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A G E N D A 
 

1) Call to Order 
 

2) Roll Call and Certification of Quorum 
 

3) Declarations of Pecuniary Interest or Conflict of Interest 
 

4) a) 388 Arkell Road EIS  
o Review of Staff Report 
o Information from Aboud & Associates  
o Hearing of Delegation(s) 
o In Committee Discussion – Motion 

 
 b) 71 Wyndham Street South EIS  

o Review of Staff Report 
o Information from Stantec  
o Hearing of Delegation(s) 
o In Committee Discussion – Motion 

 
5) Natural Heritage Action Plan – Project Update and Engagement Models  
 
6) Adoption of Minutes from Previous Meeting 

 
7) Correspondence & Information 

 

8) Other Business 
 

9) Next Meeting  
 

10) Adjourn 
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December 13, 2017 
 Environmental Advisory Committee 

 
Item  348 Arkell Road - OP1705 and ZC1708 

Proposal The proposal is for the addition of a multi-story high school building 

at 348 Arkell Road. The EIS and related reports are being prepared 
to support an official plan amendment and zoning by-law 

amendment to permit a high school, parking, stormwater facilities 
and amenities including sports fields. There is also a secondary trail 
connection from the north onto the site. Further information 

regarding the application is available at: 
https://guelph.ca/2017/10/388-arkell-road/  

 
Location The site is located at the north west corner of Victoria and Arkell Rd 

and immediately south of the Victoria Park Village (VPV) 

Subdivision.  
 

Background ▪ The site is located in the Torrance Creek Subwatershed. 
▪ The City’s Official Plan currently designates the site as 

medium density residential, neighbourhood centre and 

significant natural area 
▪ The significant natural area designation is due to the known 

presence of significant woodlands and ecological linkage 
located on and adjacent to the site.  

▪ The site also includes several hedgerows and a fallow 

field/meadow area. 
▪ EAC provided input regarding the EIS TOR in June of 2016 

 
Comments Staff have reviewed the Environmental Impact Study prepared by 

Aboud & Associates Inc. as well as the Hydrogeological Investigation 
and Functional Servicing Reports prepared by MTE and have the 
following comments: 

1. The proposed development description in the EIS and the FSR 
generally do not line up – particularly as it relates to the 

discussion about the inclusion of storm water management 
facilities. See comments regarding SWM below. 

2. Staff note that with respect to the confirmation of the 

significant woodland boundary (2.2.3 and  figure 1) the 
discussions in the field regarding the woodland boundary do not 

appear to have been incorporated into the discussion and 
analysis within the EIS, more specifically: 

a. Given the overall length and width of the east/west 

hedgerow along the northern property limit – does it make 
sense for its entire length to be included as part of the 

woodland feature? 

b. Similarly what is the rationale for the woodland feature limit 

https://guelph.ca/2017/10/388-arkell-road/
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where it meets/connects to the more southerly east/west 
hedgerow?  Again overall and length, relative to the feature 

size/shape should form part of this analysis.  

3. With respect to linkage functions and deer use, the EIS does a 

good job at summarizing the analysis from the 1999 
subwatershed study.  However, there have also been several 
land use changes and ongoing proposals that will further 

limit/confine the amount of open space available for deer (and 
other wildlife) to traverse beyond the limits of the NHS.  These 

considerations were taken into account during the development 
of the City’s natural heritage system in an effort to consider 
long term landscape connectivity for an urban area, building 

upon the subwatershed study information as a baseline.  

Given that the EIS also documented evidence of deer use, it 

would appear that the long term protection and enhancement 
of the corridor does provide functions for deer habitat and 
movement, as well as for the dispersal of other wildlife, 

particularly in the longer term context which would include 
eventual buildout of the remaining lands north of Arkell and 

west of Victoria.  

4. As per the definition of ecological linkages in the City’s OP, 
linkages can also serve as habitat in own right – in addition to 

providing linkage/connectivity functions.  Given the information 
regarding bird species and the summary table included in 

appendix 9 regarding locally significant species – it would 
appear that the linkage area may be supporting an open 
country/shrub thicket guild of bird species as a locally 

significant features (HSS).  

Provision of a habitat (feature) boundary with respect to habitat 

for significant species (HSS) bird habitat would be beneficial, 
along with a supporting analysis.  As this area is at least 
partially outside of the proposed development its identification 

and protection of its supporting functions should not impact the 
development proposal.  However, a better understanding of the 

feature and key functions may influence SWM design, the 
alignment of servicing easement(s) and recommendations 

regarding vegetation enhancement and restoration potential. 

5. The 50m limit of the linkage is shown on Figure 1 and 
discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIS.  Staff suggest that the 

section should be clarified in light of the comments above, and 
in addition the analysis in 3.10 would benefit from clarification 

in relation to the adjacent subdivision (not site plan) and its 
corresponding EIR.   

6. Section 3.11 – ground flows is presumed to be flowing to the 

northwest (towards Torrance Creek), and not southwest? 

7. Staff note that the discussion regarding a possible salt 
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management plan does not accurately reflect the City’s Source 
Water Protection requirements.  All new development is 

required to prepare a salt management plan to protect the 
City’s drinking water, in addition this also helps support the 

protection and improvement of water quality for other reasons 
(i.e. streams and fish habitat) as well. 

8. It is unclear from the EIS and FSR how an infiltration based 

system is being proposed for the development, despite the 
statements made in Section 3.12 of the EIS. Rather the 100% 

of the stormwater runoff post development appears to be 
proposed to be collected into a stormcepter and directed to the 
ecological linkage at the northern edge of the property. 

Engineering staff have also identified concerns with the overall 
lack of detail regarding the storm water management approach 

for the proposal. It is also unclear how the ecological linkage 
represents an appropriate outlet for stormwater.  

9. As no subcatchment illustration or preliminary stormwater 

water balance is provided in the FSR - it is assumed that the 
existing drainage on site is either infiltrating within the field or 

is evapotranspirating via crops/vegetation with very little to no 
runoff. A subcatchment analysis and stormwater water balance 
is needed to help quantify this, particularly in understanding 

the potential change from the existing condition to a post 
development scenario. 

10.Staff would suggest that the stormwater management approach 
for the site utilize lot level controls to disperse infiltration 
across the site via multiple infiltration designed facilities to 

better reflect the pre-existing conditions on site.  This should 
also be supported by permeameter testing to confirm soil 

infiltration capabilities.   

11.With respect to trails a preliminary alignment was to be 
recommended through the EIS and incorporated into the 

development proposal.  This trail is to connect the from the VPV 
subdivision to the site and the Victoria/Arkell intersection. The 

submitted EIS does not appear to include a preliminary 
alignment, but rather continues to show conceptual arrows.   

12.In addition the tree inventory and the impact analysis also do 
not consider the trail connection as part of the development. As 
such staff would like to see: 

a. Preliminary alignment alternatives developed that look at 
opportunities to minimize: the amount/length of trail in 

natural heritage features including the linkage, the amount 
of vegetation removal and disturbance/ alteration/grading 
needed for a trial route, opportunities to co-locate other 

infrastructure with the trail. 

b. Recommendations for a preferred alignment and supporting 
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impact analysis. 

c. Updates to the tree inventory and removal plan to consider 

tree removal impacts in order to accommodate the trail 
connection.  

13.Staff note that while opportunities for protection, enhancement 
and restoration of trees within the urban forest was encouraged 
through the TOR – the only trees within the current inventory 

for retention are T27 (an offsite locally significant black maple) 
and T25 (a white ash).  Given the rate of decline of ash species 

in the City, the retention of T25 is questionable without 
treatment for EAB. T28 is a shared maple (presumably with the 
City given its proximity to the ROW) and opportunities for 

retention should be explored. 

14.Given that the proposed new use is a high school campus – the 

site design should look at incorporating plantable space 
opportunities to support providing canopy cover onsite, 
improve resilience including through the provision of 

shade/refuge. This should be recommended through the EIS 
and pursued through detail design (EIR). 

15.As mentioned during the TOR discussions a buffer analysis was 
also to be included within the impacts assessment/avoidance 
discussion.  While the City’s OP does include policies for 

minimum buffers – the establishment of larger buffers also 
warrants consideration in the EIS. 

16.Staff like the suggested recommendations for linkage 
enhancement using a combination of woody and herbaceous 
species to balance tree canopy and open community 

opportunities.  It is suggested that this is also considered for 
any vegetation treatments in proximity to the trail and any 

proposed servicing easements.  

17.It should be clarified how (in Section 4.1) the inclusion of the 
servicing easement for sanitary is compatible with the linkage 

functions and won’t require fencing (as the linkage design 
recommendations include avoiding fencing of the linkage), in 

order to support the conclusion that it is appropriate to permit 
these uses within the linkage. In addition staff note that 

Engineering staff have concerns regarding the configuration of 
the proposed sanitary easement.  

18. Two additional figures should also be included into the EIS – a 

separate TIPP plan and a NHS figure that shows natural 
heritage feature and linkage boundaries post development.  
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Suggested  
Motion 

Staff recommends that the Environmental Advisory 
Committee conditionally support the EIS for 388 Arkell 

Rd, prepared by Aboud and Associates subject to the 
following: 

 
THAT a revised EIS and supporting reports is provided which 
includes: 

 An analysis which delineates and evaluates habitat for 
significant species – as it relates to the identified open 

country/shrub thicket guilds; 
 Clear integration of the SWM report and design with the EIS 

including incorporation of lot level controls and the provision of 

a stormwater water balance; 
 Inclusion of a trail alignment into the impact assessment and 

tree inventory;  
 Updated and corresponding recommendations for mitigation 

measures and monitoring within the EIS. 

 That an EIR be prepared to support the detailed design 
process and incorporate recommendations from the EIS. 
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Environmental Advisory Committee 
December 13, 2017 

 
Item  71 Wyndham St. S. Environmental Impact Study (EIS) 

  
Proposal An OPA and ZBA to permit the development of 14-storey condominium 

building with 140 units (density 367 unit/ha), one level of underground 

parking and three levels of above-ground parking.Specialized regulations 
being sought include: increased in height from 10 to 14 storeys, a change 

in angular plane to the street to 68 degrees (from 40) and to the Speed 
River to 60 degrees (from 40), reduction in side and front yard setbacks.  
 

Location The subject property is located directly adjacent the Speed River south of 
Wellington Road East, on Wyndham St South. (see Appendix 1) 

 
Background ▪ The lands fall entirely within the Speed River Watershed. 

▪ The site is within the Downtown Secondary Plan Area. The City’s 

Official Plan designates portions of the site as Mixed Use 1 and 
Significant Natural Area. As well, the site is within the Special Policy 

Area and Floodway. (see Appendix 2) 
▪ The Significant Natural Area includes: Surface Water and Fish 

Habitat, Significant Valleylands, Significant Wildlife Habitat 

(Waterfowl Overwintering Habitat) and their buffers.  
▪ In addition to determining ecological and hydrological functions and 

establishing buffers, a primary goal of this EIS is to investigate 
opportunities to enhance and restore the NHS in this location.  

▪ The Official Plan Schedule D: Minimum and Maximum Building 

Heights indicates this site to be in the range of 4-10 storeys. The 
applicant is seeking an OPA to amend this policy to allow for an 

increase in height.  
▪ The Zoning By-law identifies these lands as a specialized 

Commercial Residential Zone (CR-7). (see Appendix 3) 

▪ City Council has approved an updated Downtown Zoning By-law 
which brings the Zoning By-law for the downtown area into 

conformity with the Downtown Secondary Plan. The proposed 
Zoning By-law identifies this site as D.1(H30). The Downtown 

Zoning By-law is under appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board. 
▪ The applicant is seeking a ZBA to amend the zoning from CR-7 to 

permit high-density residential. Specialized regulations being sought 

include: increased in height from 10 to 14 storeys, a change in 
angular plane to the street to 68 degrees (from 40) and to the 

Speed River to 60 degrees (from 40), reduction in side and front 
yard setbacks.  

▪ The GRCA has confirmed the Regulatory Floodplain Elevation to be 

311.9 masl. They have provided comments indicating no concerns 
with the proposed OPA and ZBA.  

▪ Development/redevelopment is not permitted within the ‘floodway’ 
(see attached Figure 2), development/redevelopment is permitted 
within the Special Policy Area subject to floodproofing requirements 
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(see section 7.14.6.4 of the OP).  
▪ The EAC referred the first version of this EIS back for more 

information in September 2017. See Appendix 4 for the motion. 
▪ Planning staff are in the process of assembling and integrating 

comments from various departments but have not yet received 
input from all departments. Comments from Parks Planning have 
been integrated below. 

 
Comments Staff have reviewed the EIS dated October 30, 2017 as well as the 

accompanying appendices including the Hydrogeological Study, the Fluvial 
Geomorphology Study, the Functional Servicing Report, etc. and provide 
the following for the Committee’s consideration: 

1. The revised EIS report has filled the gaps identified during the last 
review by providing the following: 

a. Section 6.3 includes a high level and general list of mitigation and 
restoration and enhancement measures. 

b. Section 4.4 includes flood elevation for multiple events to inform the 

design of the trail and floodway. 
c. Section 7.1.4 includes a short section on micro-climate impacts was 

provided to confirm that there are no impacts to ecological function.  
 
2. The water balance has been revised to include data from the U of G 

Arboretum station. There is a net gain in infiltration due to the 
decrease in impervious area achieved through the proposal. This is 

viewed as a positive, particularly in consideration of the site context 
being in the floodplain and adjacent to the river.  The confusion around 
runoff increases has been corrected.  City Engineering staff have not 

completed their review at the time of writing this report and further 
comments may be provided at a later date.  

 

3. Parks Planning staff have requested additional detail through the EIR 

including a meandering trail design and basic development for a 2.5 m 
wide asphalt paved surface with 0.5 m of mow strip on either side, 

hazard tree assessment and details on the storm sewer ownership. As 
well, it should be noted that the developer will be responsible for the 
design and implementation of the restoration of open space as per the 

future approved EIR.  
 
4. Consistent with City policy, staff continue to encourage the owner to 

dedicate the floodway to the City. Environmental Planning have no 

further information on this component.  
 
5. Hydrogeology Study:Environmental Planning put forth a number of 

questions and comments related to the protection of fish habitat and 
the Speed River during the last review. The Hydrogeological Study and 

EIS have been updated to respond to these questions and comments 
and these reports have been peer-reviewed by a third-party. 
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The parking garage footings will be installed below the fractured 
bedrock which contributes to the temporary dewatering needs. Long-

term de-watering won’t be needed due to waterproofing measures that 
will be designed and constructed for the building. The dewatering Zone 

of Influence (ZOI) was indicated in the reports not to intersect with the 
Speed River, however the peer-review suggests that a range of inputs 
should be used to calculate a ZOI range, given the lack of precision 

with groundwater science, and that it is reasonable to consider that the 
ZOI could intersect with the Speed River. As such, the peer-review 

suggests an Environmental Management Plan be developed and 
implemented to mitigate any potential construction impacts to the 
Speed River and Fish Habitat.  

 
The EIS includes a discussion indicating that there is low risk to fish 

habitat given the ZOI not intersecting with the river and that there are 
no optimal timing for dewatering. An Environmental Management Plan 
could address any potential impacts to fish habitat and the Speed River 

with inclusion of monitoring and staff believe is a reasonable solution 
to moving this forward to the next stage of development.   

 
The peer-review also suggests inclusion of a couple of figures and 
cross-sections to help improve the reader’s understanding and 

increase clarity.  
 

6. Fluvial geomorphology: Environmental Planning staff provided a 
number of questions and comments on the Fluvial Geomorphology 
study during the last review. The resubmission has included responses 

to these questions and comments.  
 

There are three outfalls existing within the characterized reach 
(Wyndham Street Bridge to 200 m downstream of point bar). Based on 
the information, it is my understanding that none of these outlets 

could be used for the site as they would need to be upsized which 
would result in increased release rates which could have a negative 

impact on the river. Because the proposed outlet will be submerged 
during the 5 year event, there is no risk of erosion to the point bar. In-

stream restoration is not recommended due to the bedrock substrate 
of the river.  

 

7. Development is not permitted within the Floodway, only within the 
Special Policy Area. A minimum 16.1 m development setback was 

illustrated in the first submission and a minimum 18.6 m setback to 
the building face is illustrated in the second proposal, however the 
18.6 m doesn’t appear to be measured from the closest point of the 

building to the top of slope. The floodway line needs to be 
georeferenced/field truthed to confirm that the proposed building and 

structures fits into the envelope. Clarification of where the floodway 
line is located through provision of a surveyed location on all drawings 
will assist in confirming that all structures (including stairways, 
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balconies/terraces, etc) are outside of the floodway. As shown in the 
submission drawing C-400 (note not all plans in the submission match) 

the building is within the envelope but there is no space allotted to 
stairways and balconies, etc.  

 
8. The policy analysis was improved by removing erroneous references to 

the Greenlands System and putting the significance of natural features 

into the context of the Natural Heritage System. Recognition and 
analysis of the restoration and enhancement policies was not provided. 

It is not clear why the report didn’t provide the policy framework and 
analysis, nor site-specific restoration guidance in the form of a 
conceptual plan. Staff conclude that restoration and enhancements will 

be provided within the floodway and that full consideration of 
restoration options will be examined in an Environmental 

Implementation Report. Further to the general restoration guidance 
provided in section 6.3, staff will be looking for restoration which 
includes management of the existing vegetated area within the 

floodway to support fish habitat, biodiversity and function. In addition, 
pollinator habitat and locally significant species will be considered 

throughout the floodway in future stages of design.  
 

9. Figure 5 of the EIS does not clarify the significant natural heritage 

features on site. The figure should have shown which areas are 
considered Significant Valleylands, Ecological Linkage, Floodway, 

Surface Water and Fish Habitat and Waterfowl Overwintering Habitat. 
Referencing the Significant Natural Area (OPA 42, 2014) is confusing 
and inaccurate. Furthermore, the Figure extends Significant Natural 

Area onto neighboring properties where it doesn’t currently exist. This 
figure will not be used as the basis for updating Official Plan mapping 

as it is intended to do.  
 

10.A locally significant species column was added to the species tables 

however analysis was not undertaken. There are a few local species 
that were observed through the field studies for the site (i.e., Common 

Merganser, Baltimore Oriole). There is no outright loss of Habitat for 
Significant Species as defined in the Official Plan. The Habitat of these 

species could be improved through incorporation into the restoration 
plan in the EIR. 

 

11.Additional impact analyses included information related to wildlife-
human conflicts, cumulative impacts and meeting the objectives of the 

Fisheries Management Plan. While the cumulative impact assessment 
did not really consider cumulative effects in terms of space and time, it 
did indicate that the conservation goals of maintaining a coolwater 

community are achievable.  
 

12.Additional discussions of mitigation measures included ways to 
reduce/avoid human-wildlife conflicts and incorporation of Education 
and Outreach material for the new residents to be developed during 
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detailed design.  
 

13.Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan (TIPP) will need to be updated 
for the EIR and ownership will need to be determined based on survey 

information. The condition of the trees on City property will be 
reviewed with City Forestry staff. The restoration plan will also inform 
the ultimate fate of the trees.  

 
14.Staff will require typical during-construction monitoring as well as an 

Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan for dewatering. Post-
development monitoring will include bird strike mitigation effectiveness 
monitoring, stormwater outlet monitoring and monitoring of the 

restoration of the floodway. This will be detailed in the EIR. 

 
Suggested  
Motion 

Staff recommends that the Environmental Advisory 
Committee conditionally support the Environmental Impact 

Study prepared by Stantec and dated October 30, 2017 
subject to the following: 
 

THAT a surveyed location of the floodway line is provided and integrated 
on drawings prior to approval of the application. 

 
THAT additional information is provided to inform and illustrate the 
hydrogeological conditions as part of the Hydrogeological Assessment. 

 
THAT an Environmental Implementation Report (EIR) is prepared prior to 

Site Plan Approval that includes: 
a) A detailed and updated Tree Inventory Preservation Plan; 
b) How mitigation measures are incorporated to ensure no negative 

impacts; 
c) A detailed restoration plan for the floodway which includes trail 

design, water quality and quantity improvements, consideration for 
biodiversity enhancements, pollinator habitat, improving habitat for 
significant species, invasive species management, vegetation 

management, management of human-wildlife conflict, educational 
signage and removal of debris and refuse; 

d) A detailed during-construction monitoring plan including the typical 
requirements and a detailed post-construction monitoring plan 
which includes bird strike mitigation effectiveness, stormwater 

outlet monitoring and restoration monitoring; 
e) Stormwater Management Design and Erosion and Sediment Control 

Plans; and 
f) An Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan to assist in 

ensuring no impacts to the Natural Heritage System from the 

dewatering activities.  
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Appendix 1 – Location Map 
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Appendix 2: Downtown Secondary Plan Land Use Map Excerpt 
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Appendix 3: Zoning Map Excerpt (Map 38) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4:  
71 Wyndham Street S 
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EAC motion passed September 13, 2017 
 
The Environmental Advisory Committee refers the Scoped EIS back to City staff until such time:  
 
THAT the EIS and supporting documents be revised to the satisfaction of City staff and include: 

1) The correct policy references to the City’s current September 2014 Official Plan 
Consolidation throughout the entire EIS.  

2) Hydrology information (flood elevations and velocities) and analysis is provided to support 
the proposed development design of the site particularly as it relates the trail and restoration 
design within the floodway; 

3) A focus on opportunities for enhancement and restoration of the Natural Heritage System 
particularly in relation to geomorphology, riparian vegetation, fish and wildlife habitat 
(including pollinator habitat), trail location and water management, including, at minimum, 
principles and goals to direct the detailed restoration design of the floodway. Include 
consideration of the subject property and adjacent City-owned lands within the Floodway.  

4) Investigation of the possibility of coupling the storm outlet with an existing location as it 
relates to potential long-term impacts to surface water and fish habitat. 

5) Clarity around the proposed development setback and where it is located, as well as updated 
Natural Heritage System mapping and required digital files. 

6) Additional information to support how the identified features do not meet the criteria for 
designation under Cultural or Significant Woodland and Provincially Significant, Locally 
Significant or Other wetlands. 

7) A revised species list which includes analysis of locally significant species and an added 
section in the EIS which speaks to Habitat of Significant Species.  

8) Additional impact analysis that includes specific consideration for the proposed changes to 
hydrology (including runoff), cumulative impacts including future development in and 
around the river downtown and consideration for changes to future temperature and 
precipitation trends, impacts to microclimate on the river side of the development and 
potential human-wildlife conflicts, as well as measures to mitigate any potential impacts. 

9) Additional analysis related to the proposed buffer width being adequate and supported by 
science and the policy framework. 

10) Mitigation measures to influence behavior such as education and outreach materials.  
11) Consideration be given to including LID techniques, particularly a green roof, rainwater 

harvesting and greywater reuse system to mitigate potential cumulative impacts and to 
preserve opportunity for the City to restore the river to provide habitat for cool and some 
coldwater species. 

12) Consider a no salt policy for this site and the surrounding public site as part of the updated 
EIS. 

13) Consider a chemical and pesticide management policy including restrictions on automotive 
maintenance on site.  

14) That discrepancies between the EIS, FSR, and Hydrogeology report be revised in the 
updated EIS.  


