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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 

Type of Study 

Boating Impact Study, Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka 

Date 

October 27, 2021 

Report Summary  

 

The purpose of this study was to complete a Boating Impact Study to collect data about boating 

activities on Lake Muskoka during key summer weekends in the area of the proposed development in 

southern Gravenhurst Bay. RiverStone conducted this study using best practices identified in the 

literature focused on boating impact study methodologies and analyses.  

In order to complete the study RiverStone selected two (2) distinct study areas; Area A was designed 

to capture boating traffic using marinas, docks and local business at the shoreline of the Gravenhurst 

wharf and Area B was to capture use of the larger area of the lake for general boating activities 

immediately outside and distinctly different than that of the wharf.  

The Gravenhurst Wharf area in southern Gravenhurst Bay is a commercial development that was 

intended to attract people as a boating and land destination. As a result, there is every expectation that 

boating traffic would be high if the development was successful. The interpretation of the data 

collected in this assessment relied on this concept, balancing the expectation for high boating traffic to 

attend the businesses with safety for those accessing the wharf area.  

 

Based on our observations and analysis of the Boat Count data, RiverStone noted that: 

• The Gravenhurst Wharf area of the lake does have high boating traffic during key times of the day, 

particularly weekends.    

• Boating traffic within Area A of Southern Muskoka Bay was over capacity at various points 

throughout each of the sampling periods (Figure 2).  

• If boats were required to reduce their speed in Area A as we propose, boating traffic would still 

exceed capacity in some instances but both the frequency and intensity would be reduced. 

• Boating traffic is expected to increase with the proposed development; however, the suggested 

reduction in speed would result in not having additional over capacity instances over the current 

situation.  

• Boat traffic did not ever exceed capacity in Area B on any day (Figure 3). 
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1 BACKGROUND 

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (hereafter “RiverStone”) was retained by TRG (Cherokee) 

Holdings Inc., to complete a Boating Traffic Impact Study for a proposed development, The Starboard, 

located on Cherokee Lane in the Town of Gravenhurst (hereafter “subject property”) and fronting on 

Lake Muskoka. The subject property includes a proposed dock that will increase boat traffic in the 

area. The official plans of both the Town of Gravenhurst and the District Municipality of Muskoka 

indicate that a Boating Impact Studies may be required for shoreline developments.  

Boating Traffic Impact Studies are typically completed in response to development proposals along 

waterfront properties that have the potential to add a considerable number of boats to a waterbody or 

draw additional traffic to boating destinations. These studies essentially determine the boating 

capacity, which is the amount of a given activity that can occur safely and with acceptable impacts 

given the characteristics of the waterbody. The carrying capacity at any point in time is a function of a 

mix of boat types (Wiggins 2006) as use is not restricted to a single type of vessel.  

Conflict between water-based activities is also a consideration of carrying capacity. In this instance, 

conflict is defined as competition for shared resources (lake surface area), which interferes with the 

ability of an individual or group from enjoy the benefits of the activity. When considering boating 

capacity, the potential for conflict is measured through boat traffic density. Boat traffic density is a 

calculation of the amount of surface water available for each boat (Cherokee CRC 2010). This 

information is derived from detailed boat count data. A correlation exists between traffic density and 

boater conflict. As boat traffic density increases, so does the probability of conflicted interactions 

within a defined area.  

When determining the boating capacity of a given waterbody, it is important to consider that not all 

portions of the waterbody may be suitable for certain types of boating, particularly the immediate 

nearshore area and shallow embayments or connected wetlands. By not carefully considering portions 

of a waterbody that may not provide boating opportunities, capacity calculations may erroneously 

overestimate the number of boats that can operate safely in each area. It is also important to consider 

that some types of passive boating often occur within shallow areas such as nearshore areas and 

connected wetlands.  

The usable surface area for boating is typically calculated by determining the total surface area of a 

waterbody and removing the area deemed not acceptable for boating purposes (Rajan et al. 2011).  

Shoreline buffer zones are typically used to address shallow water areas that may contain navigational 

hazards as well as passive recreation activities (e.g., swimming) and sensitive habitats (e.g., fish 

spawning and nursery areas) that are not compatible with boating (Rajan et al. 2011). However, this 

area is also where human powered boats (i.e. kayak, canoe, SUP) often chose to travel. The most 

common way to calculate the usable surface area is to subtract a shoreline buffer zone of a 

predetermined width from the total area of the waterbody. 

RiverStone has calculated boating density using a range of safety areas that are applicable to different 

types of boats and their associated activities (i.e. fast, slow, towing a skier) by area. In this approach 

the identification of areas allows for the development of area specific management objectives. Existing 

boating usage was calculated to provide information on where existing densities fall within the 

recommended ranges and in turn direct management to either change boating activities in each area or 

encourage them. 
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The Muskoka Wharf has been the home port of many steamships since the late 1800’s and early 

1900’s. The RMS Seguin and Wenonah II continue to operate through the Muskoka Steamship and 

Discovery Centre sailing from the Muskoka Wharf    

 

The objective of this Boating Impact Study is to understand the current boating patterns, evaluate the 

current usage relative to the boating capacity of the waterbody and to provide a baseline for future 

comparison should the development be approved as proposed.  

2 CUMULATIVE BOATING ACTIVITY 

2.1 Methodology 

Boating traffic impact studies quantify the amount of traffic found on a lake during a range of days 

including busy, slow, and average days. A predetermined safety area is applied to each type of boat 

found within the study areas of the lake (Table 4). The measured boating activity is used as a baseline 

or current condition, to which the proposed development is added. A standardized number and type of 

boats are added to the existing boating activity to represent how the proposed development will elevate 

the existing boat traffic. If the cumulative safety areas for all boats (existing and proposed) exceeds the 

area of the lake (or specified area of a lake or isolated bay), then the lake is considered to be over 

capacity for boating and recommendations are suggested to change boating behaviour or discourage 

additional boating traffic. 

To quantify the boating activity within Muskoka Bay a boating activity survey was completed. The 

survey methodology entails the cumulative counting of boats, by type and activity (slow, fast, towing 

skier or tube), traversing an imaginary transect through the centre of a given study area (Figure 2). 

Boat counts were partitioned into discrete ten-minute intervals, between 1000 h and 1800 h on four (4) 

separate days. All surveys were completed in the summer of 2021. To the extent possible, surveys were 

completed on days with good boating weather (Table 1). Surveys were completed on two (2) holiday 

weekend days, one (1) regular weekend day, and one (1) weekday (a Wednesday was chosen as the 

local farmers market was active and draws considerable traffic).   

Given the size and shape of southern Muskoka Bay, the bay was divided into two (2) areas to capture 

data related to boating traffic in the larger bay as well as that originating from the marina, town docks 

and local businesses (Figure 1). Area A was identified to capture traffic that had a higher likelihood of 

being associated with the local marina, town docks, wharf shops and boat rental companies, while Area 

B provides data pertaining to the remainder of the bay and is most likely to capture boat traffic 

associated with cottagers and the larger lake. Area A includes the proposed development. Boating 

traffic going to or from the proposed development would need to travel through both Areas A and B.  

Table 1. Dates, climatic conditions and classifications of boating surveys on Southern Muskoka Bay, 

Lake Muskoka in 2021. 

Date Weather Classification Survey Time 

Saturday August 21, 2021 25°C–30°C 

Sunny (20-80% cloud cover) 

Light winds 

Normal Weekend 1000–1800 h 

Wednesday September 1, 

2021 

18°C–23°C 

Sunny (< 20% cloud cover) 

Light winds 

Weekday 1000–1800 h 

Friday September 3, 2021 15°C–20°C 

 20% -80% cloud cover  

Light Winds 

Weekday before Long 

Weekend (best weather 

predicted for Long weekend) 

1000–1800 h  
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Date Weather Classification Survey Time 

Saturday September 4, 

2021 

14°C–23°C  

20%-80% cloud cover 

Calm 

Long Weekend 1000–1800 h 

2.2 Results 

All surveys were conducted on days considered good boating weather, during the appropriate summer 

season, albeit, it was at the end of the boating season. It is acknowledged that boating earlier in the 

summer may have had higher densities of boats; however, the days selected for the study were chosen 

to capture instances when the highest volumes of boating traffic were expected to occur. As such, the 

results of this study are indicative of the boating traffic on Southern Muskoka Bay. It is important to 

note that the Ontario Provincial Police Boat was seen circling both study areas on September 1st, 3rd 

and 4th. Through discussions with the officers on board, the goal of their presence was to discourage 

reckless driving and this may have caused a reduction in speed (and therefore the application of a 

smaller safety area) compared with what would have been observed on these days had they not been 

present in the study area.  RiverStone observed the following:  

1. The most active day for boating in southern Muskoka Bay was Saturday September 4th with 

over 800 boats crossing the centre line in each of the two (2) areas. The second busiest day was 

Saturday August 21st, with over 700 boats passing the centre line of each area (Table 2 and  

Error! Reference source not found.Table 3). 

2. Bow riders were the most common boat to use the bay each day the survey was completed 

(Table 2 and Table 3). Many of these had skiers or tube in tow. 

3. Very few non-powered boats (i.e., canoes, kayaks, rowboats, windsurfers, paddleboats, etc.) 

were observed to cross the centre line (Table 2 and Error! Reference source not found.Table 

3). 

4. Area B, was found to have slightly higher overall boating traffic compared to Area A; however, 

the differences are negligible (Figure 2, Figure 4, and Table 3).  

5. The composition of the boat traffic was generally consistent between the two zones across all 

four survey days (Figure 2, Figure 4, and Table 3).  

Table 2. Total boats by type passing the imaginary centre line in Area A between 10:00 am and 6:00 

pm on four survey days in 2021. 

Type of Vessel 
Saturday 

August 21 
Wednesday 

September 1 

Friday 

September 3 

Saturday 

September 4 

PWC 84 14 47 72 

Skiff 20 15 13 5 

Bow Rider 165 125 104 187 

Skiboat 18 3 4 11 

Wakeboarder 0 10 0 0 

Wakesurfer 0 0 0 0 

Pontoon 59 29 36 57 
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Table 3. Total boats by type passing the area center line in Area B between 10:00am and 6:00 pm on 

four survey days in 2021 

Type of Vessel 
Saturday 

August 21 
Wednesday 

September 1 

Friday 

September 3 

Saturday 

September 4 

Steam Ship 4 6 2 3 

Cruiser 12 4 1 7 

Racing/Speed boat 0 1 1 9 

Windsurfer 16 0 0 0 

Sail boats 0 0 2 2 

Canoe 0 1 3 2 

Kayak 2 0 1 12 

Stand Up Paddle Board 1 2 3 3 

House boat 0 0 0 0 

Paddleboat 2 0 1 4 

Plane 0 1 0 6 

Total 383 211 218 380 

Type of Vessel 
Saturday 

August 21 
Wednesday 

September 1 

Friday 

September 3 

Saturday 

September 4 

PWC 102 40 47 100 

Skiff 12 10 24 32 

Bow Rider 173 170 145 216 

Skiboat 35 12 10 10 

Wakeboarder 7 0 0 0 

Wakesurfer 4 0 0 0 

Pontoon 39 32 37 59 

Steam Ship 14 1 8 4 

Cruiser 4 5 7 4 

Racing/Speed boat 5 2 3 15 

Windsurfer 0 0 0 0 

Sail boats 0 0 0 3 

Canoe 0 0 2 2 

Kayak 2 1 2 14 

Stand Up Paddle Board 1 1 1 3 

Houseboat 0 2 5 0 

Paddleboat 0 0 0 0 

Plane 4 0 0 3 

Total 402 276 291 465 
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3 BOATING CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

3.1 Methodology 

Boating capacity analysis is based on the idea that the area safely occupied by a boat within a 

waterbody is proportional to the size and speed of the vessel. A canoe, therefore, occupies and requires 

less space than a slow-moving runabout, but a runabout with a skier in tow occupies more space than a 

slow-moving houseboat. Within a given waterbody, a 30 m buffer from the shoreline is considered 

“unusable boating water” and is removed from the total surface area of the lake to determine the 

available boating area. Southern Muskoka Bay was divided into two (2) study areas to capture the 

boating use of the bay associated with traffic from both the marina and public and private docks, and 

use of the larger bay (Figure 1). The two areas had 16.8 ha (Area 1) and 61.4 ha (Area 2) of boating 

surface area respectively. 

The boating capacity analysis was completed from a count of all boats by type and speed, within each 

of the survey areas (Figure 1) every ten minutes. Count data for each boat type and speed were then 

multiplied by the appropriate safety area (Table 4) and summed to generate the total boating area 

currently in use. The total was then compared to the amount of useable boating area in Muskoka Bay to 

identify times when the lake is over capacity. 

Table 4. Lake surface area requirements for various boat types and activities. 

Boat Type Speed/Activity Required Lake Surface Area (ha) 

PWC SLOW 1.5 

 FAST 0.5 

 SKIER 6 

Skiff SLOW 0.5 

 FAST 1 

Bow Rider SLOW 0.5 

 FAST 1.5 

Skiboat SLOW 0.5 

 FAST 1.5 

 SKIER 6 

 TUBE 6 

Wakeboarder ALL 1.5 

Wakesurfer ALL 1.5 

Pontoon or Houseboat STOP 0.5 

 MOVING 1.5 

Steam Ship STOP 0.5 

 MOVING 2 

Cruiser STOP 0.5 

 MOVING 2 

Others STOP 0.5 

 MOVING 2 

Sail Powered 

Windsurfer ALL 1 

Sail boats ALL 1 

Paddle /Oar Powered 

Canoe ALL 0.5 

Kayak ALL 0.5 

Stand Up Paddle Board ALL 0.5 

Paddleboat ALL 0.5 

Plane ALL 8 

       



RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC. 

Boat Impact Assessment – TRG (Cherokee) Holdings, Lake Muskoka 12 

3.2 Results 

Figure 2 shows the results of the boating data for Area A, with Figure 3 provides the data for Area B. 

The recreational capacity of each area is based on the useable lake surface area for Southern Muskoka 

Bay for each ‘period’, with a period count being defined as the number of boats, type, and speed that 

crossed the centreline during the discrete 10-minute intervals.  

From the analysis of the Period Count data, RiverStone found that: 

• Boating traffic within Area A of Southern Muskoka Bay was over capacity at various points 

throughout the day on all the study days (Figure 2). On September 21st Area A was over capacity 15 

times with 3 instances being almost double the available area. During September 1st Area A was 

over capacity 4 times, September 3rd was over capacity 6 times and September 4th was over capacity 

11 times throughout the day 

• If boats were required to reduce their speed in Area A as we propose, boating traffic would still 

exceed capacity in some instances but both the frequency and intensity would be reduced (Figure 3). 

Implementation of speed and use restrictions in Area A would reduce the periods over capacity from 

15 to 6 times throughout the day and reduce the amount over capacity during each period 

substantially. 

• Boat traffic did not ever exceed capacity in Area B on any day (Figure 4). 

• Additional simulated boating data (spread throughout the day and type of vessel) did not change the 

number of days/times that Area A exceeds boating capacity with the exception of September 1st We 

added the same amount of traffic to each day to estimate the maximum change in use, which is likely 

an overestimation for a weekday when there is generally less traffic (Figure 5). 

These results generally suggest that the current amount of boating activity in Muskoka Bay is not at 

capacity in Area B and there is room to increase the number of boats using the Lake. Area A is at times 

over capacity; however, measures to reduce speed and mandate use could be implemented to manage 

boat interactions/conflicts which may allow for additional traffic to the area (Figure 6). 

4 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Researchers have suggested that each lake has a capacity for recreational use. The carrying capacity is 

defined as the level of activity that can occur safely with acceptable impacts given the characteristics 

of the lake. The calculation of the recreational carrying capacity for a body of water can vary 

depending on several factors including size, depth, shoreline development and the aesthetic preference 

of the lake’s user group. In practice, the determination of lake capacity is based as much on user 

perception as it is on science (Mahony and Stynes 1995). Wagner (1990) suggests that there is not one 

true carrying capacity for a given waterbody, suggesting instead that the perception of individual users 

often drives capacity assessments. In practice this could translate to variable carrying capacities in 

different areas of a single lake based on the physical characteristics of the lake, the intended use of the 

area and the population and perception of individuals that make use of the lake.  

The wharf commercial area in Gravenhurst was initially planned and developed over a decade ago as a 

destination for those traveling on land and water. The development was designed to attract boaters for 

shopping, restaurants, gas, docking and lodging. It was expected and hoped that the development of the 

wharf to bring many travellers to the area, although several of the planned footprints have yet to be 

constructed. The wharf area also hosts special events on most weekends in summer months (outside of 
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pandemic restrictions), including Ribfest, The In-water Boat Shows, boat races, and fireworks, as well 

as events held at the event facilities at the boat museum, sports fields, and cobble square/gazebo.  

The proposed development is essentially an extension of the existing wharf development. The land 

uses proposed are similar to those that currently exist, including multi-story residential, commercial, 

and open space. The boardwalk is proposed to be extended along the waterfront linking to the 

developments across the adjacent properties. The proposed development also hopes to attract existing 

boaters to attend this site when visiting the wharf. Boating traffic to and from the wharf area is 

expected to be generally busy and periodically very busy as a destination.   

Part of this assessment is to consider how the proposed development would add to, subtract from or 

change the boating patterns in close proximity to the property, Area A, and the adjacent bay, Area B. 

There are approximately 50 additional boat slips proposed in the new development, some of which will 

be for the travelling public, and some will be for the condominium residents. In order to assess the 

changes in boating traffic, it was necessary to assume the proposed development would increase 

boating traffic in the area and at any one time, a third of the boats from the proposed development 

could be added to the existing boating traffic. This scenario is modeled in addition to the observed 

boating traffic during our field counts.  

In review of the Gravenhurst Wharf property, we view the boating area of the wharf as a parking lot, 

similar to the paved parking area that services the patrons that travel to the wharf by car. When driving 

into the parking area, drivers tend to slow down knowing that traffic will be more dense than on the 

open road, and good drivers will adjust their patterns and speed accordingly to ensure they don’t get 

into an accident. Similarly, those driving boats recognize that the wharf is the end of the lake and there 

are considerable more boats in a confined space that are also looking for parking spaces, or are leaving 

parking spaces. As such, driving patterns and speeds need to be adjusted to make sure that there are no 

accidents. Of course, boats are different than cars as they are less maneuverable at slow speeds and 

there are no defined lanes of movement, but the principal of adapting to the conditions, particularly 

where there is an expectation of high traffic volume, is the same.   

As part of our assessment, we engaged in discussions with renters of town boating slips and with John 

Miller, President of the Muskoka Steamships and Discovery Centre, many concerns about current 

boating practices and interactions were raised. In both instances these concerns were primarily based 

on a lack of skill and knowledge that creates conflict and safety issues, rather than the number of boats 

on the water. Mr. Miller noted that the steamship captains are professionals and will be able to adapt to 

an increase in the number of boats in Area A as needed, knowing that the additional traffic may be to 

the north of the RMS Seguin and Wenonah II dock, whereas all of the current docks are to the south. 

He noted that a similar circumstance was considered when the wharf area was developed as it is today, 

the steamships had been in operation for decades, without the density of boat traffic that we see today. 

Their captains adjusted and adapted to  however, the skill level of the operators of any new vessels is 

his biggest concern. It is therefore recommended that the number of rental boat companies operating in 

Area A is limited to two companies. Knowledgeable and experienced boaters will modify their speed 

and conduct according to boating conditions and will therefore be able to adapt to an increase in 

boating density in Area A. The challenge remains with the need to increase the education and 

competency of rental boat operators operating withing this area and wherever possible to limit any 

additional unskilled operators in Area A. 

The results of the Boating Impact Study indicate that the current boating activities in southern 

Gravenhurst Bay are well below the threshold of available boating area in Area B; however, Area A 

does exceed the available boating capacity at times. The proposed development is expected to increase 
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boating traffic and will exacerbate this situation unless accompanied by a series of efforts to elevate 

boating safety through a number of recommendations to allow for an increase in the number of boats 

within the area without compromising boating safety.   

• Results of the Period Count surveys show that southern Muskoka Bay does frequently exceed the 

available boating capacity in Area A and is well below capacity in Area B. 

• In general, a single boat, depending on the boating behaviour (e.g., fast vs. slow, skier vs. none, 

meandering vs. direct route etc.) and total surface area available for boating can push a given area 

over capacity. 

• Measures that reduce boating speeds as a response to increased boating traffic can result in an 

increase the number of boats that can be present in an area without exceeding capacity. This is 

particularly relevant to study area A where there is a large amount of traffic in a relatively small area 

that includes with two boat rental companies, steam ship tours, a parasailing company and multiple 

public and private docks. 

• We modeled a scenario where speed reductions were required and all boats that were moving fast, 

were changed to slow. This resulted in a 31% reduction of instances where Area A was over 

capacity (August 29, Figure 6). 

• During surveys, staff noted that most dangerous boating behaviour involved vessels operated by 

individuals with experience on the extreme ends of the spectrum (i.e., limited experience and 

extensive experience). The experienced individuals were primarily operating runabouts or larger 

boats at high speeds and not personal watercraft or ski/wake boats. The inexperienced individuals 

were largely operating pontoon and bowrider boats from the rental companies and were unaware of 

situations which called for a reduction in speed or the necessity to leave space between boats when 

passing. 

• When boat traffic densities increased, most private operators adjusted their boating behaviour (e.g., 

speed, route, tortuosity, etc.). Private operators reported to staff an awareness of the need to give 

rental boat operators a wide berth as they would not be aware of the need to modify their behaviour.  

• OPP. enforcement was routinely observed by surveyors throughout the study areas and survey dates  

Results of the boating impact study indicate that potentially unsafe conditions are primarily driven by a 

small number of boat types and associated activities. Additionally, information provided by the OPP 

marine unit suggests that the skill of individual boat operators is a primary factor in documented 

boating safety concerns. Based on these factors, RiverStone’s primary recommendation is to establish 

additional educational opportunities. The education should be directed at rental service providers, 

marina owners and operators, and local permanent and seasonal residents. Focus of the educational 

program towards these audiences will help to capture most boat users in the general area of Southern 

Gravenhurst Bay. When interacting with rental service providers and marina owners/operators, the 

educational focus should be on helping business owners educate their staff and clients on safe boating 

operation and practices with local boating considerations.  

• A no-wake speed limit of 9 km/hr should be instituted within Area A, starting between Greavette 

Island and the docks at the wharf. Although some boats observed a slower speed when approaching 

the restaurants and docks, many more did not slow down and were a safety concern. No-wake zones 

are common when approaching high traffic docking areas and commercial waterfront locations to 

increase safety, as well as protect boats and infrastructure. This will increase the amount of boating 

area available for additional vessels associated with the new development 
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• As the owner of the docks, the Town could require those renting spaces and boat rental companies to 

observe best practices for boating which include speed maps that indicate regions where speed 

should be reduced (including approaching docks, traveling out of Area A, coming around blind 

corners to return to the dock), the narrows etc. 

• It is recommended that the number of boat rental companies base in Area A be limited to two 

companies and their associated vessels.  

• The route and location of the Steamships should be posted and included on any maps of the area so 

boat operators will know to leave enough space for these ships to turn around safely 

• Maps should be posted around wharf including regions clearly marked where speed should be 

reduced 

• By-laws could be used to increase the distance from shore for which certain boating activities are 

acceptable.  For example, tubing and skiing could be prohibited in Area A to increase safety. 

The additional boats that would be associated with the proposed development on Gravenhurst Bay will 

not substantially change the existing conditions observed in either Area A or Area B.  Periods when 

Area A is over capacity can (and should regardless of development) be mitigated through increased 

safety measures such as speed limits and use restrictions (no tubing or waterskiing in this area) and 

increased education for all operators on speed zones. Area B was well below capacity during each 

observation period and can easily accommodate additional boats in the area.  Safety concerns by users 

and other business in the area reported to staff were focused more on lack of education and skill of the 

operator rather than concern for the number of vessels. Additional development on the bay is 

consistent with the overall vision for this area as a destination for events and attractions rather than an 

area for boating activities that are more appropriately performed in Area B where there is ample space 

available to accommodate them.  
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Figure 2. Boating impact assessment for Area A, Southern Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka. Red line indicates useable lake surface area (15 ha). 
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Figure 3. Boating impact assessment for Area A, Southern Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka. Additional boats have been added to original data to simulate traffic that could occur as a result of             

the proposed development. Red line indicates useable lake surface area (15 ha). 
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Figure 4. Boating impact assessment for Area B, Southern Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka. Red line indicates useable lake surface area (56 ha). 
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Figure 5. Boating impact assessment for Area B, Southern Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka. Additional boating traffic has been added to data collected to 

simulate traffic that may be caused by the new development. Red line indicates useable lake surface area (56 ha). 
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Figure 6. Boating impact assessment for Area A, Southern Muskoka Bay, Lake Muskoka. Red line indicates useable lake surface area (16.8 ha). The top 

figure is the original data. The bottom figure represents lake surface used if boats were required to reduce their speed in this area. 



 

 

APPENDIX 1: Boat Type Definitions 

 

Personal Watercraft – is a recreational; watercraft that the rider sits or stands on.  Models have an 

inboard engine driving a pump jet to create propulsion. 

Skiff- a small runabout boat typically between 10' and 18' with a tiller motor and holds between 1 and 

6 people. 

Bow Rider – a type of runabout boat with an open bow area where there are extra seats in front of the 

help station.  Bow riders are typically between 17’ and 30’, use stern drive or outboard engines, and 

hold between six and ten people. 

Skiboat – ski boat is a boat specifically designed to safely tow one or more water skiers, with the 

engine usually positioned in the midsection of the boat.  Wakeboard boats are considered the same 

class of boat. 

Pontoon/Deck Boat – typically floats and balances by means of two pontoons mounted lengthwise 

and has seating for up to 10-12 people 

Houseboat – a boat that has been designed or modified to be used primarily as a human swelling, 

having sleeping and cooking facilities 

Cruiser – the size of the typical cruising boat is currently in the range of 10 to 15 meters, and 

generally has a cabin(s) for sleeping to allow multiple day trips on the water 

Saiboats/windsurfers – small boats powered only by wind 

Paddle/oar powered boats – these include canoes, kayaks, rowing skull where movement is generated 

by paddles or oars 

Steam Ship – RMS Segun and Wenonah II 
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