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Overview
The Eastern Ontario Wardens’ Caucus (EOWC) Inc. is an incorporated not-for-profit
organization comprised of the heads of Council of eleven Counties and two Single-tier
municipalities in Eastern Ontario.
Its member municipalities include:
County of Frontenac
County of Haliburton
County of Hastings
City of Kawartha Lakes
County of Lanark
United Counties of Leeds and Grenville
County of Lennox and Addington
County of Northumberland
County of Peterborough
United Counties of Prescott and Russell
County of Prince Edward
County of Renfrew
United Counties of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry
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Introduction / Executive Summary
Over the past 15 years, the Eastern Ontario Wardens’ Caucus (EOWC) has developed
advocacy, policies and recommendations based on significant amounts of research and
data. The EOWC’s work has assisted provincial and federal policymakers in making decisions
for the benefit of the 750,000 taxpayers residing and working in rural Eastern Ontario.
Among its publications, the EOWC prepared a series of five White Papers in 2013 and 2014
to explore municipal financial sustainability through to 2020. That research confirmed that
rural ratepayers, like local governments, are increasingly challenged to pay the costs of vital
municipal services. Among the more than 50 recommendations contained in the White
Papers were two key actions, which would bring positive impacts across all areas of service:
• Implementation of a regional economic development strategy with the long-term
objective of stimulating growth and jobs in the region’s tax base
• Encouragement for provincial efforts to contain cost increases for service delivery
On the first point, the EOWC – along with its partners in the Eastern Ontario Regional
Network (EORN), the Eastern Ontario Mayors’ Committee (EOMC), and the Ontario East
Economic Development Commission – established a Regional Leadership Council in 2015
with the objective of implementing Eastern Ontario’s Economic Development Strategy for
the benefit of the greater region. This strategy was carefully developed over several years
along with financial contributions and moral support of the Province of Ontario.
In June 2014, Ottawa City Council adopted a resolution asking the Minister of Municipal
Affairs and Housing (MMAH) to initiate a Places to Grow exercise for Eastern Ontario,
specifically stating that “development outside the City does not contribute financially to the
cost of City infrastructure.”
The Province subsequently declared in its 2015 Budget document that it had “heard from
other areas of the province on the importance of developing plans to support growth and
protect Ontario’s natural resources, including valuable agricultural lands,” and that as a
result, “the Province will consider growth planning for eastern Ontario, supported by public
consultation and stakeholder input.”
The Wardens and Mayors of the EOWC then met with Minister Ted McMeekin, Minister Jeff
Leal and Minister Bob Chiarelli at Queen’s Park in October 2015 to express their concerns
regarding any development-control measures that would limit growth and development
potential in rural Eastern Ontario. Following this fruitful exchange, each head of Council
received a letter from the MMAH in December 2015 explaining that consultations related to
growth-planning opportunities and challenges would begin in the spring of 2016.
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The EOWC does not wish to interfere with or comment on the political and planning
processes in the City of Ottawa, and it seeks to maintain its good relations with all of its
neighbours in the National Capital Region. However, the EOWC has consistently maintained
that a Growth Plan for Eastern Ontario is unnecessary, for the reasons outlined by several
Planning Directors in the EOWC Counties (Appendix I) as well as the following:
• 60 percent of the daily commuter traffic entering Ottawa originates in the Province
of Quebec (Appendix II);
• Eastern Ontario is a very slow growth area, at 0.5% per year or a total population
increase of 25,000 between 2006 and 2011 (Appendix III), with the vast majority of
the new population growth occurring in communities with sewer and water services;
• Numerous development controls already exist in Eastern Ontario, directed by the
Provincial Policy Statement, the Endangered Species Act, various environmental
assessments, County Official Plans, local Official Plans, local zoning by-laws, Source
Water Protection Plans, and numerous other legislation;
• Due to the vast areas of Crown lands, managed forest lands, farm lands and other
protected rural lands, the opportunities for development on lands subject to full
assessment in Eastern Ontario are already severely restricted (Appendix IV);
• Seventy-three percent of the road and bridge infrastructure in Eastern Ontario is
located in municipalities outside of the City of Ottawa, which is equally used by
residents of Ottawa to travel throughout Eastern Ontario;
• Rural residents of Eastern Ontario financially contribute to infrastructure in the City
of Ottawa on an annual basis, in areas such as the operation of the Rideau Canal; the
light rail transit system; the maintenance of the Greenbelt by the National Capital
Commission; and the provincial and federal governments’ funding to prevent raw
sewage from being discharged directly into the Ottawa River.
Rather than growth planning, the EOWC requests the provincial and federal support of
Eastern Ontario’s Economic Development Strategy. As in the past, the EOWC is confident
that growth and economic development opportunities are most likely to be successful – and
adequately respond to the needs and concerns of all involved – if pursued in partnership.

Peter Emon
Chair, 2016, Eastern Ontario Warden’s Caucus
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Appendix I – Comments from County Planning Directors:
1) County of Peterborough – Bryan Weir
Peterborough County is already included in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe. This Growth Plan is very unrealistic for Peterborough County.
The County has experienced population decline during the last census period. The
Provincial Plans were instituted primarily in response to high growth occurring in the
Greater Toronto Area and Outer Ring, known collectively as the Greater Golden
Horseshoe. The province’s Growth Plan is a very useful document for places experiencing
pressures from significant and rapid population increases, development pressures and
employment growth. For the most part, it serves to provide a coordinated approach for a
cluster of high-growth regions in the GTA. Since the document’s inception in 2006, the
County of Peterborough has been part of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe. Being included meant that Population and Employment Allocations were
applied and that the County was required to achieve general greenfield density and
intensification targets, just like other GTA municipalities.
As mentioned above, the County has been experiencing slow/no growth. Given the reality
of our County’s growth situation, it is difficult to adhere to many of the Growth Plan’s
requirements. The Growth Plan does not offer much relevance to Peterborough County
because it addresses areas, like the GTA, where growth is occurring at a fast pace. In 2014,
the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was updated and included many solid planning
principles that are part of the Growth Plan. Having the County removed from the Growth
Plan does not mean planning would occur irresponsibly or in contravention of sound
planning principles. These principles are now part of the PPS and the County supports
them. Being removed from the Growth Plan would provide the County with the ability to
grow without having to be subjected to the same lens as Toronto, Peel Region or Halton
Region. There is a vast difference between GTA municipalities and Peterborough
County. Development pressures are not of the same magnitude but yet the County would
be required to plan in the same way (i.e. technical studies, detailed land budgets,
employment analyses, community-focused growth studies, servicing analyses,
intensification targets, etc.).
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It does not seem reasonable or appropriate to include a rural municipality such as
Peterborough County as part of the Growth Plan especially given our existing pace of
growth. While the Growth Plan is an important piece of the land use puzzle for directing
growth in rapidly expanding areas, its applicability to areas such as Peterborough County is
questionable.
In terms of other constraints, we are also subject to the following:
• Species at Risk
• Source Water Protection Areas (but this is a good thing)
• Conservation Authority’s Regulated Areas around watercourses
• Development studies and constraints around wetlands, quarries, pits, areas of
natural and scientific interest, brownfields
• Access restrictions to Provincial Highways
• Dynamic Beaches
• Forested areas having potential for wildfires

2) County of Northumberland – Dwayne Campbell
Like Peterborough County, Northumberland County is considered part of the Greater
Golden Horseshoe and is already included in the Growth Plan.
As an upper-tier municipality that is relatively new to providing a Land Use Planning service,
we are in the beginning stages of having Growth Plan forecasts implemented in our Official
Plan policy. Our experience to date has been Ontario Municipal Board appeals and having
to rationalize the methodology of allocating prescribed provincial forecasts in County OP
policy. I foresee additional appeals (and the associates costs) when the local municipalities
refine the allocations and intensity targets within the local boundaries to conform to the
County OP. The point being the process of implementing the Growth Plan has the potential
to be very long and costly, using municipal resources and thus indirectly limiting (or at least
delaying) growth and development.
Other than in growing urban areas, the Growth Plan has little influence on how planning
occurs in rural municipalities. The broad planning principles followed are from the PPS.
Northumberland County’s constraints are the same as those listed by Peterborough County.
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3) County of Lennox & Addington – Stephen Paul
Lennox and Addington County just recently adopted its first Official Plan. Below are some of
the limits to growth as per the OP:
• Population: Lennox and Addington County’s population is projected to grow by 9400
people through to 2036. This is a total of 22.46%.
• Crown Land: Significant acreages of Crown Land in the County of Lennox and
Addington. 70% of northern township is Crown Land.
• Natural Heritage Features: Protect and preserve natural heritage features and
areas/systems, including wetlands, fish habitat, significant wildlife habitat & habitat
of threatened and endangered species, ANSI areas, and linkages.
• Growth: All growth is to be directed to existing urban areas with municipal servicing.
• Natural Hazard Areas: Must direct growth away from natural hazard areas such as
karst topography and wildfire forests.
• Aggregate: Protect licensed aggregate operations and areas with aggregate
extraction potential.
• Lakes: No or limited development of Lakes Managed for Lake Trout.
• Source Water Protection: Prevent land uses that may result in significant drinking
water threats.
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4) County of Renfrew – Paul Moreau
The development of an Eastern Ontario Growth Plan is counter to the Ontario
government’s plan to ensure that local governments have the powers and flexibility they
need (see Municipal Act consultations). For one, issues and challenges in the Greater
Golden Horseshoe, Oak Ridges Moraine, the Greenbelt and the lower Niagara Escarpment
do not mirror those of Eastern Ontario. Provincial regulation and involvement in local
planning continues to expand and goes well beyond areas and issues that are identified as
areas of Provincial interest in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The Province is
committed to the growth of settlement areas and rural areas as expressed in the recently
released 2014 PPS and any effort to restrict growth in these areas (such as the Town of
Arnprior) to benefit larger urban centres would be a repudiation of the PPS.
Communities in Eastern Ontario struggle to emerge from the worst economic downturn in a
century, any discussion of a Growth Plan which is actually founded on restricting growth, is
ill-considered and counter-productive. Much of Eastern Ontario is a slow-growth or nogrowth area. In our Eastern Ontario communities, the only instances of youth retention,
acceptable levels of unemployment and strong positive community spirit are found where
manufacturing and value-added service businesses have been able to survive and grow.
Regionally, Eastern Ontario has been proactive in Smart Growth strategy development as
evidenced by:
• Eastern Ontario Regional Network (EORN) –multi-year $169 million broadband
service expansion project.
• Ontario East Transportation Study – examining road, port, marine, rail, aviation and
transit challenges and needs across the region.
• Active Transportation projects throughout Eastern Ontario.
Residents of Eastern Ontario and the City of Ottawa share a wonderful part of our Province
and have enjoyed a long history of close cooperation to the mutual benefit of both
municipalities; city residents enjoy driving on local municipal and county roads to access the
many lakes and rivers and provincial parks in Eastern Ontario. The city also benefits from
the flow of resources from the rural areas to sustain the city’s growth and development;
these resources include forestry, agricultural and aggregate products. In turn, county
residents take advantage of the many shopping, sporting and cultural opportunities in the
city which results in significant economic spin-off for Ottawa. This is a mutually beneficial
relationship.
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5) County of Lanark – Mary Kirkham
In June 2012, Lanark County adopted its first Official Plan, entitled “Lanark County
Sustainable Communities Official Plan” (SCOP), which combined an Official Plan under the
Planning Act with an Integrated Community Sustainability Plan (ICSP). The SCOP provides
for the implementation of land use policies through traditional tools, such as zoning and lot
creation with a focus on the integration of sustainable practices regardless of political
boundaries. The ICSP part of the Plan identifies goals and objectives designed to enhance
community sustainability.
The population of Lanark County (including the Town of Smiths Falls) is expected to grow at
a rate of 3% per annum, approximately one half the projected provincial increases. Along
with the low population growth, Lanark County has a population that is older than the
provincial average.
Below are some of the limits to growth within Lanark County:
• Significant portions of the County are either Crown lands or County Forests,
particularly in the northwest sector of the County.
• Large tracts of lands are designated as Natural Heritage Features, protected from
development through the PPS and other legislation, such as significant wetlands,
significant valleylands, significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, Areas of
Natural and Scientific Interest and species at risk.
• High percentage of lands designated as sand and gravel reserves. And over 100
licensed Pits and Quarries.
• Source Water Protection: more than 95% of the County is designated as a Significant
Groundwater Recharge Area.
• Limited availability of public transit.
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6) County of Frontenac – Joe Gallivan
Frontenac County now has its first County Official Plan in place after it was approved by the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing in January, 2016. It is the intention of the Plan to
set the context for planning in the County as a whole and provide regional direction on
planning issues. The plan is unique in that is applies a systems-based approach to act as a
guide for dealing with cross-boundary and cross-jurisdictional issues. The only defined
boundaries in the Plan are watershed boundaries which reinforce the need for the
Frontenac region to work and think collaboratively. It might make sense to apply the same
approach to a ‘Growth Plan’ for Eastern Ontario.
Here are some general comments:
• No Land Use Controls – A Growth Plan for this region should not be based on land
use and growth targets. This would only add another layer of planning rules to a
geographic area that could hinder economic sustainability and competitiveness in a
global market.
• Include Ottawa and Kingston – The Growth Plan should needs to clearly recognize
the important role of Ottawa and Kingston as the two large urban areas that
generate employment and provide regional services (e.g., health services). Montreal
also has influence on the economy of Prescott-Russell and Stormont, Dundas &
Glengarry.
• Redefine ‘Eastern Ontario’ – The west side of Eastern Ontario is influenced more by
the Toronto region than Ottawa and consideration should be made to exclude the
Counties of Peterborough, Northumberland, and Haliburton from the growth plan.
• Regional Waste Management – it would be advantageous if the Province took the
lead on this issue and made it an important component in managing the long term
(50+ years) environmental and financial costs that are placed on rural municipalities.
If the Growth Plan area goes no further west than Hastings County, then a regional
solution should be delivered by the Province. The new Durham York Energy Centre
should be used as a model to provide a facility for all waste in Eastern Ontario to be
dealt with that protects the environment, is sustainable, and also cost-effective.
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• Coordinated Infrastructure Investment – the Growth Plan should develop a
coordinated approach for the Province to invest in road, water, and sewer
infrastructure in Eastern Ontario over a minimum 20 year period. A majority of this
investment should be focused in the rural areas where the lack of commercial and
industrial assessment compared to cities and towns makes it difficult to fund
expensive capital projects.
• Support Innovative Infrastructure – for more than 20 years, the Ministry of
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) has been promoting the use of
communal services as an alternative to typical on-site septic and well for each
individual lot. The Provincial Policy Statement has also supported the use of
communal services as a preferred form of servicing compared to private services.
The use of communal services in rural areas could help direct growth to settlement
areas, increase rural density, and result in better environmental protection. The
roadblock for small municipalities to use this tool is the large financial risk that may
be required to sign a municipal responsibility agreement. It would be in the best
interest of sustainable development if the Province would agree to assume this
financial risk across Eastern Ontario. Communal service technology has improved
significantly in the past decade and the risk of a faulty system is very low but the
financial risk still remains for rural Eastern Ontario. It is quite possible that if the
Province established a capital fund to fix any faulty service then the support for
communal services would increase.
• Regional Roads – Provincial Transfer – with the municipal amalgamations that
occurred in 1998 many kilometres of Provincial Highways and County Roads were
downloaded to rural municipalities. In the particular case of Frontenac County the
four rural municipalities are now having to use their tax base – almost entirely
residential – to fund roads that were designed for intra-regional travel. The Growth
Plan needs to reconsider these transfers and look at ‘uploading’ some of these roads
to the Province. This will allow rural municipalities to reinvest monies towards local
initiatives.
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7) City of Kawartha Lakes – Ron Taylor, CAO
The City of Kawartha Lakes is part of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
(GPGGH). Other Eastern Ontario jurisdictions subject to the GPGGH include the City of
Peterborough, County of Peterborough and County of Northumberland. The City of
Kawartha Lakes has experienced the same trends outlined by those Counties noted above.
The City of Kawartha Lakes identified five urban centres within our Growth Management
Study (in response to the GPGGH requirements) where targeted urban development could
be focused – Lindsay, Fenelon Falls, Bobcaygeon, Omemee and Woodville. Our objective
was to establish growth and development policies that conform to the 2014 PPS and the
GPGGH.
We subsequently assessed these Centres through the development of Secondary Plans, and
supporting servicing and transportation assessments to implement targeted growth and
development. Our assessments confirmed various constraints to achieving prescribed
densities within many of our urban centres, including, but not limited to:
• servicing constraints;
• maintaining the character and demand for certain types of compatible development
with the prescribed urban limits of centres;
• lack of sustainable public transit services;
• environmental functions and features; and
• topographical constraints.
Lindsay appears to be the only urban centre where policies of the GPGGH could possibly be
achieved. The City continues to encourage growth and development in all of our urban
centres. The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) has formally appealed two
of our Secondary Plans (Fenelon Falls and Omemee), and is reviewing our other Plans that
have been endorsed by Council and referred to the OMB (to inform appeals to the 2012 City
of Kawartha Lakes Official Plan).
(continued next page)
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The City of Kawartha Lakes is struggling to meet the objectives of the GPGGH while
encouraging growth and development within our City generally in keeping with overall
population and employment targets (25,000 new population and 3000 new jobs by 2031).
In order to implement targeted development, The City of Kawartha Lakes has developed
several implementation Plans, strategies and by-laws to manage growth.
These include:
• updated development charges and fees;
• servicing environmental assessments and studies; and,
• environmental studies (floodplain mapping and policies, for example)
These “development readiness” initiatives can only be funded if targeted growth and
development is realized. There is no value for the City of Kawartha Lakes’ inclusion in an
Eastern Ontario Growth Plan, unless that Plan supersedes the GPGGH and/or provides an
opportunity for the City of Kawartha Lakes to revisit growth targets and development
policies that are more reflective of our rural character, development opportunities and
constraints.
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EOWC Input – Existing Limits on Growth - HASTINGS COUNTY OFFICIAL PLAN
NATURE OF LIMITATION/CONSTRAINT
Population projections for 20 year
planning frame.
Significant acreages of Crown Land in the
County.
Direct growth to urban serviced
communities.
Protect and preserve natural heritage
features & areas/systems, including
wetlands, fish habitat, significant wildlife
habitat & habitat of threatened &
endangered species, ANSI areas, linkages,
etc.
Delineation of floodplains & wave uprush area and restrict or prohibit
development therein.
No or limited development of Lakes
Managed for Lake Trout (Cold Water
Lakes)
Direct development away from natural
hazard areas, including:
• erosion hazard limits for ridges, etc.
• karst topography
• forest types for wildland fire
Protect licenced aggregate operations
and areas with aggregate extraction
potential (sand & gravel, bedrock &
minerals) from incompatible land uses.
Protect prime agricultural land and very
limited new lots permitted.
New land uses must comply to Minimum
Distance Separation Formulae.
Prevent land uses that may result in
significant drinking water threats.
Restricting the number of lots to be
severed off an existing land holding.
Limiting new development permitted on
the extension of and/or a new private
right-of-way.
Setbacks/compatibility with existing and
former waste management sites.
Assessment area/compatibility with
railways and airports.

SECTION # EXISTING OP

SECTION # NEW DRAFT OP

38,228 to 49,878 by 2016
Section 1.3.1b)
Section 1.3.6

42,600 in 2011 to 45,700 in 2036
or .28% per annum. Section 1.4.2
Section 1.2.5

Section 2.2

Sections 1.7.1 c)

Section 2.4 & Land Use
Schedules (ie. Environmental
Protection)

Section 4.1
New - Section 4.3.5 – Significant
Woodlands & Valleylands
& Section 4.2.6 Aquatic Species at
Risk

Section 3.2.3

Section 3.2.7

Section 4.5.3
Section 2.6.2 Urban Communities
Secondary Plan
Section 4.2.5

Section 2.4

Section 4.3.1

Section 3.2
N/A
N/A

Section 4.4.2
Section 4.4.3
Section 4.4.3

Section 3.9 & Land Use
Schedules

Section 4.6 and Schedule OP-C

Section 3.1 & Land Use
Schedule
Section 3.1.2

Section 4.7 New – Retirement
lots now prohibited
Section 4.7.3

N/A

Sections 4.2.1.8 - 4.2.1.25

2 + 2 - Section 6.3.1 b)

2 + 2 - Section 6.3.1.4

Section 6.3.3c)(iii)

Section 5.4.3.7

Assessment area of 500m
Section 3.6
Section 3.6.3

Unchanged - Section 3.5.3
Section 3.6.3
New – Section 3.6.4.1 for airports

The purpose of this document is to summarize “all existing limits on growth and development” within the
existing and new draft Hastings County Official Plan.

1
Prepared by Hastings County Planning & Development Department – October 2015

EASTERN ONTARIO WARDENS CAUCUS INPUT
EXISTING LIMITS ON GROWTH – COUNTY OF RENFREW OFFICIAL PLAN
NATURE OF LIMITIATION/CONSTRAINT
Significant acreages of Crown Land in
the County
Protect and preserve natural heritage
features & areas/systems, including
wetlands, fish habitat, significant wildlife
habitat & habitat of threatened &
endangered species, ANSI areas,
linkages, etc.
Delineation of floodplains
No or limited development of At
Capacity Lakes
Direct development away from natural
hazards: erosions, slope stability, leda
clay, karst, wildland fire, mine hazards

SECTION # EXISTING OP
Section 2.2(5)

SECTION # NEW DRAFT OP
Section 2.2(5)

Section 2.2(8) – General Provisions
Section 8 – Environmental Protection

Section 2.2(8) – General Provisions
Section 8 – Environmental Protection
New Section 2.2(8)(e) and (f) – significant
woodlands and valleylands

Section 2.2(18)
Section 9

Section 2.2(18)
Section 9

Section 2.2(9)
Section 11

Protect licensed aggregate operations
and areas with aggregate extraction
potential (sand & gravel, bedrock &
minerals) from incompatible uses
Protect prime agricultural land and very
limited new lots permitted
New land uses must comply to Minimum
Distance Separation Formulae
Prevent land uses that may result in
drinking water threats

Section 7

Section 2.2(9)
New Section 2.2(9)(b) and (c) for karst and
wildland fire
Section 11
Section 7

Section 6

Section 6

Section 2.2(2)

Section 2.2(2)

Section 2.2(12)

Section 2.2(12)
New section 2.2(12)(f) to require enhanced
studies
Section 12

Setback/compatibility with existing
Section 12
former waste management sites
The purpose of this document is to summarize “all existing limits on growth and development” within the existing and new draft
Renfrew County Official Plan
Prepared by Renfrew County Planning Division – October 2015

EOWC Input – Existing Limits on Growth
LANARK COUNTY SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES OFFICIAL PLAN (SCOP)
NATURE of LIMITATION/CONSTRAINT
Population projections for 20 year planning frame
Significant acreage of Crown Land in County
Significant acreages of County Forest
Direct growth to settlement areas
Protect and preserve natural heritage features and
areas / systems, including wetlands, fish habitat,
significant wildlife habitat & habitat of threatened &
endangered species, ANSI areas, linkages, valleylands,
woodlands, fish habitat, etc.
Delineation of floodplains
Limited single lot creation
Protection of Agricultural Resources
Protection of Mineral and Aggregate Resources
Prevent development in hazardous geological
formation (Karst, unstable slopes, unstable bedrock,
organic soils, leda clay)
Prevent development on contaminated sites
Prevent land uses that may result in significant drinking
water threats

SECTION # IN SCOP
Section 1.1
58,008 to 70,434 by 2031
Land Use Schedule
23,000 hectares
Land Use Schedule
4,638 hectares
Section 2.2
Section 5.0
And land use schedule

Section 7.3
Section 3.3.3
Section 6.1
Section 6.2
Section 7.4
Section 7.6
Section 5.5.9

Prepared by Lanark County Planning Department – October 2015

EOWC Input – Existing Limits on Growth – PRESCOTT-RUSSELL OFFICIAL PLAN
NATURE OF LIMITATION/CONSTRAINT
Population projections for 20 year
planning frame.
Significant acreages of Crown Land in the
County.
Direct growth to urban serviced
communities.
Protect and preserve natural heritage
features & areas/systems, including
wetlands, fish habitat, significant wildlife
habitat & habitat of threatened &
endangered species, ANSI areas, linkages,
etc.
Delineation of floodplains & wave uprush area and restrict or prohibit
development therein.
No or limited development of Lakes
Managed for Lake Trout (Cold Water
Lakes)
Direct development away from natural
hazard areas, including:
• erosion hazard limits for ridges, etc.
• karst topography
• forest types for wildland fire
Protect licensed aggregate operations
and areas with aggregate extraction
potential (sand & gravel, bedrock &
minerals) from incompatible land uses.
Protect prime agricultural land and very
limited new lots permitted.
New land uses must comply to Minimum
Distance Separation Formulae.
Prevent land uses that may result in
significant drinking water threats.
Restricting the number of lots to be
severed off an existing land holding.
Limiting new development permitted on
the extension of and/or a new private
right-of-way.
Setbacks/compatibility with existing and
former waste management sites.
Assessment area/compatibility with
railways and airports.

SECTION # EXISTING OP

SECTION # NEW ADOPTED OP

100,00 to 107,204 by 2026
Section 2.1.1
n/a

115,720 in 2035
Section 2.1.1.1
Section 2.6, Schedule A

Section 2

Section 2

Section 5 & Schedule B

Section 5 & Schedule B

Section 6.5 & Schedule C

Section 6.5 & Schedule C

N/A

N/A

Section 6

Section 6

Section 6.6
Section 6.6
N/A

Section 6.5
Section 6.6.1
Section 6.10

Section 4.3 & Land Use
Schedule A

Section 4.3 and Schedules A & E

Section 4.2 & Land Use
Schedule A
Section 4.2.3

Sections 4.2 & 7.4.2.3,
7.4.2.3.1, 7.4.2.3.2, 7.4.2.3.3
Section 7.4.25

Sections 5.5.8, 5.5.9 &
Schedule B
2 + 1 - Section 7.4.2

Sections 5.5.9.1 & Schedule C

Section 3.3

Section 3.3

Assessment area of 500m
Section 3.5
Section 6.9.2

Unchanged - Section 3.5

2 + 1 - Section 7.4.2

Sections 3.3.14, 3.3.14. 6.9.1

The purpose of this document is to summarize “all existing limits on growth and development” within the
existing and new draft Prescott and Russell County Official Plan.

Prepared by the Planning and Forestry Department of Prescott and Russell– October 2015
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Appendix II

Ottawa Workforce Commuter Patterns (In and Outflows 2006 - 2011)
Total Work Force Working in Ottawa
and Living Elsewhere
Living in Eastern Ontario
Living in Quebec
Living in GTA
Living in the rest of Ontario
Living in the rest of Canada
Total Commuting Work Force

Total Work Force Living in Ottawa and
working elsewhere
Working in Eastern Ontario
Working in Quebec
Working in GTA
Working in the rest of Ontario
Working in the rest of Canada
Total Commuting Work Force

2006
#
36,015
55,910
1,500
960
745
95,130

% of
% of Total
Commuters Workforce
38.00%
8%
59%
13%
2%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%

2011
% of
% of Total
#
Commuters Workforce
38,280
38%
8%
58,750
59%
13%
1,755
2%
0%
1005
1%
0%
580
1%
0%
100,370

2006
#
4,535
16,990
1,225
635
455
23,840

% of
% of Total
Commuters Workforce
19.00%
1%
71%
5%
5%
0%
3%
0%
2%
0%

2011
#
4,770
18,745
1,085
480
400
25,480

% of
% of Total
Commuters Workforce
19%
1%
74%
5%
4%
0%
2%
0%
2%
0%

Increase/Decrease
#
2265
2,840
255
45
-165
5,240

% Change
6%
5%
17%
5%
-22%
6%

Increase/Decrease
#
235
1,755
-140
-155
-55
1,640

% Change
5%
10%
-11%
-24%
-12%
7%

Ottawa Net Commuter Workforce In and Outflows 2006 - 2011
Net Work Force Commuter Flow
Patterns for Ottawa & Elsewhere
(+ into, - Out of Ottawa)
Eastern Ontario
Quebec
GTA
Rest of Ontario
Rest of Canada
Total Net Commuting Work Force

#
31,480
38,920
275
325
290
71,290

2006
% of Net
Total
Commuters
44.00%
55%
0%
0%
0%

#
33,510
40,005
670
525
180
74,890

2011
% of Net
Total
Commuters
47%
56%
1%
1%
0%

Increase/Decrease
#
2030
1,085
395
200
-110
3,600

% Change
6%
3%
144%
62%
-38%
5%

Appendix III

Ottawa & Regional Population Comparisons 2006-2011 Census Data
Characteristics
Canada
Ontario
Eastern Ontario

2006 Total
Population

2011 Total
Population

Value Change

% Change

Average
Annual %
Change

31,612,897
12,160,282
1,096,247

33,476,688
12,851,821
1,121,897

1,863,791
691,539
25,650

5.9%
5.7%
2.3%

1.2%
1.1%
0.5%

Ottawa (Census Division)

812,129

883,391

71,262

8.8%

1.8%

Renfrew County
Lanark
Leeds Grenville
Prescott Russell
Stormont Dundas & Glengarry

97,545
63,785
99,206
80,184
110,399

101,326
65,667
99,306
85,381
111,164

3,781
1,882
100
5,197
765

3.9%
3.0%
0.1%
6.5%
0.7%

0.8%
0.6%
0.0%
1.3%
0.1%

Frontenac
Lennox & Addington
Hastings
Prince Edward County
Haliburton
Peterborough County
Northumberland
Kawartha Lakes County

143,865
40,542
130,474
25,496
16,147
133,080
80,963
74,561

149,738
41,824
134,934
25,258
17,026
134,933
82,126
73,214

5,873
1,282
4,460
-238
879
1,853
1,163
-1,347

4.1%
3.2%
3.4%
-0.9%
5.4%
1.4%
1.4%
-1.8%

0.8%
0.6%
0.7%
-0.2%
1.1%
0.3%
0.3%
-0.4%

Five E.O. Counties Bordering Ottawa

451,119

462,844

11,725

2.6%

0.5%

Gatineau

242,124

265,349

23,225

9.6%

1.9%

Appendix IV

Of the 45,000 square kilometres in Rural
Eastern Ontario, only the white areas (see
map),
) less
l
than
th 25% off the
th total
t t l area, are
available for development at full assessment.

Crown Land (25% of total
land area) represents as
much as $145 million in
f
foregone
residential
id ti l
property taxes each year
from an additional 85,250
households.

Light green lands are Crown land (0% assessment), red indicates lands that are part of the farm land tax
program (25% assessment) and purple indicates managed forest tax program lands (25% assessment).

