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Gord Zwaigenbaum P.Eng.                                                                                                      
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Bill Shore                                                                                                                             
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Connor Hawey BSc.                                                                                                            
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_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

c.c. B. MacKenzie-Wynia, Ontario Nature 
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 The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe 

 Melanie Shapiera, MNRF, Aurora 

Carolyn Hann, Lake Simcoe Biologist MNRF, Aurora 

Paul Heeney, District Manager, MNRF, Aurora 

W. Wegman, MNRF, Aurora 

Melinda Bessey, LSRCA 

M. Walters,   LSRCA 
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 K. Reese, Natural Heritage and Forestry Services, York Region  
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The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (SLSN) is a fully federated member organization of Ontario Nature. 

Ontario Nature protects and restores natural habitats through research, education and conservation 

connecting thousands of individuals and communities to nature. Ontario Nature is a charitable 

organization representing 25,000 members and supporters and over 140 member groups across Ontario. 

The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists represent many individuals and families in Georgina and the greater 

South Lake Simcoe Region. Our membership includes a wide range of people from diverse backgrounds 

and experience, professional to amateur, all naturalists interested in wildlife, nature, conservation, good 

planning and environmental issues. The SLSN have been involved in the community for over 25 years. 

Our organization has made many past submissions on the Town of Georgina Official Plans and 

Sutton/Jackson’s Point and Pefferlaw Secondary Plan reviews since the 1990’s and have commented on 

previous development proposals in the Sutton area, among other Regional and Provincial scale initiatives.  

 

Recommendations 
 

After rigorous and considered review of the current proposed Ainslie Hill I and II Revised Draft 

Plan of Subdivision we provide the following recommendations, original research findings, review 

of Town staff and agency review, and analysis, at this time for the Town of Georgina Council 
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consideration. In particular we note seven (7) key areas of our concern arising out of our comments 

raised by our organization at the Public Information Meeting held on April 28, 2016 at the Link 

Facility, that in our opinion have not been adequately or fully addressed with regard to science, 

planning and design considerations in the current state of this proposed development initiative 

(Revised Draft Plan). We commend Town of Georgina staff, Ballymore Homes Developer and their 

partners consultants efforts on this project on this demanding and constrained site. Much work has 

been done since 2013 but we believe there remains more natural heritage research work to be done 

here, comprehensive planning and design refinement, (and offer some other considerations) to 

ensure urban development in the current and future public interest, and Good Planning.  

 

We also provide our organization, and broader community context of interest and concern, for 

development of the significant Ainslie Hill area over two decades. As always our organization 

remains fully committed to the natural heritage, conservation, and restoration of Georgina’s 

natural and cultural heritage, and the future residents’ health and well-being. We are dedicated to 

help within our resources to achieve these ends. From our review, it is our opinion that this request 

by staff to Georgina Council for approval of the Ainslie Hill I and II Revised Draft Plan of 

Subdivision is pre-mature. There are significant design constraints we have raised, and we expected 

lengthy Agencies imposition of future “Conditions” and in our opinion, Council should receive the  

current Revised Draft Plan application for information. But only after more original research and 

analysis is completed to address design concerns like the ones we have raised, should Council 

approval be considered. In our view, for the high number of housing units, on a small constrained 

site in Ainslie Hill I, there remain many issues and concerns outstanding. This current plan does 

not represent Good Planning in its current state and we urge you not to approve the zoning 

amendment application at this time.  

 

1. Phase 1 (Ainslie Hill I) improvements to design for maximization of conservation of natural 

habitat and wildlife in design of the Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision. The Avian bird 

work we have done since our last engagement with the project has confirmed to us that 

more attention to design of the site is still needed related to significant and representative 

wildlife resources. Rare species documentation by us in the Revised Draft Plan of 

Subdivision area is reported and we would like to see more comprehensive work done in 

this regard by developer consultants. We invite members of Georgina Council to walk the 

site area of this Revised Draft Plan with us to see first-hand our concerns. 

 

2. Concerns we previously raised a year ago about retention of the existing south side Catering 

Road Eastern White Cedar forest from a landscape ecology perspective respecting form and 

function, and habitat and wildlife corridor feature value consistent with the York Region 

Greenlands System Vision mapping and Sustainability Strategy and the Georgina Official 

Plan remains unaddressed. We are unconvinced of the habitat and wildlife value of trading 

off the considerable robust Catering Road forest (rather could be retained be restored 

further, as forest and perhaps some grassland meadow) for some human-centred small tree 

planting program, that have  no important site corridor function for natural habitat and 

wildlife that the existing Cedar Forest currently fulfills (especially birds). And, will only be 

of some value long decades from now. We also are convinced the best L.I.D. feature of the 

site is the already present Catering Road Eastern White Cedar Forest corridor. We would 

propose Concept Design Change to the Developer Proposal of Revised Draft Plan to respect 

conservation of Catering Road Eastern White cedar forest. These plans are still at the 
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concept design stage (only on paper). We invite members of Georgina Council to walk the 

site area of this Revised Draft Plan with us along Catering Road to see first-hand our 

concerns. 

 

3. Council should not entertain approving the zoning amendment application at this time. For 

us to support the proposal much more work is need to be done for zoning amendment 

application consideration stage of planning review. Indeed, in our opinion more work is 

needed in a number of areas of science, planning and design. With regard to Phase II 

(Ainslie Hill II) we believe the work presented in concept stage, especially with regard to 

our areas of interest and concern, is years in the future regarding servicing, and should not 

be included in this exercise for even preliminary zoning amendment application 

consideration by Council. 

 

4. In our opinion construction mitigation for impact on natural habitat and wildlife is weak in 

these submissions, and the soils, hydrogeology and hydrology needs more clarification and 

support by the Developers consultants in a number of areas that we have highlighted. Our 

concern of the importation of fill to the site is considerable. We have much experience in 

Georgina in the past in support of the Town, in a lengthy O.M.B. Hearing and resulting 

Minutes of Settlement, with a similar past project in the South Lake Simcoe Lowlands at 

Lake Simcoe location, the “Moatfield” Development. We do not want to have another one of 

these here. We advise Council to take a site walk around the Moatfield development site for 

context of our concerns. From our review of Ainslie Hill I Draft Plan substantive research, 

construction planning, and site works staging need to be further refined now at proposed 

Draft Plan of Subdivision stage for consideration of approval. We have provided below 

some site context information offering landscape background, science research and areas 

where more work is needed, particularly for wildlife and hydrological concerns. If these 

concerns are not addressed by Town staff, Developer, Developer Agent, consultants, we will 

aggressively advance their application in the future with our academic partners.  

 

5. The Physiography and Geomorphology of the Ainslie Hill area is unique and significant to 

the Town of Georgina and Southern Ontario. We provide basic academic information to 

Council on the landscape context of the area to illustrate its importance and the sensitivity 

to the community of Sutton; information that a proposed development should respect and 

have here. We have proposed habitat conservation measures for Phase I of the proposed 

Revised Draft Plan, in particular the conservation of the Catering Road Eastern White 

Cedar Corridor Forest identified and mapped in the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary 

Plan. The forest stand and Catering Road are on the top of, and intimately related to the 

ancient Lake Algonquin shoreline feature.  

 

This is also the case for the Phase 2 (Ainslie Hill II). There is concern of any approval of 

Ainslie Hill II at this point based on the scale and detail of some of the consultant work to 

date. The Glacial Lake Algonquin Wave Cut Bluff is an important feature and we think it 

needs special conservation and interpretation measures in future planning, and look to a 

possibility of a Park element in Ainslie Hill II moving forward, and look for leadership from 
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the Town of Georgina in this regard. Its regional landscape location is perhaps the only 

Public opportunity in the whole South Lake Simcoe Region to provide a unique public 

Natural Heritage experience, right in the community of Sutton, greater Georgina and 

beyond. We encourage Council to visit this site area at its earliest opportunity. Our 

organization would consider contributing expertise and volunteer resources to such an 

initiative in the future. The value of the existing life science, natural areas of Ainslie Hill II 

is also are very important and integral in terms of wildlife resources and Landscape 

Ecology (Core and Corridor natural habitat connections) within the entire Region of York 

as the central Region of York Greenlands System Vision connection to Lake Simcoe. 

Conservation of all existing natural habitat and consideration of more linkage plantings and 

corridor development are necessary at Ainslie Hill II.  

 

6. New and innovative site and building design and energy conservation for the Anthropocene 

has to happen now! At the Public Meeting April 28, 2016 we made presentation on these 

needed actions. Some of our organization’s members also spoke individually about 

innovations that are needed in development applications like the design of Ainslie Hill I, 

which have not been realized in this Revised Draft Plan.  

 

We have enclosed just one letter of recommendations from one individual member of SLSN, 

recommendations that were made to Georgina Council at the Public Meeting on April 22, 

2017 (Attachment 6) by way of illustration. In light of the urgent concern Climate Change 

means for us all, and the contemporary focus pronouncements and initiatives of the current 

Ontario Government and Canadian Federal Government in Canada, we advise that our 

Municipal staff and Provincial Agency staff move the yardsticks in this development as a 

model for what can be done in design and actual on-the-ground building construction in 

this regard in further developing this Revised Draft Plan. We, the public in the community, 

look for leadership and action from Council in this regard. 

 

7. We have identified a number of “Other SLSN Passionate concerns and interests of our 

membership” of our membership at the end of our Ainslie Hill I review and we ask Council 

to consider them (pp.36). One important issue is the public Rail Trail right through Ainslie 

Hill I. The significant use issues that have been raised need attention now beyond what we 

have seen suggested to this point. Our members are concerned. There are educational and 

interpretive opportunities we have initially raised, and are intimate to the public interest 

and good planning in this proposed Revised Draft Plan. In this regard we request we be 

included in any discussions, meetings and design activities regarding the future of this Rail 

Trail by the Town of Georgina. 

 

Historical Planning and Review Context - SLSN 

Our organization has been involved in conversations, past owner/developers and consultant 

considerations of development of this area for many years. There are unique natural heritage, geomorphic 

and hydrologic features of this landscape location, of cultural historic interest and significance that are of 

considerable constraint for intensive residential development. In early 2012 in a submission to the 
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Council of Georgina 2012-02-16 SLSN submitted comments and recommendations to the proposed 

plan of development at that time (Attachment 1).  Indeed the basis of our preliminary review then, 

the Proposed Southwest Sutton Development Area Plan submitted by Dr. E. Byrnes Shouldice in 

2006, and agreed with the Town of Georgina Staff Report No. PB-2012-0111, dated 2012-12-10, that 

it was not supported by SLSN. Further, and in support of the Town of Georgina we recommended 

that the Associated Official Plan Amendment Applications submitted by Ainslie Hill Farm Corp, be 

refused consistent with Town of Georgina staff Report (Attachment 2). We were not in full support of 

the Settlement Proposal presented as Schedule ‘9’, and had specific comments respecting it. We 

supported the Town of Georgina and advised that at a potential Ontario Municipal Board Hearing, 

if necessary with respect to the Appeal against the Secondary Plan and the proposed Secondary 

Plan, we would appear. From 2016 to early 2017 we submit that the unique and sensitive aspects of the 

area of the proposed Ainslie Hill development (I and II) have been recognized by us and the local 

community for some time and is reflected in the scale and amount of concern of members of the public in 

previous Council meetings and at a 2016 public developer Information Session (2016-04-28) at the 

Link Facility that we participated in. It was a presentation and question session, that we felt would 

have been much more productive as a workshop/design encounter and was the last opportunity for 

contribution we were engaged in. Minutes for this meeting are Attachment 3, at the end of this 

report. We (SLSN) did participate at this meeting and raised a number of the issues listed in the 

minutes, which we have clarified from the summarized skeletal notations in those meeting minutes 

(Attachment 3) for Ainslie Hill I and II. 

 

Development Proponents response to our comments and concerns raised at the April 28, 2016 

Public Information Meeting at the Link, that we have just seen in the April 19, 2017 Staff Report, 

being a half page letter (dated March 28, 2017) and three page summary chart are inadequate to 

address the complex issues and concerns we had raised, and that other community members 

identified, not dealing directly with some, and in our opinion should be skeptically regarded by 

Council and staff. 

(1) 

Protection of environmental features and attributes, including impact on snapping turtles, barn 

swallows, and chimney swifts; retention of cedar stand on Catering and prairie habitat, and width 

of buffers to environmental features. More specific information was related about these concerns and 

the recognition of their complex nature and their interrelationships on the site landscape.   

(6) 

Acknowledging that Catering Road is historically an Ojibway Indian trail. The uniqueness and 

important geomorphic nature of the landscape of Catering Road and the Ainslie Hill area and its 

conservation and retention wherever possible was related by SLSN. The importance of the wildlife habitat 

and corridor function of the ancient Lake Algonquin shoreline feature and the associated Eastern White 

cedar forest corridor of this area, in the Town of Georgina (Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan) are 

intimately connected to its historical context. The cultural/historical value of the area including its 

acknowledged value as an ancient aboriginal trail, and early European settlement access to Georgina and 

Lake Simcoe raised by us and local resident John McLean, speak to the need for sensitive conservation  

design and interpretation in the proposed Revised Draft Plan of subdivision at this time, not its destruction 

that we see in this Revised Draft Plan. These concerns were related to the developer, his Agent, and 

Georgina staff present, at the April 28, 2016 meeting at the Link. We noted that the information of the 
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indigenous First Nation and early settler culture use of this landscape and trail (Catering Road and others 

south) had previously been researched and documented some two decades ago as part of the Ontario 

Government I.W.A. process, which we contributed expertise and field work to, and that the Town of 

Georgina should have this documentation in their files, that could inform future discussions and design 

was referenced. We are surprised and concerned that the Georgina Heritage Advisory Committee 

(GHAC) has not raised these important Cultural/ Historical landscape issues, in their review. 

(9) 

The amount of fill proposed and related site grading… and impact of such fill on ground water 

recharge. Consider what is required to undertake the proposed Revised Draft Plan serious issues of water 

drainage and management related to grade change proposed, imported fill and engineered fill works, 

cutting of Catering Road south E. White Cedar Forest and other works. Given the similarity of the 

hydrogeology and hydrology, soils and clay aquitards undoubtedly present here similar to the “Moatfield” 

site in N.E. Sutton, we have serious concerns.  

(10) 

The orientation of lots to maximize passive solar energy and architectural design of houses flanking 

Catering Road. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

We had received no follow-up from the Developer or the Town of Georgina since our attendance 

and comment at the April 28
th

, 2016 Meeting, and with our many other commitments and no 

further follow-up considered our questions and comments were being addressed. We received in 

the mail (Canada Post) a dated 2017-03-22 a brief “Notice of Second Public Meeting of a Revised 

Applications for Draft Plan of Subdivision …” on this matter. Subsequently, we inquired of the 

Town and were advised that the past Friday (2017-04-13) of Council Meeting Agenda April 19, 

2017 Staff Report (DS-2017-0028) which we have reviewed undertook cursory review. We advised 

Council and staff of our response to Council of comments to the April 19, 2017 Georgina Council 

meeting due to lack of notice and time to fully review documents (Attachment 4). We have 

organized our detailed comments at this time under typical planning categories, for the two stages 

Ainslie Hill I and Ainslie Hill II separately. Topics of our comments for the proposed development 

focus on four key areas of Natural Heritage Wildlife and Environment, Physiography, 

Geomorphology and Hydrology, Landscape Ecology and natural feature form and function, 

through to Construction Mitigation concerns and other issues. We have contributed some original 

breeding bird field data in this submission that we have undertaken in the past spring/summer, 

which we were able to squeeze into our own research engagements, and the results of which have 

raised our concern of natural heritage rigor and extent of work to the present, of the development 

proponent.  

 

 

Ainslie Hill I 
 

Natural Heritage and Environment 
 

It is our contention that we must recognize that this development will destroy almost every bit of 

existing landscape/habitat on the site that is not protected, and have important negative boundary 
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impact on surrounding natural habitat during and post construction no matter what best practices 

we try to employ. So we had better identify well, and commit to conserve, all the biodiversity that 

we can now before we consider having developers move ahead to construction. 

 

With regard to Natural Heritage and Environment, we note as the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation 

Authority (LSRCA) has observed (LSRCA, 2016-06-29) in comments to the Town of Georgina that 

developer plans need to meet the test of Consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 

Conformity with the Greenbelt Plan, Conformity with the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP), 

Conformity with Ontario Regulation 179/06. We would add the York Region Official Plan and 

Regional Greenlands System Vision and Sustainability Strategy to this list.  

We have previously reviewed Beacon Environmental consultants Breeding bird work and found it weak 

in some detail in the comprehensive zoological surveying of some specific Ainslie Hill I and II natural 

environment habitat sites. We made this very clear at the April 28
th
, 2016 Public Information meeting at 

The Link. Consequently, in the spring/summer the SLSN undertook our own casual breeding bird work 

with the Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe Research Organization using volunteer field effort squeezed into 

our own other research work. These were short site walks (approximately 30 minutes) along the public 

Rail Trail in Ainslie Hill I Revised Draft Plan Map surveying birds (only two surveyors attend each 

survey event). See survey route Figure 1 below. This represents a very small area of the Ainslie Hill I 

area, and does not include the large area of Ainslie Hill II. 

 

        
Figure 1, 2016 SLSN limited site area Bird Survey Route in Red. 

 

   

The results of our surveys are detailed below. 
 

 

 

Ainslie Hill Avian Surveys 2016 SLSN 

 
Total Number of Species: 30 

Total No. of Checklists: 4 (June 1
st
, June 9

th
, June 13

th
, June 23

rd
) 
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“Special Concern” Species in Ontario: 1 (Eastern Wood Pewee) 

Threatened Species in Ontario: 1 (Chimney Swift) 

   

June 1st (8:00-8:30) 

 

June 9th (9:00-9:30) June 13th (10:45-11:45) June 23rd (9:30-10:00) July 15th (9:45) 

Species Count Species Count Species Count Species Count Species Count 

Great Blue Heron 1 
Warbling 
Vireo 

1 Eastern Wood-Pewee 1 Ring-billed Gull 1 
Chimney 

Swift 2 

Killdeer 1 Blue Jay 1 Great Crested Flycatcher 1 Eastern Wood-Pewee 1 

  
Ring-billed Gull 1 

Tree 

Swallow 
3 Red-eyed Vireo 2 Blue Jay 2 

  
Herring Gull 1 

Common 
Yellowthroat 

6 American Crow 1 Black-capped Chickadee 3 

  
Mourning Dove 2 

Yellow 

Warbler 
1 Black-capped Chickadee 1 Song Sparrow 1 

  Red-bellied 
Woodpecker 

2 
Song 
Sparrow 

1 House Wren 1 Red-winged Blackbird 4 

  Great Crested 

Flycatcher 
2 

Swamp 

Sparrow 
1 Yellow Warbler 1 American Goldfinch 3 

  
Red-eyed Vireo 1 

Red-winged 
Blackbird 

35 Song Sparrow 2 
  

  
Blue Jay 2 

American 

Goldfinch 
5 Northern Cardinal 1 

  

  American Crow 4 
  

Indigo Bunting 2 
  

  House Wren 1 
  

Red-winged Blackbird 1 
  

  American Robin 3 
  

Baltimore Oriole 1 
  

  Gray Catbird 1 
  

American Goldfinch 1 
  

  Cedar Waxwing 2 
      

  Black-and-white 

Warbler 
1 

      

  Yellow Warbler 2 
      

  Song Sparrow 3 
      

  Northern Cardinal 1 
      

  Red-winged Blackbird 7 
      

  Common Grackle 4 
      

  American Goldfinch 8 
      

   

Field bird surveyors: Connor Hawey, Paul Harpley, Lesley Goverde, Meg Shanks-Marshall 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Ainslie Hill Master List of Avian Species Summer 2016 

Total Number of Species: 30 

Total Number of Checklists: 4 (June 1, June 9, June 13, June 23, July15) 

Common Name Latin Name 

Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) 

Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus) 

Ring-billed Gull (Larus delawarensis) 

Herring Gull (Larus smithsonianus) 

Mourning Dove (Zenaida asiatica) 

Chimney Swift  (Chaetura pelagica) 

Red-bellied Woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus) 

Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens) 

Great Crested Flycatcher (Myiarchus crinitus) 

Warbling Vireo (Vireo gilvus) 

Red-eyed Vireo (Vireo olivaceus) 

Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata) 

American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) 

Tree Swallow (Tachycineta bicolor) 

Black-capped Chickadee (Poecile atricapillus) 

House Wren (Troglodytes aedon) 

American Robin (Turdus migratorius) 

Gray Catbird (Dumetella carolinensis) 



11 
 

Cedar Waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum) 

Black-and-white Warbler (Mniotilta varia) 

Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas) 

Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechial) 

Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia) 

Swamp Sparrow (Melospiza georgiana) 

Northern Cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis) 

Indigo Bunting (Passerina cyanea) 

Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus) 

Common Grackle (Quiscalus quiscula) 

Baltimore Oriole (Icterus galbula) 

American Goldfinch (Spinus tristis) 

 

SARA species at Risk – Chimney Swift (Threatened species in Ontario) COSEWIC 

Species of “Special Concern”, Ontario – Eastern Wood-Pewee 

Field bird surveyors: Connor Hawey, Paul Harpley, Lesley Goverde, Meg Shanks-Marshall 

 

Basic Breeding Bird Analysis:  

 
Analysis of SLSN avian data compared to Beacon Consultants Appendix A (Beacon, 2015) data, for 

all of Ainslie Hill I site, with the SLSN basic survey results that have added 11 species to the bird 

list, as detailed below. 

 

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus 

Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus 

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus 

Eastern Phoebe Sayornis saya 

Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus 

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris 

Black-throated Green Warbler Dendroica virens 

American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla 

Rose-Breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus 

Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis 

Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater 
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There are some valued indicator woodland and grassland bird species in our added species list. 

This means that SLSN added 11 species to documentation of avian resources in this small area 

alone of Ainslie Hill I. Beacon Consultants had 11 species that SLSN did not have in their list (even 

including the whole Ainslie Hill I area). Both Beacon and SLSN had 19 species in common. This 

results in an avian species list of 41 species for Ainslie Hill I only (without SLSN surveying probably 

70-80 % of the Ainslie Hill I area) up from 30 species. This represents a 27% increase in bird 

species documented by SLSN in one area of the Ainslie Hill I site only.  

 

There is a lengthy e-mail conversation regarding this significant constraint and apparent comments 

and direction from the natural heritage consultant but we do not know how they can confidently do 

this on the basis of their basic avian (bird) data let alone other wildlife especially herpetiles (reptiles 

and amphibians) in this biodiverse area. 

 

Based on SLSN original research and analysis of wildlife resources of Ainslie Hill I for one small 

area, we are very concerned about the extent and comprehensiveness of all the wildlife data 

supporting design of this application of the Revised Draft Plan. We concur with LSRCA concerns and 

important request for further information (LSRCA, 2016-06-29) for Ainslie Hill II resubmission “Further 

information is required for the linkage design and the intended species and objectives of the design”. We 

feel this situation in some site areas remains the case with Ainslie Hill I on the basis of our basic 

wildlife data.  

 

 

Chimney Swift 
 

Chimney Swifts (Chaetura pelagica) receive protection under the Endangered Species Act 2007 

(Attachment 5). There has been a loss of both natural and man-made habitat which has contributed to a 

95% decline in the Chimney Swift population in Canada over the last 40 years. The Chimney Swift was 

listed as nationally threatened under the federal Species at Risk Act in 2007 and provincially under the 

Endangered Species Act, 2007 in 2009 (Bird Studies Canada, 2015).  

 

Formerly, in the literature, Chimney Swifts have not been well documented in York Region. Significantly 

however, they were documented in S.W. Sutton and in the hamlet of Pefferlaw during the 2001-2005 

Ontario Breeding Bird Census. These birds were encountered by South Lake Simcoe Naturalists members 

and are formally documented in the “Altlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario” (Bird Studies Canada, 

Ontario Field Ornithologists, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Ontario Nature, 2007, p.p. 314-315). 

There have been incidental chance observations by naturalists in the area over the last decade. Their 

presence was documented but nest evidence was not found. As the developer and their natural heritage 

consultants are aware, the Ministry of Natural Resources advised of their knowledge of their presence in 

the area of this site area situation back in correspondence from 2014. This correspondence (2014-08-08) 

is below, Attachment 5 and as can be seen the presence of Chimney swifts in the area is advised. We 

(SLSN) strongly stressed that we knew Chimney swifts were historically in this part of Sutton from our 

Breeding Bird Atlas research work 2001-2005, and encouraged the Developer to be aware of this and 

advised that consultants further investigate, at the 2016 public developer Information Session (2016-04-

28) that we participated in. We have seen no additional information from the developer or their 

consultants in this regard from the 2016 breeding bird season. Beacon Consultants in their site 

surveying did not observe them, but we are not surprised at this given their field timing, scope and 

methodology of their work on two days June 1 and 10 in 2014. 

 

"The Chimney Swift is often seen near bodies of water because of the abundance of insects, its main 

food.” (Gauthier, et al, 2007). This has been our experience with the Chimney swifts in Sutton. With our 
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limited field resource time we surveyed the Ainslie Hill area Rail Trail as detailed above for Avian (Bird) 

evidence within our other on-going research activities with the Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe Research 

organization as part of our community conservation contribution in the Town of Georgina. We advise  

the resident spring/summer/autumn presence of Chimney swifts is along much of the extent of the Black 

river at Sutton in 2016 has been confirmed, and in our field work this past year the Central and South 

West part of Sutton is their concentration area. The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe is in the process of 

reviewing 2016 research results and will be publishing same in the future. It is the our opinion that 20-

30 Chimney swifts are in the area described above and can be detected visually foraging and calling 

in the spring/summer of 2016, including the Ainslie Hill I area (refer to July 15, 2016 record above 

where two individuals were observed and heard calling) in data above, from the Ainslie Hill I site 

area at the Rail Trail over the Black River shore habitat. The map to the left below shows the 

documented Lake Simcoe area Chimney Swift Relative Abundance for the greater South Lake Simcoe 

bioregion in the (Birds per 25 Point Counts) in the Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Bird Studies 

Canada et.al. 2007), 2001-2005. Map Detail. 

  
 

We advised staff at the Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry Aurora Office in early July, 2016 of 

our evolving research findings, and they have attended the sites of observation of birds visually 

foraging and calling with us on Tuesday July 12, 2017. We have documentation of numerous 

observations in the Black River S.W Sutton area for future publication. Additionally, we did undertake a 

potential Chimney Swift roost/nest evidence survey autumn 2016 survey of the whole study area by pre-

established survey sectors, on Wednesday October 12 after the birds had left the area for migration with 

our field observers and Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry Aurora Office staff. We have located 

some potential sites. In the 2017 field period we hope to undertake further work in this regard. We remain 

very concerned about the impact of the Ainslie Hill I Revised Applications for Draft Plan of 

Subdivision design, and potential construction activities disturbance with regard to Chimney Swifts 

in the area. 

 

The Beacon (2015) Natural Heritage study report advised breeding bird surveys confirm the absence of 

Chimney Swift within or adjacent to the subject property. And, the consultant advised that Chimney Swift 

nest in old unscreened and accessible chimneys. “There are no structures on either parcel that would 

provide suitable nesting habitat”. However, we advise that “In addition to chimneys, Chimney Swifts 

can nest and roost in air shafts, silos, wells, inside barns, tobacco curing sheds, abandoned buildings 

and large concrete sewer pipes (Fischer 1958; Bull 1985; Dexter 1991, M. Robert, pers. comm. in 

Gauthier et al. 2007). Also of note “…, the species seems to be declining as the habitats for which it is 

adapted (hollow trees, chimneys) are rapidly disappearing. The old mature trees maple, beech, C. 
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hemlock are very prominent in the south-east Ainslie Hill I magnificent forest stand on the Black River. 

Many of these site features can be found in other adjacent South-West Sutton, including in the 

Ainslie Hill landscape area. More original research work is needed here. 

We note “…there are current silvicultural guidelines within the range of the Chimney Swift in Ontario 

(Naylor et al 1996, OMNR 2000, 2001) include the maintenance of (usually 6) large, live cavity trees or 

potential cavity trees in every hectare of managed forest, and that this kind of work could be considered in 

the greater Ainslie Hill I area.  

Construction on Dalton Road Sutton - 2017 – potential concern 
In our (SLSN) summer surveying of South-west Sutton for Chimney Swifts many of our observation 

records were for areas along the west side of the Black River for foraging, and extended in numerous 

instance over and to the west of Dalton Road. Given the sensitivity of the species the present noisy, major 

service work on Dalton Road all summer this year (2017) we are concerned about this impact on 

Chimney Swifts in South-West Sutton. Also, we are concerned about impact on their presence relative to 

Ainslie Hill I moving forward. 

 

Eastern Wood-Pewee 

The SLSN has documented the presence of the Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens), a species of 

“Special Concern” in Ontario (Ontario, 2015). On June 13, 2016 we saw and heard this species on our 

casual survey of the public Rail Trail at Ainslie Hill I at the mid-to-mature mixed maple/beech and 

hemlock forest, at the proposed storm water management pond location. This bird species is an important 

forest bird demonstrating the high quality wildlife habitat on the site. Eastern Wood-Pewee was not found 

by Beacon consultants in 2014 surveys. It is one important example of the 27% increase in the species list 

for one small part of the Ainslie Hill site, along with other species we have detailed. “Special Concern” 

means the species lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered or threatened, but may become 

threatened or endangered due to a combination of biological characteristics and identified threats. This is 

certainly the case in the Ainslie Hill area of Sutton! 

Nest evidence should be sought in 2017, to ensure no impact on disturbance with development. This will 

require dedicated consultant work as the Eastern Wood-Pewee’s nest is so well camouflaged that it often 

just seems like a knot on the tree’s branch Cornell University (2017). Disturbance from the subdivision 

construction and stormwater management pond is a concern. 

                              
Ainslie Hill I area south forests, Rail Trail and on the west side shore habitat at the Black River, Sutton.  
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Mid-to-mature mixed maple-beech and hemlock forest where Eastern Wood-Pewee (Special Concern 

species) was found June 13, 2016, by SLSN and other important forest bird species were found here like 

forest area-sensitive species recorded, Hairy Woodpecker (Picoides villosus), Black-throated Green 

Warbler (Dendroica virens), and American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla) Beacon (2015). Of these 

species two are listed as Priority Species for Conservation in Ontario by Bird Studies Canada (Courturier, 

1999). The Black-throated Green warbler is a Level 1 species, and the American Redstart a Priority 2 

species for forests in Southern Ontario municipalities. We believe there are more priority forest bird 

species in the ecosystem than have yet been documented. The 1996 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 

under the Planning Act gives Ontario municipalities the responsibility for protecting natural heritage 

features and areas within a land use planning context. The 1996 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) under 

the Planning Act gives Ontario municipalities the responsibility for protecting natural heritage features 

and areas within a land use planning context. We do not see in the Ainslie Hill documents the level of 

documentation and site-specific knowledge to confidently protect this sensitive ecosystem’s wildlife 

resources (only considering Birds) now and in the future with the current Revised Draft Plan of 

subdivision. More work and design is required. 

 

Snapping Turtle 
 

Snapping Turtles receive protection under the Endangered Species Act 2007 (Attachment 6). In our 

experience along the Black River (over some 30 years in Georgina) Snapping Turtles occur regularly on 

similar landscape to the Ainslie Hill I site at the Black river, leaving the river and travelling up slope onto 

open field meadow, corn fields and other agricultural fields, for nesting. In our experience, they are hard 

to find and are difficult to anticipate, and usually are encountered very early in the morning leaving a site 

after laying eggs the previous night, in the cover of darkness.  

Beacon (2015) advised in their survey the evenings of April 18, May 9, May 21, 2013 that, “Snapping 

Turtle has not been observed during any of the field investigations (Ainslie Hill I and II). It is possible 

that there may be suitable nesting habitat for this species along the Black River, but the very steep banks 

are likely to inhibit their ability to access beyond the top of bank”. We are not convinced that Snapping 

turtles do not reside in the Black River at Ainslie Hill I on the basis of this field work. Two larger 

tributary streams and one smaller one are in in the Ainslie Hill I area and look like excellent 

locations for Snapping Turtle nesting based on our past Black River watershed experience, and are 

classic Snapping Turtle habitat (Environment and Climate Change Canada, 2016).  

With regard to the comment about “very steep banks are likely to inhibit their ability to access 

beyond the top of bank”… we disagree with this statement. The three river tributaries on the site 

are easy access for snapping turtles to access the tableland fields (see photos below). Also, we have 

seen numerous slopes similar to the ones on the Black River that they have scaled to lay eggs. Also, 

the author work at the Algonquin Provincial Park Wildlife Research Station in the late 1970’s with 

Martyn Obbard (longest continuous Snapping turtle study in the world) and witnessed many 

Snapping turtles scaling railway bed slopes to lay eggs. We further note “Obbard and Brooks 

(1980) reported that some Snapping Turtles had travelled more than 500 m overland from one 

body of water to another. They may also use streams in early spring as a means of travelling 
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between bodies of water (Brown and Brooks, 1993).” In our view more focused work for Snapping 

turtle is needed here.  

 

Photo of Black River Snapping turtle south of Ainslie Hill I – Paul Harpley 

 

Black River area potential Snapping Turtle habitat at Ainslie Hill I site.  

                 
Low Black River Tributaries at river   Open field meadow and corn field – potential nesting 

  Mature Forest significant forest area stream, low banks and 

within range of open field and agricultural corn fields for nesting activity. 

Barn Swallow and Bank Swallow: 
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Our organization has been aware of Barn Swallows (Hirundo rustica) in the area of Ainslie Hill for 

many years. Barn Swallows are “Threatened” in Ontario, meaning the species lives in the wild in 

Ontario, is not endangered, but is likely to become endangered if steps are not taken to address 

factors threatening it. As Beacon (2015) reported (pp. 25) “Barn Swallows were observed foraging 

over the subject property. A barn complex had previously existed on the property which provided 

nesting habitat for Barn Swallows. The barn was removed in November 2014 in accordance with 

the Confirmation of Notice of Activity for Barn Swallows received from the MNRF in October 2014 

(Confirmation ID: M-102-7438248156). As part of the Notice of Activity, three new structures were 

installed on Ainslie Hill II, as indicated on Figure 2. There also remains other suitable nesting 

structures in the area as well as foraging habitat on and adjacent to the subject properties”.  

In accordance with the regulation and Barn Swallow Mitigation and Restoration Record, three new 

Barn Swallow structures were constructed within 1 km of the barn complex, each providing 

opportunity for 24 nests, with a total of 72 nesting cups. We have not seen a status report by the 

development proponent of the success of the nesting structures. It is our experience that they are 

not as effective as barn and other bird selected nest locations. Has there been monitoring work done 

since 2014? SLSN has undertaken monitoring of some other Barn Swallow sites in Georgina (not 

nest box locations) and, as in other parts of Eastern North American, we have seen a continual 

decline in their numbers. With the disturbance of construction and the eventual urban nature of 

the future landscape context it is difficult to believe that this Barn Swallow colony will not decline 

over time and this is of concern to the SLSN membership.  

Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) are “Threatened” in Ontario, meaning the species lives in the wild 

in Ontario, is not endangered, but is likely to become endangered if steps are not taken to address 

factors threatening it.  

Beacon (2015) advises “… there are no sandy cliff faces required by Bank Swallow for nesting 

within either parcel. However, it is possible that suitable nesting habitat may occur upstream or 

downstream along the Black River. There is also suitable foraging habitat for Bank Swallow 

associated with the Black River”.  We (SLSN) advise however, “Bank swallows nest in burrows in 

natural and human-made settings where there are vertical faces in silt and sand deposits (Ontario 

Government (2015b). Many nests are on banks of rivers and lakes, but they are also found in active 

sand and gravel pits or former ones where the banks remain suitable”, and we expect is entirely 

possible, indeed potentially probable that locations of the glacial Lake Algonquin shoreline and 

Wave Cut Bluff features, that have much silt and sand deposits would have Bank Swallows nesting 

in them, especially given their remote location. SLSN have had other small Bank Swallow nesting 

colonies in gravel pit slopes in past years in Georgina, but consistent with their declining status, not 

in recent years. We note in the Breeding Bird Atlas of Ontario (Bird Studies Canada et.al. 2007), 

both survey squares for Georgina had confirmed Bank Swallow evidence. In square 17PK30 that 

includes Sutton, SLSN had records for the Atlas where the birds were nesting in abandoned gravel 

pits in the area of the Black River. Further focused habitat avian survey work is recommended in 

this regard.  

 

Other Species 
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We expect other taxon species may be utilizing this site like various bat (Myotis species) especially 

given the many, large old buildings in the area. Some nocturnally active other mammals and bird 

species, important turtles or snake species that have not been documented in the methodology of 

consultant work to date are entirely possible to be found on this site of diverse habitats.  

 

Natural Heritage Survey work Comments:  

Although two visits is recognized as satisfactory protocol for breeding bird monitoring, when studying a 

specific obviously biodiverse site as is this proposed development site (existing wild Black River shore, 

important forest areas, the Catering Road E. White Cedar forest corridor, west end forest and wet areas 

below Ainslie Hill drumlin, and grassland bird habitat), more field work should have been undertaken. 

This development is proposing the destruction of much of the site with intensive housing (large houses on 

tiny lots) very different than the existing surrounding urban form of development. With the proposed 

Revised Draft Plan there is very little opportunity for naturalization in the solid blocks of houses and 

roads. Consequently, a real good understanding of extensive wildlife resources in natural areas on the site 

is essential, and consideration of conservation of all existing natural area is paramount. Our SLSN 

original breeding bird field research (with the additional 27% breeding bird evidence in one small area of 

proposed Ainslie Hill I alone) undertaken on 5 surveys in the spring/summer covered variable use and 

presence of birds in site habitat areas from the Rail Trail alone. 

In our opinion the consultant description of methods “roving type survey” is vague and rather open ended. 

We would prefer to have seen more precision and rigor in surveys on this site.  For example, actual visits 

detail like walking speed, number of observers, spatial maps of starting and finishing locations 

demonstrating coverage, specific detailed weather factors etc.  Incidental observations are relevant, but 

only if fully detailed relative to rigorous survey data. For example, we feel that special focused transect 

breeding bird surveys should have been undertaken in key feature conservation areas/habitats, and data 

specifically referenced by site location documented and reported for analysis and design decisions 

justification. The existing wild Black River shore, important forest areas especially at the south-east 

location, the Catering Road E. White Cedar forest corridor, west end forest and wet areas below Ainslie 

Hill drumlin, and potential existing/remaining  grassland bird habitat after development are obvious 

examples.  This is the only way defensible and informed comment on site design and construction 

mitigation (with detailed documentation) can be reviewed by others for wildlife impact analysis. 

Especially important, with a development application work: detailed site specific location of observations 

is essential. We recommend review of a survey of breeding birds in the South Lake Simcoe watershed by 

some of our members for the Chippewas of Georgina Island and LSRCA, Harpley and Milne (2015) and 

Milne and Harpley (1998) for reference on some of these methodological and documentation 

considerations, even for more broadly geographic applications in South Lake Simcoe.  

We do not know if these deficiencies are derived solely from the Beacon Environmental consultant 

as there is no detail or information on the scope of work, parameters of their investigations, or 

Terms of Reference of the investigations, of work done back in 2014. We note however, that 

following our (SLSN), and many other members of the Public in attendance at the meeting, autumn 

2016 comments at the Public Information Meeting on April 28, 2016 regarding wildlife impact, 

based on their own knowledge and experience. Members of the public spoke at the meeting about 

the importance of the wildlife they had observed in the Ainslie Hill I and II area and how important 

they feel the conservation of these species and their habitat is in any subdivision design Plan. We 

have seen no evidence that the developer, or his Agent have provided for any additional natural 
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heritage field work to inform design, in the spring/summer of 2017, in spite of this important 

community concern. 

 

 

 

Protection of Environmental Feature and Attributes 
 

It must be understood by all, that presence and use of the Ainslie Hill I site by Threatened species 

in Ontario, and species of  “Special Concern” and receive protection under the Endangered Species 

Act 2007 (Attachment 5). We are concerned of the amount of design and process (human centred) 

that we have seen in this proposed Revised Draft Plan at Ainslie Hill I to this point. This is 

particularly the case for habitat and wildlife where even we are finding and documenting these 

resources with casual field work almost 3 and 4 years after initial developer consultant’s site 

surveys for amphibians only in 2013, and breeding birds in 2014! Would this also be the case for 

feature staking at the beginning of any natural heritage field work in 2013? Some design ideas 

presented at this point by consultants, developer and developer Agent are in question in our view 

with evolving information. The imposition of a myriad array of “Conditions” on the project and 

design by Agencies, which we expect could only happen now at this “Conceptual” design stage, is 

not good planning. Revisions to the proposed By-Law are pre-mature, and we maintain for existing 

wildlife and habitat, design of environmental changes are still being understood, and evolving, and 

Council must not approve the zoning amendment application at this time. 

 

We make some review comments below with regard to some other areas of science and planning we 

find wanting. And, we clarify also why we feel these aspects of planning warrant that Council not 

approve the zoning amendment application at this time for those reasons. 

 

 

Physiography, Geomorphology and Hydrology: 

We are very concerned that the developer consultants in their Hydrologic Report noted that the Ainslie I 

lands were relatively flat. We concur with LSRCA pointing out that the water balance indicates that these 

lands are hilly and calculated as such (LSRCA, 2016-06-29). In fact, the aggregate landscape at Ainslie 

Hill is very hilly, complex, and significant in all of South Lake Simcoe. Any field reconnaissance and 

assessment of the geomorphology of the area would make this apparent.  

Indeed, the morphological and stratigraphically documented evidence and extent of the impact of ancient 

Laurentide glacial advances and retreats in the Ainslie Hill area particularly include topographical and 

geomorphological features and relicts of the Wisconsin ice advance and retreat, that inform the present 

natural heritage habitats, wildlife and of course soils, hydrology and hydrogeology. No consultant work in 

the background to this Revised Draft Plan has considered this important form and function consideration 

underlying the foundation of Ainslie Hill I and II. We provide some basic context and content. Much 

more work needs to be done for us to support findings and design decisions illustrated in the proposed 

Draft Plan of Subdivision. 

As Chapman and Putnam (1951) and others, have detailed the landscape at S.W. Sutton of the area of 

proposed Ainslie Hill I and II developments is primarily the result of four successive glaciations, over 

chiefly stratified Paleozoic age Trenton – Black River limestones (approx. 544-254 M. years ago). The 
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fundamental deposits here are of glacial origin (Pleistocene - the first epoch of the Quaternary period, 

between the Pliocene and Holocene epochs, approx. 2,588,000 to 11,700 years ago), deep and primarily 

ground moraine in nature but most importantly are influenced by two (nested) feature drumlins (drumloid 

feature - the high historical Ainslie Hill) and, ancient seashore relicts around it. The entire landscape was 

re-worked by water after the receding Wisconsin Ice sheet (which ended about 10,000 years ago), and the 

formation and persistence of glacial Lake Algonquin. The area was essentially an island in a shallow 

arctic then boreal sea. Every physical and natural heritage feature here is intimately connected and 

functions now directly as a result of its genesis in this history. 

We point out below the key physiographic features and natural heritage areas to be impacted by the 

proposed Ainslie Hill Revised Plan of Subdivision I and II. We also note that we have previously advised 

the Town of Georgina, Agencies and others of this significant landscape formally in writing in past 

submissions of development of this area of proposed development (Attachments 1 and 2) from as early 

as 2012, and even previously in the planning and design meetings and process of the Sutton/Jackson’s 

Point Secondary Plan) SJPSP. Figure 2 below clearly shows the important physiographic and 

geomorphic features in the landscape of concern, in the Ainslie Hill area of Sutton.  

 

The ancient relict physiographic features illustrated above act on the surficial and subsurface environment 

today. The glaciolacustrine abandoned shore bluff is clearly visible around the sides of the drumlins, 
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including on the east side Ainslie Hill I location.  It would be expected to have complex stratified sand 

and gravel features on top, and sand and clay beach formations below, which it does, from our site 

reconnaissance expeditions. Significantly, this is the case, and the entire Catering Road is constructed on 

these Glaciolacustrine deposits of gravels and sands in an important abandoned shoreline feature in the 

Ainslie Hill area (Barnett and Mate, 1998). As York Region advises, the Ainslie Hill I site is partially 

within the boundary for Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA) and Significant Groundwater Recharge Area 

(SGRA) mapping under the Clean Water Act 2006. York Region comments York Region Comments 

(2016-02-05). 

This very feature is part of the foundation for the Catering Road Eastern White cedar Forest corridor 

which we seek to conserve as an important design feature, with further work on this Revised Draft Plan. 

Also, see below a brief narrative of the important cultural historical landscape importance of this feature 

to the whole area of Sutton and Georgina that could be so much further developed by the Town of 

Georgina. Our organization remains committed to contribute to this if the right design decisions are made 

to Draft Plans to make this possible to do.  

Significantly, we draw the attention of the reader to mapped Lake Algonquin Shoreline and important 

Wave-cut Bluff feature in south Ainslie Hill II. This feature is discussed in more detail later in the Ainslie 

Hill II Section of this report. 

 

Special Area of Concern: Hydrology and Hydrogeology 
 

Ainslie Hill, is two nested Pleistocene drumlin features Figure 2, (Chapman and Putnam, 1951) as 

detailed above, (resulting in significant groundwater recharge areas and an obvious location for 

important seeps for wildlife use) is important for wildlife habitat. The drumlins in the South Lake 

Simcoe area are comprised of significant sand and gravel on top, ends or sides, 2 to 40 feet thick 

from the top (Deane, 1950). These conditions contribute to the high impoundment and infiltration of 

water as very important groundwater recharge areas which Ainslie Hill is, being designated as both a 

Hydrogeological and Hydrological Feature (LGL Limited in 1996). As Deane (1950) advises Ground 

moraine drift are often close to shorelines (Lake Algonquin) in the South Lake Simcoe area where most 

lacustrine deposits (clay and silty clay) were subsequently removed by the receding water. He advises of a 

Drumlin 2.5 miles south-east of Sutton that showed 10 feet of silty till overlying 15 feet of fine sand. This 

confirms the extremely variable and complex nature of the geomorphology of the Ainslie Hill I and 

II area, and indicates that very probable presence of complex aquitards in the lowland proposed 

Ainslie Hill I area of the proposed Revised Draft Plan. Our review of the past and more recent basic 

consultant hydrogeology and hydrology work here does not give us a lot confidence in development 

prospects here, without major on-the-site invasive engineering work, and the importation of great 

volumes of fill, especially with the very flat, low landscape. Similarly, we are concerned about 

excavation of basements in much of this area for fear of invasive disturbing and rupturing 

aquitards. We have experience in Georgina in the past in support of the Town, in a lengthy O.M.B. 

Hearing and resulting Minutes of Settlement, with a similar past project in the South Lake Simcoe 

Lowlands at Lake Simcoe location, the “Moatfield” Development, in the Sutton West area. In this 

regard for Ainslie Hill I we reference Town of Georgina Engineering Department e-mail memo to 

Town of Georgina Planning Department 2017-04-26 (Town of Georgina (2017), “Many details will 

not be finalized until such time as detailed engineering and landscaping plans are submitted for 

review by all agencies involved”! This Revised Draft Plan needs more work and design before 

Council should consider approving it.  
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We are concerned about these findings of actually what is known about the surface and subsurface 

conditions on the Ainslie Hill I site and how the proposed design of the Revised Draft Plan relates to 

site design as drawn on the plan and agree with the LSRCA comments below, but are concerned 

about how the developer proponents can be defending all site feature design on the plan at this 

point. 

 

“The Environmental Protection Area (EPA) policies provide that the boundaries and extent of the EPA 

designation and natural features identified in Secondary Plan are approximate. Minor refinements to these 

boundaries may occur through an Environmental Impact Statement or Natural Heritage Evaluation (NHE) 

that demonstrates the appropriateness of the adjustment to the satisfaction of the Town in consultation 

with the relevant agencies. Further, where the boundary to the EPA designation is refined, the abutting 

land use designation or designations shall apply, provided that the designation change will not result in 

development or site alteration that will have adverse effects on any key natural heritage features or key 

hydrologic features and their function. Lastly, stormwater management (SWM) facilities shall be 

permitted in all land use designations except for the EPA designation. SWM facilities may be permitted in 

an EPA designation subject to the policies of this designation and approval of the Town in consultation 

with other relevant agencies” LSRCA 6.2 Additional Matter, e-mail to Town of Georgina, 2016-06-29.  

 

 

Landscape Ecology: Natural Area Core and Corridors 
 

As an active science-based natural heritage and conservation organization we are first and foremost 

concerned about natural habitat conservation and the preservation of wildlife (terrestrial and aquatic). We 

recognize the vital importance of the terrestrial natural heritage attributes, form and functions of the 

existing natural areas here, to the community of Sutton and to the broader York Region Greenlands 

System Vision and Sustainability Strategy and natural heritage of the South Lake Simcoe region. 

Similarly, this site location is the immediately connected and surrounding Provincial Greenbelt Plan lands 

(GBP). We also believe in the life-supporting value of the adjacent Black River to the habitat, wildlife 

and environmental health (including groundwater) of this part of Sutton, and conservation of as much 

existing natural heritage lands in perpetuity must be everyone’s desire. 

 

These natural adjacencies are factual, incontrovertible and they are indispensably linked and unique on 

this site. In this regard we are concerned about the abandoning of the 30 metre protection zone /buffer 

area from key natural features enshrined in the Lake Simcoe Act and Plan. Indeed, irrespective of the 

condition of the Town and past Council approving a much lesser environmental standard in previous 

OMB mediation behind closed doors, referred to in  (November 5, 2012 – Town of Georgina Report No. 

PB-2016-0019 - page 5). Irrespective of conservation authority and consultant staff walks to define an 

essentially geomorphic natural area boundary previously, we believe this boundary should only be 

determined after all the environmental evidence has prepared, presented and reviewed from the developer 

consultants, all agencies and community representatives and peer review completed. This has not 

happened. The Town of Georgina can specify a higher standard, and must in our view act in this 

regard. We remain concerned about this, especially given our knowledge of climate change 

concerns with future weather change events that could impact intensive developments like this 

adjacent to large and sensitive rivers like the Black River in the Lake Simcoe watershed.  
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We note that Michael Smith Consultants themselves have noted the Provincial importance of the existing 

external connections of aquatic and terrestrial natural areas abutting the land proposed for the Ainslie Hill 

I development in Sutton below, 

 

5. Provincial Greenbelt Plan (GBP), 2015: According to Schedule 1 of  

the GBP, the subject lands are identified as being within a Town/Village 

According to Sections 1.4.3 and 3.4.2 of the GBP if land within a Town/ 

Village or Hamlet, one is to refer to the respective Municipal Official Plan. 

However, the exemption is if an external connection abuts the land  

proposed for development in which case Section 3.2.5 of the GBP applies. 

 

Indeed, we believe the exemption above applies in the Ainslie Hill I development area precisely for 

the reasons argued previously where the existing natural area adjacencies (Black River – Provincial 

Greenbelt Plan, and the Regional Greenlands System, including Significant Forest – Beacon Consultants - 

Unit 8) do abut the land proposed for development. Under Section 3.2.5 of the GBP. Consequently we 

disagree with Michael Smith Consultants of the appropriate boundary/buffer for Ainslie Hill I.  

  

Beacon Consultants themselves also provide support for our position even further for very wide terrestrial 

buffers in the Ainslie Hill I area with regard to their discussion in their E.S.A. Report of the Regional 

Official Plan (section 2.4, page 7). Here they recognize that in Regional Greenlands Systems development 

is generally not permitted in the Regional Greenlands System (and) development applications within 120 

metres of the system require an Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S.). Clearly the 120 metres is much 

more robust than the 30 metre dimension of the GBP. We are not convinced the previous 

consultant/agencies site walk staking distances meets this standard or test, and from the information in the 

Reports for this project, do not rigorously detail and document how the line was actually determined. 

 

We further note that the LSRCA made the same point in an e-mail to the Town of Georgina (LSRCA, 

2016-06-29) “Provincial Plans and Regulation Based on existing mapping, the subject lands are located 

within the Towns and Villages (Sutton) designation of the Protected Countryside as per the Greenbelt 

Plan. The lands are located within the Lake Simcoe watershed and are therefore subject to the applicable 

policies of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP)”. We feel that given the important natural area 

qualities of the site, the shoreline of the Black River, core forest of high biodiversity value to the south 

adjacent to the proposed development area are of concern. Demonstrated wildlife biodiversity in the area, 

reinforced by our 2016 avian (bird) contributions, and core and corridor natural landscape habitat 

functions documented, SLSN feel the precautionary principle of good planning should be exercised and 

the full provisions of the LSPP should be respected fully in this Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision.   

 

We welcomed the river geomorphological studies Parish (2012-10) and Parish (2013-09) to this 

analysis but remain fully unconvinced of how its findings are wholesomely integrated into other 

information and confusing decisions on the ground. We would appreciate some clarity in this area 

be provided.  

 

A consideration of increased natural area width in our view is essential to maintain long-term 

natural habitat core and corridor connections, and other ecosystem function at the local and 

landscape scale for botanical and wildlife resources of the larger region.  Unfortunately, we cannot 

support the proposed Revised Draft Plan at this location on this point, at this time with the obvious 

squeezing in of housing to the site. We remain open to be convinced. At detailed design and further 

site plan stage, refinements could be made based on actual site conditions, but only maximum 

dimension buffers must be supported at this stage. There is confusing and imperfect documentation 

of decisions around these development edge boundaries arrived at, as highlighted above in our 
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view, and SLSN would request clarification of this situation moving forward. It is still fuzzy to us 

from the somewhat confused documentation, what actually happened here.  

 

 
 
 

Catering Road Eastern White Cedar Forest Stands Corridor 

We note that forested landscape in the proposed Ainslie Hill I area has changed radically in the last 

decade with various forest cutting activities perniciously undertaken but undocumented in the documents, 

or it seems by agencies responsible. For example, inspection of the aerial photo from 2004 below from 

Ecoplans (2006) clearly shows a much larger bottomland established lowland forest extending into much 

of the proposed west area of the now proposed Ainslie Hill I, below the drumloid feature of Ainslie Hill, 

marked as area 4. This activity has continued into the recent past and open areas of the site can be seen in 
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the photo below, taken recently from Catering Road. The natural habitat in the Ainslie Hill I area has 

already been severely degraded without development Draft Plan approval and apparently undocumented. 

Similarly, the important connection along the remnant forest at the south edge of the proposed Ainslie 

Hill I, described as a remnant hedgerow at the important tributary where the stormwater management 

pond is proposed, has also been degraded and much of it removed, clearly obvious on contemporary aerial 

photographs and from casual site reconnaissance along the Rail Trail. Clearly, much undocumented 

natural habitat removal and impact has already occurred at the Ainslie Hill I proposed site, and is 

of much concern to SLSN members and the local community users of the Rail Trail, and is why we 

are very concerned at natural heritage areas destruction now and trade-offs given the already 

considerable destruction of natural heritage resources here in the recent past.  

        

Ainslie Hill Shouldice Property Ecoplans Report 2006         2015 Aerial Photo.Detail: Beacon (2015) Arborist, Figure 2, Tree Inventory  

aerial photo Figure 1.                                                               

    

Photo from Catering Road of major tree cutting area in Ainslie Hill I area west. 
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In this regard, and because of its essential form and function as a wildlife corridor, SLSN argues 

for the full conservation of the Catering Road Eastern White Cedar Forest corridor in the Revised 

Draft Plan, and only absolutely necessary cedar and other trees be destroyed at the Catering Road 

with the road improvements proposed. 

The LSRCA recognized to the Town of Georgina (LSRCA, 2016-06-29) that the developer consultant 

Arborists… “woodland analysis demonstrates that the Secondary Plan identifies a woodland along 

Catering Road however some minor adjustments to the boundary can be refined”. We were not aware of, 

or party to, the previous discussions and agreements referred to in the e-mail, but are adamant and 

convinced of the natural habitat form, function and wildlife value of this sizable existing Eastern 

White Cedar forest along the south side of Catering Road, and we feel efforts to conserve as much 

of it in the design of the Revised Draft Plan, and indeed vegetative enhancements of it need to be 

enacted. We raised this issue vigorously at the 2016 public developer Information Session (2016-04-

28) that we participated in, but were not advised of any development related to our concerns in the 

intervening year. We discuss science issues related to this later in our comments to follow. 

Under the proposed Revised Draft Plan, this design details the total destruction of this naturally 

occurring forest feature. This would mean the destruction of thousands of trees of a woodland 

identified in the as a Key Natural Heritage Feature in the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan 

(Town of Georgina, 2013). 

We note that the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan Map 1 – Key Natural Feature Woodlands 

mapping for conservation in Sutton. This Municipal Planning Tool in combination with the York 

Region scale Regional Greenlands System Plan converges at the greater Ainslie Hill area denoting a 

natural areas Wildlands Nexus of Conservation importance at Ainslie Hill (Figure 3). This complex 

includes the Ainslie Hill I area lands at the Black River, and the Catering Road Eastern White 

Cedar Forest stand (Forest Corridor). This Secondary Plan level planning and protection, and 

York Regional Greenlands System importance should have been identified as a starting point for 

development of the Ainslie Hill Site areas! In general we have noted much confusing and 

contradictory evidence and decisions of the various players involved of the natural heritage 

boundaries identified above, protected and not protected in the design decisions, made in our view 

far too early on in the process, especially with destruction rather than conservation of the long 

Catering Road E. White cedar forest stands corridor. 

Members of SLSN and The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe have undertaken much research and 

publication in Landscape Ecology. Wildlife studies on Core and Corridor forest habitat in the Town of 

Georgina has been undertaken in many locations of wetlands through early-mid successional forest to 

mature upland stands. For context key papers can be referred to as per Milne, R.J. and P.J. Harpley, 

(1994), Milne and Harpley, (1994 b), Milne, and Harpley (1994 c) Harpley and Milne (1996), Milne and 

Harpley (1996 b), Milne and Harpley (1998), Harpley and Milne (2000), Milne, R.J., L.P. Bennett and 

P.J. Harpley. (2006).  

 

In particular we believe the entire Ainslie Hill property I and II is vitally important to the Natural 

Core and Corridor wildlife habitat Functional Mapping, of existing forested and natural meadow 

areas, which we identify based on our organization members field experience and observation over 

many years (Figure 4). The Ainslie Hill I Revised Draft Plan site is at the Nexus of the important 



27 
 

wildlife movement corridor in the Sutton area, and is a very important why SLSN are concerned 

about the intensive urban density of the proposed development and the loss of any existing natural 

habitat at the site, especially the Eastern White Cedar Forest Corridor on Catering Road. 
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Figure 5 

Extent of Eastern White Cedar Forest Corridor Forest on Existing Site: to be fully destroyed in 

Proposed Revised Draft Plan design 

 

Aerial Photo delineation of the Eastern White Cedar Forest corridor proposed to be destroyed by 

proposed Ainslie Hill I development Plan! 
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Figure 6  

Location of Eastern White Cedar Forest Corridor on proposed Revised Draft Plan design 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

The Eastern White Cedar Forest along Catering Road is known by local naturalists as an important 

migratory bird corridor. Annually, in spring and autumn members on birding outings observe migrants 

here and anecdotally consider it an important natural area in Georgina. This value is also undoubtedly due 

to the fact that the forest corridor is located on the significant glaciolacustrine gravels and sands in this 

raised (abandoned) glacial Lake Algonquin shoreline feature that subtends Catering Road O.G.S. (1998) 

previously detailed 9 as evidenced by Beacon (2015) Figure 3 (mapping of linear ditched and gully area) 

that we suspect is more extensive than mapped. The local community members in the Catering Road area 

have made the connection of the Cedar forest value for bird activity and migration and also other wildlife 

including mammals like White-tailed deer. We believe there may well be more potential for reptiles and 

amphibians use of this forest corridor (though from the data presented we do not know) than has been 

documented especially given the identified importance of much water drainage under Catering Road 

through the relict shoreline feature below, documented in the Map 1 below by Cole Engineering Group in 

2006. The numerous seeps all the way along this very long landscape feature are considerable, and 

these are important for all wildlife, and we expect other taxon species may be utilizing this site like 

various bat (Myotis species) especially given the many, large old buildings in the area, and some 

nocturnally active other mammals and bird species that have not been documented in the 

methodology of consultant work to date.     

We caution, the destruction of this forest landscape feature and with the installation of tremendous 

volumes of imported fill overtop, proposed in this Plan. “Due to the grade changes between 

Catering Road and the existing agricultural field, fill is required to raise the height of the open area 
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closer to that of the height of the road.” (pp. 26 Beacon, 2015). This will not stop this natural 

hydrologic reality of the site but, will destroy important natural and wildlife habitat (not 

compensated in our opinion) with the small area “C” mapped for human tree planning in the 

Revised Draft Plan proposed (Beacon, 2015, Figure 3). We note further that there is a well-

developed literature and growing on the inadequacies of human planted restoration sites for 

wildlife use (especially forest tree planting that will take years to mature), and we are skeptical of 

compensation restoration trade-offs in this regard. We make only a few references here in support 

of our contention Higgs (2003), Holling et al. (2003), Jelte van Andel, James Aronson (2012) and 

others. Our own field experience everywhere supports our skepticism. There is no better alternative 

to conserving all existing natural habitat. In the existing Catering Rd. Eastern White Cedar Forest 

Corridor there has already been some impact of tree removal over the last decade or so, without 

development Draft Plan approval and apparently undocumented. Essentially the forest remains intact and 

has great potential for informed restoration modelled after the natural, undisturbed  forest stands behind 

the existing houses to the north, in spectacular more mature Eastern White Cedar stands. 

     

Photos of Forest cutting from Catering Road evident in the Eastern White Cedar Forest corridor 2017-04.   

 

Hydrologic Function of the Catering Road Eastern White Cedar Corridor 

Stands Forest: Natural and Significant existing Low Impact Development 

(L.I.D.) Feature to Conserve 

Our original research wildlife data for breeding birds examples do not include other habitat types 

in Ainslie Hill I like the large, long Catering Road E. White cedar forest stands that are intimately 

enmeshed in the Pleistocene Lake Algonquin shoreline geomorphic feature, and larger dense forest 

stands on the east side and below the large and significant physiographic Ainslie Hill, (two nested 

Pleistocene drumlin features) Chapman and Putnam, (1951), Map and narratives. This situation 

must be resulting in significant groundwater recharge areas (previously documented by Agencies 

(in their various comments to date) and discussed by us above, and an obvious location for 

important seeps for wildlife use. This is important for wildlife habitat, and must be conserved fully 

as a system. It is also significant in relation to the fact that the existing Lake Algonquin shoreline 

and natural cedar forest corridor also provide a very effective, already existing natural L.I.D. 

feature to the entire Ainslie Hill I site area where the hydrologic significant water flow lines enter 

the development site detailed previously by Cole Engineering Group Ltd. in March (2006) Map  
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below (Figure 7). Concomitantly, the lower Lake Simcoe sandplains are known to have complex 

silts and clays and Aquitards. This is the case in the lower landscape where we note the grade is 

almost dead flat terrain moving toward the Black River, and of great concern to us. The developer 

consultant early hydrogeology and hydrology work here confirms our concerns for appropriate 

drainage for the intensive urban build proposed in this Plan. 

 

Figure 7 

Hydrology drainage at Lake Algonquin Shoreline Feature at Catering Road, 

and the Eastern White Cedar Forest Corridor 

   

Map - Drainage Area Map, Cole Engineering Group March, 2006 Ainslie Hill I Functional Service Plan. 

As the Region of York has advised this proposed Revised Draft Plan site is partially within the boundary 

for Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA) and Significant Groundwater Recharge Area (SGRA) mapping 

under the Clean Water Act 2006. York Region comments York Region Comments (2016-02-05) 

 

Cultural and Historical Heritage 

As we have indicated and signalled the Ainslie Hill area of Sutton is a unique cultural and historical 

landscape, the historical houses and farm sites being obvious features. But, also as an important 
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entrance of visitors to Sutton now, and increasingly in the future, the unique elements of this place 

need to be celebrated and be emulated, not jolted by inappropriate development. By way of 

illustration of this uniqueness we point out that in all the roads in Georgina, Catering Road and 

Country Mile Lane to the west are the only significant deviations from the regular grid of 

concession and sideline, in all the Town of Georgina, other than Lake Drive that follows Lake 

Simcoe. This can be seen in Figure 8 below, and farther south at  Mount Pleasant Trail to 

Ravencrest Road to the hamlet of Ravenshoe. This was the route of the ancient First Nations Trail, 

and the later Settlers introduction to South Lake Simcoe referred to by the community to 

proponents of this development at the April 28, 2016 meeting. The Ainslie Hill area is critical to this 

history and any development in this area must complement it.  

 

Important naturalizing planning features, like the retention of trees and natural habitat in the 

Catering Road area of Ainslie Hill would help preserve this history and cultural aesthetic in the 

context of the landscape. This would also allow landscape screening for existing residents on 

Catering Road and a privacy screening barrier for the new residents of the future subdivision. 

Hence, our want from these perspectives to conserve the Catering Road Eastern White Cedar 

Forest corridor as much as possible, as an aesthetically appropriate unique entrance and 

introduction to Sutton for the local community residents, visitors and tourists/motorists to Sutton 

in the future.  
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The compatibility of building form and massing of the proposed development with existing 

community is an obvious disconnect in the Revised Draft Plan presented. In fact, little detail is 

provided of architectural design, massing, form and composition and so on by proponents of Ainslie 

Hill I. This information must be provided for review to the Town, Council and community at this 

time in sufficient concept detail for review and cooperative discussion. 

 

The green environment and architectural design innovations we feel necessary in all subdivision 

proposals given the precarious position of the planet in the Anthropocene (Amos, 2016; Rickards, 

2015) regard to Climate Change (Attachment 6) offered by SLSN member Bill Shore, are not in 

evidence in this Revised Draft Plan. The Town, Council and members of the broader community we 

believe expect much more. We will continue to aggressively advocate leadership for actual change 

on this by the Town and Council, particularly with the exposure Canada has with respect to climate 

change impact. 

 

Creative Design Improvement of Ainslie Hill I Community 

It is our contention that that there is great opportunity here to re-design this subdivision plan with 

proponents and existing neighbourhood leaders to better respect the natural landscape and heritage, 

cultural and community feel and aesthetics, and environmental design of this proposed development. 

Essentially, the proposed Draft Plan is little more than a high open field cookie cutter subdivision 

development, squeezed into a small, two small farm field lowland space, in an important natural area and 

cultural place at the Black River in the community of Sutton. We can all do better than this in 2017. 

The site, though constrained offers a number of other opportunities that have not been fully 

explored, Indeed, the Plan has changed little since the April 28, 2016 meeting we attended and 

made comment at in the Link Facility, a result of great concern of community members at a 

previous Georgina Council meeting. An important small local access to the River for the 

neighbourhood was an initiative we support, but the conservation of habitat and impact on wildlife 

must be paramount here. 

SLSN is a supporter of intensification, if proposals are sited in appropriate places, are sized 

compatible to the environment, and enhance the community experience and are in keeping with 

new environmental building, planning and environmental design innovations. And, where existing 

natural heritage features exist, respect and conserve them and reduce the number of housing units 

in a subdivision plan once all design options possible have been explored. Most importantly, they 

must first and foremost, fully respect existing natural heritage habitat, and must be designed to 

conserve all natural habitat areas. In our opinion there are possibilities with location refinements to 

the storm water management facility, construction and later access to the site from the west, 

potential design expansion to the less sensitive south-west and creative retention of form and 

function resources of Natural Heritage Features we have identified rather than destroy and re-

plant other less important areas, to identify but a few opportunities not yet realized. Until such time 

as this collaborative planning engagement can formally happen, and is initiated by the Town of 

Georgia, we cannot support this proposed Revised Draft Plan for Ainslie Hill I, and do not consider 

it Good Planning.  
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Our organization with its resources would welcome the opportunity to explore these options now, 

with others in the community and agencies to help realize a better Ainslie Hill I Draft Plan design. 

We look to Council and staff for direction and action in this regard to ensure that happens in a 

directed and substantive way, at this still essential concept design stage. 

We note supporting documents relating to Housing Market prices, intensification, servicing and 

related topics in in the Town of Georgina Report No. DS-2017-0028, for consideration of Council 

for the April 19, 2017 meeting. The issues represented are complex, interrelated and discursive and 

not rigorously argued in these newspaper articles and related media. We caution Council on 

making decisions based on this kind of information. We feel there are some fact based media 

information out there and have attached two (Attachment 7) that we hope will provide Council with 

some brief research based information and context to these complex issues, as they may apply to a 

York Region Draft Plan of Subdivision application, and in regard to the current provincial 

Greenbelt Review, the Ainslie Hill I and II lands being surrounded by these protected lands. 

 

Other SLSN related Passionate concerns and interests of our membership 

We acknowledge the historical Ojibway trail historical context of the Ainslie Hill I site as 

apparently do the proponents of this development as evidenced in the meeting minutes if April 28, 

2016. Our detailed comments above emanate from the perspective that design of this new 

community would be a good way for Georgina to honour First Nation ancestors, and could in a 

modest way, enable tourism and contribute to effectively preserve the applicable natural habitat 

interpretation of the Plan design, and to enhance it, even with artistic and esthetic elements. The 

Town of Georgina should engage the Chippewas of Georgina Island formally as early as possible in 

such an initiative. SLSN values their involvement and collaboration in natural heritage meetings, 

symposia and related affairs in which we have been engaged, and believe their potential 

contribution here could be significant for the Town and broader community if they are able to 

contribute. 

But we feel this history and cultural asset should be celebrated and brought to reflect on the 

community to be built here, and the Town of Georgina should lead this now. So far we have seen 

nothing to support this. At the very least this great idea could be interpreted with features and 

examples of other places that have done this, of which we are aware of examples (U.K – National 

Trusts, South Korea, and other places in Canada and the U.S.). Original Settler culture in 

Georgina, also an important part of this history, could also be interpreted as part of this design 

contribution.   

The plan to upgrade Catering Road by expansion and roundabout on a grade at a significant 

corner on Catering Road, has been identified by local community members as problematic, and 

there is also information in the Town and proponent submissions that says the proposal is 

potentially unsafe. SLSN are concerned about this given the forest stripping and fill required to 

accomplish a turnabout here in conservation lands, and a very important wildlife corridor crossing 

(refer to Figure 4). Testing has found that soil conditions in all of this this former farmland are 

complex and potentially unstable so excessive stripping of forests for grading purposes on a slope 

and in a curve may require shoring protection against erosion that may be unattractive and detract 
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from the natural beauty and cultural/historical context of the area which we know many value. We 

have seen no details or design of this proposed Roundabout.  

Further, with regard to the proposed upgrade of Catering Road we are also interested in the design 

of the proposed Catering Road upgrade. As detailed previously this road is located on top of the 

significant glacial Lake Algonquin raised abandoned Seashore feature of sands and gravels that are 

of considerable scientific interest. SLSN and the Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe would like to be 

involved, with academic research partners in the excavations of this geomorphic feature of 

Quaternary stratigraphy, for research purposes. We would request to be able to coordinate this 

with Town of Georgina staff when this road work would be undertaken.  

SLSN had observers present at the Wednesday April 19 Council meeting where this Revised Draft 

Plan was brought forth. As we were only then beginning review of all of the documentation due to 

time of the meeting notice etc., our review and comments were pending. One area of discussion and 

conversation at Council that evening, of concern to members, was regarding the actual access of 

public to the environmentally significant Black River shoreline habitat. We are supportive of local 

neighbourhood passive access, with a small water look-out dock feature, which we commend the 

proponents for enabling with the Town. However, suggestions of substantial Parking Lots and boat 

launches etc. we cannot support. Also, talk of similar intrusive Black River access farther south on 

the Rail Trail at the important and sensitive forest habitat in the Ainslie Hill I area are not 

supportable by SLSN. Indeed, the whole issue of the Rail Trail operation, irrespective of whether 

the Province of Ontario sometime in the future divests themselves of it, is in need of Town of 

Georgina Parks and Recreation involvement. Many of the educational and interpretive 

opportunities and issues we have initially raised need addressing now, and are intimate to the 

public interest and good planning in this proposed Revised Draft Plan. In this regard we request we 

be included in any discussions, meetings and design activities regarding the future of this Rail Trail 

by the Town of Georgina. Many of our members regularly walk, bird, and walk their dogs here on 

these public lands as do other community members in the greater Georgina area of which we are 

associated.    

In general, many of our membership and the general public of which we interact are adamant 

about reducing forest stripping activities anywhere in subdivision developments, and the 

consequent importation of large volumes of fill. We cannot emphasize enough the fact that this 

practice, and the degradation and erosion it causes should be avoided wherever possible (lessons 

that should have been learned by us, Town staff and contractors and local residents surrounding 

the new ‘lake’ at the Moatfield subdivision site example in Georgina at Lake Simcoe (past O.M.B. 

Hearing). This similar site to Ainslie Hill I is behind (east side) of Maple Avenue, and at the end of 

Elizabeth Street, south of Hedge Road, west of Sibbald Point Provincial Park. Photos below (2017-

043) submitted of the current landscape here. SLSN and area residents could tour Council 

members interested, in seeing this subdivision site for reference. 
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Some general comments of rigor are in order from our SLSN reviewers of the Town staff and 

development proponent’s consultant documents. The Revised Draft Plan document (Report No. 

PB-2017-0028) seems to include a lot of outdated information from earlier consultant reports, and 

irrelevant information on Ainslie II that is to be deferred to a separate Subdivision Draft Plan 

proposal in future long after Ainslie I is completed when municipal services may be 

available. These documents should be cleaned up and clarified before Council considers approving 

them. There is also obvious piecemeal mention of Plan Conditions for the developer, that have 

already been agreed to, or may be added to enable even later approval by Council etc. These 

inconsistent and confusing references need to be clearly clarified with regard to actual approval, 

further detailed and more specifically referenced throughout. Additionally, for clarity, it is 

requested that all documents be updated to reflect the latest Revised Draft Plan for Ainslie Hill I, 

and include a current detailed list of potential developer “Conditions” in a separate table.  These 

Conditions we expect will balloon with future Agency comment from MNRF, LSRCA, Region of 

York and others, moving forward given the significant and broad constraints of the site. Until 

these, and design refinements have been finalized we do not think Council should consider 

approving the zoning amendment application for the proposed Revised Draft Plan of Ainslie Hill I 

at this time. 

The Beacon (2015) Study recommended  sediment and erosion control plans to ensure there is no 

migration of sediment from this difficult site during and after construction, which sounds good but 

what does it mean? The details of these plans should be clearly documented and presented, and this 

is also the case for other construction mitigation plans.  Also, in this regard there needs to be some 

description on industry best practice options to enable design and construction of mitigation 

needs.  Based on the SLSN experience with the Moatfield site (we think this Developer needs to visit 

it), a defensible Risk Analysis should be required by the Town of Georgina to enable confidence in 

the mitigation plan to minimize sediment migration and other unforeseen difficulties. 

 

 

Ainslie Hill II 
 

It is our contention that Ainslie Hill II is very purely Conceptual, not well documented for its size  

physiography, geomorphology, hydrology and living natural heritage resources of this site. We 

cannot support any consideration of Council approval of the Revised Draft Plan for Ainslie Hill II 

at this time. 

Additional comment in two areas of concern below, emphasize our interest in conservation perspectives 

of consideration at the proposed Ainslie Hill II site. 
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Wave Cut Shoreline Bluff – Lake Algonquin Shoreline 

We agree with Parish (2013-06-06) general assessment of the literature we are familiar with, and 

documented site visit of the Wave Cut Shoreline Bluff that we had generally identified in letters to 

proponents of development back in 2012 (Attachment 1 and 2). We welcomed this assessment 

following out of our commitment in support of the Town of Georgina, whereby we were not in full 

support of the Settlement Proposal presented as Schedule ‘9’, and had specific comments respecting 

this geomorphological feature. We advised supporting the Town of Georgina at an Ontario 

Municipal Board Hearing, if necessary with respect to the Appeal against the proposed Secondary 

Plan.  

 

We feel much more original research is necessary here as we note that there are other features in 

the area related to the feature including large boulder pavements in front of the feature. Refer to 

Figure 9 for feature location reference. It is our opinion that this identified Bluff feature is more 

regionally significant than the historical O.G.S. mapping would indicate and that has been inferred 

by this review. Also, past excavation work has been done in the area of the feature, presumably for 

gravel. This is a continuing well documented conservation issue in Southern Ontario with the loss of 

integrity of these unique landform features, and we would not want this to happen here. We agree 

the feature “…should be maintained and the local grading of the development should respect the 

feature. Following similar recommendations to those of the Oak Ridges Moraine Act, the feature 

should be maintained with little disturbance to the feature itself ”. We ask that the Town of 

Georgina with the Ainslie Hill II proponents formally act on this recommendation. Similarly, at 

such time that development would begin in the area we would request the SLSN and the Zephyr 

Society of Lake Simcoe would like to be involved, with academic research partners in further study 

of this geomorphic feature of Quaternary stratigraphy, for research purposes.   

 

We believe that the landform does (not likely does) provide sufficient topographic relief to provide 

a role in the local natural heritage. This role of this feature needs much more work done in the 

future (hydrology, wildlife use, corridor habitat function, impact of seeps for amphibians etc.) as its 

conservation will be affected by development proposed adjacent to it in the future. Also, from past 

experience the feature may be of considerable archeological interest which would need further 

more detailed survey than is presented in this Revised Draft Plan background documents. 

 

Our main interest in bringing past attention to this feature and the surrounding landscape in 2012 

was, and remains today to be the future possibility of establishing this feature as an interpretive 

and recreation site to the Town of Georgina. It is probably the only opportunity for public 

experience of this kind of landscape, once the development of Ainslie Hill II would proceed, in the 

Town and the greater regional area. Specifically we see the establishment of a public Park here on 

the tablelands at the top of the Wave cut bluff that would allow opportunity for future subdivision 

neighborhood members and other local residents to passively visit and experience this area. Views 

of Lake Simcoe, not publically available in other areas of the Town, are possible. We implore the 

Town of Georgina and the proponents of the Ainslie Hill II development act now to consider this 

possibility, in this Revised Draft Plan. Our organization would contribute whatever resources we 

could to its realization.  

 

York Region Greenlands System Vision Conformity  
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We recognize the vital importance of the terrestrial natural heritage attributes, form and functions 

of the existing natural areas here, to the community of Sutton and to the broader York Region 

Greenlands System Vision and Sustainability Strategy and natural heritage of the South Lake 

Simcoe region. We note that much of the proposed Ainslie Hill II development area is within the 

mapping of the Vision area for Greening and naturalization (Figure 9) below. When this initiative 

would be able to be in the Sutton Servicing Area we would advise that detailed plans of site 

naturalization be part of an approval for Ainslie Hill II, and that those naturalizations, in more 

detail than presently shown, respect increasing Greening on the site as part of the York Region 

Greenlands System Vision, as illustrated below. 

Figure 9 
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York Region Official Plan - 2010, Map 2 - detail, Regional Greenlands System, Geometrics 
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Post Office Box 1044 Sutton West, Ontario, L0E 1R0 

Telephone 905-722-8021 

 

Research Partner with The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe (www.zephyrsociety.ca) 

 
2012-02-16 

Tolek Makarewicz 

Planner, Town of Georgina. 

 

Re: Notice of Application & Request for Comments 

Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision & Amendments 

Applicant: Ainslie Hill I Inc. & Ainslie Hill II Inc. 

Town Files:01.143/19T-15G03 (Subdv.) & 03.1087 (ZBA)  

To Zoning By-Law No. 500 

The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (SLSN) is a fully federated member organization of Ontario Nature. 

Ontario Nature protects and restores natural habitats through research, education and conservation 

connecting thousands of individuals and communities to nature. Ontario Nature is a charitable 

organization representing 25,000 members and supporters and over 140 member groups across Ontario. 

The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists represent many individuals and families in Georgina and the greater 

South Lake Simcoe Region. Our membership includes a wide range of people from diverse backgrounds 

and experience, professional to amateur, all naturalists interested in wildlife, nature, conservation, good 

planning and environmental issues. The SLSN have been incorporated and involved in the community for 

over 25. Our organization has made many past submissions on the Town of Georgina Official Plan and 

Sutton Secondary Plan reviews in the 1990’s and have commented on previous development proposals in 

the Sutton Secondary Plan area.  

 

 

 

Recommendations: 

 

On the basis of our preliminary review the South Lake Simcoe Naturalists’ are opposed to the 

Proposed Southwest Sutton Development Area Plan submitted by Dr. E. Byrnes Shouldice in 2006, 

and agree with the Town of Georgina Staff Report No. PB-2012-0111, dated 2012-12-10 that it not 

be supported. Further we recommend that the Associated Official Plan Amendment Applications 

submitted by Ainslie Hill Farm Corp, be refused consistent with Town of Georgina staff Report as 

above. 

 

We are not in full support of the Settlement Proposal presented as Schedule ‘9’, and have specific 

comments respecting this below. We support the Town of Georgina at an Ontario Municipal Board 

http://www.zephyrsociety.ca/
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Hearing, if necessary with respect to the Appeal against the Secondary Plan and the proposed 

Secondary Plan   

 

Below we provide comment, narrative and position points in support of our opinion for staff and 

council’s consideration. As we only received notice of this meeting on a letter dated 2012-11-09, we 

have not had a lot of time to review the proposed development, at this busy approaching holiday 

season. We also note there are outstanding detailed department and agency comment and reports 

at this time on issues related to our concerns.  

 

We think this development proposal needs much more detailed review, time and study by the 

Town, consultants and the community. Comment received from the community previously in this 

regard, reflected in the current Town Report makes this very clear.  This process may indeed result 

in an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing and, the resulting plan may in fact be much better than the 

Concept presented now. 

 

 

Natural Heritage and Environment 

 

The Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan (SJPSP) has a number of Key Principles in relation to natural 

heritage conservation and environmental protection. Central among these are “to grow and develop in a 

manner that protects Lake Simcoe …and the natural environment.” We believe this proposed 

development, with the proposed additions to the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan Area, does not 

respect this ideal. Some of the significant issues with respect to our concerns are briefly outlined below at 

this early stage in this planning process for this Public Meeting 2012-12-10. 

 

Secondary Plan Appeal: Reasons for Appeal, that we have problem with.  

 

 

Reason 1: Environmental Policies and Environmental Protection Area Designation. 

 

We concur with Town of Georgina staff response to the question of “rationale for and scope of the 

environmental policies of the Secondary Plan, and the implications of any such polices on the Shouldice 

lands”. The Environmental Protection Area designation and accompanying environmental policies were 

properly formulated and defensible. Also, plans for Ainslie Hill have not proceeded to the point of 

undertaking detailed environmental and engineering studies, which are necessary, for among many things, 

in particular the 30 metre protection zone /buffer area from key natural features which we support 

everywhere and are opposed to any change from this minimum standard at this point. This is essential to 

maintain long-term natural habitat core and corridor connections, and ecosystem function at the local and 

landscape scale for botanical and wildlife resources in the local and larger region.  We cannot support the 

proposed settlement on this point. At detailed design and site plan stage refinements can be made based 

on site conditions but the 30 metre Secondary Plan buffer must be supported at this stage. 

 

 

Reason 2: Special Provision 9.2.5.2.1 b) (V)  

 

To us this is a case in point of why the Special Provision 9.2.5.2.1 b) (V) is in the Secondary Plan. 

Floodplain determination and detailed hydrology and hydrogeologic work is still needed at this stage and 

is outstanding. We cannot support the proposed settlement on this point. 

 

 

Reason 5: Urban Service Boundary 
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We concur with Town of Georgina staff response that through the Secondary Plan review exercise, it was 

determined that there was no need to expand the limits of the Urban Service Boundary based upon three 

key considerations. We agree with this rationale, and do not support the applicant’s subsequently (to 

August 2006) submitted two (2) separate Official Plan Amendment Applications in order to permit an 18-

hole golf course and a previously proposed  adult lifestyle community comprised of up to 1,500 dwelling 

units. 

  

Reason 6: Rural/Agricultural Area Policy 9.2.7.1 h) 

We concur that ‘the appeal on the East Farm must be withdrawn by Dr. Shouldice.” We do not believe it 

has to be contingent on a settlement being reached, and believe it would be upheld at an Ontario 

Municipal Board Hearing, and that the Town should remain firm on this being removed without 

condition. 

 

Reason 7: Other 

We continue to support the Provincial Places to Grow legislation, and Regional Policies, the Lake Simcoe 

Protection Act and increase in density to save agricultural and natural habitat, and therefore support 

improvements in this regard. We note that the applicant in their appeal letter to the Town, had the “catch-

all” comment by their solicitor. We think this is important for the Town and the community too, as we 

believe there is much more science and planning work necessary at this stage that has not been done and 

would have to be addressed at an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing. Some of these we list and briefly 

discuss below that we feel have not been adequately addressed by the applicant and consultants to this 

point. 

 

Hydrology, Hydrogeology, Geomorphology and Archeology:  

 

The proposed development area site is composed primarily of glaciolacustrine deposits of sand and gravel 

in raised (abandoned) glacial Lake Algonquin shoreline features, and massive deposits of silty sand, of 

some considerable interest. The geomorphologic features in the area of proposed development include 

notable laminated, nearshore features, remnant from glacial Lake Algonquin. Most significantly, is the 

high terraced escarpment at the north, West Farm area, a glaciolacustrine abandoned shore bluff, 

demonstrating features of wave-cut bluffs. The important geomorphic integrity of these features must be 

conserved through construction and development. Detailed design should respect these features and hence 

our concern about consistent 30 metre minimum buffer areas around the development areas. These 

physical features have important botanical and wildlife core and corridor functions, that must be retained. 

Details of these functional features can be provided in the future. Also, undoubtedly important geologic 

fossil specimens should be investigated, and aboriginal artifacts as this area is clearly an important part of 

the ancient trail system from the Oak Ridges Moraine to Lake Simcoe. The Catering Road is a very 

important part of this ancient historical natural/cultural system in the Sutton Secondary Plan area, being a 

continuous raised linear beach formation that provided the ancient aboriginal trail base. 
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We are really concerned that the developer Appellant and consultants have not identified these significant 

natural features, and proposed a detailed plan of their conservation. Our organization is prepared to 

further consult with the Town of Georgina and the developer Appellant at Site Plan Approval stage for 

areas in the Secondary Plan boundary, and also our science and academic based sister organization, The 

Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe can provide expertise in this regard.  We would bring forward 

information in this regard at Ontario Municipal Board Hearing and publically as well if the Appellant 

continues appealing the Town of Georgina to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

 

With regard to hydrogeology, aquifer recharge, and ecological function affected by changes to 

hydrogeology and surficial hydrology, we have significant concern with the proposed developments and 

the level of science that would need to be presented supporting such proposed development. From past 

experience in other area OMB Hearings and Mediations we do not have confidence in impact of 

development on local existing wells. The developer must be held responsible for hydrology and 

hydrogeological impact and must undertake detailed ground water investigations, analysis and long-term 

monitoring here. The large glacial Drumlin features, relatively uncommon in the low undulating Lake 

Simcoe sand plain of the Town of Georgina, has previously been identified as an important Groundwater 

Recharge Area (LSRCA and LGL Limited in 1996). Consultants for the Appellant (Terraprobe Ltd.) 

previous (2006) reviewed this work. They mapped the large extent of this Groundwater Recharge Area, 

and their review is general and in our view very provisional. Surficial and groundwater movement is 

typical to the Black River, north-east to the extensive wetland/forests and through significant seeps to the 

north  at the northern wave-cut bluff feature. The extensive wetlands surrounding the West Farm area are 

ample evidence of the hydrologic function of the high drumlin feature, and local fisheries impact is a 

concern. Local residents on wells have good reason to be concerned about their wells in the area. This 

natural feature is forming the core of the proposed West Farm development area, and the expected 

existence of significant aquifer recharge areas in the proposed subdivision and roads is a concern to us, in 

the absence of much more detailed and rigorous science.   

 

Planning and Compatibility of Proposed Development with Community and Larger Region 

 

Many of our members participated in the planning and design meetings and process of the SJPSP over the 

last number of years. Two of our members were members of the Review Committee. That process 

resulted in the long-term vision, community objectives, and plan and policies respecting the open space, 

natural habitat and the sustainable density nature of future development. Over the years we have 

documented significant wildlife species in the Catering Road area ranging from area sensitive forest 

species like Red-shouldered hawk, grassland passerines to important winter birds associated with this 

unique physical and natural landscape mosaic that we must maintain through future development change. 

We are concerned about Natural Area Habitat Wildlife Cores and Corridors in the Black River area, and 

on tableland forest connections, for the conservation and restoration of biodiversity in the South Lake 

Simcoe area, including leading to the improved health of Lake Simcoe.  
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Paul Harpley BSc.(Hons.) M.A. Doctoral Candidate, York University 

President, South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (Ontario Nature) 

Director, The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe Research Foundation 
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(www.zephyrsociety.ca) 

International Fellow, The Explorers Club 

 

c.c. B. MacKenzie-Wynia, Ontario Nature 

 Dr. R. Milne, Wilfrid Laurier University 

A. Follett, Ryerson University 

 The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe 

 Canadian Heritage Landscapes 

 E. Funnell, Management Biologist, MNR, Aurora 

 E. Stanley, Lake Simcoe Fisheries Stakeholder Committee, MNR 

 G. Wood, LSRCA 

 I. Buchanan, Natural Heritage and Forestry Services, York Region 

 C. Hyslop, MNR  

 Chief Donna Big Canoe, The Chippewa’s of Georgina Island 

 P. Nash, Acting Clerk, Town of Georgina 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

Attachment 2 

SOUTH LAKE SIMCOE NATURALISTS 
SLSN is an incorporated not-for-profit Member of Ontario Nature. 

Post Office Box 1044 Sutton West, Ontario, L0E 1R0 

Telephone 905-722-8021 

 

Research Partner with The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe (www.zephyrsociety.ca) 

 
2012-12-10 

Mayor and Council 

Town of Georgina  

26557 Civic Centre Rd. 

Keswick, Ontario 

L4P 3G1 

 
Mr. Todd Evershed, Planner, Town of Georgina 

 

Mr. Harold Lenters, M.Sc. Pl, MCIP, RPP, Director of Planning and Building 

 

Winanne Grant, B.A., AMCT, CEMC, Chief Administrative Officer 

Re:   

Proposed Southwest Sutton Development Area Plan (Ainslie Hill Development Master Plan and 

Associated Proposed Official Plan Amendments) and a Settlement Proposal Respecting an OMB 

Appeal Against the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan. Part Lots 20, 21, 22 & 23, Concessions 

7 & 8 (NG) Appellant: Dr. E. Byrnes Shouldice. 

http://www.zephyrsociety.ca/
http://www.zephyrsociety.ca/
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The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (SLSN) is a fully federated member organization of Ontario Nature. 

Ontario Nature protects and restores natural habitats through research, education and conservation 

connecting thousands of individuals and communities to nature. Ontario Nature is a charitable 

organization representing 25,000 members and supporters and over 140 member groups across Ontario. 

The South Lake Simcoe Naturalists represent many individuals and families in Georgina and the greater 

South Lake Simcoe Region. Our membership includes a wide range of people from diverse backgrounds 

and experience, professional to amateur, all naturalists interested in wildlife, nature, conservation, good 

planning and environmental issues. The SLSN have been incorporated and involved in the community for 

over 25. Our organization has made many past submissions on the Town of Georgina Official Plan and 

Sutton Secondary Plan reviews in the 1990’s and have commented on previous development proposals in 

the Sutton Secondary Plan area.  

 

 

 

Recommendations: 

 

On the basis of our preliminary review the South Lake Simcoe Naturalists’ are opposed to the 

Proposed Southwest Sutton Development Area Plan submitted by Dr. E. Byrnes Shouldice in 2006, 

and agree with the Town of Georgina Staff Report No. PB-2012-0111, dated 2012-12-10 that it not 

be supported. Further we recommend that the Associated Official Plan Amendment Applications 

submitted by Ainslie Hill Farm Corp, be refused consistent with Town of Georgina staff Report as 

above. 

 

We are not in full support of the Settlement Proposal presented as Schedule ‘9’, and have specific 

comments respecting this below. We support the Town of Georgina at an Ontario Municipal Board 

Hearing, if necessary with respect to the Appeal against the Secondary Plan and the proposed 

Secondary Plan   

 

Below we provide comment, narrative and position points in support of our opinion for staff and 

council’s consideration. As we only received notice of this meeting on a letter dated 2012-11-09, we 

have not had a lot of time to review the proposed development, at this busy approaching holiday 

season. We also note there are outstanding detailed department and agency comment and reports 

at this time on issues related to our concerns.  

 

We think this development proposal needs much more detailed review, time and study by the 

Town, consultants and the community. Comment received from the community previously in this 

regard, reflected in the current Town Report makes this very clear.  This process may indeed result 

in an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing and, the resulting plan may in fact be much better than the 

Concept presented now. 

 

 

Natural Heritage and Environment 

 

The Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan (SJPSP) has a number of Key Principles in relation to natural 

heritage conservation and environmental protection. Central among these are “to grow and develop in a 

manner that protects Lake Simcoe …and the natural environment.” We believe this proposed 

development, with the proposed additions to the Sutton/Jackson’s Point Secondary Plan Area, does not 
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respect this ideal. Some of the significant issues with respect to our concerns are briefly outlined below at 

this early stage in this planning process for this Public Meeting 2012-12-10. 

 

Secondary Plan Appeal: Reasons for Appeal, that we have problem with.  

 

 

Reason 1: Environmental Policies and Environmental Protection Area Designation. 

 

We concur with Town of Georgina staff response to the question of “rationale for and scope of the 

environmental policies of the Secondary Plan, and the implications of any such polices on the Shouldice 

lands”. The Environmental Protection Area designation and accompanying environmental policies were 

properly formulated and defensible. Also, plans for Ainslie Hill have not proceeded to the point of 

undertaking detailed environmental and engineering studies, which are necessary, for among many things, 

in particular the 30 metre protection zone /buffer area from key natural features which we support 

everywhere and are opposed to any change from this minimum standard at this point. This is essential to 

maintain long-term natural habitat core and corridor connections, and ecosystem function at the local and 

landscape scale for botanical and wildlife resources in the local and larger region.  We cannot support the 

proposed settlement on this point. At detailed design and site plan stage refinements can be made based 

on site conditions but the 30 metre Secondary Plan buffer must be supported at this stage. 

 

 

Reason 2: Special Provision 9.2.5.2.1 b) (V)  

 

To us this is a case in point of why the Special Provision 9.2.5.2.1 b) (V) is in the Secondary Plan. 

Floodplain determination and detailed hydrology and hydrogeologic work is still needed at this stage and 

is outstanding. We cannot support the proposed settlement on this point. 

 

 

Reason 5: Urban Service Boundary 

We concur with Town of Georgina staff response that through the Secondary Plan review exercise, it was 

determined that there was no need to expand the limits of the Urban Service Boundary based upon three 

key considerations. We agree with this rationale, and do not support the applicant’s subsequently (to 

August 2006) submitted two (2) separate Official Plan Amendment Applications in order to permit an 18-

hole golf course and a previously proposed  adult lifestyle community comprised of up to 1,500 dwelling 

units. 

  

Reason 6: Rural/Agricultural Area Policy 9.2.7.1 h) 

We concur that ‘the appeal on the East Farm must be withdrawn by Dr. Shouldice.” We do not believe it 

has to be contingent on a settlement being reached, and believe it would be upheld at an Ontario 

Municipal Board Hearing, and that the Town should remain firm on this being removed without 

condition. 

 

Reason 7: Other 



50 
 

We continue to support the Provincial Places to Grow legislation, and Regional Policies, the Lake Simcoe 

Protection Act and increase in density to save agricultural and natural habitat, and therefore support 

improvements in this regard. We note that the applicant in their appeal letter to the Town, had the “catch-

all” comment by their solicitor. We think this is important for the Town and the community too, as we 

believe there is much more science and planning work necessary at this stage that has not been done and 

would have to be addressed at an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing. Some of these we list and briefly 

discuss below that we feel have not been adequately addressed by the applicant and consultants to this 

point. 

 

Hydrology, Hydrogeology, Geomorphology and Archeology:  

 

The proposed development area site is composed primarily of glaciolacustrine deposits of sand and gravel 

in raised (abandoned) glacial Lake Algonquin shoreline features, and massive deposits of silty sand, of 

some considerable interest. The geomorphologic features in the area of proposed development include 

notable laminated, nearshore features, remnant from glacial Lake Algonquin. Most significantly, is the 

high terraced escarpment at the north, West Farm area, a glaciolacustrine abandoned shore bluff, 

demonstrating features of wave-cut bluffs. The important geomorphic integrity of these features must be 

conserved through construction and development. Detailed design should respect these features and hence 

our concern about consistent 30 metre minimum buffer areas around the development areas. These 

physical features have important botanical and wildlife core and corridor functions, that must be retained. 

Details of these functional features can be provided in the future. Also, undoubtedly important geologic 

fossil specimens should be investigated, and aboriginal artifacts as this area is clearly an important part of 

the ancient trail system from the Oak Ridges Moraine to Lake Simcoe. The Catering Road is a very 

important part of this ancient historical natural/cultural system in the Sutton Secondary Plan area, being a 

continuous raised linear beach formation that provided the ancient aboriginal trail base. 

 

We are really concerned that the developer Appellant and consultants have not identified these significant 

natural features, and proposed a detailed plan of their conservation. Our organization is prepared to 

further consult with the Town of Georgina and the developer Appellant at Site Plan Approval stage for 

areas in the Secondary Plan boundary, and also our science and academic based sister organization, The 

Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe can provide expertise in this regard.  We would bring forward 

information in this regard at Ontario Municipal Board Hearing and publically as well if the Appellant 

continues appealing the Town of Georgina to the Ontario Municipal Board. 

 

With regard to hydrogeology, aquifer recharge, and ecological function affected by changes to 

hydrogeology and surficial hydrology, we have significant concern with the proposed developments and 

the level of science that would need to be presented supporting such proposed development. From past 

experience in other area OMB Hearings and Mediations we do not have confidence in impact of 

development on local existing wells. The developer must be held responsible for hydrology and 

hydrogeological impact and must undertake detailed ground water investigations, analysis and long-term 

monitoring here. The large glacial Drumloid feature, relatively uncommon in the low undulating Lake 

Simcoe sand plain of the Town of Georgina, has previously been identified as an important Groundwater 

Recharge Area (LSRCA and LGL Limited in 1996). Consultants for the Appellant (Terraprobe Ltd.) 

previous (2006) reviewed this work. They mapped the large extent of this Groundwater Recharge Area, 

and their review is general and in our view very provisional. Surficial and groundwater movement is 

typical to the Black River, north-east to the extensive wetland/forests and through significant seeps to the 

north  at the northern wave-cut bluff feature. The extensive wetlands surrounding the West Farm area are 

ample evidence of the hydrologic function of the high drumloid feature, and local fisheries impact is a 
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concern. Local residents on wells have good reason to be concerned about their wells in the area. This 

natural feature is forming the core of the proposed West Farm development area, and the expected 

existence of significant aquifer recharge areas in the proposed subdivision and roads is a concern to us, in 

the absence of much more detailed and rigorous science.   

 

Planning and Compatibility of Proposed Development with Community and Larger Region 

 

Many of our members participated in the planning and design meetings and process of the SJPSP over the 

last number of years. Two of our members were members of the Review Committee. That process 

resulted in the long-term vision, community objectives, and plan and policies respecting the open space, 

natural habitat and the sustainable density nature of future development. Over the years we have 

documented significant wildlife species in the Catering Road area ranging from area sensitive forest 

species like Red-shouldered hawk, grassland passerines to important winter birds associated with this 

unique physical and natural landscape mosaic that we must maintain through future development change. 

We are concerned about Natural Area Habitat Wildlife Cores and Corridors in the Black River area, and 

on tableland forest connections, for the conservation and restoration of biodiversity in the South Lake 

Simcoe area, including leading to the improved health of Lake Simcoe.  
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Paul Harpley BSc.(Hons.) M.A. Doctoral Candidate, York University 

President, South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (Ontario Nature) 

Director, The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe Research Foundation 

(www.zephyrsociety.ca) 

International Fellow, The Explorers Club 

 

c.c. B. MacKenzie-Wynia, Ontario Nature 

 Dr. R. Milne, Wilfrid Laurier University 

A. Follett, Ryerson University 

 The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe 

 Canadian Heritage Landscapes 

 E. Funnell, Management Biologist, MNR, Aurora 

 E. Stanley, Lake Simcoe Fisheries Stakeholder Committee, MNR 

 G. Wood, LSRCA 

 I. Buchanan, Natural Heritage and Forestry Services, York Region 

 C. Hyslop, MNR  

 Chief Donna Big Canoe, The Chippewa’s of Georgina Island 

 P. Nash, Acting Clerk, Town of Georgina 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Attachment 3  
    

http://www.zephyrsociety.ca/
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Minutes of Public Information Meeting Held on April 28th, 2016 Town of Georgina's LINK Facility 

20849 Dalton Road, Sutton  

South Lake Simcoe Naturalists (SLSN) Key Issues:  page 2. 
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Minutes: 

In Attendance: Public: E. Weich J. Schwalm G. & H. Foster Janet Popp & Phil Sefton L. O'Leary Valerie 

Pring Heather Kemp Andrew Chaisson Paul Harpley (SLSN), Brian Pring Barbara & Richard Munro John & 

Vicci Mclean Joylene Semenchenko Hans & Louise Pape Kathy Scaini Grant & Debby Stevenson Pete & 

Michele Wallace Dennis & Vale Clark Lorinda & Roger Mundy Vito Perri Paolo Lavalle Roland Pinheiro  

Town: Harold Lenters, Director of Developments Services Michael Baskerville, Manager of Development 

Engineering Tolek Makarewicz, Area Planner Celia Fan, Development Engineer Robin McDougall, 

Director of Recreation and Culture Ken McAlpine, Landscape Architectural Planner  

Ainslie Hill I and II:  

Larry Dekkema, Ballymore Homes Kim Baker, Beacon Environmental Jim Bacchus, Dionne Bacchus 

Transportation Bill LeMaistre, Sabourin Kimble Engineering Michael Smith, Michael Smith Planning 

Consultants  

The meeting commenced at approximately 7:10pm.  

Page 1  

 

Larry Dekkema welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the Town and Ainslie Hill 

representatives.  

Michael Smith identified where the subject lands were located, noting that the Sutton-Zephyr Rail Trail 

divided the Ainslie Hill I property located to the east of Catering Road, and that the Ainslie Hill II 

property is located to the west of Catering Road. He provided an overview of the planning details 

related to the proposed development, noting that the lands to the east of Catering Road are to be 

developed in Phase 1 and the lands west of Catering Road are to be developed in Phase 2, with the 

exception of the proposed community park which would be developed in Phase 1.  

At such time as Phase 2 is developed, he indicated a new application for draft plan of subdivision 

approval and zoning amendment will be submitted and further public meetings held. Mr. Smith 

explained that the subject lands are designated "Neighbourhood Residential Area" and "Environmental 

Protection Area" in the Sutton Secondary Plan, which permits residential development, but subject to 

such considerations as environmental features and attributes, traffic impact, and general engineering.  

Kim Baker of Beacon Environmental provided an overview of the environmental policies and 

considerations addressed in determining the environmental constraints and opportunities for the 

proposed development. Kim explained the approaches undertaken in preparing the Natural Heritage 

Evaluation and Tree Preservation reports. Kim also referenced the meander belt study undertaken by 

Parrish Geomorphic which delineates lands along the Black River to be protected to allow for the natural 

meandering of the river.  
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Jim Bacchus of Dionne Bacchus Transportation provided a brief explanation of how traffic analyses are 

undertaken. He outlined the projected peak hour traffic estimates for both morning and evening traffic. 

Two left turn lanes at accesses to the lands west of the rail trail, are to be constructed. A roundabout is 

proposed, as a safety feature and traffic calming measure, on Catering Road at the existing bend at 

Ainslie Hill II. The roundabout is to be located at the intersection of Catering Road and the east/west 

collector road in Phase II.  

Bill LeMaistre of Sabourin Kimble outlined the details of the proposed improvements to Catering Road 

including the widening of the travelled portion and gravel shoulders, a three metre wide multi-use trail 

on the south-east side, ditches on bot_ h sides, and the two left turn lanes noted by Mr. Bacchus. To 

accommodate these improvements he explained that additional road widening would be required which 

would be taken from the subject lands. He provided a general overview of the site engineering including 

the Low Impact Development facility on the lands east of the rail trail, and a conventional Storm Water 

Management facility on lands to the south of the subdivision. Finally, Mr. LeMaistre noted that in 

reconstructing Catering Road, sewer and water connections would be provided to the lot line of each 

residential property and to the beginning of each road intersecting Catering Road. The benefitting 

property owners are responsible for, and are to bear the cost of, installing servicing pipes from the 

property line to their home, he indicated. (See Section 9.2.5.2.1(vi) Special Provisions of Sutton Jackson's 

Point Secondary Plan).  

Page 2  

For those existing homes on residential properties at the south end of the subject land, residents may be 

permitted to connect to municipal services at their expense (See Section 9.2.5.2.1(vii) Special Provisions 

of Sutton Jackson's Point Secondary Plan).  

Approximately 30 residents attended and there was an active exchange of questions and answers during 

both the presentation forum and afterwards in the one on one discussions. Town staff assisted in 

answering questions on municipal matters related to the proposed development during the one on one 

session.  

The focus of the resident inquiries related to:  

(1) protection of environmental features and attributes, including impact on snapping turtles, barn 

swallows, and chimney swifts; retention of cedar stand on Catering and prairie habitat, and width of 

buffers to environmental features; (2) access to the river front through the proposed open space 

components of the proposed development; (3) the impact of traffic in terms of pedestrian safety, the 

ability of the unimproved portions of Catering Road south of the subject land to sustain increased traffic, 

and traffic congestion at the intersection of Dalton Road; (4) timing of road construction; (5) the impact 

of headlights on existing houses on lots aligned with the proposed intersections; (6) acknowledging that 

Catering Road is historically an Ojibway Indian trail; (7) validity of traffic counts; (8) availability of 

servicing to lots on roads extending north and west from Catering Road; (9) the amount of fill proposed 

and related site grading; and impact of such fill on ground water recharge; (10) the orientation of lots to 

maximize passive solar energy and architectural design of houses flanking Catering Road; (11) 
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Configuration of and access to Park block in Ainslie Hill II; (12) Noise impact on proposed housing from 

snowmobiles and ATV vehicles using the rail trail.  

The consultants noted the resident concerns and undertook to address them through updates of reports 

and studies, where required, which would be considered at the next public meeting of Council. Michael 

Smith indicated he would meet individually with Dennis Clark regarding his concern about the impact of 

traffic lights. larry Dekkema encouraged those present to provide permission for his consultant to 

undertake well testing on their existing wells as part of an on-going well monitoring program.  

The presentation part of the meeting ended at approximately 9 pm and the informal one on one session 

continued to approximately 10 pm.  

Minutes Prepared by Michael Smith - May 16th, 2016 

Page 3 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Attachment 4 
 

   SOUTH LAKE SIMCOE NATURALISTS  
    SLSN is a not-for-profit Member of Ontario Nature. 

    Post Office Box 1044 Sutton West, Ontario, L0E 1R0 

      Telephone 905-722-8021             (www.slsnc.ca) 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Research Partner with The Zephyr Society of Lake Simcoe (www.zephyrsociety.ca) 

Member: Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition 

Member: Ontario Greenbelt Alliance 

 

2017-04-19 

Mayor Margaret Quirk, Councillor Frank Sebo  

c.c. 

Mr. Tolek Makarewicz, Planner, Town of Georgina, Mr. Harold Lenters, Director, Development Services, 

Town of Georgina , John Espinosa, Clerk, Town of Georgina  

http://www.slsnc.ca/
http://www.zephyrsociety.ca/
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Dear Mr. Tolek:  

We are advising that we were able to get a copy of the Town of Georgina staff REPORT NO. DS-2017-

0028, for consideration by Georgina Council, for a meeting tonight (2016-04-19). We have done a 

cursory review over the Easter weekend of the report and note there is new information and material 

since our comments at the public meeting at the Link (2016-04-28). We will be providing comments 

soon on this matter. We ask that council consider deferring the matter to a future May Council meeting, 

as they have advised in the Report, to give us and others adequate time to respond. We also understand 

that requirements for notification for this matter as per Council Resolution No. C-2016-0126 have 

inadvertently not been complied with for the minimum two weeks notice to the public and community. 

Yours truly, 

 

 

Paul Harpley BSc. M.A., President, South Lake Simcoe Naturtalists 

Gord Zwaigenbaum P.Eng.,  Second Vice President  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Attachment 5 



58 
 

 



59 
 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

  

Attachment 6 
 

2017-04-22 

I answered the Town's call for comments on a proposed new subdivision. I suggested several 

improvements in the proposed plans for building the 183 houses on the Ainslie Hill property in 

Sutton. 

Because global warming has already caused suffering and death around the world, almost all of 

our buildings must reduce their consumption of fossil fuels by about 80%, as soon as possible. 

All our new houses built in Canada must be built so that they use very little fossil fuel. They 

should also be built with solar ready roofs. Luckily, builders already are building houses in 

Ontario that are called Net Zero houses. These builders will tell us that levels of wall insulation 

must rise to at least R 40 and the improved levels of airtightness in new houses must allow no 

more than 60 % of the building’s total volume of air to be changed in an hour. They also point 

out that city blocks must consist of longer east-west running streets, with very short north-south 

streets, so that virtually all houses have access to solar power. 

Georgina planners must learn what progressive cities are planning around the world, and get set 

to make major changes. For example, San Francisco is one step closer to its goal of transitioning 

to 100 percent renewable energy after the city’s Board of Supervisors unanimously voted to 

mandate solar installations on new buildings. According to the San Francisco Examiner, starting 

Jan. 1 of 2017, new commercial and residential buildings up to 10 stories high must install 

rooftop solar systems for heat or electricity. Buildings that are taller are exempt for now. This 

new rooftop solar law is an extension of an already established California law that requires all 

buildings 10 floors or less to designate at least 15 percent of the rooftop for solar use. 

One further example: there is a large city in China where 99% of the households have had a solar 

hot water system for many years. 

Georgina could be promoting these systems. 

Bill Shore, SLSN member 

 

Attachment 7 

The Real Facts about Housing Supply and Prices in the G.T.A. 

http://ecowatch.com/2015/09/22/cities-renewable-energy/
http://ecowatch.com/?s=solar
http://www.sfexaminer.com/san-francisco-require-rooftop-solar-installations-new-buildings/
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LETTER TO THE EDITOR: Give 
developers something real to 
complain about 
OPINION Apr 16, 2017 East Gwillimbury Express 

Re: Governments need to address the GTA’s housing supply crunch, 
April 6. 

Bryan Tuckey from BILD is certainly right that there is an affordable 
housing crisis in the GTA.   

What he does not mention is that high prices and low supply are a 
result of developers building more profitable smaller units, and holding 
onto and not developing over a hundred thousand units that are 
approved and serviced (124K in Toronto and Oakville alone). While 
developers might prefer huge taxpayer subsidies to service and 
rezone protected lands for sprawl, so that they can flip those lands at 
a tidy profit, this is clearly not in the public interest, as it has huge 
taxpayer and environmental cost.   

If developers continue to make these nonsense claims about land 
supply, and to withhold the supply of affordable housing, municipalities 
and the province should expropriate approved lands and build the 
units themselves or in joint ventures with nonprofit developers.   

This would allow suitable, affordable units for families and seniors to 
be built quickly. 

Laura Bowman 

East Gwillimbury 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 

http://www.yorkregion.com/opinion-story/7224047-governments-need-to-address-the-gta-s-housing-supply-crunch/
http://www.yorkregion.com/opinion-story/7224047-governments-need-to-address-the-gta-s-housing-supply-crunch/
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4 REAL FACTS ABOUT HOUSE 

PRICES IN THE GREATER 

GOLDEN HORSESHOE 
FEB 

09 

2017 

Erin Shapero 
Senior Program Manager, Greenbelt and Smart Growth 

Categories: Greenbelt, 

  
Share on FacebookShare on TwitterShare on LinkedinShare on Pinterest 

Some in the development industry would like you to believe that we 

live in a post-truth world where facts no longer matter. But 

‘alternative facts’ are not real facts, especially when it comes to the 

torrent of misinformation about the factors affecting house prices in 

the Greater Golden Horsehoe (GGH). We want to get the facts straight 

about housing costs in the GGH. 

  

1. ‘Alternative Fact’: “In the Toronto area, the government created 

its own artificial barriers that are spiking prices.”  Tim Hudak, CEO of 

http://environmentaldefence.ca/blog/?blog=633
http://www.facebook.com/sharer/sharer.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fenvironmentaldefence.ca%2F2017%2F02%2F09%2F4-real-facts-about-house-prices-in-the-greater-golden-horseshoe%2F
http://www.facebook.com/sharer/sharer.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fenvironmentaldefence.ca%2F2017%2F02%2F09%2F4-real-facts-about-house-prices-in-the-greater-golden-horseshoe%2F
http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?mini=true&url=http%3A%2F%2Fenvironmentaldefence.ca%2F2017%2F02%2F09%2F4-real-facts-about-house-prices-in-the-greater-golden-horseshoe%2F&title=4+Real+Facts+About+House+Prices+in+the+Greater+Golden+Horseshoe
http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?mini=true&url=http%3A%2F%2Fenvironmentaldefence.ca%2F2017%2F02%2F09%2F4-real-facts-about-house-prices-in-the-greater-golden-horseshoe%2F&title=4+Real+Facts+About+House+Prices+in+the+Greater+Golden+Horseshoe
http://environmentaldefence.ca/blog/?author=Erin Shapero
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Ontario Real Estate Assocation (OREA) in Toronto Sun on January 

28, 2017 

Real Fact: The real factors that are contributing most to rising house 

prices in the GGH are: low interest rates; demand for central 

locations; lack of housing options and lack of rental properties. 

Moreover, house prices began rising long before the Greenbelt and 

Growth Plan came into effect. And, Canadian cities that don’t have 

Greenbelts or Growth Plans have seen similar and even higher 

increases such as Calgary, Winnipeg and Montreal. 

If the development industry is so concerned about “affordability” then 

why is the majority of suburban development in the form of huge 

homes selling at high prices? 
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2. ‘Alternative Fact’: “Shortage of housing supply is reaching crisis 

levels in the GTA.” Brian Tuckey, CEO of Building Industry and Land 

Development Association (BILD) in Toronto Sun on January 28, 2017  

Real Fact: There is an abundance of land available for development 

within existing urban boundaries in the Greater Golden Horseshoe 

(GGH) for the next 20 years and beyond. In fact, according 

to research by the Neptis Foundation , land the size of 1.5 Toronto’s 

http://www.neptis.org/publications/no-shortage-land-homes-greater-toronto-and-hamilton-area
file:///C:/Users/Paul/Documents/Greenbelt Review 2015/2017-03-15 4 Real Facts About House Prices in the Greater Golden Horseshoe - Environmental Defence_files/Would-you-call-this-an-affordable-starter-home-notmydreamhome.png
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is already set aside to build new homes in the GGH. Ontario’s Growth 

Plan policies are being implemented to shift development patterns 

towards more compact communities instead of sprawl. This means that 

land consumption rates will slow, further extending the availability of 

land, so we don’t have to pave over farmland and sensitive natural 

areas 

Some in the development community want to keep building 1950’s 

style sprawl with increasingly larger houses in far flung communities 

because it makes them richer. They are not telling the truth when it 

comes to available land supply. 
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3. ‘Alternative Fact’: “Barriers to affordable housing include the 

potentially well-meaning provincial Places to Grow Act.” Tim Hudak, 

OREA, paraphrased from quote in Toronto Sun on January 28, 2017  

file:///C:/Users/Paul/Documents/Greenbelt Review 2015/2017-03-15 4 Real Facts About House Prices in the Greater Golden Horseshoe - Environmental Defence_files/fi-growthplan4.png
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Real Fact: Ontario’s Growth Plan rethinks and reorients the 

province’s development patterns towards growth that uses land and 

resources more efficiently. It aims to deliver a greater mix of 

affordable housing in walkable, transit-oriented communities that are 

close to services, amenities and greenspace. And the plan responds to 

climate change and the need to create resilient communities in the face 

of new threats. 

Some in the building industry want to continue their big house, big 

highway sprawl model, paving over prime farmland and sensitive 

ecosystems in far flung communities to increase their profits.  

Typical new million dollar car-dependant sprawl mansion in the GGH 

  

4. ‘Alternative Fact’: “The demand for single-family homes has not 

diminished over the past 10 years. We need to start talking about 

http://environmentaldefence.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/GTA-new-masion.jpg
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supply.” Brian Tuckey, CEO of BILD in Globe and Mail on January 

30, 2017 

Real Fact: New homebuyers want a diverse a mix of housing types 

that are more affordable, walkable and served by transit. In a  study 

commissioned by RBC and the Pembina Institute , 81 per cent of 

GTA residents want to live in a neighbourhood with access to public 

transit, schools, shops and amenities, and 60 per cent of families with 

three children or more would trade a larger house in a car dependant 

location for walkability, rapid transit and a smaller home. Building 

more of this type of housing would lower the demand for single family 

homes in far away suburbs. 

  

The days of building monster homes on farmland in far flung 

communities with little or no services need to be behind us.  Help 

us stop the development industry’s spin and share this blog today.  
 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.pembina.org/pub/2014-home-location-preference-survey
http://www.pembina.org/pub/2014-home-location-preference-survey
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