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Prior to the Council Meeting, Council will meet as Committee of Adjustment to consider 
an application for Minor Variance.  Any person may attend the Committee of Adjustment 
meeting and make written and/or oral representation either in support of, or in 
opposition to, the proposed application.  
 
This meeting will be held ELECTRONICALLY in accordance with section 23 of the 
Township’s Procedure By-law.  If you would like to observe the meeting live please 
contact the Clerk’s Office prior to the meeting. 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

 

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES  

 

Pages:  
 
 

Resolution COA-______-2021  

 

_________ - _________: That the minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meetings 

held on August 24, 2021, be adopted.               

 
 

3. MINOR VARIANCE APPLICATION A/4/2021 – Scriven     

 

Pages:  
 

IN THE MATTER OF MINOR VARIANCE APPLICATION A/4/2021 
Date of Hearing:  December 14, 2021 
Ow Ted and Jennifer Scrivenner(s):
Property Location:  16 Mill Road     
 
 
 

Minor Variance(s) Requested: The owners have filed an application for a minor variance 
to seek relief from section 5.22 of the Zoning By-law to construct a small gazebo located 
within the front yard of the subject land. The gazebo being proposed will have a total floor 
area of 18.5 square metres (199 square feet). This exceeds the allowable limit by 8.6 
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square metres (92.6 square feet). It will have a total height of 4.089 metres (13.4 feet). 
This exceeds the allowable height by 0.589 metres (1.93 feet)   
  
Explanatory Note: The Township’s Zoning By-law does not permit accessory structures 
to be located within the front yard of a residential-zoned property. However, Section 
5.01c) of the by-law does provide an exception to this rule by giving permission for 
landowners to construct one (1) of a gazebo, marine storage shed, or sauna in the front 
yard. Gazebos located in the front yard are generally restricted to a maximum floor area 
of 9.9 square metres and a maximum height of 3.5 metres.   
  
 
 
Resolution COA-_____-2021 

 
________ - _________: 

 that the general intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law is maintained;  

 that the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan is maintained; 

 that the variance is desirable for the appropriate development or use of land, 

building or structure; and  

 that being of the opinion that the variance is minor.   

 
We do hereby concur in granting consent to this application subject to the following 
conditions:  
 
1. That all applicable fees be paid.   

 
                                                                                  

 
 
 
 
 

 

4. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Resolution COA-________-2021 
_____________ - ____________:  That this meeting of the Committee of 
Adjustment does now adjourn. 
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TOWNSHIP OF CARLING 
COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT – MEETING MINUTES 

9:00 a.m. 
Tuesday, August 24, 2021 

 
Minutes of the Committee if Adjustment meeting held August 24, 2021 to consider minor 
variance application A/3/2021.  
 
This meeting was held ELECTRONICALLY in accordance with section 23 of the 
Township’s Procedure By-law. Those who submitted a request prior to the meeting 
were able to view the meeting live.  
 
Present                  Chair:             Mike Konoval  
                               Members:      Debbie Crocker  
                                                     Susan Murphy  
                                                     Steve Crookshank  
                                                     Terry Gilbert  
                                 Staff:            Kevin McLlwain, CAO/Clerk  
                                                      Ryan Snowball, Planner  
                                                      Gord Harrison, Fire Chief  
                                                      Chris Waefler, Public Works Manager  
                                                      Mackenzie Taylor, Records Clerk / Deputy Clerk   

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:04 a.m.  

 

 

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES  

 
 

Resolution COA-8-2021  

 

Murphy – Gilbert : That the minutes of the Committee of Adjustment meetings held on 

March 23, 2021, be adopted.               

Carried  
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3. MINOR VARIANCE APPLICATION A/3/2021 – TREPANIER  

 
IN THE MATTER OF MINOR VARIANCE APPLICATION A/3/2021 
Date of Hearing:  August 24, 2021 
Owner(s):                         Stephan and Jennifer Trepanier    
Property Location:  7 Island 19C    
 
 
 

Minor Variance(s) Requested: The owners have filed an application for a minor variance 
to seek relief from section 5.22 of the Zoning By-law to construct a small gazebo located 
within the front yard of the subject land. The gazebo being proposed by the owners is to 
measure 13.38 square metres (144 square feet) in size. Its height will measure 3.66 
metres (12 feet) in height. They are requesting 3.48m2 of additional floor area and 0.16 
meters of additional height outside of the permitted allowance.   
  
Explanatory Note: The Township’s Zoning By-law permits the construction of a small 
number of accessory structures within the front yard of a property zoned Waterfront 
Residential. Gazebos proposed in the front yard are not to exceed 9.9 metres (107 square 
feet) in floor area or 3.6 metres (11.5) in height. It must maintain a front yard setback of 
at least 1 metre.  
  
 
 
Resolution COA-9-2021 

 
Crocker - Murphy: 

 that the general intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law is maintained;  

 that the general intent and purpose of the Official Plan is maintained; 

 that the variance is desirable for the appropriate development or use of land, 

building or structure; and  

 that being of the opinion that the variance is minor.   

 
We do hereby concur in granting consent to this application subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

1. That all applicable fees be paid.   
 

                            Carried  
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4. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Resolution COA-10-2021 
Murphy - Crocker:  That this meeting of the Committee of Adjustment does now 
adjourn. 
                                                                          Carried  

 
 
 
 
 

_____________________                                          _____________________ 

Kevin McLlwain, Secretary                                               Mike Konoval, Chair  

  

COA Agenda Package Page 5 



Minor Variance Application No. A/4/2021  1 | P a g e  
 

Township of Carling 
 

FORMAL REPORT 
 
 

 

Report to: Council Meeting 

 

Date of Meeting: December 14, 2021 

 
Department: Planning 

 

Author: Ryan Snowball, Planner 

 Status: OPEN Subject: Minor Variance 

A/4/2021 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND: 
Ted and Jennifer Scriven are the owners of 16 Mill Road, described as Lot 1 Plan 42M556. The owners are 

interested in constructing a gazebo in the front yard of their property. Specifically, they are looking to 

construct the new gazebo over an existing open-air deck located in the front yard. 

Accessory structures are not typically permitted to be located within the front yard of a residential-zoned 

property. This principle is set out in Section 5.01 b) of the Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law C500-

2011. However, Section 5.01 c) of the By-law does provide an exception to this rule by giving permission 

for landowners to construct one (1) of a gazebo, marine storage shed, or sauna within the front yard. 

Where a gazebo is proposed for construction within the front yard, Section 5.22 of the Township’s Zoning 

By-law sets out floor area and height restrictions. Specifically, Section 5.22 indicates that a gazebo located 

in the front yard cannot exceed a floor area of 9.9 square metres (106.6 square feet) nor can it exceed an 

overall height of 3.5 metres. In addition to the above requirements, Section 5.22 of the Zoning By-law also 

stipulates that the structure needs to be located such that it maintains a front yard of at least 1 metre. 

The owners are proposing a gazebo that exceeds the building allowances set out in Section 5.22 of the 

Zoning By-law. The proposed minor variance is seeking the following relief: 

1) The proposed gazebo will have a total floor area of 18.5 square metres (199 square feet). This 

exceeds the allowable limit by 8.6 square metres (92.6 square feet). 

 

2) The proposed gazebo will have a total height of 4.089 metres (13.4 feet). This exceeds the 

allowable height by 0.589 metres (1.93 feet) 

 

That the Committee of Adjustment approve Minor Variance Application No. A/4/2021 as applied for by 

Ted and Jennifer Scriven on the property described as Lot 1 Plan 42M556 (16 Mill Road) subject to the 

following conditions: 

1) That all applicable fees be paid. 
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KEY POINTS: 
Property Description 

The subject land is located at the southern terminus of Mill Road, with southern exposure on Georgian 

Bay. The property is approximately 0.77 hectares (1.9 acres) in size with ±90 metres (295 feet) of direct 

shoreline frontage. 

The subject land includes two existing structures:  

1) a residential dwelling with a total floor area of approximately 2028 square feet; and  

2) a boathouse with a floor area of 720 square feet. 

In addition to the above structures, the subject land also includes a detached deck, located in the front 

yard, which measures 199 square feet. This deck is uncovered and functions as a sitting platform near the 

shoreline area. This deck is to be converted to the covered gazebo being proposed should this application 

be approved. 

The property is bordered to the east and west by existing Waterfront Residential development. 

Huckleberry Island is located immediately southeast off shore from the subject land. Mill Road and 

Maury’s Run (a private road extending off the terminus of Mill Road) are located to the north of the subject 

land. 

Much of the northern extent of the subject land is covered in existing vegetation. The southern shoreline 

area is less forested, with large areas of open, exposed bedrock. There is approximately 10 metres of 

elevation change from the northern boundary of the subject land to the shoreline area, with elevations 

dropping as you approach Georgian Bay. 

Figure 1 attached to this report is a key map highlighting the general location of the subject land. Figure 2 

attached to this report is a site plan showing the approximate location of the proposed gazebo on the 

subject land. 

Official Plan 

The subject land is designated Waterfront in the Township’s Official Plan – Schedule ‘A-2’ Land Use Plan. 

Section 21.02.1 of the Township’s Official Plan sets out the general form of development in the Township’s 

Waterfront designation. This general form of development includes: low density, single detached 

residential development, open space uses, tourist commercial uses, and access facilities. The proposed 

development, being the conversion of an existing open-air deck in the front yard to a gazebo structure, is 

unlikely to impact in any meaningful way the general form of development already established in the 

Waterfront designation. 

Section 21.03.1 of the Township’s Official Plan sets out the principles designed to preserve the existing 

character of open space, low residential land uses along the waterfront. These principles include the 

following: 
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1) Assessing any potential environmental impacts and protecting against any negative impacts on 

any ecological functions. 

As per Schedule ‘B-2’ to the Official Plan, the subject land is free of any significant natural heritage 

features. The only exception to this is that the shoreline of the immediately abutting lot to the 

west has been designated as Type 1 (Critical) Fish Habitat. 

As part of the pre-consultation and application process, the applicants were advised that an 

Environmental Site Evaluation should be completed by a qualified professional to confirm 

potential impacts of the proposed development on any significant natural heritage features.  

The Environmental Site Evaluation was completed by Beacon Environmental and a formal report 

was prepared on November 2, 2021. The report concluded that the entire shoreline of the subject 

land was free of Type 1 Fish Habitat and the “likelihood of adversely affecting…rare or highly 

sensitive fish habitat, is acceptably low”. 

In addition to assessing the proposed development against potential impacts on critical fish 

habitat, the Environmental Site Evaluation also assessed the proposed development against 

impacts on the habitat of endangered and threatened species. This is particularly important given 

Georgian Bay’s general geography which has made it a hotspot for endangered and threatened 

species as well as the fact that the shoreline lands surrounding Georgian Bay have been 

established as regulated habitat lands for certain species, including the Eastern Foxsnake. 

As part of the Evaluation completed by Beacon Environmental, a thorough review of threatened 

and endangered species data collection for the area was completed. It was concluded that it was 

unlikely the proposed development activity would adversely affect endangered or threatened 

species. 

A copy of Beacon Environmental’s evaluation is attached to this report. 

2) Ensuring that any development is within any relevant carrying capacity parameters including 

water quality and recreational carrying capacity. 

The proposed development, being a conversion of an existing open air deck to a gazebo (on the 

same footprint) is unlikely to have any impact on water quality or recreational carrying capacity. 

No additional sewage loading is expected as a result of this application and no additional 

recreational capacity is anticipated (i.e. no increase in recreational boating usage as a result of 

this proposal). 

3) Minimizing the impact of development on water quality. 

As mentioned in item 2 above, no impact to water quality is expected. The proposed gazebo will 

maintain a setback from the front yard in excess of what is required in Section 5.22 of the 
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Township’s Zoning By-law. 

It is important to note that this is a conversion of an existing open-air deck to a gazebo. In essence, 

the only additional structural development being proposed is a roof over the deck. The area to be 

utilized has historically been used for recreational purposes already. 

4) Minimizing the obtrusiveness of built form by controlling building location, height, coverage 

and natural vegetation protection measures. 

Although the proposed gazebo is a slightly larger floor area and slightly taller than typically 

permitted in the Zoning By-law, it is unlikely any additional building control will be required to 

avoid general obtrusiveness. The proposal is simply a conversion of an existing open-air deck to a 

gazebo; as such, no additional tree removal is required to facilitate the development. Any existing 

vegetative tree screening in place on the property will remain intact. Additionally, the conversion 

ensures there will be no net-increase in overall built lot coverage. 

The minimal increase to height (1.93 feet) is likely to be imperceptible from any neighbouring land 

uses or from the waters of Georgian Bay (vs. what would be permitted as-of-right in the 

Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law). 

5) Ensuring there are no hazards to navigation. 

The proposal will have no impacts on navigation. 

6) Assessing the impact of development on the character of a shoreline in a particular area or 

neighbourhood in the Township. 

The proposed development, though slightly larger and higher than typically permitted by the 

Township’s Zoning By-law, is unlikely to have any significant impact on the established shoreline 

character in the Sawdust Bay area.  

These types of shoreline structures are commonplace in the Township’s (and surrounding 

municipalities) waterfront areas. The use is entirely consistent with the established waterfront 

character. The increase in size and height are not significant enough to create an immediate 

change in the established character, nor will it lead to any land use compatibility issues with 

neighbouring land uses. 

7) Evaluating the risk of any development on persons and property from natural (flooding, 

erosion) or man-made causes. 

The proposed development is an unenclosed gazebo used for intermittent residential occupation. 

There is no habitable occupation of the structure and any risks of flooding, given the extended 

setback from the highwater mark of Georgian Bay, are limited. 
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Section 21.06.1.2 of the Township’s Official Plan speaks to certain principles designed to preserve the 

shoreline character of the Township’s waterfront areas when considering shoreline modifications. These 

principles include the following: 

1) Preserve as much of the natural landscape as possible. 

No tree removal will be required to facilitate this development given it is a conversion of an 

existing open-air deck to a covered gazebo. 

2) Maintain natural vegetation buffers of an effective depth along the shoreline. 

The Township’s Zoning By-law prescribes a 1 metre setback from the front yard for these types of 

structures located within the front yard. The proposed structure will maintain its existing ±4.9 

metre setback. 

3) Impose strong, but reasonable building restrictions near and adjacent to the shoreline. 

The Township’s Zoning By-law, in Section 5.22, sets out strong restrictions on the construction of 

gazebos in the front yard. Though the proposal is seeking a slight increase in the allowable floor 

area and height, the overall intent of these restrictions are maintained given the proposal is 

unlikely to have any impact on water quality, environmental features, or the established character 

and pattern of development for the Township’s Waterfront areas. 

4) Apply aesthetic controls to ensure there is minimal visual impact on the natural shoreline 

conditions and aesthetic qualities of the waterfront. 

Given this is a conversion of an existing deck structure to a gazebo, no further aesthetic controls 

will be necessary. There are no anticipated additional visual impacts associated with the proposed 

development. 

5) Limit blasting along the shoreline. 

No blasting is required to facilitate the proposed development. 

6) Adopt the principles associated with “dark skies”. 

Any lighting fixtures on the proposed gazebo will be required to comply with any of the 

Township’s dark sky related policies and by-laws. 

7) Limit dredging and filling 

No dredging or filling required to facilitate the proposed development. 

8) Promote revegetation of disturbed areas along the shoreline. 

No vegetation removal is required to facilitate the proposed development. 
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Section 21.06.3 of the Official Plan speaks specifically to gazebos as shoreline structures in the Waterfront 

areas of the Township. Section 21.06.3.2 indicates that “rather than prohibiting these structures, the 

implementing Zoning By-law will permit them along the waterfront with regulations that attempt to 

achieve a balance between natural and built form”. Given the information indicated above, it is the 

opinion of the author that the proposed development will maintain the desired balance between the 

natural environment and built form. 

Section 14 of the Township’s Official Plan references the Township’s policies with respect to the 

protection and preservation of natural heritage features. Specifically, Section 14.02 provides the Terms of 

Reference to which any Environmental Site Evaluation should be completed. The evaluation prepared by 

Beacon Environmental with respect to this proposal was completed in accordance with Section 14.02 of 

the Official Plan. 

The application conforms to the Township’s Official Plan. 

Zoning By-law 

The subject land is zoned Waterfront Residential 1 (WF1) in the Township’s Zoning By-law. 

The application is seeking relief from the following sections of the Zoning By-law: 

Table 1: Proposed Minor Variances from Comprehensive Zoning By-law C500-2011 

By-Law Provision Permitted Proposed Variance 

5.22 Gazebo – Maximum Floor Area 9.9m2 18.5m2 8.6m2 

5.22 Gazebo – Maximum Height 3.5m 4.086m 0.586m 

 

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 

Section 2.1 of the PPS speaks to the protection and preservation of natural heritage features. Section 2.1.8 

specifically sets out that development and site alteration shall not be permitted in lands adjacent to fish 

habitat unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been 

demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological 

functioning. In accordance with the Environmental Site Evaluation prepared by Beacon Environmental, it 

was determined that the proposed development would be unlikely to have any adverse effects on the 

defined fish habitat located on the shoreline of the immediately abutting lot to the west of the subject 

land. 

Section 2.1.7 of the PPS provides that development and site alteration is not permitted in the habitat of 

endangered or threatened species. In accordance with the Environmental Site Evaluation prepared by 

Beacon Environmental, the proposed development will not be located in habitat of endangered or 

threatened species and is compliant with Endangered Species Act regulations. 

The application is consistent with the PPS. 

Planning Analysis – the “Four Tests” 
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Is the intent and purpose of the Official Plan maintained? 

Yes.  

Many of the Township’s Official Plan policies with respect to development in the Waterfront designation 

are centred around ensuring any proposed construction is in line with established patterns of 

development, do not significantly alter the broader-level character of a particular area, and will not have 

adverse impacts on the surrounding environment, be that significant natural heritage features, water 

quality and quantity, or the recreational capacity of adjacent bodies of water. 

The proposed development is of a nature and scale that is unlikely to have any significant adverse or 

negative impact on any of these items. The owners are proposing a gazebo which is slightly larger and 

taller than typically permitted in the Zoning By-law. Despite these minor increases, the use itself is typical 

of the types of shoreline developments that dominate the waterfront areas of Carling and neighbouring 

municipalities. The minor increase in floor area and height are not significant enough that the intended 

use of the structure could be modified in a manner that isn’t consistent with the general pattern of 

development throughout the Township. The broadly defined character of the immediately surrounding 

neighbourhood is unlikely to be altered as a result of this proposal. 

As mentioned throughout this report, the applicants were required to have an evaluation completed prior 

to submitting their application. This evaluation assessed the proposed development with respect to its 

impacts on significant natural heritage features, including habitat of endangered and threatened species 

and critical fish habitat. The report concluding, after investigation, that the proposed development would 

be unlikely to have any significant adverse impact on these heritage features and that the proposal could 

proceed in a manner compliant with provincial legislation, consistent with the PPS, and in conformity with 

Section 14 of the Township’s Official Plan. 

Finally, given the nature of the proposal and the fact that the development being proposed consists solely 

of an unenclosed gazebo, with no additional loading on existing sewage systems, the anticipated impact 

on overall water quality and quantity or recreational carrying capacity is minimal to none. 

The intent and purpose of the Official Plan is maintained. 

Is the intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law maintained? 

Yes. 

Section 21.06.3.2 of the Township’s Official Plan puts emphasis on the intention of the Township with 

respect to its zoning language on these types of shoreline structures. The Official Plan policy sets out that 

rather than prohibit them entirely, the Zoning By-law will permit these types of uses along the waterfront 

with regulations in the Zoning By-law designed to achieve a balance between the natural and built 

environment.  

The Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law implements this policy objective by setting out that a 

gazebo is a shoreline structure permitted in the front yard of a property so long as it includes a limited 

COA Agenda Package Page 12 



Minor Variance Application No. A/4/2021  8 | P a g e  
 

floor area of 9.9 square metres and a reduced height of 3.5 metres. This is in comparison to gazebos 

constructed beyond the 20 metre front yard setback which would be permitted at an increased floor area 

(subject to accessory entitlements) and a height of 6 metres. The reduction in floor area and height was 

designed to maintain that balance between the natural and built environment. 

The proposed development is only slightly larger (8.6 square metres) than allowed and marginally higher 

(0.586 metres) than permitted. Despite these increases, the subject land will not stray from the 

established pattern. More importantly, the proposed development is not significant enough that it 

disrupts that balance between the natural and built environment (given no additional tree removal is 

required, no shoreline modification is necessary, there are no anticipated impacts to significant natural 

heritage features) etc. 

The intent and purpose of the Zoning By-law is maintained. 

Is the variance desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building, or structure? 

Yes. 

The purpose of the proposed gazebo is to provide the owners with sun shading near the shoreline area of 

the property. Historically, the proposed development site has been occupied by an open air deck with 

exactly the same footprint. The proposed gazebo is to be constructed at this same location, converting 

the open air deck to a covered structure.  

Because this proposal is a conversion of an existing open-air deck to a covered gazebo, the overall impact 

on the property, from an environmental perspective is minimal to non-existent. The owners could have 

proposed this structure at an alternative location while retaining the open-air deck in its current location. 

However, this would have resulted in additional shoreline modification, environmental disruption, and 

overall visual impact to neighbouring properties. 

Because the proposed structure is able to take advantage of existing building envelope without requiring 

any additional modification to the shoreline area (and character), the variance can be considered 

desirable for the appropriate development or use of the land, building or structure. 

Is the variance minor? 

Yes. 

When assessing whether a variance is minor, it is important to consider whether the impacts of the 

proposed development on adjacent properties can be considered “minor”.  

Again, it is important to consider that this structure is being proposed on exactly the same footprint as 

the existing open-air deck located within the front yard of the subject land. The proposal is simply a 

conversion of the existing deck to a covered gazebo to provide sun shelter. 

As a result, no additional visual impacts are anticipated as a result of the proposed development. As the 

attached aerial photography shows, the site of the proposed gazebo will not impede views from either of 
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Ryan Snowball, MCIP, RPP, M.Pl 

Planner 

the  dwellings  on  the  abutting  properties.  This  is  largely  a  result  of  the  building  site  being  located  at

approximately the centre of the subject land’s front lot line.  As was indicated in the  Environmental  Site

Evaluation completed by  Beacon  Environmental, no tree removal is required to facilitate the construction

of the gazebo.  As such, any tree screening currently in place will remain intact.

As part of their application, the owners consulted the immediate neighbours of the subject land.  Copies

of letters of support for the application, signed by the owners of the properties immediately abutting the

subject land  have been attached to this report.

The variance can be considered minor.

FINANCIAL  IMPLICATIONS:
No major financial implications as a result of this minor variance.

OTHERS CONSULTED:
No other staff consulted on this proposal.

ATTACHMENTS:
 Figure 1:  Key  Map

 Figure 2:  Site  Plan

 Figure 3:  Aerial  Photography

 Figure 4:  Proposed  Gazebo  Design

 Figure 5:  Letters of  Support

 Figure 6:  Site  Photos

 Environmental  Site  Evaluation,  Beacon  Environmental

 Application

Regards,
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Letter of Support 1



COA Agenda Package Page 20 

RSnowball
Textbox
Figure 5B: 

Letter of Support 2



COA Agenda Package Page 21 

RSnowball
Textbox
Figure 6: Site Photo 

(existing open-air deck to be converted to gazebo)



 

GUIDING SOLUTIONS IN THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

 

 

M a r k h a m  ❖  B r a c e b r i d g e  ❖  G u e l p h  ❖  P e t e r b o r o u g h  ❖  B a r r i e  

w w w . b e a c o n e n v i r o . c o m  

November 2, 2021 BEL 221358 
 
 
Mr. Ted Scriven               via email: tscriven@gmail.com 
6 Shire Court  
Carlisle, ON  L0R 1H2        
 
 
Re: Scoped Environmental Report, 16 Mill Road, Township of Carling  
 

 
 
Dear Mr. Scriven: 
 
Beacon Environmental Limited (Beacon) has been retained to complete a site visit and Scoped 
Environmental Report (SER) to determine whether converting an existing open-air deck located 
adjacent to the shoreline into a covered gazebo would have adverse effects on endangered or 
threatened species at risk (SAR) habitat, or on fish habitat adjacent to your shoreline. The property is 
located at 16 Mill Road in the Township of Carling (the Township), and legally described ss Plan 42M556 
Lot 1 PCL 23328. 
 
The Township of Carling Official Plan (January 2011) provides direction for Site Evaluations and 
Environmental Assessments in Policy 14.02 and provides specific direction for such as follows: 
 

14.02.1 Where development or site alteration is proposed within the Township, Council 
will generally require a site evaluation report or assessment by a qualified environmental 
consultant. The site evaluation may include but not be limited to: 

(a) identification and analysis of the significant natural features which exist or 
potentially exist on or adjacent to the property; these features would include 
significant habitat of endangered or threatened species, wetlands, fish and 
wildlife habitat or any other environmental feature on site and within the regional 
context; 
(b) identification and analysis of any environmental feature identified on or 
adjacent to the site for which the area has been identified; 
(c) identification of any impacts that the proposed development may have on the 
natural heritage features; 
(d) identification of any mitigation measures that may be implemented to limit or 
avoid any adverse impacts on the environmental features; 
(e) the appropriateness and adequacy of any enforcement or implementation 
measures to ensure environmental protection; 
(f) an analysis of the appropriateness of the site to accommodate the proposed 
development. 

 
To assess the location proposed for construction, Beacon staff (Candace Chaloner and Jamie Nairn) 
conducted a site visit to the subject property (Figure 1) on August 31, 2021. Given that the intent of the 
site visit was to assess the physical characteristics of the site with respect to its potential to function as 
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habitat for endangered and threatened species (i.e., not to search for individuals of the species), and 
with respect to impacts on fish habitat, the timing of the site visit was appropriate.  
 
 

Terrestrial Resources 

The subject property obtains one ecological community. This community is identified as a Dry Oak – 
Pine Mixed Forest type FOM1 (Photograph 1). The subject property’s forest canopy is dominated by 
Red Oak (Quercus rubra) and White Pine (Pinus strobus), while having scattered Trembling Aspen 
(Populus tremuloides), Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and White Birch (Betula papyrifera) 
creating a relatively open canopy. The understory was very minimal and included Striped Maple (Acer 
pensylvanicum) and Red Maple (Acer rubrum) while the shrub layer had scattered Common Juniper 
(Juniperus communis), Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) and White Meadowsweet (Spiraea alba). The 
ground layer contained species common to the area including Eastern Bracken Fern (Pteridium 
latiusculum), Jewelweed (Impatiens capensis) and Wild Sarsaparilla (Aralia nudicaulis (Photograph 2). 
The canopy and understory layer thinned moving north to south, leaving the southern half of the property 
barren with scattered areas of exposed rock and Common Juniper (Photograph 3).  
 

 

Photograph 1.  View Facing North of the Dry Oak – Pine Mixed Forest Type FOM1 Ecological Community 

(August 31, 2021) 
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Photograph 2.  View Facing South of the Exposed Rock Within the Forest Community (August 31, 2021) 

 

 

 

Photograph 3.  View Facing South of the Exposed Rock at the Shoreline (August 31, 2021) 
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Aquatic Resources 

Lake Huron is a deep, oligotrophic lake with a total surface area of 59,570 km2. It has supported 92 
different fish species, excluding tributaries (Great Lakes Fishery Commission, 1995). The deeper parts 
of the lake are dominated by Lake Trout (Salvelinus namaycush), Lake Whitefish (Coregonus 
clupeaformis), Burbot (Lota lota), and Sculpin species (Cottus spp.) while the following species are 
abundant at shallower depths: Walleye (Stizostedion vitreum), Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens), 
Smallmouth Bass (Micropterus dolomieu), Largemouth Bass (M. salmoides), Northern Pike (Esox 
Lucius), and Lake Sturgeon (Acipenser flavescens).  
 
Table 1 describes generalized spawning habitat of some of the fish species in Georgian Bay. Although 
the species list and description of spawning habitat is not exhaustive, it includes indigenous target 
species (i.e. Lake Trout and Walleye) that have been identified by the Great Lakes Commission and 
descriptions of typical spawning habitat. 
 

Table 1.  Spawning Habitat of Representative Fish Species in Georgian Bay 

Species Spawning Habitat1 

Lake Trout Clean, rocky substrates (2-20 centimetres [cm]), 0.1 – 5.0 metres (m) depth 

Lake Whitefish Rocky substrates, 1 – 3 m depth 

Lake Sturgeon Swift water or rapids, 0.5 – 5 m depth 

Northern Pike Heavily vegetated floodplains of rivers and marshes 

Smallmouth Bass Sand or rocky substrates near rocks, logs or vegetation 

Largemouth Bass Soft mud and marl in vegetation 

Yellow Perch Shallows near vegetation, woody debris over sand or gravel 

Burbot 1-4 feet, over sand or gravel or on gravel shoals 5-10 feet deep. 

Walleye Running water (0.3 – 1.2 m/sec.), cobble and gravel reefs 

 
 
The MNRF has developed three categories or types to standardize the assessment of fish habitat 
(OMNR 1994), and the existing MNRF mapping is provided for the surrounding properties in Figure 2. 
Below is a summary of the characteristics of each habitat type and their sensitivities. 
 
 
Type 1 Habitat 

Type 1 Habitats are rare or highly sensitive to the potential impacts of development or limit fish 
productivity either directly or indirectly in a specified water body or portion of a water body. Where these 
habitats are limiting, productivity would be expected to diminish if they are harmed. 
 
Examples of Type 1 habitats include: 
 

• Spawning, nursery, rearing, shelter, refuge and highly productive food supply areas of fish 
species important to local commercial, recreational or subsistence fishing activities; 

• Constricted migration routes (including pathways that connect a wetland hydrologically to a 
lake or river, and flood plain pathways that may be seasonally important); 

 
1 Spawning habitat description from Scott and Crossman 1998 
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• Groundwater discharge areas including headwaters, springs, and seepage areas; or 

• Habitat types that are in short supply within a watershed (e.g., macrophyte beds where 
aquatic vegetation is limiting; spawning/nursery habitats provided by seasonally flooded 
wetlands; submerged shoals and reefs used as primary feeding areas; deep pools in 
rivers/streams used as adult holding areas. 

 
 
Type 2 Habitat 

Type 2 Habitats are moderately sensitive to the potential impacts of development and although 
important to fish populations, do not limit the productivity of fish either directly or indirectly. These 
habitats are usually abundant, and another habitat component is the limiting factor in fish production. 
 
Examples of Type 2 habitats include: 
 

• Seasonally flowing streams or seasonally inundated lands not used as spawning or nursery 
areas; 

• Feeding areas; 

• Open water areas; 

• Areas of abundant nursery or feeding habitat (e.g., areas of sparse vegetation in water 
bodies where there is heavy plant growth); 

• Littoral areas composed of sand, silt, detritus, bedrock and/or boulders that are not used as 
spawning or nursery habitats for important fish species; 

• Water bodies supporting fish species that are not important to commercial, recreational or 
subsistence fishing activities; or 

• Pool-riffle-run complexes that occur frequently along much of a watercourse. 
 
 
Type 3 Habitat 

Type 3 Habitats are marginally or highly degraded, and currently do not contribute directly to fish 
productivity, based on fish community management objectives. Type 3 habitats can often be improved 
significantly, thereby providing a net gain of productive capacity. 
 
Examples of Type 3 habitats include: 
 

• A water body or portion that fish do not utilize due to physical or chemical barriers (e.g., 
severe water pollution); or 

• A water body or portion that has been highly altered physically (e.g., channelized streams, 
sheet piling retaining wall, concrete walls, in-water substrate that is heavily silted or 
degraded [e.g., areas fronting old mill sites filled with slab-wood lumber]). 

 
With respect to this property, the MNRF has identified most if not all of the entire nearshore as Type 2 
habitat (Figure 2). There is Type 1 habitat identified on the property to the west, and depending on 
where the property line is, the Type 1 habitat may exist on the very western edge of the subject property. 
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The entire shoreline of the subject property was assessed on August 31, 2021 with information collected 
from the shoreline, littoral zone and through underwater observation. The primary focus of the 
investigation was the littoral zone. 
 
The littoral area is generally consistent across the entire frontage of the subject property and has 
moderate slopes of 1:5 (water depths 1.0 m approximately 5.0 m from shore). Substrates are dominated 
by bedrock, cobble and gravel with some boulders and sand. No aquatic vegetation or woody debris 
was observed. In-water cover is limited to cobble and boulder substrates. The riparian areas are 
comprised of bedrock outcroppings with cobble and with limited shading (Photograph 4). 
 
The littoral zone to the west of the subject property consists of more gradual slopes, and more sand 
substrate, likely providing the requirements of Type 1 fish habitat. This assessment is focussed on the 
subject property and the conditions fronting the subject property are consistent with Type 2 fish habitat. 
 

 

Photograph 4.  View of Shoreline and Existing Open-air Deck to be Covered (August 31, 2021) 

 
 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

An assessment was completed through a review of existing file data, site reconnaissance and 
consulting the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 2021) and other data bases, to determine 
whether suitable habitat was present for any SAR known to occur in the vicinity (<5 km) of the subject 
property. This assessment identified a total of 16 threatened or endangered species (Table 2), as 
having the potential to occur on or adjacent to the subject property. It should be noted that only species 
listed as endangered or threatened on the provincial species at risk in Ontario (SARO) list receive 
protection under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
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Table 2.  Endangered or Threatened Species at Risk Known to Occur in the Area 

Species 
ESA¹                          

Status 
SARA²                     
Status 

COSEWIC³ 
Status 

Species or Habitat 
POTENTIALLY Present on the 

Subject Property? 

Mammals 

Eastern Small-footed Myotis 
Myotis leibii 

Endangered Not listed 
Not 
assessed 

Yes, Treed/forested areas are 
potential maternal roosting habitat. 
No tree clearing is proposed in the 
construction area; therefore, no 
potential impact is expected. 

Tri-colored Bat 
Perimyotis subflavus 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Schedule 1 

Endangered 

Yes, Treed/forested areas are 
potential maternal roosting habitat. 
No tree clearing is proposed in the 
construction area; therefore, no 
potential impact is expected. 

Northern Myotis 
Myotis septentrionalis 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Schedule 1 

Endangered 

Yes, Treed/forested areas are 
potential maternal roosting habitat. 
No tree clearing is proposed in the 
construction area; therefore, no 
potential impact is expected. 

Little Brown Myotis 
Myotis lucifugus 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Schedule 1 

Endangered 

Yes, Treed/forested areas are 
potential maternal roosting habitat. 
No tree clearing is proposed in the 
construction area; therefore, no 
potential impact is expected. 

Birds 

Bank Swallow 
Riparia riparia 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 
No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Bank Swallow. 

Barn Swallow 
Hirundo rustica 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 
No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Barn Swallow. 

Bobolink 
Dolichonyx oryzivorus 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 
No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Bobolink. 

Chimney Swift 
Chaetura pelagica 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 

No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Chimney Swift. 

Eastern Meadowlark 
Sturnella magna 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 

No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Eastern 
Meadowlark. 

Eastern Whip-poor-will 
Antrostomus vociferus 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 

No, although targeted nocturnal 
surveys for Whip-poor-will were 
not conducted, suitable open areas 
with low canopy cover are absent 
from the proposed construction 
area. 
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Species 
ESA¹                          

Status 
SARA²                     
Status 

COSEWIC³ 
Status 

Species or Habitat 
POTENTIALLY Present on the 

Subject Property? 

Reptiles 

Eastern Foxsnake 
Pantherophis gloydi pop. 1 

Threatened Endangered Endangered 

Yes, the subject property does 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Eastern 
Foxsnake. 

Eastern Hog-nosed Snake 
Heterodon platirhinos 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Threatened 

No, the construction area does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Eastern Hog-
nosed Snake. 

Massasauga 
Sistrurus catenatus pop. 1 

Threatened Not Listed Threatened 
No, habitat generally not 
appropriate for Massasauga within 
proposed construction area. 

Turtles 

Blanding's Turtle 
Emydoidea blandingii 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Schedule 1 

Endangered 

No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Blanding’s 
Turtle. 

Spotted Turtle 
Clemmys guttata 

Endangered 
Threatened  
Schedule 1 

Endangered 

No, the subject property does not 
contain the features necessary to 
provide habitat for Blanding’s 
Turtle. 

Dicots 

Branched Bartonia 
Bartonia paniculata 

Threatened Threatened Threatened 

No, this species was not identified 
on site and the subject property 
does not contain the features 
necessary to provide conditions 
required for growth of Branched 
Bartonia. 

1. ESA – Endangered Species Act (2007) 

2. SARA – Species at Risk Act (2002) 

3. COSEWIC – Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada. 

 
 
The following points are based on the results of the site visit and analysis: 
 

•  The proposed construction is located in an accessible location where the removal of trees 
or vegetated community is not required, resulting in zero to near zero impact to the 
surrounding natural heritage features; and 

• A suitably sized area of exposed bedrock (i.e., devoid of rock fragments and fractures) is 
present surrounding the location where the enclosed gazebo is proposed. Rock fragments 
and Juniper are also present across the southern portion of the subject property, sloping 
down to the shoreline. Although no potential holes or crevices providing subterranean 
access were visible, it is recognized that these features can be difficult to observe in areas 
of Juniper groundcover. Both features can provide habitat for Eastern Foxsnake, although 
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the moderate slope reduces the likelihood of Eastern Foxsnake in the general area. 
Recommendations for avoidance are provided as a precautionary measure (see below).  

To further reduce the likelihood of adversely affecting endangered and threatened species, Beacon 
recommends the following measures be implemented: 

• The landowner ensures that the contractors hired are aware of the sensitivity and protected
status of the species at risk occurring in the Township. This awareness should be particularly
emphasized for snakes as they are the most likely endangered and threatened animals to
be encountered and snakes have historically been intentionally killed;

• The landowners ensure that any building materials be moved via the pathway extending
from the dwelling to the location of the proposed construction, mitigating any disturbance to
the existing surrounding natural habitat. The landowners also ensure that any material
overflow from construction (components of the closed gazebo, etc.) are directed to the west
pathway to direct disturbance away from the rock fragments and Juniper layer surrounding
the location of the proposed construction; and

• To ensure compliance with the regulations of the Migratory Birds Convention Act, vegetation
(trees and shrubbery) will not be removed from the subject property.

Based on the information above, and contingent on the recommendations provided being implemented, 
it is Beacon’s opinion that the likelihood of adversely affecting endangered and threatened species 
(individuals of the species or habitat), or rare or highly sensitive fish habitat, is acceptably low. As such, 
the proposed construction and associated activities will comply with the ESA and will be consistent with 
Section 2.1.7 of the PPS; that is development and site alteration will not occur in habitat of endangered 
or threatened species. Additionally, the construction will not impact fish habitat and therefore will comply 
with Section 2.1.6 of the PPS which states that Development and site alteration shall not be permitted 
in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. It is Beacon’s opinion that 
the mitigation measures recommended are reasonable and can be achieved and verified if need be 
without any additional enforcement as per Section 14.02.1(e) of the Township’s Official Plan. Based on 
the information provided herein, it is Beacon’s opinion that the proposed construction is appropriate 
from an environmental perspective. 

Please contact the undersigned if additional information is required. 

Prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 

Reviewed by: 
Beacon Environmental 

Candace Chaloner, B.A.S. 
Ecologist 

Jamie Nairn, M.Sc., P.Ag. 
Senior Ecologist, Northern Lead 
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