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Brief History of Hague Point
• In pre settler times used by indigenous 

population as a stopping point, above 
the rapids that began at the narrows

• Crown land until May 5th, 1832
• Sold to the village of Lakefield  in 

January 1911, to be used as a park
• Cottage leases along the Otonabee 

river eventually sold to lease holders in 
mid 1990s

• Campground began in 1961, operated 
by the village until mid 1990’s

• Campground operated by a private 
operator since that time
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Pre- Campground state of Hague Point                          
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State of Campground Today – Hague Point
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State of Campground Today – Hague Point
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Lakefield Campground is “not” a Campground
• It is a Seasonal Trailer park
• The same trailers the same people year after 

year
• The campground residents pay no municipal 

taxes and are not  municipal voters. They 
have permanent homes in other 
communities, no enduring stake in our 
community

• The campground land has been left barren, 
and the site is cluttered 

• There is no space for new visitors as the 
seasonal trailers occupy 95% of the land

• Although the Township does make a small 
amount of money from this arrangement, it 
loses the use of this area 365 days a year!

• The campground revenue is only about 5.5 
cents per day per resident of the immediate 
“Lakefield area”
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Going Forward
• Government is not a business! Taxpayers 

expect wise decisions respecting tax dollars, 
but we want decisions that value the interests 
of the community, not seasonal residents 
with a vested interest in maintaining a status 
quo.

• Our population is aging, by 2025  25 percent 
of Canadians will be over 60. In our area we 
have already exceeded this number

• The use of Hague point by older residents is 
already disproportionately low

• Children are spending less time outdoors and 
need more opportunities to play outside

• If we can create a space that is great for an 8-
year-old and an 80-year-old it will be great for 
everyone

• We need to stop being rooted in the past and 
move towards the future.
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The path forward
• There have been 7* studies of the 

campground in the past 53 years, 6 of them 
recommended removing the campground

• Nearby areas such as Midland (1970) 
Bobcaygeon (2018), Perth (2020), 
Thornbury & Collingwood 1980’s, Smiths 
Falls(2020), have already removed trailer 
parks

• The additional homes from the Lakefield 
South development will double the 
demand for waterfront park access for area 
residents

• We need to create comfortable spaces
• Provide amenities
• Playgrounds, pedestrian paths, fitness lots
• Natural design, and flexible use spaces

6/14/2021

* Beginning with Canadian Mitchell Associates (1968), Greer & Galloway (1970),
Robert S. Lockhart/Rethink Group (1982), CAUSE Study (1991), Hague Point Advisory Committee (1995), Gough Group Lakefield 
Park Master Plan (2002) and ORCA (2004) (First 3 studies are not available in paper form- but drawn from readers recollections)
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Our Group envisions the following elements
• Environment, a place for all creatures, gardens, 

pollinator, community space, forestry plan
• Healthy Living a network of trails, interest points 

along the route, canoe and kayak rentals, nature 
walks, Intergenerational planting

• Programs/Education- interpretive signage, 
educational sessions for children, ecology-based 
workshops, bee hotels, geo cache points

• Social Benefits, an amphitheater, outside stage, 
with horseshoe shape logs for seating, some use of 
this area instead of Isabel Morris park for events

• Destination- peaceful areas to picnic, and have 
group activities, low key activities by volunteers 
(literary festival, horticultural society, Jazz 
festival). Movies under the stars, music and some 
paid activities

• Community consultation and involvement will 
decide what is in the park, and it will change with 
the needs of the community over time.
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In speaking for the future we must hear the wisdom 
and stewardship of the past

• Indigenous people have been coming to this place where 
the rapids were and to the Marsh where the medicines 
grow for a very long time. It is not sacred ground, but it IS 
our traditional land, our territory.

• I asked for the land to give a message for you about how 
special this place is; the spirits of the land, the 
grandfathers, the trees, miss the rushing water, how it 
was originally here, like the island behind me, but it is all 
gone.

• Are we able to repair the damage? Possibly.

• But the spirits of the land feel stretched, tired, tired of 
what they must put up with during the beautiful summer 
months. 

• I can see that many of the trailers have been here a long 
time, and of course campers want to stay and spend their 
summers here. It is a beautiful place! 

• But if the people had any respect for the spirit of the land, 
the water, the trees, the rocks and birds and fish, they 
would want to return it to the original paradise that it was. 
This is their home. Do we want to encourage them to 
come back? YES. 

• So, I leave it up to you to listen to your own heart, hear 
and feel these messages from the original spirits of the 
land.

.
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From a 12 minute unedited video talk given by Elder, Water Walker and Knowledge Keeper Dorothy Taylor of Curve lake First Nation, for The Friends of Lakefield Park 
April 6 2021 at Hague Point
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Together we move 
forward and create 
the future
Thank you for your attention! Questions?
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Otonabee Region Conservation Authority 

250 Milroy Drive, 

Peterborough, ON 

K9H 7M9 

May 20, 2021 

Dear Chair Mitchell and Members of the Board, 

The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention to a matter that could have 

ramifications for the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority. 

In the Township of Selwyn, the publicly owned lands known as Lakefield Campground, 

have been managed by a contracted private operator over the past 25 years. In 2020, 

a Service Delivery Review examined ways for the Parks & Recreation Department to 

modernize and operate more efficiently; the Review recommended that the Township 

re-evaluate its role in the campground business and the operating agreement since a 

considerable financial investment will be needed to replace aging campground 

infrastructure. 

As a result, the Lakefield Campground Utilization Study is being carried out. The 
Study is looking at best practices and trends in the camping industry, seeking input from 
the public, and investigating the following options for the Township to consider for the 
Lakefield Campground: 

1. Continuing to outsource day-to-day management of the campground to a 
private sector operator; 

2. Investigating the interest of the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority to 
manage the campground on behalf of the Township (ORCA has an 
agreement with the City of Peterborough to manage the municipal 
campground there); 

3. Having the Township’s Parks & Recreation Department manage the day-to-
day operation of the campground; and 

4. Getting out of the campground business and converting the land to public 
open space. 

At the Special Selwyn Township Council meeting held on May 5th regarding the 

Lakefield Campground, the decision was made to remove option number 3. 

We are writing to you today on behalf of a group called Friends of Lakefield Park. We 

are a group of residents and businesses in Selwyn Township that share a vision for a 

better future for Hague Point. As a result of the land currently being leased to a private 

operator under an agreement and run as a for-profit business, much of this unique and 

beautiful park is not truly available for public use. 
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      2. 

 

We are in favour of closing the campground when the current contract ends in 2022.  

One of the options being considered in this Utilization Study is that Otonabee 

Conservation would manage the campground and as a result, we have several 

questions for your board. 

No details have been shared as to how Otonabee Conservation would plan to manage 

this campground.  

1. How many campsites would be retained?  

2. Would site rehabilitation occur when sites are decommissioned due to the need 

to reduce the footprint of the campground?  

3. Does Otonabee Conservation have a business plan showing that the 

management of the campground in an environmentally responsible manner 

would be financially viable? 

4. What would the management model look like?  

The local community has become quite engaged and is very concerned about the future 

of this critical piece of parkland in our community. We have witnessed the cutting of 

trees and vegetation by the campground manager in order to expand the number of 

sites without permission and no remediation was required of him.  

Our group and so many residents of the community, envision a future for this property 

that protects the environment, improves the quality of life for Selwyn Township 

residents, creates an environmentally sensitive destination attraction for visitors to the 

area and truly makes Hague Point a public park for all. 

Otonabee Conservation delivers programs and services that support the sustainability 

of the environment, within the physical and economic context of the watershed and in 

consideration of the social, cultural, and economic aspirations of the residents. 

Otonabee Conservation has been a partner to the municipality in restoration projects on 

this land in the past and we look forward to that expertise being available to us as we 

see future naturalization of the land.  

We have attached a letter for your information. It was written October 1, 2004 by 

Beverly Hurford the Environmental Planner at ORCA, to Bryan Weir, Director of 

Planning at the County of Peterborough. It contains the ORCA staff advisory comments 

regarding the proposed Official Plan Amendment #3 to the County of Peterborough 

Official Plan. We draw your attention to comment #8 regarding Hague Point Park which 

includes the following comments; 
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      3. 

A significant portion of the property is within 120 metres of the Provincially Significant 

Lakefield Marsh Wetland.  

The final report of the Township of Smith-Ennismore-Lakefield Parks and Recreation 

Services Plan, December 2002, included detailed recommendations for improvements 

to the park, both in the long term and short term. Section 4.2.3, Recommendation 49, 

suggests that over the longer term, the campground use should be phased out and the 

area redeveloped as public parkland. The development of a master plan was 

recommended and that new uses be developed in consideration of the environmental 

issues.  

We expect that ORCA would do its due diligence before considering any management 

relationship with Selwyn Township for the Hague Point parklands. 

We would like to have the opportunity to do a deputation to your next regular board 

meeting on June 17, 2021 on this matter, to tell you more about what our community 

envisions for the Lakefield Park on Hague Point 

 

Yours truly, 

Guy Hanchet and Stephanie Ford Forrester 

705 875-4488  705 652-5204 

Members of Friends of Lakefield Park 

CC – Mayor Mitchell and Council – Township of Selwyn 
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Report #: 2021-038 
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3. 2021-038 Response to the Proposed Regulations under the Conservation Authorities Act 

 

 

 

Subject: ERO #019-2986 – “Regulatory Proposals (Phase 1) under the Conservation 
Authorities Act” 

Thank you for posting the Phase 1 Regulatory Proposals under the Conservation Authorities Act 
on the environmental registry for comment and for providing a sufficient amount of time to 
make a submission. 

The comments below reflect the conversation and sentiment of the Board of Directors of the 
Otonabee Region Conservation Authority. 

Scope of Conservation Authority Mandate 

These comments relate to our observations on how well the proposed mandatory programs 
and services regulation aligns with the mandate of conservation authorities.  

The purpose of the Conservation Authorities Act is “to provide for the organization and delivery 
of programs and services that further the conservation, restoration, development and 
management of natural resources in watersheds in Ontario”. The yet to be proclaimed 
Subsection 20 (1), provides for the objects of an authority, which are to provide, in the area 
over which it has jurisdiction, mandatory, municipal and other programs and services.  

The Made-in-Ontario Environment Plan sets out a commitment to “work in collaboration with 
municipalities and other stakeholders to ensure that conservation authorities focus and deliver 
on their core mandate of protecting people and property from flooding and other natural 
hazards and conserving natural resources”.  

In our view the proposed mandatory programs and services regulation is the mechanism to 
align the purpose of the Act and the government’s environmental commitments with the 
implementing mechanism of regulatory requirements and standards.  

The regulatory proposals dealing with the Risk to Natural Hazards are fairly compete and robust 
and will enable an authority to deliver on the mandate of protecting “people and property from 
flooding and other natural hazards”. This comment is based on the assumption that the 
proposed Section 28 regulation remains substantively unchanged. 

We do however believe that the proposed mandatory program and service regulations falls 
short of addressing the governments commitment of “conserving natural resources”. The 
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requirements and standards for achieving this commitment appear to be rather limited and 
focused only on the management of conservation authority owned lands that are currently in a 
natural state. We feel that the proposed regulations should be enhanced to better address this 
commitment.  

Some suggestions include broadening the purpose of the watershed-based resource 
management strategy to at the very least include natural resource conservation requirements 
for all conservation authority owned lands and perhaps for lands where the Section 28 
regulations apply. An additional enhancement could be the requirement to deliver a monitoring 
program to measure the effectiveness of watershed-based resource management strategy.  

We have also observed that the mandatory program and service regulatory proposal is silent on 
any “standards or requirements to mitigate the impacts of climate change and provide for the 
adaption to a changing climate, through increasing resiliency”. These requirements are 
contemplated in the yet to be proclaimed Subsection 40 (2) of the Act. 

Recommendations: 

That the mandatory program and service regulation include additional requirements and 
standards to address the government’s commitment for conserving natural resources. 

That the mandatory program and service regulation include standards and requirements 
to mitigate the impacts of climate change and provide for the adaption to a changing 
climate, through increasing resiliency. 

Risk to Natural Hazards 

As discussed above the proposed requirements and standards for the Risk to Natural Hazards 
mandatory program and service are generally robust and complete. This comment is however 
based on the assumption that the proposed Section 28 regulation remains substantively 
unchanged. The proposed Section 28 regulations should have been available for comment 
concurrent with the posting of the Phase 1 regulatory proposals. There may be a need to adjust 
these proposals in consideration of any potential changes to the Section 28 regulations. 

Recommendation: 

That the province delay releasing the mandatory program and service regulations until 
an opportunity has been provided to review and comment on the proposed Section 28 
regulations. 

Virtually all of the water control structures built or acquired by a conservation authority were 
funded in part by the province. Grants were provided under various granting program criteria, 
most of which no longer exist. The portfolio of water control structures owned by Otonabee 
Conservation is the legacy of the historic provincial granting programs going back to the early 
1960’s. 
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The regulatory proposal identifies eligible water control structures as those that “mitigate risk 
to life and property damage from flooding or supports low water augmentation”. It is possible 
that such a narrow eligibility criterion will result in only some water control structures being 
considered as mandatory while others will be classified as non-mandatory. Should member 
municipalities choose to not accept a levy to operate, maintain, repair, or even decommission 
the non-mandatory structures, they would effectively become orphaned. An authority would 
be in an untenable position of owning a dam for which there is no access to stable funding to 
fulfill the regulatory requirements under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act to maintain 
them in a safe working order or to properly decommission them.  

Recommendation: 

An authority’s entire portfolio of water control structures should be included in the 
mandatory program and service regulation. This would provide an Authority with the 
ability to levy member municipalities for funding to deal with public safety and dam 
safety issues or to decommission structures no longer required. 

Management of Conservation Lands 

Similar to water control structures much of a conservation authority’s lands portfolio was 
acquired with substantial funding from the province. Approximately 90% of Otonabee 
Conservation’s land holdings were acquired in the 1960’s and 1970’s and almost every property 
was acquired in part with significant provincial funding that was provided to achieve a variety of 
provincial program objectives at the time, including conservation, flood management, 
recreation and forest management. The portfolio of lands owned by Otonabee Conservation is 
the legacy of the historic provincial granting programs.  

Land ownership comes with ownership responsibilities that include maintaining title integrity, 
responding to unauthorized activities and mitigating hazards that affect public safety. These 
responsibilities are the minimal obligations all landowners have under the Occupiers Liability 
Act. These responsibilities represent the base cost of ownership and there needs to be a 
reliable source of funding for these costs. These costs however are quite different from the 
costs associated with developing, operating and maintaining recreational amenities, 
infrastructure and services.  

The consultation guide implies a rather arbitrary delineation between mandatory and non-
mandatory lands. In essence if nothing occurs on the lands, it is classified as mandatory. If 
something occurs, even if it is as insignificant as passive walking on a trail, the land is classified 
as non-mandatory. We believe there needs to be an alternate approach to dealing with this. An 
approach that recognizes the cost of ownership and distinguishing that from the cost of 
providing recreational services.  

Recommendation: 
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That the mandatory program and service regulation includes the basic ownership 
activities associated with managing and maintaining all the lands owned by a 
conservation authority. 

The requirements to prepare a strategy for the portfolio of conservation authority owned lands, 
an acquisition and disposition policy and to prepare management plans for all properties will 
take some time to complete. These activities will also require incremental resourcing. The 
Impact of the costs can be mitigated in part by scheduling the work over a period of time. The 
proposed regulation is silent on when these requirements must be met. We suggest that a 
phase-in approach be adopted. Perhaps a 1-year period for preparing the portfolio strategy and 
acquisition and disposition policy, and perhaps up to 5 years to complete the management 
plans. 

Recommendation: 

That the mandatory program and service regulation include a phase-in schedule for the 
preparation of the lands portfolio strategy, the acquisition and disposition policy and 
property management plans. 

Source Protection Authority Responsibilities under the Clean Water Act 

The proposed program and service appears to be consistent with what is currently being 
undertaken and which is currently being provincially supported through transfer payments. 
Should provincial funding change the requirements and standards of this mandatory program 
should be revisited. 

Mandatory Programs and Services Prescribed in Regulations 

As discussed above the concept of a watershed-based resource management strategy should 
be broadened to better address the government’s commitment of “conserving natural 
resources”. 

We also observe that the description of the watershed-based resource management strategy in 
the consultation guide is conceptual in nature. A more detailed template or guidance document 
needs to be developed to support conservation authorities in the development of the 
watershed-based resource management strategy. In addition, the preparation of a watershed-
based resource management strategy will take some time to complete and will require some 
additional resources for its preparation and implementation. 

Recommendation: 

That the purpose of the watershed-based resource management strategy concept be 
broadened to better address the government’s commitment of conserving natural resources. 

That the Ministry commit to a collaborative process for developing a guidance document for 
the preparation of a watershed-based resource management strategy. 

23



 

Report #: 2021-038 
Page: 5 

That when the guidance document is in place a reasonable amount of time be provided to 
prepare the watershed-based resource management strategy. 

With respect to Provincial Water Quality and Quantity Monitoring Program the consultation 
guide does not include the Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring Network. 
 

Recommendation: 
 
That the Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring Network program be included as a prescribed 
monitoring program. 

 
Costs Not Related to Delivery of Programs and Services 
 
The inclusion of provisions for accommodating costs not related to the delivery of programs 
and services is strongly supported. 
 
We anticipate that there will be many views on whether these administrative and overhead 
costs should be apportioned along the mandatory and non-mandatory program and service 
divide. This discussion and potential solutions could get unnecessarily complicated. And the 
costs associated with tracking and apportioning expenditures to the mandatory or non 
mandatory column could become unnecessarily expensive. This is further complicated by the 
size of the Authority. Splitting costs out in an authority with few staff is mush more complicated 
than apportioning costs amongst a larger number of staff. We would advocate that a very 
simple practical approach be adopted. 
 

Recommendation: 
 
That the approach to establish costs not related directly to the delivery of programs and 
services be simple and easy to apply. 

Municipal Agreements and Transition Period 

The implementation of the proposed regulation for municipal agreements and transition period 
is in part dependent on the requirements laid out in the regulations dealing with fees, 
budgetary matters, and levies. These additional regulations have not yet been provided and a 
conservation authority’s ability to deliver on the expectation that the 2023 budget be based on 
the funding model being proposed as at risk without the guidance from these other regulations.  

When preparing a transition plan, conservation authorities must provide its member 
municipalities with an inventory of programs and services it provides and how they are funded, 
and to obtain member municipalities agreement that the inventory and the classification of 
each program and service is complete. The regulatory proposal is unclear on how to resolve a 
situation where a municipality disagrees with what a conservation authority describes?  

Recommendation: 
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That the municipal agreements and transition regulation include a dispute resolution 
mechanism. 

That those other regulations (i.e., levy, budgeting and fees) that support the 
implementation of the municipal agreements and transition regulation be made 
available as soon as possible so that conservation authorities can meet the December 
31, 2022, due date. 

Community Advisory Boards 

While we are not averse to the concept of a Community Advisory Board, there will be an 
ongoing need to distinguish the role of the members of the Authority (governance) from the 
Advisory Board. This will require an ongoing effort and there may be some challenges along the 
way that should be recognized at the outset. It would also be helpful to understand when the 
province expects Community Advisory Boards to be established and operational. 

Recommendation: 

That a reasonable timeline for establishing Community Advisory Boards be included in the 
regulation.  

Section 29 Minster’s Regulation 

The consolidation of existing Section 29 regulations is welcomed. Improvements to 
enforcement provisions would also be welcomed. The regulations should apply to all lands 
owned or controlled by a conservation authority, regardless of whether the lands are classified 
as mandatory or non-mandatory. 

Summary 
 
In summary we believe: 

• Some enhancements are needed to better address the government’s commitment to 
conserving natural resources. 

• That there is some risk to conservation authorities that the proposed mandatory and 
non-mandatory division will eliminate access to stable funding and by extension impact 
an authority’s ability to mitigate public safety and dam safety risks. 

• That the regulatory proposals introduce many new requirements that can not be 
reasonably delivered within a short time frame, a phase-in approach to implementation 
is required. 

• That some of the new requirements will require new funding. The impact of this can in 
part be mitigated through a phase-in approach to implementation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Phase 1 regulations. 
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TO:  Chair and Members of the Board  
 
FROM:  Dan Marinigh, CAO/Secretary-Treasurer 
 
MEETING DATE:  June 17, 2021 
 
SUBJECT:  Contract Award - Hope Mill Dam Slope Stability and Integrity Protection Works 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to obtain Board approval to award a contract to DRAIN BROS GROUP to 
undertake Slope Stability and Integrity Protection Works at the Hope Mill Dam. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION: 

1) Resolved, That Report 2021-039 titled “Contract Award – Hope Mill Dam Slope Stability and 
Integrity Protection Works” be received; and 

2) Resolved, That a contract in an amount not to exceed $47,246.09 plus HST, be awarded to Drain 
Brothers Excavating Ltd.; and 

3) Resolved, That staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give effect to these 
resolutions. 

BACKGROUND:     

The construction of slope stability and integrity protection works was included in the approved 2021 
Operating and Capital Budget. The approved budget for this project is $63,000 (inclusive of HST). 
 
The Authority retained the services of DM Wills to prepare design drawings and to provide engineering 
advice during construction. Authority staff prepared the Request for Quotations and will be 
administering the contract. 

DISCUSSION:  

The tender was advertised through the on-line portal Biddingo.com and by invitation. Opening for the 
Contract occurred on Friday, June 11, 2021. There was one (1) bid received for the project, which came 
from Drain Brothers Excavating Ltd. The bid was lower than the pre-tender Engineer’s Cost Estimate 
prepared by D.M. WILLS in January 2020. We have worked with Drain Brothers Excavating Ltd. in the 
past and believe that the bid is competitive. Staff are recommending that the contract be awarded to 
Drain Brothers Excavating Ltd. 
 
The pre-tender work completed by D.M. WILLS cost $5,820.00 plus $102.44 HST (inclusive of HST 
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rebate). The total cost of the construction component of the project has been quoted as $47,246 plus 
$831.63 HST (inclusive of HST rebate). Therefore, the total amount for pre-tender and construction 
work is $54,000.16 (inclusive of HST).  

ANALYSIS: 

Assessment of Potential Risk: 
(Required for all matters requiring Board decision/approval) 

Risks that would impact the successful achievement of the 
proposal & actions to mitigate the risk 

Likelihood 
High/Medium/Low 

Impact 
High/Medium/Low 

None anticipated low low 
 
Contributes to the Advancement of the following Strategic Goals: 

☒Safeguard people and property from flooding and other natural hazards  
☐Contribute to the maintenance of a healthy and resilient natural environment 
☒Provide recreational opportunities in the natural environment 
☐Build awareness and understanding of the value of the natural environment 

 ☒Supports organizational excellence  
 
Budget and Financial Implications: 

☒Can be implemented within the approved budget 
☒Dependent on receipt of external sources of funding 
☐Will require an adjustment to the approved budget 

 

 
Prepared by:  Signed for Gord, Earle, Water Resources Technologist 
 
 

 
Prepared by:  Signed for Jessie James, Manager, Conservation Lands Program 
 
 

 
Reviewed by:  Dan Marinigh, CAO/Secretary-Treasurer 
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