in Table 2.3: 

Table 2.3 – Potential Land Uses in Option 1 

Land Use  Recommended 
Quantity  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Senior Adult Housing‐
Detached 

200  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  15  29  44  33  21  54 
Distribution  35%  65%  ‐‐  61%  39%  ‐‐ 

Recreational Commercial 
Center  15,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  20  10  30  20  21  41 
Distribution  66%  34%  ‐‐  49%  51%  ‐‐ 

Elementary School  20,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  58  46  104  11  13  24 
Distribution  56%  44%  ‐‐  45%  55%  ‐‐ 

Middle / Junior High School  20,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  48  39  87  12  11  23 
Distribution  55%  45%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

High School  20,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  43  18  61  10  9  19 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  54%  46%  ‐‐ 

Junior / Community College  40,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  89  31  120  59  43  102 
Distribution  74%  26%  ‐‐  58%  42%  ‐‐ 

Hospital  120,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  72  42  114  42  69  111 
Distribution  63%  37%  ‐‐  38%  62%  ‐‐ 

Nursing Home  30,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  12  5  17  12  11  23 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

General Office  10,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  27  4  31  15  74  89 
Distribution  88%  12%  ‐‐  17%  83%  ‐‐ 
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Table 2.3 – Potential Land Uses in Option 1 (Continued)  

Land Use  Recommended 
Quantity  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 

In  Out  In  Out  In  Out 

Corporate Headquarters  10,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  14  1  15  1  13  14 
Distribution  93%  7%  ‐‐  10%  90%  ‐‐ 

Medical Dental Office  15,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  28  8  36  15  39  54 
Distribution  79%  21%  ‐‐  28%  72%  ‐‐ 

Government Office Building  10,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  49  9  58  4  8  12 
Distribution  84%  16%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Government Office 
Complex  10,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  20  2  22  9  20  29 
Distribution  89%  11%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Total Trips  495  244  739  243  352  595 

Based on  this  land use mix, a possible combination of uses and potential densities  (while maintaining 
existing road network capacity) are as follows: 

• Senior housing: 200 dwelling units; 
• Recreational community center: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Elementary school: 20,000 ft2 (1,858 m2); 
• Middle / Junior school: 20,000 ft2 (1,858 m2); 
• High school: 20,000 ft2 (1,858 m2); 
• Junior / Community college: 40,000 ft2 (3,716 m2); 
• Hospital: 120,000 ft2 (11,148 m2); 
• Nursing home: 30,000 ft2 (2,787 m2); 
• General office: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); 
• Corporate headquarters: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); 
• Medical office: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Government office: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); and, 
• Government office complex: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2). 

The mix of development sizes analyzed and their size / combination is theoretical and arbitrary. It should 
be  noted  that  adjustments  can  be made  to  the  sizes  of  the  individual  uses,  provided  that  the  total 
directional volume of the mix of uses in combination does not exceed the 500 vehicle directional volume 
threshold. An  increase  in one (1)  land use development size would require a decrease  in another  land 
use development size in order to maintain a directional volume of 500 vehicles or less per hour. Where 
appropriate,  ‘recommended  quantity’  has  been matched  up  to  ITE  Trip Generation Manual  ‘average 
development size’ for each particular  land use. Also, due to the similar peaking characteristics of some 
of  the aforementioned  land uses,  roadway capacity would be  reached directionally while  there  is still 
reserve capacity for the opposite direction. 
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2.2.2. Option 2  

The  analysis  considers  the  theoretical  potential  land  use mix  contemplated  in Option  2  that  can  be 
accommodated within  the  existing  road  network  capacity  of  500  vehicles  per  lane  per  direction.  A 
potential combination of uses is summarized in Table 2.4: 

Table 2.4 – Potential Land Uses in Option 2 

Land Use  Recommended 
Quantity  Parameter 

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Single Family Homes  200  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  38  113  151  126  74  200 
Distribution  25%  75%  ‐‐  63%  37%  ‐‐ 

Residential 
Condominium / 
Townhouse 

200  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  15  73  88  70  34  104 

Distribution  17%  83%  ‐‐  67%  33%  ‐‐ 

Senior Adult Housing‐
Detached 

200  
Dwelling Units 

Gross Trips  15  29  44  33  21  54 
Distribution  35%  65%  ‐‐  61%  39%  ‐‐ 

Recreational 
Commercial Center  15,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  20  10  30  20  21  41 
Distribution  66%  34%  ‐‐  49%  51%  ‐‐ 

Elementary School  15,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  44  34  78  8  10  18 
Distribution  56%  44%  ‐‐  45%  55%  ‐‐ 

Middle / Junior High 
School  15,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  36  29  65  9  9  18 
Distribution  55%  45%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

High School  15,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  33  13  46  8  7  15 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  54%  46%  ‐‐ 

Junior / Community 
College  35,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  77  27  104  52  37  89 
Distribution  74%  26%  ‐‐  58%  42%  ‐‐ 

Hospital  120,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  72  42  114  42  69  111 
Distribution  63%  37%  ‐‐  38%  62%  ‐‐ 

Nursing Home  30,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  12  5  17  12  11  23 
Distribution  71%  29%  ‐‐  52%  48%  ‐‐ 

General Office  10,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  27  4  31  15  74  89 
Distribution  88%  12%  ‐‐  17%  83%  ‐‐ 

Corporate 
Headquarters  10,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  14  1  15  1  13  14 
Distribution  93%  7%  ‐‐  10%  90%  ‐‐ 

Medical Dental Office  15,000 ft2 
Gross Trips  28  8  36  15  39  54 
Distribution  79%  21%  ‐‐  28%  72%  ‐‐ 

Government Office 
Building  10,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  49  9  58  4  8  12 
Distribution  84%  16%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Government Office 
Complex  10,000 ft2 

Gross Trips  20  2  22  9  20  29 
Distribution  89%  11%  ‐‐  31%  69%  ‐‐ 

Total Trips  500  399  899  424  447  871 
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Based on  this  theoretical  land use mix, a possible  combination of uses and potential densities  (while 
maintaining existing road network capacity) are as follows: 

• Single family homes: 200 dwelling units; 
• Residential condominium homes: 200 dwelling units; 
• Senior housing: 200 dwelling units; 
• Recreational community center: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Elementary school: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Middle/Junior school: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• High school: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Junior/Community college: 35,000 ft2 (3,252 m2); 
• Hospital: 120,000 ft2 (11,148 m2); 
• Nursing home: 30,000 ft2 (2,787 m2); 
• General office: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); 
• Corporate headquarters: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); 
• Medical office: 15,000 ft2 (1,394 m2); 
• Government office: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2); and, 
• Government office complex: 10,000 ft2 (929 m2). 

2.2.3. Option 3 

The  land  uses  contemplated  in  this  option  are  similar  to  Option  1.  The mix  of  development  sizes 
analyzed and their size / combination  is theoretical and arbitrary.  It should be noted that adjustments 
can be made to the sizes of the individual uses, provided that the total directional volume of the mix of 
uses  in combination does not exceed the 500 vehicle directional volume threshold. An  increase  in one 
land use development  size would  require decrease  in another  land use development  size  in order  to 
maintain a directional volume of 500 vehicles or less / hour. However, an art / performing center and an 
outdoor performance  space  are  conceptually planned  for  this option  and  are  expected  to be mainly 
ancillary  uses  to  the  development.  Also,  the  peak  hour  characteristics  of  these  land  uses  are  not 
anticipated to coincide with the AM and PM peak hours characteristics of the main  land use. As such, 
the  site generated  traffic of  the ancillary use  is not expected  to have  significant  impact  to  the  traffic 
capacity.  

2.2.4. Option 4 

This option  is a variation of the  land uses proposed for Option 3,  in that the open space and potential 
development area are the same. However, this option provides more of a “main street” approach to the 
ultimate  development  of  the  subject  site  by  portraying  a  finer  road  pattern  grid  and  smaller  lots 
dedicated to parking areas.      
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In  summary  it  should  be  reiterated  that  introducing  any  new  land  uses  or  changing  the  proposed 
quantity of any land uses should be reviewed and assessed in order to determine the magnitude of the 
impact to the road capacity.  In general terms, an increase in quantity of one (1) land use would require 
a  decrease  in  quantity  of  another  land  use  (with  similar  peaking  characteristics)  in  order  to 
accommodate the site generated trips within the existing road network capacity. 

Note:  The  trip  generation  rates  used  for  a  given  land  use  code  were  consistent  in  all  scenarios 
irrespective of size, e.g. Hospital. Once a set of land uses is established, then non‐average / size specific 
trip generation rates should be used. 

3.0 Findings and Conclusions 
Based on this traffic review, the study findings indicate the following; 

• Option 1 would provide the best opportunity for maximizing development (due to fewer land 
use types) while still maintaining the capacity threshold of 500 vehicles per hour per direction 
on Muskoka  Road North  / District Road  18,  although  it  does  not  fully  utilize  the  available 
capacity for both directions but rather one direction more so than the other; 

• Option  2 would  provide  the most  effective mix  of  land  use  to maximize  development  by 
utilizing  the  available  capacity  for  both  directions  on  the  roadway  while  maintaining 
acceptable levels of service. 

• Option 3 and Option 4 would have a similar capacity impact as Option 1. 
• Overall,  each  of  the  options  can  work  within  the  context  of  available  traffic  capacity 
depending on the magnitude of the land use size combined with the mix of land uses.  

Yours Truly, 

COLE ENGINEERING GROUP LTD. 
 

 
 
 

Michael A. Tedesco, P. Eng             Jillian Britto, EIT 
Business Unit Leader, Traffic             Transportation Analyst 
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MRC Natural Heritage
Existing Natural-Heritage Conditions and Considerations

The following summary of existing natural-heritage conditions is based on available information
from consultant reports, municipal Official Plans, and agency contacts as well as two site visits to
the subject property:

Wetlands

An unevaluated wetland is located in the valley associated with the small on-site watercourse.  A
previous natural-heritage study (Ecoplans, 2010) proposed a minimum 15 - 30 m setback from this
wetland; but on further consideration of site conditions, a 15-m setback is likely adequate to protect
this feature.  A setback from the top-of-bank associated with the valley in which the wetland and
watercourse are located will likely provide a larger setback.

Aquatic Habitat - Tributary

The small tributary on site flows through the aforementioned unevaluated wetland which is located
in distinct valleylands.  This tributary has been previously described as coolwater/coldwater
(Ecoplans, 2010); but based on the fish species present and its biophysical characteristics,
“coolwater” is a more appropriate classification.  Although a 15-m setback would provide adequate
protection for this feature a larger setback will actually result because of setbacks associated with
the wetland and the valleylands.

Aquatic Habitat - Lake

Aquatic habitat in the near-shore areas adjacent to the subject property is quite variable, ranging
from shallow sandy reaches with stands of aquatic macrophyes to reaches of abrupt drop off to
deeper waters.  The waters adjacent to the site support a diverse fish community and are important
for life-cycle functions such as spawning, nursery, and feeding.  Smallmouth bass and northern pike
reportedly spawn nearby and it is likely that other centrarchids and various forage species do as well. 
The Town of Gravenhurst requires a minimum 30-m shoreline buffer.  This is considered adequate
to protect the aquatic habitat adjacent to the site.  Structures such as docks at the waterfront are
considered acceptable provided that they meet the requirements and guidelines of the Department
of Fisheries and Oceans, the Ministry of Natural Resources, and the Municipality.  Amenities such
as footpaths and potentially boardwalks may be acceptable within the 30-m shoreline buffer if an
Environmental Impact Study determines that there will be no resulting negative impacts on the
natural features or their functions within this buffer.

Valeylands

The on-site watercourse is located in valeylands which bisect the site.  The slopes of this feature are
generally well vegetated and appear stable.  The Natural Hazard Guidelines of the Provincial Policy
Statement call for a 6-m setback for maintenance-access allowance, but a suitable setback may



actually be larger because of setbacks from the wetland and the watercourse or if geotechnical
analyses so indicate..

Species At Risk

A list of species at risk (SAR) which are known or which could potentially be found on site is
presented in Table 1 along with information about provincial and federal status, preferred habitat,
and observations of each species on the property.  Of the listed species, only butternut, northern map
turtle, and five-lined skink are of likely issue on the Muskoka Regional Center property.

Butternut is classified as “endangered” federally and provincially, but general habitat protection for
this species does not yet apply.  Six butternut trees have been identified on site, all within or on the
edge of the cleared/manicured area.  These trees have been evaluated and are hybrids and are
considered “non retainable”.  The on-site butternut trees are therefore not protected by provincial
or federal legislation or policies.

Northern map turtle is listed as a “species of special concern” both federally and provincially.
Several have been observed along the shoreline and suitable nesting, and basking.  Although 
hibernation and nesting habitat are thought to exist in the vicinity to the property, none was fund
during recent studies at the site (Ecoplans, 2010)  This turtle and its habitat are not currently
protected by legislation, but MNR has a DRAFT policy document under consideration in which even
one northern map turtle nest would be defined as “significant wildlife habitat” (SWH).  The
municipality is the agency responsible for making the determination of the presence of “significant
wildlife habitat”; and if such a determination is made, MNR recommends a setback of 30 - 100 m
from map turtle nesting locations.  Given that no map turtle nests have been identified on site to date
and that the MNR SWH guideline is draft, the 30-m shoreline buffer proposed for the site is
considered adequate to protect this turtle and its potential nesting and hibernating habitat.  

The five-lined skink is Ontario’s only lizard and is designated a “species of special concern” both
federally and provincially.  Several of these lizards were observed in the rock barren habitat in the
northwest and northeast areas of the site.  The Carolinian population of this species is protected by
regulation but the Southern Shield population - which includes those skinks in the study area - is not. 

The Committee On the Status of Species At Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) is currently reviewing the
status of several existing and candidate SAR and the status of some or all may be revised in the near
future.  The ranges associated with the 11 candidate species, the habitat required or preferred by
relevant biota and the potential implications to re-development of the Muskoka Regional Center
property at Gravenhurst have been reviewed.  A summary of relevant information is presented in
Table 2.  With the possible exception of the ashton cuckoo bumble bee, no species currently under
review in regards to SAR status is expected to have any implications to the MRC site.  It is our view
that the implications associated with the possible presence of that bumble-bee species are minimal.



Table 1:List of SAR that are or which could be potentially found in the NH study area

Species
Federal 
Status

Provincial
Status

Habitat Observation of species on
subject property

Avifauna

Canada Warbler 
(Wilsonia canadensis)

THR SC Forest T One individual (Ecoplans,
2009)

Herpetofauna

Blanding’s Turtle 
(Emydoidea blandingii)

THR1 THR Shallow lakes and
wetlands

No

Northern Map Turtle
(Graptemys
geographica)

SC SC Lakes and rivers T (Ecoplans, 2009)

Snapping Turtle 
(Chelydra serpentina)

SC SC Freshwater habitat in
general

No

Spotted Turtle
(Clemmys guttata)

END END Unpolluted aquatic
ecosystems

No

Eastern Ribbonsnake
(Thamnophis sauritus)

SC2 SC Dense vegetation near
water

No

Eastern Hog-Nosed
Snake 
(Heterodon platirhinos)

THR THR Open vegetation cover
and sandy soils

No

Milksnake
(Lampropeltis
triangulum)

SC SC Wide variety No

Massassauga 
(Sistrurus catenatus)

THR THR Granite rock tables No

Five-Lined Skink 
(Plestiodon fasciatus)

SC3 SC Rocky outcrops mixed
with forest

T (Ecoplans, 2009)

Vegetation

Butternut 
(Juglans cinerea)

END END Deciduous forests T 6 individuals, assessed as
hybrids (Ecoplans, 2009)

Branched Bartonia 
(Bartonia paniculata
ssp. paniculata)

THR THR Open graminoid or
low shrubs sphagnum
bogs/ fen

No

END - Endangered THR - Threatened SC - Special Concern Species

1, 3 - Great Lakes/ St. Lawrence Population
2   - Great Lakes Population



Table 2: Priority list of SAR expected to be assessed by COSSARO in June, 2013

Species Scientific Name Provincial Status
(SARO)

Federal Status
(SARA)

Comments Potential
Implications to
the MRC Site

Bank Swallow Rioparia riparia NA NA -found in every province of Canada
-is colonial, usually nesting in eroding
banks near water
-not presently designated by SARA or
SARO, but may be up-listed for
Ontario in June
-COSEWIC status - Threatened (May
2013)

-no known
habitat on site
-not observed on
site during
Tarandus
inspections or
Ecoplans surveys
-low risk

Northern Bobwhite Colinus virginianus Endangered Endangered -inhabits edge and grassland habitats
-southern Ontario is at the northern
limit of its range
-probably <500 native Bobwhite in
Ontario, with recent records limited to
Lambton County
-COSEWIC status - Endangered (May
2013)

-virtually none

Bridle Shiner Notropis bifrenatus Special Concern Special
Concern

-known at about 17 sites in eastern
Lake Ontario and the St Lawrence R
-COSEWIC status - Special Concern
(May 2013)

-virtually none

Pugnose Shiner Notropis anogenus Endangered Endangered -known at 3 site in southwestern
Ontario and 2 in the St Lawrence R
-COSEWIC status - Threatened (May
2013)

-virtually none



Species Scientific Name Provincial Status
(SARO)

Federal Status
(SARA)

Comments Potential
Implications to
the MRC Site

Ashton Cuckoo
Bumble Bee

Bombus ashtoni NA NA -current range not well known
-is dependent on other bumble bees
for life cycle
-appears to be in decline

-unknown
-no surveys
undertaken at site
-probably low
risk

American Badger Taxidea taxus Endangered Endangered -is found in the southwestern part of
Ontario, mostly close to L Erie in
Haldimand-Norfolk County, and in
northwestern Ontario in the Thunder
Bay and Rainy River Districts
-COSEWIC status - Endangered
(November 2012)

-virtually none

Kidneyshell Ptychobranchus
fasciolaris

Endangered Endangered -in Ontario, is known from about 100
km of the East Sydenham River, a 25
km stretch of the Ausable River, and
in the delta area of Lake St. Clair.
-COSEWIC status - Endangered (May
2013)

-virtually none

Lilliput Toxolasma parvum NA NA -known in southern and southwestern
Ontario (Grand R, Thames R, Lower
Sydenham R, Detroit R)
-lives in shallows of lakes and in
large-to-small watercourses
-COSEWIC status - Endangered
9May 2013)

-low risk



Species Scientific Name Provincial Status
(SARO)

Federal Status
(SARA)

Comments Potential
Implications to
the MRC Site

Round Hickorynut Obovaria
subrotunda

Endangered Endangered -in Ontario, it is currently known from
two sites: the St. Clair delta adjacent
to Walpole Island, and a stretch of the
East Sydenham River
-COSEWIC status - Endangered (May
2013)

-virtually none

Threehorn Wartyback Obovaria
subrotunda

NA NA -found in L Erie tributaries
-COSEWIC status - Threatened (May
2013)

-virtually none

Slender Bush-Clover Lespedeza virginica Endangered Endangered -in Canada, it occurs at the northern
limits of its natural range in two
locations in the City of Windsor, in
extreme southwestern Ontario.
-COSEWIC status - Endangered (May
2013)

-virtually none



Significant Wildlife Habitat

Based on existing information from previous studies at the subject property as well as MNR’s
Significant Wildlife Technical Guide (SWHTG) and the draft SWH Ecoregion 5E Criterion
Schedule, significant wildlife habitat (SWH) probably exists on site.

The draft Ecoregion 5E Criterion Schedule indicates that one active five-lined skink nest plus a 30-m
radius is considered SWH.  Although no nest sites for this lizard have been found, several
individuals were observed during previous surveys so presumably they are nesting nearby.  The most
likely area in which such nest would be expected to occur is that at the east end of the property,
close to the water, in areas with woody debris.

Part of the property east of the watercourse likely provides habitat for interior species as defined by
the SWHTG.  The Guide states that such habitat is 30 - 100+ ha in size which is a minimum of 100
m from the edge.  No definitive assessment of the ages of the dominant trees in this area has been
undertaken, but estimates for the largest trees have been put at a “presumed” 120 - 150 years.  If the
dominant trees are indeed 140+ years old, this area may qualify as SWH on this basis as well.



Natural-Heritage Review of Options

Option 1

Natural-Heritage Strengths

• preserves area which may be Significant Wildlife Habitat (Park 2)

• preserves area for “interior species” (Park 2)

• provides opportunities for NH education and interpretation (trails in Park 2 and in waterfront)

• preserves area of possible rock barrens in Park 2

• preserves natural-heritage features and functions associated with the on-site watercourse

• retains most important habitat for species of conservation concern (5-lined skink and northern
map turtle)

Natural Heritage Weaknesses

• impinges on area identified as rock barrens north of Park 1

• development footprint is in area suggested for “skink habitat retention” by Ecoplan NHS



Option 2

Natural-Heritage Strengths

• excludes development from area for “skink habitat retention” as suggested by Ecoplan NHS

• much of the site east of the watercourse is retained (rock barrens and interior habitat)

• provides opportunities for NH education and interpretation (trails in Park 2 and in waterfront)

• retains habitat for species of conservation concern (5-lined skink and northern map turtle)

Natural-Heritage Weaknesses

• potential development area east of watercourse is in an area which has been identified as having 
rock barrens and which likely provides interior habitat

• impinges on area identified as rock barrens and wooded lands north of Park 3

• development east of the watercourse would introduce more disturbances (light, noise) to the
adjacent natural lands than would Options 1, 3, and 4



Option 3

Natural-Heritage Strengths

• preserves area which may be Significant Wildlife Habitat (Park 2)

• preserves area for “interior species” (Park 2)

• provides opportunities for NH education and interpretation (trails in Park 2 and in waterfront)

• preserves area which has been identified as rock barrens in Park 2

• preserves natural-heritage features and functions associated with the on-site watercourse

• retains habitat for species of conservation concern (5-lined skink and northern map turtle)

Natural Heritage Weaknesses

• impinges on area identified as rock barrens and wooded land at southwest end of site



Option 4

Natural-Heritage Strengths

• preserves area which may be Significant Wildlife Habitat (Park 2)

• preserves area for “interior species” (Park 2)

• provides opportunities for NH education and interpretation (trails in Park 2 and in waterfront)

• preserves area identified as rock barrens in Park 2

• preserves natural-heritage features and functions associated with the on-site watercourse

• retains habitat for species of conservation concern (5-lined skink and northern map turtle)

Natural Heritage Weaknesses

• impinges on area identified as rock barrens and wooded land at southwest end of site
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GRAVENHUR.ST 

GATEWAY TO MUSKOKA 

March 12, 2015 

Ministry of Economic Development, Employment and Infrastructure 
1 Dundas Street West, Suite 2000, 
Toronto, ON M5G 2L5 
Attention: Mr. Ash Kothityal, Infrastructure Ontario, Senior Project Manager 

Dear Mr. Kothityal: 

RE: Muskoka Regional Centre, Gravenhurst, Ontario 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and discuss the draft report titled "Muskoka Regional 
Centre Lands: Draft Optimal Use Study". Please accept this letter as a summary of our 
review and recommended next steps in advancing the project. We would also like to take 
the opportunity to request a meeting with the Economic Development or Employment branch 
of your Ministry in order to begin dialogue on redevelopment and marketing opportunities, 
and would appreciate if you could provide an appropriate contact to initiate those 
discussions. 

As you are aware, since the closure of the Muskoka Centre in the early 1990's, the Town of 
Graven hurst has been supportive of the site's redevelopment and reuse in a manner that will 
benefit the ratepayers of the Town of Gravenhurst. Council has made it quite clear 
throughout the process that the establishment of increased sustainable employment 
opportunities is a high priority in the redevelopment of the site. In this respect, the Town has 
concerns with the direction of the draft report as prepared, which appears to suggest that 
shoreline residential lot development should precede employment based use of the property 
as a means of collecting short term income. We discussed many of our concerns at our 
recent meeting, but they can be summarized as follows: 

• Regardless of whether there is an institutional user (e.g. Ministry office) of the site 
currently, this site constitutes a rather large and unique component of the Town's 
employment land allocation. The recommendation in the report conflicts with the 
Town's goal of achieving long-term sustainable employment opportunities at this 
location. 

• The development of shoreline residential lots as a means of short term income could 
potentially come at the expense of long-term opportunities at this site. By 
establishing a sensitive land use now, a character is being established that could 
compromise the approvals of more intense, employment based land uses (e.g. 
commercial, institutional, industrial) in the future. 
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• The down-designation (and subsequent down-zoning) of a portion of the lands to 
residential (in the absence of a comprehensive development plan) would appear to 
conflict with not only town policy, but the guiding provincial policy which requires 
municipalities to preserve and protect employment lands. The Town would suggest 
this policy context is even more important when you consider the unique nature of the 
Muskoka Regional Centre property. 

During our recent discussion, you clarified Infrastructure Ontario's mandate with respect to 
disposition of lands, and indicated that there is little involvement of the Economic 
Development and Employment branch of the same Ministry in these processes. As indicated 
earlier, we would appreciate the opportunity to meet with the appropriate branch as a means 
of evaluating more suitable opportunities for this site. Perhaps it would be beneficial to meet 
with representatives from each branch simultaneously. 

This is very unique property in Muskoka. As such, and in the absence of a provincial interest 
in utilizing the property, we would like to discuss the idea of more unique, aggressive and 
proactive approaches to find the most suitable employment generating redevelopment plan. 
Supported by a five to ten year commitment by the Province of Ontario, we would like to 
investigate the concept of an international real estate marketing consulting firm being 
retained to search the globe for prospective investors whose plan will create the much 
needed employment in Gravenhurst and Muskoka. The consulting firm could employ the 
services of Ontario's international offices and domicile Investment Marketing team to market 
the opportunity and qualify leads that would result in a deal to redevelop the site. 

As you are aware, a great amount of effort went into communicating effectively with the 
Gravenhurst community during the research phase of this project and there is an expectation 
from the community that the final report will be made public in one form or another. The 
Town has received a number of inquiries recently by members of our community wondering 
when the final report will be made public. So, in order to respond to these inquiries, please 
advise us how and when the final report will be made public as soon as possible. 

We look forward to working with your Ministry, amongst others, in the advancement of this 
project. Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Yours truly, 

C. David Weldon 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Town of Gravenhurst 
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t?ontario One Dundas Street West, Suite 2000, Toronto, ON MSG 2LS 
1, rue Dundas Ouest, bureau 2000, Toronto, ON MSG 2LS 

Infrastructure Ontario 

May 14,2015 

C. David Weldon 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Town of Gravenhurst 

Dear Mr. Weldon, 

Thank you for your correspondence on March 12, 2015 and April 7, 2015 regarding the 
Optimal Use Study for the Muskoka Regional Centre. We appreciate receiving input 
from the Town of Gravenhurst, and thank the municipality for being an active participant 
throughout this process. 

On behalf of the government, Infrastructure Ontario (IO) has been exploring possibilities 
for an optimal use of the site that would allow us to satisfy our mandate as an agency, 
while also meeting the Town's objectives. IO has been working closely with its 
consultant to find a win-win solution that would generate income to cover anticipated 
remediation costs, while also addressing the Town's desire to create employment 
opportunities. 

IO intentionally involved the community in the process to develop land use options for 
the property. Three Public Information Centres (PIC's) were held to ensure the public 
would have ample opportunity to comment, offer suggestions and potential solutions. 

As a government agency, IO has a clear mandate to provide value to all taxpayers in the 
redevelopment of a government-owned property. As noted from the beginning of this 
initiative, IO is unable to support options that become a financial burden for the province. 
The concept was for proposed residential uses to assist in covering the costs associated 
with demolition, while considering re-use of the centre of the property for employment 
purposes. 

To clarify, while IO falls under the Ministry of Economic Development, Employment 
and Infrastructure (MEDEl), our mandate does not include creation of, or investment in, 
economic opportunities. As such, we have shared your comments with MEDEl for their 
awareness and potential follow up. 

With respect to the Optimal Use study, IO would recommend that the report be finalized 
in its current form as it meets the obligations of our mandate, and can provides a good 
starting point for any future discussions. We're not inclined to support hosting a fourth 

( 416.327.3937 ., 416.327.1906 IIIII info@infrastructureontario.ca .II. www.infrastructureontario.ca 
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public meeting since final recommendations were already discussed at the last PIC, and 
IO is not in a position to speak to additional employment creation opportunities. 

If you have any questions or require clarification, please feel free to contact me directly at 
416-212-3128. 

Sincerely, 

Ash Kothiyal 
Senior Project Manager, Land Development 

Copy: Graham Martin, Infrastructure Ontario 
Michael Coakley, Infrastructure Ontario 
Jeff Giffen, Infrastructure Ontario 

( 416.327.3937 ., 416.327.1906 .a info@infrastructureontario.ca !I! www.infrastructureontario.ca 
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