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SUMMARY 
 

 

The unique geography of Prince Edward County has resulted in an extraordinary 
amount of waterfront land within the Municipality’s jurisdiction. Including several 
inland lakes, Prince Edward boasts about 527 km of shoreline, of which 228 km are 

designated Shore Land in the existing Official Plan (OP). Despite this extensive water 
frontage, the designated areas account for a relatively small percentage of land in 
the County due to the limited depths of many parcels (see map on p. 4). 

 
Surprisingly, just 7% of designated Shore Land is developed for tourism, with 47% 
in agricultural use. Low density residential takes up 21% and various other uses, 
16%. About 8% of Shore Land is vacant, and almost none of it (.01%) is accessible 

to the public. 

 
This land use profile is of particular interest to the Official Plan Review because it 
does not reflect key aspects of the Shore Land Strategy set out in the OP, which has 

been in effect since 1993. In particular, the low amount of tourism development over 
the past two decades indicates that the policy to encourage resort and other 
tourism-related uses needs to be reconsidered. Furthermore, the negligent amount 

of publicly accessible Shore Land calls for a re-examination of the policy that ensures 
the provision of adequate public access to water.   
 
When we look at the residential component of the Shore Land profile, there is also a 

disconnect with Official Plan policy. While the Shore Land Strategy places major 
emphasis on subdivision development, very little has materialized, with most new 
housing construction taking place on existing lots of record or lots created through 

consent. 

 
Other important planning issues identified in this paper relate to the environmental 
impact of development near the shoreline; compatibility between tourism 

development and other uses, especially residential use; and problems arising from 
the creation of new lots on private roads. 
 
Following is a summary of key planning issues related to areas designated Shore 

Land that the Official Plan Review should address: 
  
SHORE LAND ISSUES 

 

Considerations 

Unattained Shore Land 

development goals  

 

 The OP anticipates that the predominant uses will 
be a mix of low density residential; resort, tourist 

and marine commercial uses; and private and 
public open spaces. 

 Such uses are only about 25% of the current 

mix, with agricultural uses and vacant land 
comprising over 50% of the mix.  

 The OP emphasizes residential subdivision 
development, but most new housing is created 

through consent. 
 The OP strategy for Shore Land needs to be 

reconsidered in terms of vision, goals and 
implementation, in light of what has occurred 
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over the past two decades and what can 
reasonably be expected for the planning horizon 

of the new OP.  
 

Negligible public access 

to water  

 The municipality has not taken advantage of the 
tools available under the Planning Act to provide 

public access to the water on lots located in 
designated Shore Land. 

 The Official Plan review should develop 

appropriate standards with effective means of 
implementation for this amenity.   

 
Outdated environmental 

policies 

 Development along the shoreline has specific and 

long lasting implications for the natural heritage 

system.  
 Shore Land adjoins waterbodies with impaired 

water quality, including the Bay of Quinte, Lake 

Consecon, West Lake and East Lake.  
 Shoreline management has evolved since the 

early 1990s when the existing environmental 

policies were developed.  
 

Impact of large scale 

tourism development on 

neighboring uses and 

the environment 

 The form of tourism development seen today was 
not envisaged by the OP.  

 Such development has met with strong 
opposition from local residents for a variety of 
reasons. 

 The Official Plan Review will need to assess the 

efficacy of current policies which seek to ensure 
that development is compatible with 
neighbouring uses and the environment.  

 
Residential infill 

development on private 

roads   

 Shore Land is the only OP designation that allows 
new lot creation on private roads. 

 Such roads have limited capacity to provide 

services to development. 
 The Municipality makes no commitment to 

assume ownership or maintenance or to provide 

any service, such as garbage pickup and 
recycling. 

 Emergency vehicle access may be restricted. 

 The Official Plan Review will need to consider the 

issues related to new development on private 
roads and recommend an approach that is in the 
best long term interests of the community. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
This purpose of this issues paper is to provide background information on those 
areas within Prince Edward County that are designated “Shore Land” in the 1993 

Official Plan (OP), and to identify key planning issues related to the lands so 

designated, for further consideration in the Official Plan Review (OPR). The paper will 
be circulated within the community and presented in summary at public open houses 
to invite feedback, all of which will serve to inform the development of new Official 

Plan policies for areas now designated Shore Land. 
 
In approaching Shore Land we must distinguish between the term shoreline, which 
applies to the interface between all County lands bounded by water, and the 

designation Shore Land, which applies only to those parts of the shoreline where a 

mix of commercial and residential development is permitted (outside of settlement 
areas) in the existing OP. The shoreline comprises about 527 km of waterfront on 
Lake Ontario, the Bay of Quinte, and major inland lakes; about 43% of this, or 228 

km, is part of the Shore Land designation. 
 
All lands with shoreline are subject to environmental policies that will be dealt with in 

the environmental component of the Official Plan Review. Because Shore Land 
permits significant amounts of development, special environmental policies for these 
designated areas will be part of the Shore Land component of the OPR.   
 

This paper is structured as follows:  
 

 Section 1 provides an overview of the 1993 Official Plan’s “Vision Statement”  

for Shore Land areas;  

 Section 2 describes the existing conditions in Shore Land areas, including: 
o the predominant land uses envisaged by the OP versus what is actually 

on the ground, 

o residential and commercial development, including major tourism 
projects, 

o the nature of the many site specific official plan amendments in Shore 
Land, 

o the lack of public access to the water, and 
o environmental conditions; 

 Section 3 summarizes relevant municipal and provincial planning policy;  

 Section 4 discusses the five major Shore Land issues identified to date; 
 Section 5 outlines the next steps in the OPR; 
 Appendix A provides an overview of Phases One and Two of the OPR; and 

 Appendix B provides a summary description of the 39 site specific Official Plan 

Amendments in Shore Land.  
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SECTION 1  OFFICIAL PLAN VISION FOR SHORE LAND, 1993 

 

 
The Official Plan’s Vision for Prince Edward County does not directly address shore 
land, but it does set the stage for the Shore Land designation with the following 
statement regarding shoreline: 

 
Complementing the historical features of the County is the fact that its 
boundaries are defined by water. The County’s lengthy indented 

shoreline consists of a variety of features ranging from limestone bluffs 
to sand dunes and beaches. Much of this shoreline remains 
undeveloped.1 

 

Further on, the OP recognizes the undeveloped character of the shoreline as an asset 

with the statement: “It is the County’s intent to maintain large tracts of shoreline in 
as natural a state as possible.”2 This policy serves as the basis for determining which 
parts of the shoreline should retain a rural character, and which should 

accommodate new development under the Shore Land designation. 
 
The only other indirect reference to Shore Land in the OP Vision appears under 

Tourism, in a statement pertaining to tourist accommodation, which is to be 
“fostered through the construction of new full service roofed accommodation 

resorts….”3 Although the Shore Land policy section does address resort development 
in detail, very little has materialized as discussed in section 4 of this paper.  

 
In a sense, Shore Land is unique amongst the Official Plan land use designations 
because its creation reflects what is absent rather than present. For example, Prime 

Agricultural Land is based on a predominance of high quality soils, whereas Shore 

Land includes what is left of shoreline areas once portions which meet certain criteria 
are removed, including “large tracts of shoreline that are publicly owned, used or 
influenced by agriculture, or which are constrained by environmental features, poor 

access, inadequate building envelopes or proximity to incompatible uses such as 
Mountain View Airport….”4  
  
Although commercial and residential development is permitted in Shore Land, the OP 

stresses the importance of maintaining environmental and ecological integrity. The 
design of development is meant to enhance and protect the shoreline, and “crowding 

of buildings, the removal of earth and vegetation and the pollution of surface and 

subsurface waters” are to be avoided.5  
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SECTION 2  EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 

 
2.1 Predominant Uses in Shore Land Areas  

 
In considering new policies for Shore Land, it is important to look at how such areas 

have been developed (or not developed) in relation to what was anticipated by the 
1993 Official Plan. Part IV, section 4.2.1 states that the predominant uses of land will 
be a mix of: 

  
 low density residential;  
 resort, tourist and marine commercial uses;  
 seasonal tent, trailer and recreational vehicle parks; and  

 private and public open space.   

 
Figure 1 shows that the foregoing uses do not predominate today, but comprise less 
than a third of all uses in Shore Land areas.  

 
 
The 28% share of intended predominant uses breaks down as follows:  
 

 low density residential - 21%  

 resort, tourist and marine commercial uses - .01%   
 seasonal tent, trailer and recreational vehicle parks - 7%  
 private and public open space - 0%   

 

Of note is that the resort category does not include Sandbanks Summer Village, now 
under construction, since MPAC has yet to update its property code. 
 

Figure 2 shows a breakdown of the “Other Uses” that make up 72% of existing Shore 
Land uses. Agriculture is the largest single use, with residential a distant second. The 
strength of agriculture is interesting, given that shoreline areas influenced by 

Figure 1 - Predominant Official Plan Land Uses 
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agriculture apparently were omitted from the Shore Land designation when the OP 
was developed in the early 1990s. 

  

The above uses break down by percentage as follows: 
 

 low density residential - 21%  

 resort, tourist and marine commercial uses - 0.01%   
 seasonal tent, trailer and recreational vehicle parks - 7%  
 private and public open space - 0%   
 agricultural - 47% 

 vacant Land - 8% 
 managed forest – 1% 
 other – 16% 

 
 

2.2 Residential Development 

 

The Official Plan does not provide a rationale for permitting larger scale residential 
development in Shore Land. However, a strong demand for such apparently was 

anticipated, because plans of subdivision are allowed despite the unavailability of 

municipal water and wastewater services, and detailed design guidance is provided 
by three different concept plans—cluster, linear and open shore line. Notwithstanding 
these policies, there has been very little subdivision activity in Shore Land relative to 
the County as a whole, as illustrated by Figure 3. 

 

Figure 2 - Existing Land Uses � � � � � � � � � 	 
 � � � � � � � � �  � � � �  � � � � � �
 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � �� � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � 
 � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � �  � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � �  � � � � � � � � � � � ! � � � �  � � � �  � � � �� � � � � � � � � �� � � � ! � � " � � � � � � � � � � � � 	� � � � �
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Shore Land has accommodated only 3.4% of new lots created by plan of subdivision, 
with most residential development occurring through the consent process. 

Furthermore, site specific Official Plan Amendments have permitted an increased 
number of new lots over that which is normally allowed through consent.  
 

2.3 Commercial Development  

 
Commercial development proposals in Shore Land areas have resulted in some of the 
most complex and controversial applications to be considered by Council. Common to 

those causing major concern in the community is their large size: an 85 unit eco-
tourist resort, a village-style seasonal resort with 237 cottages, and the expansion of 
an 150-acre tourist camp park. Several of these applications nearly resulted in an 

OMB hearing for reasons that ranged from environmental concerns, to incompatibility 

with adjacent uses, to concerns over access.      
 
Another development application involved the closing of a Temporary Trailer and 

Tent Park to create three waterfront residential lots. It shows how highly valued 
waterfront housing can work against certain kinds of commercial tourism uses and 
influence development trends in Shore Land. It is estimated that the average sale 
price of vacant residential waterfront land is $265,000, with frontage on the Bay of 

Quinte and Lake Ontario fetching an average of $398,000.6 If Shore Land continues 
to be developed for this kind of housing, the concerns of residents are certain to play 
an important role in the development approval process, particularly for commercial 
proposals. 

 
Regarding the expansion of Shore Land to accommodate more development, the 

Official Plan states that this “shall only be considered once those [areas] established 

by this Plan are largely developed.”7 Furthermore, the designation of additional land 
is prohibited “unless the need to do so can be detailed in appropriate studies, to the 

satisfaction of the County.”8 Since 1993, however, such applications have been 
approved for Quinte’s Isle Campark (now a 975-acre seasonal residential-

recreational facility near Salmon Point), Isaiah Tubbs Resort and Conference Centre 
(near Sandbanks Park), and others.  
 

 

 

 

Figure 3 - Lots Created by Plan of Subdivision  

� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � �
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2.4 Site Specific Official Plan Amendments 

 

There are 39 Official Plan Amendments (OPAs) in Shore Land, the highest number in 
any designated land use area. However, just three of these post-date municipal 
amalgamation in 1998. The amendments fall into six categories with regard to 
purpose: 

  
1. Add permitted uses  
2. Expand land area  

3. Modify setbacks or include special provisions related to development on water 
4. Add special provisions related to entrances on Loyalist Parkway 
5. Increase number of severances permitted  
6. Other 

 

Figure 4 illustrates the percentage breakdown of OPAs by category. The largest share 
by far is for modified setbacks or special provisions related to development on the 
water:  

 
1. Add uses – 4% 
2. Expand area – 8% 

3. Modify setbacks or special provisions related to water – 46%  
4. Add special provisions related to entrances on Parkway – 12%  
5. Increase severances – 16% ; and  
6. Other – 14%   

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Figure 4 - Purpose of Site Specific  

Official Plan Amendments 
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 2.5 Public Access to the Water  

  

The Official Plan designates much of the shoreline as Outdoor Recreational Land, 
which permits public parks, major open spaces, conservation areas, sports grounds, 
and other areas associated with public recreational uses. The existing uses within 
most of the designated lands are consistent with the OP, and include Sandbanks 

Provincial Park, North Beach Provincial Park, and Prince Edward Point National 
Wildlife Area. Accordingly, an estimated 57 km of 527 km of shoreline (11%) is 
publicly accessible. 

 
In Shore Land, however, only 0.01% of the designated area provides public access 
to the water, despite the policy that states: “The provision of adequate public access 

to water in the Shore Land designation shall be ensured.” Although “adequate” is not 

defined, the existing situation does not reflect the spirit of the OP.  

 
The collection of parkland dedication as a condition to the approval of development 
applications is an important legislative tool available to municipalities, but prior to 

2011 the County only applied this condition to applications for plans of subdivision. 
Since most Shore Land development has occurred through the consent process, it is 
understandable how public access has fallen by the wayside over the years.  

2.6 Shore Land and the Environment  

 

The Official Plan contains a comprehensive set of area-wide environmental policies as 

well as policies that apply in specific designations. One overarching principle is to 
avoid further damaging any component of an ecosystem that could result in the need 
for remedial work9, and in Shore Land specifically, the OP emphasizes the 

importance of development that is sensitive to its impacts on the water and the 

shoreline. Also of particular relevance to Shore Land are: the designation of all 
waterbodies as Fisheries Wildlife Areas within the Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
designation; the policies that support the Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan to 

restore and enhance the ecosystem of the Bay; and the Lake Management Plan 
process that is meant to address the environmental quality of inland lakes. 
 

With regard to County lakes, the OP states that they have “impaired water quality, 
which affects their recreational and aesthetic attributes.”10 In recognition that they 
“will continue to be subject to further pressures for residential, recreational and 

commercial developments”, the OP provides for the preparation of Shoreland 

Management Plans that will establish “more specific land use policies and 
designations related to future shoreland development; protection of environmentally 
sensitive areas; and consideration of other tourism, recreational, agricultural and 
other land uses within each lake shoreland.”11 Four lakes are identified for such 

Plans—West Lake, East Lake, Lake Consecon and Roblin Lake—the first three of 
which adjoin designated Shore Land. 
 

To date there have been no Management Plans prepared for County lakes. 
Furthermore, there has been little opportunity to ensure that Shore Land 
development is designed in a way that is sensitive to its environment, since most 
development takes place through the expansion of existing development or lot 

creation by consent, neither of which is subject to the site plan control by-law and its 
authority for design review.      
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SECTION 3  Municipal and Provincial Policy Context  

 

 

3.1 Prince Edward County Official Plan, 1993 

 
Following is a summary of current Official Plan policies for Shore Land, many of 

which are discussed in sections 2 and 4 of this paper: 
 

 The County’s intent is to maintain large tracts of shoreline in as natural a 

state as possible. (Part IV, section 4.1.2) 
 The intent is to protect shore land from development that would compromise 

its environmental and ecological integrity. (IV 4.1.3) 
 Designation of new areas to Shore Land shall only be considered once those 

established are largely developed. (IV 4.1.4) 

 No further land shall be designated Shore Land unless the need to do so can 
be detailed in appropriate studies. (IV 4.1.10) 

 Development should not necessitate the undue extension of municipal 

services. (IV 4.1.5) 
 Tourist commercial uses in Shore Land are an important component of the 

County’s current and future economy. (IV 4.1.6) 

 Proposals for resort development are encouraged. (IV 4.1.7) 
 Provision of adequate public access to water in the Shore Land designation 

shall be ensured. (IV 4.1.9) 
 Access for new development shall only be by a publicly maintained and 

assumed year-round road, except in the case of existing lots of record and 
infilling lots which may be by an existing private r-o-w (IV 4.3.3) 

 Permitted uses are: single family dwellings (by consent and plan of 

subdivision), commercial and institutional resorts, general tourist commercial, 

marine commercial, seasonal tent, trailer and RV parks, and public and 
private open spaces (IV 4.2) as well as limited industrial development by 
consent (IV 4.4.1a). 

 Except for limited residential development by consent, all development and 
redevelopment proposals shall be accompanied by a Servicing Options 
Investigation to ascertain the most appropriate form of servicing to foster 
environmental protection. (IV 4.4.1c) 

 Filling of shore land shall be permitted for the development of boathouses, 
docks, replacing eroded land and shore wells, and shore protection works. (IV 
4.4.1f) 

 Communal docking facilities will be encouraged. (IV 4.4.1g) 
 Wherever possible, the horizontal Shore Land setback for new buildings 

should be 30 m from the high water mark. (IV 4.4.1h) 

 Open Shoreline subdivisions can include backlot property designated Rural 

only through an OPA for the Rural lands. (4.4.2i) 
 The conversion and subdivision of resort commercial housekeeping cabins to 

residential uses and lots shall be discouraged so that the stock of 

commercially zoned land can be maintained. (4.4.3d) 
 Council will acquire and maintain open space fronting on water for public use. 

(4.4.5d) 
 Under Part IV, section 4.5 - Special Provisions, there are 39 site-specific 

policies for Shore Land.  
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3.2 Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 

 

In the Official Plan Review, new policies for areas with the potential for development 
on the shoreline will be informed by the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. Following 
is a summary of particularly relevant policies: 
 

 A coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach should be used when 
dealing with planning matters within municipalities including, ecosystem, 
shoreline and watershed related issues (s. 1.2.1). 

 
 Healthy, active communities should be promoted by such measures as 

providing water-based resources for recreation and providing opportunities for 
public access to shorelines (s. 1.5.1). 

 

 Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by providing 
opportunities for sustainable tourism development (s. 1.7.1). 

 

 The diversity and connectivity of natural heritage features in an area, and the 
long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, 
should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing 

linkages between and among natural heritage features and areas, surface 

water features and ground water features (s. 2.1.2). 
 

 Development and site alteration  shall not be permitted in fish habitat except 

in accordance with provincial and federal requirements (s. 2.1.5) or on 
adjacent lands 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 on their ecological functions (s. 2.1.6). 

 
 Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity 

of water by a variety of means related to best practices in water resources 

management (s. 2.2.1). 
  

 Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive surface 

water features and sensitive ground water features such that these features 

and their related hydrological functions will be protected, improved or 
restored. Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches 
may be required in order to protect, improve or restore sensitive surface 

water features, sensitive ground water features and their hydrological 

functions (s. 2.2.2). 
  

 Development shall generally be directed to areas outside of: 

o hazardous lands adjacent to the shorelines of the Great Lakes and 
large inland lakes which are impacted by flooding hazards, erosion 

hazards and/or dynamic beach hazards; and 

o hazardous lands adjacent to river, stream and small inland lake 

systems which are impacted by flooding hazards and/or erosion 

hazards (s. 3.1.1). 
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Section 4  Issues for Shore Land 
 

 

This section provides a summary discussion of the main planning issues in Shore 
Land that have been identified to date. These and other issues which may be raised 
in the OPR consultation process will need to be considered in the development of 

policies for the new Official Plan. 
  
4.1 Unattained Shore Land development goals 

 

The OP states that the predominant land uses in Shore Land will be a mix of low 
density residential; resort, tourist and marine commercial uses; and private and 
public open spaces. It further states that residential development shall be primarily 
by plan of subdivision, and sets out detailed policies for subdivision design. Also 

envisaged is substantial commercial development, including resorts, which are to 
proceed through rezoning and be subject to site plan control. The design of 
commercial projects is to incorporate clustering or grouping of buildings to maximize 
open space and convey a recreational character. 

 
Two decades later, only about a quarter of the designated lands are used for these 
purposes, the great majority of which is housing built not by plan of subdivision, but 

on lots of record or through severance by consent. Some 47% of Shore Land is in 
agricultural use and 8% is vacant. 
 
Clearly, the key OP policies for Shore Land have not been attainable and need to be 

reconsidered in light of an updated vision for these areas and realistic market 
demand projections.  

4.2 Negligible public access to water 

 

The OP states that the “provision of adequate public access to water in the Shore 

Land designation shall be ensured” but provides no guidance as to what is 

considered adequate. Although the Planning Act provides implementation tools for 

municipalities, in the absence of a clear planning policy, a negligible amount of public 
access to the water has been secured in Shore Land areas. Both standards and 
guidelines for this important amenity should be considered in the Official Plan 

Review. 
 
4.3 Outdated environmental policies 
 

The Official Plan encourages mixed development in areas designated Shore Land, so 

it is important that development standards represent best practices in 
environmentally sensitive design. This discipline has evolved since the adoption of 
the OP in 1993, therefore Official Plan Review must develop policies based on current 

expertise to provide clear direction for new development and the redevelopment of 
existing properties.   
 

Best Practices in Shore Land development policies  

 
While major development proposals tend to get considerable attention regarding 
potential impacts on the environment, it must be recognized that larger 

environmental impacts result from the cumulative effects of decades of small 
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development that takes place often with little or no regard to environmental 
standards. Current best practices emphasize the need for clear standards for new 

development and redevelopment for such things as setbacks from the water, size 
and frontage of new lot creation along the shoreline, minimum vegetation 
requirements, erosion control, phosphorus loading, storm water management, 
surface water contamination from agricultural run-off and septage, and the use of 

site-plan control for all development including residential development around 
environmentally sensitive inland water bodies. Best practices should include specific 
policies for the inland lakes, as they are vulnerable to overcrowding, pollution, and 

eutrophication due to their limited ability to dilute and flush pollution as compared to 
larger waterbodies and rivers.   
 
Best practices must also be applicable to shoreline areas outside the Shore Land 

designation. Some municipalities require a net positive impact from development and 

redevelopment, specifically around inland lakes, which in the County have been 
identified as having impaired water quality. Such an approach may be appropriate 
for Prince Edward. Other municipalities, such as the District of Muskoka, have 

adopted unique water strategies related to water resource management and 
development in proximity to water.12 

4.4 Impacts of large tourism developments 

  
The 1993 Official Plan sets out a strategy for development in Shore Land areas that 
permits low density residential and commercial uses, and encourages proposals for 

“destination resorts”. At the same time, the strategy recognizes that the areas have 

“significant aesthetic, ecological and cultural value” and states that the County’s 

intent is to protect them from development that would compromise their 

environmental and ecological integrity. Accordingly, the OP provides that 

development should be sensitively designed and located to enhance and protect the 
shoreline resources and should avoid crowding of buildings, the removal of earth and 
vegetation, and the pollution of surface and subsurface waters. While tourist 

commercial uses are recognized as an important component of the current and 
future local economy, the strategy states that they should be designed and operated 
in a manner that is compatible with surrounding land uses and the environment. 

 
Since 1993 there has been very little tourism development in Shore Land, however 
some of the proposals have met with major opposition from area residents due to 
their various impacts on the aesthetic, ecological and cultural value of shore land and 

adjoining water bodies. Given the scale of today’s projects, which can include 

hundreds of accommodation units and many resort-style amenities, this aspect of 
Shore Land policy needs to be very carefully considered in the Official Plan Review.  

4.5 Development on Private roads  

 

The Official Plan’s Shore Land Strategy acknowledges that there has been much 

development throughout the County on private roads, making it difficult if not 
impossible to provide services. Due to this limitation, the Strategy states that the 
County “may place such development in an appropriate zone, which recognizes the 

restricted nature of service delivery within that zone.” 

 
Pursuant to this policy, the Comprehensive Zoning By-law includes 42 different 
“Limited Service Residential (LSR) Zones” for the expressed intent to “recognize 

existing and infill residential development on private roads” (Section 14). The By-law 
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stipulates that within LSR Zones “there is no commitment or requirement by the 

County to assume responsibility for ownership or maintenance of any private road, 

right-of-way or lane or to provide any service such as garbage and recycle pickup.” 

Furthermore, emergency vehicle access may also be restricted in a LSR Zone.   
 
The service issues related to private roads are currently being considered by 

Municipal Staff, and the Official Plan Review should contribute to this by assessing 
the long term implications of permitting infill residential development on private 
roads.     
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SECTION 5  NEXT STEPS  

 

Once all of the different aspects of planning and development in the County 

have been addressed through Issues Papers, the next step will be to hold public 
open houses to obtain community feedback on the issues that have been 
identified. 
 

Following the open houses, a report on planning issues, options, opportunities 
and constraints will be prepared for public comment and consideration by 
Council. This part of the Official Plan Review, Phase Two is expected to extend 

through 2012. 
 
More about the project can be found on the County’s web site at 

www.pecounty.on.ca > click on “Official Plan Review”. 

 

If you have questions or comments about Issues Paper 11: Shore Land or any other 
aspect of the project, please contact: 

 
Bernard Shalka, Official Plan Review Coordinator 
613-476-2148 ext 351 / bshalka@pecounty.on.ca 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Overview of the Prince Edward Official Plan Review  

WHAT is the Official Plan? 

The “OP” is Prince Edward County’s blueprint for the near and distant future. It 

contains policies that guide how, when and where physical change takes place in the 

County. The way land and buildings should be developed, used and serviced are 
determined by the OP. Also, because physical change affects social, economic and 
cultural aspects of community life, the OP ensures that these interrelationships are 

managed in ways that protect and enhance the qualities that make our County a 

special place. 
 
WHY review the Official Plan? 

The current OP is nearly 20 years old and much has changed since its adoption by 

County Council in 1993, including the amalgamation of ten local governments into a 
single tier municipality in 1998. While there have been various amendments over the 
years, many policies do not reflect existing conditions and challenges. 

Also, the Province requires municipalities to review their official plans every five 
years to ensure that they are up to date and consistent with the Provincial Policy 

Statement (2005). The “PPS” includes policies that promote efficient development 

patterns, long term economic prosperity, the wise use of resources such as water, 
agriculture, natural heritage and cultural heritage, as well as policies that protect 

public health and safety in regard to natural hazards like flooding and human-made 
hazards like contaminated sites. 

HOW will the Official Plan be reviewed? 

The Official Plan Review began in January 2010 with the Secondary Plans project. 
This initiative involves the preparation of new plans for the County’s two largest 

settlements—Picton-Hallowell and Wellington. The project schedule and progress to 
date can be reviewed on the Secondary Plans webpage at www.pecounty.on.ca. 
Project completion is targeted for fall 2012. 

The second phase of the Official Plan Review began in January 2011 with Council’s 

approval of a Work Plan and a Participation Plan for the comprehensive review and 

update of OP policies that apply across the County. The progress of the second phase 
can be followed on the Official Plan Review webpage at www.pecounty.on.ca. 

It’s Important That You Get involved! 

The Official Plan is your plan, so participation in its renewal is critical if it is to serve 
you well in the years ahead. 
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How to Participate: 

Complete the survey located in the right sidebar of the Official Plan Review 
webpage.  

Monitor the planning process online, through the local media, and from notices that 
will be posted in libraries, community centres, recreation facilities, and County 

buildings. 
 
Attend upcoming open houses and public meetings where you can get answers, 

express concerns, and share ideas. 
 
Review project reports and other materials hot off the press. Get them at the 
Planning Department (the Edward Building, Main Street Picton) and online at 

www.pecounty.on.ca > under “What’s New” click “Official Plan Review” or 
“Secondary Plans”. 

For more information: 

Contact Bernard Shalka, Official Plan Review Co-ordinator: 

 Email bshalka@pecounty.on.ca 
 Phone 613-476-2148 ext. 351 

  



County of Prince Edward  Issues Paper 11 
Official Plan Review  Shore Land 
  July 2012 

 

20 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

 

Site-specific Official Plan Amendments in Shore Land 

 

Post-1998 Amalgamation 

 
OP 

Policy 

No. 
Location Description Purpose 

4.5.37 North 
Marysburgh  

Creation and development of 
new lots on new private right-
of-way or extension of existing 
private right-of-way. 48.5 ha 
(120 ac) 

- Land Expansion 
- Other: Creation of new lots 
on a new private right-of way 

4.5.38 Hillier Creation of Hobby farm – 
maximum of two horses. 
Maximum number of building 
lots shall be two. 
4.27 ha (10.55 ac) 

- Expanded Uses 

4.5.39 North 
Marysburgh  

Maximum of seven lots, not 
including the retained lands. 

- Increased no. of severances 

 

Pre-1998 Amalgamation 

 
4.5.4 Quinte’s Isle 

Campark – 
South side 

East Lake 
Athol 

Maximum 175 transient 
unserviced camping sites;  9 
hole golf course; driving range 

61.0 ha (150.8 ac) 

- Land expansion 

4.5.11 North-west 
West Lake 
Hallowell 

Maximum building lots shall be 
five; 15 meter buffer strip 
adjacent to Loyalist Parkway 

3.9 ha ( 9.75 ac) 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
- Increased no. of severances 

4.5.31 Isaiah Tubbs 
Resort – 
South side 
East Lake 

Hallowell 

Golf course, accessory uses 
related to a golf course, 
residential condominium units 
for tourist accommodation, 

resort conference facilities and 
associated recreational and 
open spaces 

- Expanded Uses 
- Land expansion 

4.5.2 East of 
Hallowell Bay 

Hallowell 

Access restricted to one 
common entrance from 

Highway 33 as determined by 
MTO. 

- Loyalist Parkway / MTO 
issue 

4.5.3 Ameliasburgh Residential Buildings – Zoning 
minimum floor area within 
dwelling shall be 111.48 sq. m. 

All residential and accessory 
buildings shall be set back from 
lot line abutting B of Q – a 
minimum of 30.48 m. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.5 Ameliasburgh Residential Buildings – Zoning 

Minimum floor area of living 
space within dwelling 111m2 

 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 
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4.5.29 Hillier Special Shoreland to permit 
minimum residential lot area of 
2 ha. 

All lands below 76.7 m 
elevation shall be zone EP 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
- Increased no. of severances 

4.5.7 East of 
Hallowell Bay 
Hallowell 

Maximum of three building lots, 
with one entrance onto Loyalist 
Parkway 

- Loyalist Parkway / MTO 
issue 
- Increased no. of severances 

4.5.8 Ameliasburgh Maximum of six building lots, 
minimum lot size 2.8 ha; 
minimum lot frontage 76. 0 m 

- Increased no. of severances 
- Other: Special lot size 

4.5.9 Hillier Maximum of three building lots; 

all lands below flood elevation 
zone EP 
One entrance onto Loyalist 
Parkway 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 
- Loyalist Parkway / MTO 
issue 

4.5.10 Round Prince 

Edward Bay 
South 
Marysburgh 

Maximum of two building lots; 

minimum lot size 1.0 ha 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 

4.5.12 Ameliasburgh Maximum of two building lots - Other: Water supply 

4.5.13 South East 
Carrying Place 
Ameliasburgh 

Maximum of four building lots; 
Minimum lot frontage 181 ft.; 
Setback of minimum 16 m from 
adjacent CNR railway; 
archaeological sites not 
disturbed. 

- Increased no. of severances 
- Other: Setback from railway 

4.5.14 Hillier Maximum of two building lots; 
Development flood-proofed to 
the 1:100 year flood elevation. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.15 Hillier Development flood-proofed to 
the 1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.16 Hillier Maximum of three building lots;  
Number of entrances one from 
all lots onto Loyalist Pkwy; 30 

m buffer adjacent Loyalist 
Parkway 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.17 Bayside 
North 
Marysburgh 

Development flood-proofed to 
1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.18 Ameliasburgh Development flood-proofed to 
1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.19 Hillier Maximum of three building lots; 

30 m buffer Loyalist Pkwy; all 
lands below flood elevation of 
76.7 m be zoned EP. 
 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 
- Loyalist Parkway / MTO 
issue 
- Increased no. of severances 

4.5.20 Bayside 

North 
Marysburgh 

Development flood-proofed to 

1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 

4.5.21 Ameliasburgh Development flood-proofed to 
1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.22 Bayside 
North 

Marysburgh 

Maximum of three building lots; 
steep slopes zoned EP 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.23 East of 
Hallowell Bay 

Maximum of building lots shall 
be fourteen; minimum lot 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
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Hallowell frontage 48 m; development 
flood-proofed to 1:100 year 
flood elevation; one entrance 

onto Loyalist Parkway for all 
lots 

4.5.24 East of 
Hallowell Bay 
Hallowell 

Maximum of building lots shall 
be three, 30 m buffer to 
Loyalist Parkway; all 

development flood-proofed to 
1:100 year flood elevation; 
single entrance onto Hwy 33 
services all lots. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
- Loyalist Parkway / MTO 

issue 

4.5.26 Ameliasburgh Subdivision Agreement; all lots 

60 m frontage; development 
flood-proofed to 1:100 year 
flood elevation. 

- Special setbacks or other 

water- related provisions 

4.5.27 Ameliasburgh Development flood-proofed to 
1:100 year flood elevation 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.28 Big Island 
Sophiasburgh 

Maximum number of lots shall 
be three. 

- Land expansion 

4.5.29 Hillier All development15 m from 
1:100 year floodline; maximum 

number of lots shall be three 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

- Increased no. of severances 

4.5.32 Sheba’s Island 
Hallowell 

Permanent Residential 
Subdivision 

- Other: Recognizes existing 
development  

4.5.33 Foster Fishing 
Camp 
Sophiasburgh 

Tourist Campground –people 
fishing in B of Q. Accessory 
uses - comfort stations, boat 
launches, workshops, storage 
buildings, open space areas, 
parking areas, and six 
residential dwell units that 

existed. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
- Other: Recognizes non-
conforming uses 

4.5.34 Wesley Acres 
Church 
Campground,  
Gasket Island 

Hallowell 

Seasonal camping/permanent 
residential uses. 

- Other: Groundwater issue 

4.5.35 Ameliasburgh Development flood-proofed to 
the 1:100 year flood elevation 
of 76.6 m. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 

4.5.36 Ameliasburgh Maximum number of new 
residential building lots created 
shall be three. 

- Special setbacks or other 
water- related provisions 
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