
Item Comment Response

1

Transportation Services staff have reviewed “Traffic Impact Study Update” letter prepared by 
Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited and are supportive of the Official Plan 
Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment applications for the properties 1373 and 1389 
Gordon Street.

Acknowledged.

Item Comment Response

1
The servicing capacity analysis is still underway and once the results have been provided by 
the City’s consultant and reviewed by staff, it will be shared with the applicant.

Acknowledged. The results have been received from the City and indicate there are no capacity concerns.

2

The provided site servicing plan lacks detail regarding the proposed servicing to the
site. With the next submission, please provide invert elevations for the sanitary
sewer and service to ensure that both the proposed apartment and the townhomes
are serviceable from Gordon Street. At the time of formal site plan submission,
details relating to the proposed servicing as well as the on-site storm water
management infrastructure is to be provided.

The invert elevations for the sanitary and storm sewers have been provided on MTE Drawing C2.2.

3

The proposed stormwater management of the site includes an infiltration system for
the discharge from the rooftops (clean water). The FSR has indicated that the
infiltration testing on the site (section 4.3 of the FSR) is 17mm/hr however the
Geotechnical Report that was provided had recommended that insitu testing be
completed (section 5.8 of Geotechnical Report). In the next submission, please
confirm the basis of the infiltration rate that was provided in the FSR and update
the Geotechnical Report to include the infiltration testing results (insitu or grain size
analysis?). Please note that during detailed site plan design permeameter testing
underlying the proposed infiltration gallery is required as per the City’s
Development Engineering Manual (DEM).

The infiltration rate of 17mm/hr was obtained from the Hydrogeological Assessment completed by MTE 
Consultants Inc., dated November 26, 2021. The FSR has been updated to state this information.

4

A reduction in the uncontrolled drainage area 206 is to be evaluated in the next
submission as runoff onto private adjacent lands (north) will not be permitted in
keeping with the DEM. Furthermore, drainage of the subject lands onto the Gordon
Street frontage (east) will also not permitted. All drainage is to be contained within
the site boundaries and discharged to an acceptable outlet.

The uncontrolled runoff draining towards the west will be directed to Gordon Street and the existing wetland via 
swale along the property line. The runoff draining towards the east will enter the existing municipal drainage 

ditch which will be directed to the SWM pond.  The runoff draining towards the north to Gordon Street is minimal 
and is required to direct the runoff away from the proposed building.

5

The FSR is to clarify in the next submission how catchment area 205 has changed
from the preliminary submission (Dec 2021) to the current submission (June 2022)
considering the “retained landscaped area” has been eliminated with the
introduction of the 3:1 slopes to the westerly municipal SWM facility in the June
2022 submission. Update MIDUSS modelling to reflect the grading changes.

The limit of the retained landscape area has been revised based on the latest site plan. Refer to the updated 
SWM design presented in the FSR.

6

Section 4.4 of the FSR is to consider with the next submission that quality control
for the parking lot discharge is to be improved to include a treatment train
approach as OGS units operating alone will only be considered at a 50% TSS
removal efficiency. Please ensure during detailed design that the OGS unit is
verified by the Canadian Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) program as
per the City’s DEM.

A treatment train approach is proposed as the on-site storm sewer will be treated by an OGS unit prior to 
outletting to the municipal drainage ditch. Once the treated runoff enters the municipal drainage ditch, additional 
filtration will occur and some runnoff will also be infiltrated prior to reaching the municipal SWM facility. As per 
the OGS sizing report included in Appendix C of the FSR, the proposed unit will provide 82% TSS removal and 

is ETV verified.

7

The preliminary water balance in Appendix A is to be revised to reflect the above
comments as well as the updated site plan that include the townhomes. During site
plan submission, it is expected that the peak flows for all storm events will meet
the issued SWM criteria.

A preliminary water balance has been provided in the updated FSR to address the infiltration and surface runoff 
on site. Furthermore, the SWM design has been revised to ensure the peak flows for all storm events have met 

the SWM criteria.

Traffic Services

Municipal Services



8

The grading plan shows layout differences from the site plan that was provided which will need 
to be clarified in a future site plan submission. At the time of site plan submission, the following 
will need to be clarified:
• Confirm garbage and recycling collection/storage area location;
• Location of on-site hydro transformer;
• Location of public terraces at north and south end of apartment and how grading will be 
affected;
• Confirm parking and walkway layout;
• Confirm retaining wall locations on front façade facing Gordon Street and Vaughan Street 
(behind townhome private terraces);
• Confirm exterior footprint of apartment building;
• Confirm pedestrian access points to Gordon Street sidewalk and apartment building entry/exit;
• Elimination of grading/filling within City boulevard on Gordon Street;
• Existing grading information is to be provided for the existing retaining wall within the drainage 
channel adjacent to Vaughan Street and how the proposed headwall will tie into the retaining 
wall;
• Provision of drainage swales at toe of slopes to direct surface water to storm outlets on site.

The grading plan has been updated to show the latest site plan. Details regarding the listed items will be 
presented at the time of site plan submission.

Item Comment Response

1
Source Water Protection staff have provided comments with the preconsultation Site Plan 
application that has been received.

AckAcknowledged.

Item Comment Response

1
Please refer to attached internal memorandum detailing the findings and recommendations of 
the Environmental Report review.

Acknowledged.

Item Comment Response
1 The Report is not stamped by QP. Acknowledged - final report will be stamped by ML

2
Please provide the rational as to why it’s anticipated that the Site and surrounding properties 
may have been regraded with native materials.

Acknowledged - based on previous work conducted by CVD in the area

3 Please provide tentatively how long ago were the fuel oil ASTs replaced by natural gas. Acknowledged - provided natural gas service date from Enbridge Gas

4

The off-Site PCA at 1354 Gordon St is a known contaminated site, which appears to be +/- 30 
m, which suggests the Site is +/- 20 m closer than reported, which is +/- 50 m. Based on the 
topography of the area, 1354 Gordon St could possibly be upgradient of the Site, as opposed to 
trans-gradient, as stated in the report.

Acknowledged. - rational provided in report as to why this property is not a concern for the site

Recommendation

Prior to supporting the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment application 
from an environmental impact perspective, the following must be provided for City’s review and 
records:
1. Resubmit the Qualified Person (QP) stamped and signed Phase One ESA report.
2. Provide answers to the comments above in writing in a letter format or via an updated report.
3. Provide a reliance letter from CVD (QP) with the stamped/signed Phase One ESA report.

Answers to comments provided via an updated report. ML (QP) will provide reliance letter and stamp the 
report

Item Comment Response

1

Based on the low volume of vehicles and pedestrian entering Gordon Street at Vaughan Street, 
and lack of preventable collisions, the installation of a traffic control signal at the intersection of 
Gordon Street at Vaughan Street is not supported by the provincial warrants and therefore not 
recommended as of today.

Acknowledged.

2
However, given the nature of the warrants based on existing traffic data, we recommend 
installing the underground infrastructure now, so that future signals, if/when warranted once the 
development is fully occupied, can be installed.

it is unclear who is responsible for the underground infrastructure for future signalization. Our development 
doesn't warrant signalization and should not be responsible. The City should be responsible for this as part of 

the redesign and reconstruction of Gordon Street.

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment

Traffic Control Signal Justification

Source Water Protection

Environmental Engineering



Item Comment Response
1

The noise feasibility study results were based on the site plan that was provided in 
December 2021. The study is to be updated to reflect the revised site plan layout that 
includes the townhomes as well as the revised common amenity spaces (private outdoor 
spaces for the townhomes, townhome common amenity space, side yard terraces at the 
apartment and the proposed 7th floor rooftop terrace).
Furthermore the following items should be clarified and/or revised with the next submission:
• Section 3.3.1 is to be updated to reflect the revised common amenity areas as shown on 
the most recently submitted site plan (Martin Simmons Sweers – June 27, 2022). Please 
also confirm if any of the proposed rooftop mechanical units have an impact on the proposed 
rooftop amenity area. Provide further information indicating whether or not any specific 
mitigation is required.
• The study is to provide more detail and be more specific around the receptor locations used 
(ie. north façade, 22.5m height) and distance and angles between receptors and sources. 
Staff recognize that the STAMSON sample output showed one receptor but the location of 
this receptor along the identified façade is still unknown. Considering the building height has 
changed (9 floors to 7 floors), the STAMSON output example provided should also change. 
Existing and proposed elevations are to be used and a figure identifying the receptor 
locations is to be included. Multiple receptors, one for
each floor, on each façade should be reviewed in accordance with the City’s Noise 
Guidelines.

Acknowledged - Noise Feasibility Study will be updated for the SPA application to follow.

Item Comment Response
Please add a goal/objective that addresses providing common amenity that is centralized to 
the development.

Noted in the updated Urban Design Brief.

Please add a goal/objective that speaks to a proposal that is informed by the unique site 
conditions of varying topography, existing trees and addresses transitions to adjacent lands 
appropriately.

Noted in the updated Urban Design Brief.

This section is missing a discussion regarding Common Amenity Areas.
An additional section on Common Amentiy Areas (Section 5.1.8) has been included in the Urban Design Brief to 

provide further details of the recreational uses proposed.

Please suggest further direction for programming along the southern property link such as:
o Raised Community Garden Plots that are barrier-free
o Treed sitting area with informal, moveable chairs (for reading a book or socializing).

Noted. Common outdoor amenity areas will include treed sitting areas with shaded structure and enhanced 
landscape treatment for privacy and shade. Please refer to the conceptual landscape plan prepared by Hill 

Design Studio.

As proposed the CA required would be 2180 sqm with 730 sqm provided. The rationale for a 
2/3 reduction is not discussed or clear. Within a Node or Corridor, City staff will often support 
a reduction in CA space if specific criteria are met, however, this is not the case at this 
development. It is strongly encouraged that a minimum of 50% of the required CA be 
accessible at-grade, outside, in one contiguous area. Please remember outdoor CA shall be 
designed and located so that the length does not exceed 4 times the width.

 An at grade outdoor amenity area (approximately 230 square metres in area) is proposed on the north side of 
the seven-storey mixed-use building off of the indoor amenity space (approximately 220 square metres in area). 
This space is accessible from Gordon Street and from the internal driveway and is intended to be highly visible 

and transparent in order to provide animation along the adjacent public realm.

See further discussion on possible locations of Common Amenity Area below. Acknowledged.

Page 27 - 5.1.3

The material choices of the building along Gordon Street should reflect the importance of this 
street. Staff support the use of real masonry products within building base rather than replica 
materials. Pre-cast panels or replica materials (such as pre-cast concrete panels made to 
look like stone) should only be shown above the podium along Gordon Street.

Noted. This will be further demonstrated through the material selection and detailed design during the SPA 
Process.

Page 29 - 5.1.4

Underground or additional structured parking is encouraged to reduce or eliminate the need 
for surface parking. Reducing the amount of surface parking will create opportunities to 
improve Common Amenity Area amount, location and improve pedestrian 
circulation/connections to the NHS trail.

Due to the high ground water table across the Site with the groundwater being highest along the south property 
line, an underground parking structure cannot be proposed for this development. Therefore, parking is provided 
in the form of surface parking on the northwest of the Site, screened  from the public realm by the placement of 

buildings.

Noise Feasability Study

Urban Design Brief Comments

Page 14 - 3.1

Page 19 - 5.1.1



Page 29 - 5.1.5

The pedestrian circulation should be further developed. Please see further comments under 
“Comments on Submitted Design Concept”.
• Is municipal public waste pick-up proposed?
• Is public access across/through the site proposed as a means to access a potential public 
trail?

 •A Waste Management Plan will be developed and submitted at the Site Plan stage to confirm waste 
management requirements.
 •A direct pedestrian access from Gordon Street public sidewalk has been provided on the south side of the Site 

linking to the off-trail connections to the west.

Page 30 See comments below for comments on the Shadow Study and Pedestrian Wind Study.

Given the intent that a large percentage of the ground floor will be transparent, it will be 
important to develop a planting scheme that supports the architectural details and can 
tolerate reflective surfaces, but also helps soften facades and screen where necessary.

Plantings are mindful of transparent architectural details.

Tree selection and location will be critical to help support the City’s goal of urban tree canopy 
health and growth, as per the Urban Forest Management Plan; and reference to the City’s 
Tree Technical Manual will ensure appropriate soil volumes and quality are being used.

Noted.

It is strongly encouraged that roof terraces incorporate green roof areas, as well as hard 
surface spaces, to help mitigate heat and provide LID opportunities that could make these 
spaces more hospitable and inviting to residents, while being conscious of environmental 
needs.

Planters are provided on rooftop areas.

Consider opportunities to preserve existing trees and incorporate them into outdoor amenity 
and/or pedestrian circulation routes between building and potential NHS trail connection. 
Simply noting all trees will be removed and compensated for as per the Tree Bylaw is not 
responding to the specific site restraints and context of the surrounding area.

Tree Management as per LGL, will be coordinated with new landscape plantings at SPA.

Please re-submit the Sun and Shadow Study in keeping with the City’s Terms of Reference 
(e.g. dates/times are missing):
https://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/Guelph-Sun-Shadow-Study-Terms-of-Reference-19-05-
27.pdf

The revised study submitted confirms how the study conforms with the City's Terms of Reference.

Please include a concluding statement as to whether the proposed development form has 
met the criteria of the City of Guelph Sun and Shadow Study Terms of Reference.

The revised study submitted provides a concluding statement that the propsoed development has met the 
criteria of the City of Guelph.

No comments on the wind study itself. Acknowledged.

Please include a response to the recommendations of the wind study – how will the 
recommendations be implemented or shown on a revised concept plan? Opportunities to 
adjust proposed common amenity space locations/orientations, landscaping and building 
design to accommodate these recommendations is to be explored.

This will be addressed through the site plan submission.

Comments on the 
Submitted Development 

Concept

Staff note that the Functional Servicing and Grading Plans and Architectural Plans are 
inconsistent (e.g. parking and pedestrian circulation). Please align as part of subsequent 
submissions. The inconsistency impacts Urban Design staff comments related to pedestrian 
circulation and accessibility.

Plans have been coordinated.

Staff support creating mid-block connections through the site for permeability and visual 
access to the significant natural area to the west. Please refine the pedestrian circulation 
through the parking areas with a clear connection through and towards a trail as part of the 
NHS. Pedestrian walkways should be flanked by plantings and trees to provide shade and 
help break up parking fields. A pedestrian connection through the parking lot without 
landscaping is not supported. A ‘pedestrians first’ approach is a really important 
consideration for developments within Corridors. For example: creating a wider pedestrian 
connection along the drainage channel side of the development by pushing the ‘south wing’ 
of the development further north and eliminating the proposed muti-use ‘vehicle/pedestrian’ 
mixing zone, would strengthen the east-west connection through the site, providing linkages 
to the NHS, to the proposed Common Amenity Space, and separate people from cars 
providing a safe and tree lined walk, fronting residential units.

The Revised Site Plan has shifted the four-storey building to the north to accommodate a wider pedestrian 
connection with enhanced landscaping along the south side of the Site ( abutting the drainage channel). 

Enhanced landscape treatment along the walkway includes planter beds, massed understory plantings, and 
seating opportunities to define the space and highlight the connection to the off-site trail to the west.

A pedestrian connection adjacent the proposed vehicular driveway off Vaughan Street is 
required. Considered an essential segment of the sites north-south pedestrian circulation, 
this connection links people to the proposed NHS trail, to the residential units, and possibly a 
future development to the north.

Noted. The Revised Site Plan has included a separate walkway connection from Vaughan Street linking to the 
NHS trail and to the rest of the Site.

Page 31 - 5.2

Shadow and Pedestrian 
Wind Study Comments

a. Site Plan



From an urban design perspective, staff strongly support showing a shared access 
connection to the property to the north if it redevelops. This will improve the circulation in the 
area and support and more comprehensive circulation in this area. As per the Official Plan 
shared driveways are encouraged. Consider revising the location given the grading. For 
discussion.

North connection has been provided.

Continuing to explore active transportation connections through the site. How are bikes 
proposed to get from the planned multi-use path along Gordon Street to the bicycle room?

Indoor bicycle rooms are located on the ground floor and outdoor bike racks are provided near the building 
entrance on the west side. Topographical changes of the Site will be integrated into the landscape design, and 

stairs and ramps will be provided for easy access.

Underground parking is recommended for mixed-use development where possible. Based on 
the above and the concerns with the Common Amenity area below, please look at 
opportunities to further limit the amount of surface parking.

Underground parking cannot be provided due to high ground water table across the Site.

Specific comments related to the EIS will be provided by the Environmental Planner. 
However, Urban Design staff support further consideration for existing tree preservation on 
the site by exploring alternative parking lot arrangements, reductions in overall parking 
numbers and common amenity space locations.

The site is being raised thus limiting the ability to retain trees within the interior. We will look for opportunities 
around the periphery of the site for compensation, in addition to a financial contribution for the enhancement 

area to the west of the NHS.

Provide trees within the parking fields (one tree/8 stalls) to help break up hard surfaces and 
minimize the heat island effect. Minimum soil volume requirements are provided in the City’s 
Tree Technical Manual (TTM). Look for efficiencies in parking layout to avoid proposing 
islands that are too small and/or void of trees (e.g. don’t have an island of sod or concrete 
only).

Unable to provide.

LID measures are strongly encouraged such as rain gardens, bioswales, etc., as are green 
roofs that provide habitat and food for native insects and birds Look for opportunities to add 
to the site’s total landscaped area requirement.

This is currently being considered and will be further reviewed during the SPA Process.

Appreciate reading that native plant material will be considered for use across the site, and 
that a palette of appropriate species will be development at the detailed design stage. 
However, indigenous plant use within the parking field and along the west side of the 
development will be a required interface to the Natural Heritage System in an effort to blend 
this project successfully into the existing ecosystem.

Acknowledged.

Provide street trees along the Gordon Street frontage (12m o/c, 1m off property line), in 
concert with planting beds to help delineate the ROW, support the City’s Urban Forest 
Management Plan to increase the urban tree canopy, and identify public/private spaces 
along the commercial/residential building.

Acknowledged.

As proposed the CA required would be 2180 sqm and 730 sqm is provided. The justification 
for a reduction in CA space does not meet the Built Form Standards statement – that a 
reduction will only be supported by staff for those proposed developments along an 
intensification corridor within a 500m walking distance of a park with a minimum size of 1 
hectare. Lewis Farm Park south of this development is approximately 0.4ha, and therefore 
the reduction can not be supported by staff. Justification for reduction in common amenity 
has not been provided. At least 50% of the Common Amenity space should also be located 
at-grade and outside in one contiguous space, where the width to length ratio is not to 
exceed 4:1. Please look at opportunities to increase the amount of common amenity areas. 
Solutions will need to be examined by the consulting team in an effort to achieve CA space in 
compliance with the zoning.

The overall common amenity area on the site has increased by 786 sq. m since the last submission. This 
includes increased at-grade and indoor amenity space. Please see response below.

Consider a CA space that is directly adjacent the building, requiring no crossing of a parking 
field or visually obstructed from the main lobby doors – possibly the north-west corner - tied 
to an interior CA space that is accessible by an exterior door.

Acknowledged. An at grade outdoor amenity area (approximately 230 square metres in area) is proposed on the 
north side of the seven-storey mixed-use building off of the indoor amenity space (approximately 220 square 

metres in area). This space is accessible from Gordon Street and from the internal driveway and is intended to 
be highly visible and transparent in order to provide animation along the adjacent public realm.

It is very important the outdoor common amenity spaces provided are comfortable -three 
season opportunities that are not impacted by wind (consider microclimate effects through 
orientation, location and landscaping and outcomes of the Pedestrian Wind Assessment) and 
provide a balance of sun and shade; are universally inclusive and safe spaces for 
pedestrians with a range of active and passive programming.

Acknowledged.

Consider the outcomes of the pedestrian wind study on the proposed Common Amenity 
areas. Based on noted impacts, consider moving CA spaces to optimal locations where 
winds are minimum, and/or propose programing and planting that responds to specific micro-
climate conditions.

Noted. A wind study incorporating landscape intentions will be completed at Site Plan Approval stage to confirm 
the measures are successful at grade. A similar approach will be taken in the programming and design of the 
roof terrace amenity space, providing wind mitigation elements and compatible programing based on detailed 

wind analysis at the SPA stage.

c. Common Amenity

b. Trees/Landscaping



Discussion is required regarding the building materials. Staff is unclear about the material 
and colour selection given the context of the building and its prominent location. As per the 
City’s Built Form Standards: All buildings should be finished with predominantly natural and 
durable materials such as stone and brick (7.3.4).

Noted. This will be further demonstrated through the material selection and detailed design during the SPA 
Process.

High-quality materials for façade design are encouraged to promote visual diversity in texture 
and colour, reflecting varied built form materials used in Guelph, including brick and stone. 
Generally, replica materials such as pre-cast concrete panels made to look like stone or 
brick are not recommended within the first 3 storeys of a building,

Noted. This will be further demonstrated through the material selection and detailed design during the SPA 
Process.

Building entrances located at regular intervals are supported by urban design staff. Please 
continue to refine and add details including canopies and location for commercial signage in 
keeping with the City’s urban design standards.

Acknowledged.

What is the approach to the façade of the South Wing facing the parking lot? Is it open? Are 
garage doors provided?

This will be open. No garage doors are provided at this stage.

As part of the site plan process, further detailed comments will be discussed including:

Develop the first floor in more detail such as canopies. Details around building signage will 
need to be further refined, keeping in mind the City’s Sign bylaw and urban design standards.

Acknowledged.

Staff support the clear glazing (rather than spandrel) shown within the the ground floor of the 
commercial units facing Gordon Street

Acknowledged.

When considering the location of utilities such as hydro transformers, locations that are not 
fronting onto the public right of way and Gordon Street in particular. A utility plan will be 
required as part of the site plan application

Acknowledged.

Developing the elevations including materials and colours. The materiality of the Gordon 
Street base in particular should be further discussed. Natural materials are encouraged at 
the base of the building (e.g. stone, brick) while manufactured products should be above the 
pedestrian level.

Acknowledged.

Potential connection to adjacent property to the north. Acknowledged.
Planting islands within parking field are to be proportioned to accommodate soil volumes 
required for medium sized trees, as per the Tree Technical Manual.

Acknowledged.

The use of canopy deciduous trees and native species are to be used across the site to 
support the Urban Forest Management Plan.

Acknowledged.

Include street furniture such as bicycle parking, benches etc., at strategic locations close to 
commercial and residential entrances.

Acknowledged.

Keep in mind bird-friendliness strategies in the design of the elevations. Acknowledged.
Rooftop mechanical screening details. Acknowledged.
Architectural details. Acknowledged.
Continued encouragement of green roofs and LID systems. Acknowledged.

A well-developed and thoughtful pedestrian circulation system that anticipates how members 
of the public and residents will move through the site in an efficient and meaningful way, 
providing interesting views and destination points along safe and accessible routes.

Acknowledged.

Creating a logical connection between the planned multi-use path on the west side of Gordon 
Street to the planned bicycle room.

Acknowledged.

At-grade common amenity space that is considerate of where residents want to be when 
outside, and how they want spaces to be programmed to maximize passive and active 
needs.

Acknowledged.

Garbage storage and functionality that does not hinder outdoor common amenity space 
location or programming.

Acknowledged.

Under-ground stormwater infrastructure that is sympathetic to the limited space provided for 
trees within fields of parking, by not crossing under plantable spaces.

Acknowledged.

Limiting the need for guardrails on top of proposed retaining walls, especially fronting 
Vaughan Street, by maximizing slopes and stepping walls as necessary to blend transitions 
and not obstruct views.

Acknowledged.

The Urban Design Brief Addendum and concept plan should be resubmitted based on the 
above comments. The Sun Shadow Study should be resubmitted in keeping with the City’s 
terms of reference.

Noted.

d. Comments on 
Elevations and Massing

Site Plan Issues



Urban Design staff does not support the proposed reduction amount of outdoor Common 
Amenity Areas. Please look for strategies to increase the amount of common amenity area.

Noted. At grade outdoor amenity areas have been increased compared to the previous Site Plan and the 
conceptual landscape plan includes enhanced landscape treatments and offers different types of seating 

arrangements with shaded structures and tree canopies.

Look at alternatives also improve pedestrian circulation and, in particular, to the proposed 
trail along the NHS.

Acknowledged.

Staff strongly encourage less surface parking in order to address some of the comments 
outlined above.

Noted.

Urban Design staff suggest that the following be considered for inclusion in the Zoning 
Bylaw:
• Limit the amount of surface parking
• Require a minimum amount of Landscape Area.

The number of surface parking spaces has been reduced by 9 space by reducing the commercial space. The 
provided amount of landscape area exceed the minimum in the NC zone.

Item Comment Response

The data collected indicates high groundwater levels across the site including at the surface in 
one monitoring well. Further, it is indicated that extensive dewatering may be required during 
construction. However, a dewatering assessment is only recommended at detailed design. As 
significant dewatering has the potential to impact the Hanlon Creek PSW and Hanlon Creek, 
the assessment should be provided now to inform the EIS (i.e. amounts, zone of influence). 

The proposed grades across the site are set to avoid excavation into the groundwater table.  In addition, the 
proposed building does not have a basement level, again, to avoid excavation into the groundwater table.  There 

may be a small section of storm sewer that may require excavation slightly into the groundwater table, 
depending on the time of year of installation.  Every effort will be taken to avoid this situation.  At this time, 

significant dewatering is not anticipated.

The need for cut-off collars on servicing pipes should be assessed in order to prevent impacts 
to the groundwater regime in the area

Refer to above response.

It is indicated that the shallow groundwater table may cause challenges for the infiltration 
design and that in-situ infiltration testing should be completed early in the design process. As 
water balance is a critical element of the EIS, this should be completed now to ensure the 
design is feasible

An annual infiltraion and surafce water balance has been included in the FSR.

It is recommended that subdrains connected to the storm system be installed below pavement. 
Confirm that these or any foundation drains will not intercept the high groundwater levels

Subdrains will be above the groundwater, and will be included during detailed design (SPA).

Internal hydrogeological support provided the following comments:
- Include precipitation on the hydrographs to aid in interpretation.
- Copies of the mini-piezometer logs were not included in the appendix as stated in the report. 
Please include.
- The MW104-20 hydrograph shows water levels that exceed the top of casing.  Were the 
monitoring wells shut in via j-plug or mechanical packer?  Please include a clarifying 
explanation as to why this observation is made.
- Although WHPA Quantity policies are still under development, the site resides within a WHPA-
C for quality with a vulnerability score of 6 and is also within an intake protection zone 3.  The 
property is also identified as a significant groundwater recharge area and is subject to a number 
of source water protection policies not identified in the report. The source protection policies 
that apply to this property should be reviewed and highlighted within the report for future 
consideration of works/activities onsite.

Acknowledged.

As outlined to MTE via email on October 28, 2020, while a wetland water balance is not 
required is support of the application, the proposal should include all efforts to maximize 
infiltration and minimize runoff from the subject lands in order to mitigate potential impacts to 
Hanlon Creek and associated wetland. While a preliminary infiltration water balance was 
provided, it is indicated that a detailed monthly water balance will be prepared at detailed 
design. As the proposed infiltration pre to post is decreased by 3.3%, it is not clear that 
infiltration has been maximized. Further, it is likely that the proposal will result in a large 
increase in runoff through the SWM pond into the PSW. However, the increase is unknown 
without the detailed water balance. As water balance is a critical element of the EIS (infiltration 
and runoff), a detailed water balance should be provided now to ensure the design is feasible

The FSR has been updated to include an infiltration water balance and surface water balance.  Every effort has 
been made to infiltrate as much of the runoff as possible within the limits established by the City.  Paved areas 
are not permitted to be infiltrated.  By raising the site to avoid conflict with the groundwater, capturing the runoff 

from the landscape strip and directing it to a formal infiltration gallery is difficult.  

As it does not appear that infiltration has been maximized and runoff minimized, additional 
design elements should be considered such as perimeter infiltration swales, green roofs, rain 
gardens, rainwater harvesting for irrigation (cistern), etc.

See above responses. 

Next Steps

Geotechnical and 
Hydrogeological Reports 

and Memorandums

Functional Servicing and 
Stormwater Management 

Jason Elliot, Environmental Comments



The memorandum indicates that the revised proposal will improve the water balance. As the 
revised grading and servicing plan indicates that the amenity area previously included in the 
infiltration water balance no longer contributes to the infiltration gallery and the LID swale at the 
rear of the property has been eliminated, this is not clear

The FSR and associated drawings have been fully updated.

It is indicated that the top of the infiltration gallery must be at 332.55 with minimum cover of 
0.9m. However, as the grading plan shows proposed grades on and in proximity to the 
infiltration gallery below 333.45, it is not clear that the design works.

This information has been updated on the latest plans.  There is adequate cover for the proposed gallery and 
adequate clearance to the high groundwater level.

Clarify the following aspects of the preliminary water balance:
- How was the 750mm infiltration rate for impervious surfaces derived? Further, why does the 
resultant infiltration volume (1,853 m3) not match the infiltration volume outlined in Table 1 
(1,125m3)?
- Why does Figure 3 indicate that the roof and patio are 0.164 ha but the analysis used 0.247 
ha? 

This section of the FSR has been updated to reflect the most current site plan, and the inconsistencies in the 
numbers have been rectified.

The recommended mitigation in demonstrating no negative impacts for Significant Wildlife 
Habitat, potential Endangered species, and Habitat for Significant Species relies on the 
proposal demonstrating a water balance. However, a full water balance analysis has not been 
provided and aspects of the infiltration calculations and the design are not clear. See comments 
on the FSR/SWM for more details. It is likely that the proposal will result in a significant 
increase in runoff to the PSW downstream of the SWM pond, including to the two identified 
vernal pools. Therefore, a water balance has not been demonstrated. Further, it is not clear if 
existing runoff towards the SWT2-2 portion of the wetland will be maintained. A full water 
balance is needed to inform the EIS and the environmental consultant must work with the 
engineering consultant to mitigate impacts to wetland hydrology. Discussion with staff is 
encouraged in this regard

The FSR/SWM and EIS section 7.4 have been revised and demonstrate a water balance. 

While Section 2.7 provides biophysical background information, as per the approved EIS ToR, 
the Hanlon Creek State of the Watershed Report contains targets and recommendations that 
must be considered in the EIS. Similarly, Section 2.8 provides biophysical background 
information from the Conservation Estates SWM report but does not highlight and consider 
information relevant to cumulative impacts on wetland hydrology (i.e. water balance from that 
subdivision).

Section 2.7 has been revised to include recommendations found in the Hanlon Creek State of the Watershed 
Report. Recommendations relevant to this application include #3, 8, 15, 16, 35, 40, 41. These have been 
considered and demonstrated in the revised EIS.  
Section 2.8 has been revised to include discussion of the SWM pond design principles. The SWM pond was 
designed to capture 1389 Gordon Street catchment, to provide Enhanced Level quality treatment, to 
detain/attenuate rainfall events (and reduce peak flows) up to the 100-year design storm.

It is indicated that consultation with the MECP is on-going in relation to salamanders. However, 
elsewhere it indicates that the MECP has found the proposal acceptable with respect to that 
guild provided all recommended mitigation is implemented. It is noted that one of the 
recommendations provided to MECP was the maintenance of the hydrologic integrity of 
potential off-site breeding habitats (surface water and groundwater contributions are not 
altered) which has not been demonstrated (see above). Additionally, the consultation with the 
MECP regarding bat species at risk has not been completed as they did not discuss bats in the 
correspondence provided. In the next submission, ensure that the consultation is completed, 
and the report updated appropriately.

Confirmation that the water balance is sufficient to avoid impacts to salamanders will be submitted as an 
addendum, once available.   LGL received confirmation that the proposed bat mitigation window is sufficient to 
avoid impacts to roosting bats November 21, 2022.  Appendix A-4 has been replaced with the most recent 
correspondence (and includes historical correspondence).  

An analysis of how the proposal meets Official Plan policies for Habitat of Significant Species is 
required

Site design has avoided the NHS, buffered the PSW (which forms the basis of the Habitat of Significant 
Species), and a water balance has been achieved with quality and quantity controls provided by the subject 
lands (rooftop storage, infiltration gallery, rain garden) municipal SWM pond (which includes infiltration as the 
pond has likely has a permeable substrate), and a portion of infiltration and surface drainage directed to the 
SWT2-2 wetland community.  
Table 7 has been revised. Figure 5 has been revised to clearly illustrate the proposed NHS boundary which 
includes SWH, Habitat of Significant Species, and the PSW. 

To help in understanding the policy analysis and recommended mitigation, map all components 
of the NHS. Currently only the limits of the Significant Wetland and Woodland are mapped. The 
limit of Significant Wildlife Habitat, Habitat for Significant Species, and potential Endangered 
Species should also be mapped. The limits should be provided on a figure with the 
development proposal (e.g. Figure 5).

EIS figures have been revised to include an NHS boundary which encompasses various significant habitats for 
which protection has been specified. Figure 5 has been revised to clearly illustrate the proposed NHS boundary 
which includes SWH, Habitat of Significant Species, and the PSW. 

The report must be updated to consider the revised proposal. Currently, the report includes 
discussion and recommendations that are no longer relevant (e.g. a mitigation recommendation 
is to locate the building as close to Gordon St. as possible).

Noted. Section 7-13 have been revised to include the current site plan. 

Stormwater Management 
Report

Environmental Impact 
Study



Recommendations are provided throughout the report. For efficiency, provide a summary table 
at the end of the report as implementation of all recommendations will be required during the 
site plan stage.

Noted.  A comprehensive set of recommendations have been organized to Section 12 for ease of review. 

Section 3.3 should summarize relevant information from the Geotechnical and Hydrogeology 
reports.

The most relevant geotechnical and hydrogeological information has now been summarized in Section 3.3. 

Sections 5.5.2 and 5.5.3 providing conflicting information on where the wood frog egg masses 
were found.

Apologies. Typographical error.  Wood frog eggs were confirmed within Vernal Pool 2. 

Section 5.6.1 should acknowledge and discuss the bat maternity roost trees observed within the 
NHS (as identified on Figure 3).

Section 5.6.1 has been revised to mention 11 cavity trees in the PSW as potential roost opportunities for bats. 

The TPP indicates that Tree #1276 contains a cavity. As such, it appears that it should be 
included in Table 6

Table 6 has been revised to include Tree #1276 as potential roost habitat. 

Significant Wildlife Habitat Analysis:
- Appendix F indicates that amphibian wetland breeding SWH is present; however, it was not 
included in Section 5.7. Similarly, the appendix indicates that potential for reptile hibernaculum 
but it was not discussed in the text.
- Midland Painted Turtle should be included under Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species 
in Appendix F. While the SWM pond would not be considered SWH, the NHS generally would.

Section 5.7 has been revised to include Amphibian Breeding Habitat-Wetland as SWH in the Study Area. 
Section 5.7 has been revised to include Reptile Hibernaculum.
Appendix F has been revised to include Midland Painted Turtle in Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species. 

Appendix B:
 oChimneys on the existing houses were to be evaluated in the EIS but this was not found.
 oClarify why the NHIC column is not marked for Henslow’s Sparrow when it was in the 

preliminary screening included in the ToR. Similarly, clarify why the date of the NHIC record 
was not confirmed as indicated in the ToR.

 oIt is indicated that ‘no objection’ regarding timing windows and bats was received from the 
MECP. Similarly, Section 5.9.2 indicates that the MECP “did not convey any concerns”. The 
correspondence with MECP that was provided appears to indicate that they did not provide any 
direction regarding bats. As such, this issue is considered outstanding.

Chimney Swifts were not observed during breeding bird surveys, nor incidentally during other natural heritage 
surveys, nor recorded in NHIC for the immediate study area. A photograph of the chimney at 1389 confirms that 
wire mesh encloses the chimney cap and restricts bird access. Photographic documentation can be provided 
upon request. NHIC was recently searched (November 15, 2022) for Henslow’s Sparrow for occurrence records. 
The nearest Atlas squares with Henslow’s Sparrow is 2.2km east (17NJ6717, 17NJ6718) in the vicinity of 
Victoria Road South and distinctly isolated from the subject lands.  Regarding the review comment, the NHIC 
column was not marked in the EIS as the search area was refined to include habitats contiguous with the 
Hanlon’s Creek PSW.  NHIC has been contacted (November 15, 2022) to acquire date of record.  An occurrence 
record date of 1988 (the most-recent) was returned.  
MECP confirmed the bat mitigation is suitable to avoid impacts to roosting bats November 21, 2022. 
Correspondence has been replaced with the most recent. 

Table 7:
 oFlood and erosion control is not a permitted use in Significant Wetland buffers.
 oIt is not accurate that no buffer is required for Species of Conservation Concern SWH.

Noted. Table 7 revised to describe stormwater management facilities and structures and their normal 
maintenance as described by OP policy 4.1.3.4.
Table 7 has been revised/corrected, regarding Species of Conservation Concern SWH buffers. 

Section 6.3 should not refer to “standard buffer widths” as those do not exist. Even when 
minimum buffers are prescribed in policy, the EIS must assess if additional buffer is width is 
needed.

Noted. Section 6.3 has been revised to omit mention of ‘standard’. 

Using the 2021 GTMP and Official Plan definition of passive recreation, Section 7.2 should 
expand upon what type of trail is permitted in the Significant Wetland buffer and subsequent 
sections should provide appropriate design recommendations. Not all trail designs would be 
permitted in the buffer.

Noted. Section 7.2 has been revised to include a commitment that the future trail connection will adhere to 
design specification permitted within the NHS buffer as described by the Guelph Trails Master Plan and the 
Official Plan. 

The submitted Salt Management Plan does not provide some of the items outlined in Section 
7.5. Identification of sensitive areas, high traffic areas, and snow storage areas must be 
provided in an updated salt management plan during the site plan stage. However, it 
recommended that the locations of snow storage areas be considered at this stage as it is 
not apparent where they could be located on the site. Note that they should not be located 
where they could drain to an infiltration BMP.

Noted, an updated Salt Management Plan will be provided during SPA.
A recommendation to avoid siting snow storage areas where they could drain to infiltration BMP’s has been 
added to EIS Section 12. 

Section 8 should include encroachment / litter / dumping, increased use of the NHS, 
cumulative impacts of increased runoff to the PSW, and the potential for amphibians and 
reptiles to enter the site post-construction in the impact analysis. Similarly, recommendations 
should be provided in subsequent sections.

Discussion of encroachment, littering, dumping has been added to section 8.2. 
Wandering wildlife impact has been added to section 8.2. 
Increased runoff impact has been added to section 8.4. 

Section 9 should be updated to reflect the revised design and if / how that is beneficial to the 
protection of the NHS relative to the initial submission.

Section 9 has been revised to include the updated site plan. 

Specific Comments



Section 10:
 oIn general, compensation / off-setting to support the demonstration of no negative impacts 

to the NHS is not supported. While the proposal does not propose this approach, general 
statements on this should be removed (note that restoration, enhancement, etc. as mitigation 
is supported). 

 oInclude the infiltration gallery as an example of LID.
 oGiven the observed salamanders within residential properties in the area and the amount 

of wildlife usage in the SWM pond outlined, permanent exclusion fencing should be 
recommended along the rear lot line. This should be in combination with chain link fencing to 
limit ad hoc access to the NHS.

 oPotential impacts due to construction dewatering (lowering of water table in wetland, 
increased runoff from SWM pond via discharge - see requirement for this to be assessed in 
the hydroG report) and recommended mitigation should be included.

 oTable 8 should only include items that are relevant to the proposal. For example, there is 
an emphasis on fish despite the closest tributary being hundreds of meters away. Table 8 
indicates that infiltration techniques should be included to the maximum extent possible. It is 
not clear that this has been achieved. Further, green or blue roofs is recommended where 
possible. These BMPs are encouraged as they could help limit increases in runoff to the 
wetland. However, all recommendations of the EIS must be implemented during site plan. 
Therefore, their feasibility must be assessed now.

 oThe lighting and bird-friendly recommendations should refer to the City guidelines as 
these will be required during the site plan stage. Clarify what noise attenuation measures are 
needed and being recommended.

 oThe vegetation timing window in Section 10.4 is different than in Table 8.
 oIt is not clear why cumulative impacts on deer habitat is not expected given the existing 

rear yards. The development will likely result in increased use of the NHS.
 oClarify it is indicated that there is the potential for Northern Flicker to use the subject lands 

when it was documented on them.

Section 10 revisions include:
 1.Note: Compensation is described in the Guelph EIS Guidelines as a viable  option, though less preferable 

than avoidance, minimizing impacts. However, mention of compensation has been removed from this EIS. 
Restoration/enhancement is proposed as a method to mitigate potential negative impacts associated with tree 
removals. 

 2.Noted. The EIS has been revised to include infiltration gallery as an LID.
 3.Noted. The EIS and site design now includes amphibian fencing and methods to restrict pedestrians. 
 4.….confirm how much dewatering is proposed…..Section 12 has been revised to include timing windows for 

dewatering, if required. 
 5.Table 8 has been revised to describe proposed infiltration galleries, blue water storage.  
 6.Section 10 has been revised - there are no noise attenuation measures required in this case. Noted. 

Recommendations have been added to Section 12 to refer to the most recent City guidelines for lighting and bird-
friendly design. 

 7.Timing windows described in Section 10.4 and Table 8 have been revised. 
 8.Deer in the area are accustomed to pedestrian traffic through formalized and informal trails within the NHS. A 

recommendation has been added to Table 8 for a formalized trail connection at the Subject Lands municipal 
property interface. 

 9.Section 10.7 has been revised to confirm Northern Flicker on the Subject Lands. 

Clarify what type of effectiveness monitoring for LID is being recommended in Section 11.2 A post-construction monitoring program for the LID’s will be provided at detailed design.

Section 13 inaccurately indicates that the captured salamander on Carrington Place was 
identified as a not-at-risk LLJ. Both Dr. Bogart and the MECP did not rule out the possibility 
that it was a species at risk.

Dr. Bogart confirmed through personal communication that the salamander observed at Carrington Place was 
not a species at risk. 

The 2015 Guelph Trails Master Plan is referenced. The updated 2021 plan should be 
referenced. Section 1.4 has been revised to include the 2021 reference. 
Section 2.9 references incorrect Official Plan schedules. Section 2.9 has been revised to include the 2021 schedule references.

SWT2-2 is missing in the legend on Figure 3. Clarify what the white dashed line in the NHS 
denotes.

Figures 3 and 5 has been revised to include SWT2-2 in the legend. The white dashed line illustrated the location 
of an informal trail and has since been omitted from figures. 

“Cultural Woodland” is an incorrect heading in Table 3. Apologies. Table 3 heading has been corrected. 

Appendix B: many of the mitigation recommendations do not appear appropriate for the species
Appendix B has been revised to list no mitigation for species that are unlikely to occur and has included wildlife 
exclusion fence for reptiles and amphibian mitigation.

Appendix C (plant list):
 oProvide a header for the first column
 oProvide a reference for the “Well-Duff-Riley” column and a description of what this and the 

“Guelph” columns indicate
 oInclude the tree inventory species (e.g. tamarack; malus sp only identified in SWD4)
 oIt appears that Typha angustifolia is incorrectly identified as a native species

Appendix C
 •A header has been provided for the first column to indicate introduced species status
 •References have been provided to indicate the literature source (Distribution of Status of the Vascular Plants of 

Central Region and Guelph EIS Guidelines – List of Significant Species)
 •Tamarack and apple have been added 
 •Typha angustifolia has been clarified as a non-native species

Appendix E is missing. It is appropriate to indicate that it is provided under separate cover if 
desired. Appendix C, which is included after Appendix E, contains the City’s Tree Permit 
Application Form. Note that tree removals that are approved through the subsequent site plan 
process do not need a tree permit. A permit would be required to remove regulated trees before 
site plan approval.

Appendix E (Tree Management Plan) was included with the submission. The EIS and Tree Management Plan 
were completed as separate reports, then amalgamated into the EIS.  Appendix C of the Tree Management 
Plan, included the Tree Permit Application Form, but has been removed with this submission. 

Appendix F: It is indicated that bird surveys are planned for spring 2021. Apologies, this was a typographical error.  All surveys are complete. 

Editorial



It appears that the TPP simply assessed the desired development and concluded that no trees 
could be preserved. As per pre-consultation comments, impacts to hedgerows and trees is 
allowed provided it is demonstrated that they cannot be integrated into the urban landscape and 
opportunities for protection of trees outside of the NHS must be fully considered through the 
planning process. Opportunities to preserve trees must be further explored. Consider how 
addressing other staff comments may help in this regard (i.e. larger amenity areas, parking 
structures, perimeter swales to address stormwater and water balance issues, provision of soil 
volumes in parking lot islands, trail block, etc.). Currently 171 regulated trees are proposed for 
removal. Note that typical landscaping does not count toward replacement compensation and 
plantings on City lands may not be available. If no replacement plantings are counted, the 
current cash-in-lieu amount would be $85,500. 

Proposed tree removal described in the Tree Inventory and Tree Preservation Plan was based on the several 
factors associated with site design, including building type and layout (to meet municipal targets for 
intensification), servicing  and grading requirements.  In order to avoid impacts to the groundwater table grading 
is proposed to raise by 1.5-2.0 metres. This would result in the inability to retain trees with the Subject Lands.  
Consideration was given to assess which activity (groundwater impact vs tree removal) would result in greater 
harm to the adjacent NHS.  Potential impacts associated with groundwater alteration were considered to be of 
greater harm, as tree removal impacts could be offset by tree/shrub replacement planting within the City-
identified Restoration Area (refer to OP) between the Subject Lands, SWM pond, and NHS. This strategy would 
result in an improvement of habitat conditions (species diversity, habitat structure, vegetation community 
structure, carbon sequestration, etc.) surrounding the NHS and is favoured over retaining isolated trees within 
the Subject Lands.  An additional figure (Figure 4) has been added to illustrate potential grading. 

The report / plan must be updated to address the preceding comment and the revised proposal. 
The memo submitted by LGL along with the revised submission indicates the possibility of 
preserving additional trees subject to a revised grading plan. It is noted that the revised grading 
plan does not appear to allow any additional tree preservation. 

Please refer to preceding comment response.  The tree management plan has been updated with the revised 
site plan. 

Table 2 indicates that there are no boundary trees. However, the figures display many trees on 
and in close proximity to the lot lines. The ownership of all trees must be understood and 
identified.

A determination of ownership can be prepared at site plan application stage whereby a land surveyor can 
paint/mark the legal property boundary for a refined assessment of ownership.  Therefore, minor revisions may 
be required to the tree preservation plan at that time. The current submission is intended to provide a reasonable 
estimation of tree impacts with the understanding that further refinement may occur as site/engineering details 
are refined. 

It is not clear how the amounts in Table 2 relate to the compensation requirements in Section 
9.2. Note that only non-native Prunus sp. are exempt under the Tree Bylaw.

Table 2 presents an estimation of trees to be removed and injured.  Section 9.2 summarizes the compensation 
required by calculating the cumulative DBH of trees to be removed (6163cm) while excluding dead trees and 
fruit trees, which are exempt from the compensation calculations. Only non-native Prunus sp. were excluded. 
Trees identified for injury (in this case, grade raising at the property boundary) were included for compensation 
(528 cm) in this revised submission. 

The type and extent of injury must be identified. Impacts to the long-term health of regulated 
trees will require compensation.

Grade raising to avoid impacts to the groundwater table is the predominant pathway of effect. This results in a 
proposed fill of 1.42m in the southeast corner of the subject lands, 2.01m in the southwest corner, 1.48m in the 
northwest corner, 1.13m in the northeast corner, and 1.9 metres in the centre of the subject lands, 
approximately.  Trees identified for injury have been added to the compensation calculation. 

Several City-owned trees are identified in very close proximity to lot lines. However, injury of 
only two City trees is outlined in Table 2. Urban Forestry staff will review the plan with respect 
to City trees during the site plan approval process. Note that injury / removal of City trees may 
not be supported at that time. As such, it is encouraged to revise the proposal to limit any 
potential impacts to City trees. 

Noted. The TMP submission at the EIS stage is intended to predict which trees have potential for preservation 
vs. trees proposed for removal, acknowledging that site plan details may be revised slightly through the 
application process.  Revision/refinement of the TMP at the site plan approval process is anticipated. 

Figure 3 displays tree protection fencing on / against many tree trunks that are to be preserved. 
It is not clear that preservation is possible / appropriate for these trees. Therefore, it appears 
that many more trees, including City-owned trees would have to be removed that indicated.

TPZ/TPF is proposed on the Subject Lands property boundary. Trees near the boundary may incur filling within 
their root zone, despite matching grade at the boundary.  A determination was made to retain off-site trees along 
the boundary as they may withstand filling and serve benefits of carbon sequestration, visual screen, habitat for 
urban tolerant species, etc. Trees with expected filling within their dripline have been added to the compensation 
calculations in the event that they undergo severe impact or demise in the long term.

As per the Tree Technical Manual, the minimum tree protection zone must be the greater of the 
calculated zone or dripline plus 1m. Therefore, many of the TPZs outlined in Appendix A are 
incorrect.

TPZ for trees proposed for preservation have been corrected in the revised TMP. Note that the calculated and 
dripline+1 cannot be implemented in many cases, as grading is required near the property boundary. 

Appendix A should provide the overall condition of each tree. Noted, but providing an assessment of tree component health seems to be more detailed and relevant. 

The Existing Conditions Plan displays two dwellings; however, it is understood that one has 
already been removed. The second dwelling should not be removed without following the 
associated recommendations in the EIS.

Noted. Section 12 Recommendations for Conditions of Approval have been revised. 

The resubmission cover letter indicates that infiltration has been maximized and a water 
balance has been achieved. As outlined above, this is not accurate.

MTE has prepared a revised FSR/SWM report which details methods to achieve a water balance. Key 
information from the FSR/SWM has been added to the EIS for relevant natural heritage discussion.

Item Comment Response

Arborist Report / Tree 
Inventory and 

Preservation Plan

Specific Comments

Upper Grand District School Board

Other Comments



1

Please be advised that the Planning Department does not object to the proposed application, 
subject to the following conditions:
• The collection of Education Development Charges is required prior to the issuance of a 
building permit(s).
• Planning staff request that the developer provide the Upper Grand District School Board with 
a digital file of the plan containing parcel fabric and street network.In an effort to ensure children 
can walk safely to school or to a designated bus pickup point, the Board requests that adequate 
sidewalks, lighting and snow removal (on sidewalks and walkways) be provided.
• It is recommended that an advisory sign be erected at the development site informing 
prospective residents about schools in the area.
• That the developer advises all purchasers of residential units and/or renters of same, by 
inserting the following clause in all offers of Purchase and Sale/Lease:
“In order to limit liability, public school buses operated by the Service de transport de 
Wellington‐Dufferin Student Transportation Services (STWDSTS), or its assigns or successors, 
will not travel on privately owned or maintained right‐of‐ways to pick up students, and potential 
busing students will be required to meet the bus at a congregated bus pick‐up point.”

Acknowledged.

Item Comment Response

Recommendation
The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) has no objection to the proposed Official Plan 
and Zoning Bylaw Amendments.

Acknowledged.

Comment

The EIS is acceptable and its recommendations and mitigation measures should be fully 
implemented at detailed design stage.

Acknowledged.

The EIS and FSRSWM reports provide very little information on the proposed new driveway 
access connecting to Vaughn St. crossing over the existing drainage ditch. Supporting details 
on its size, impacts on flows, and construction should be provided at detailed design stage.

Acknowledged.

Generally OGS unit should not be used as a standalone quality control measure. However this 
site outlets to an existing SWM facility where it is anticipated to receive additional treatment. 
GRCA defers quality control comments to the municipality.

Acknowledged.

Item Comment Response
1 Ensure plans to be Arch D (24” x 36”) folded to (8½” x 11”); To be provided at Site Plan Submission

2
Provide a Zoning Chart and Regulations as per Schedule “A-3” from the City of Guelph Site 
Plan Procedures and Guidelines document;

Noted.

3
Ensure municipal address, legal description and Site Plan File number (once assigned) on 
the title block;

To be provided at Site Plan Submission

4

Ensure all drawings comply with the naming protocol as outlined in the City of Guelph’s Site 
Plan Approval Procedures and Guidelines; Site Plan drawings – SP-1, SP-2, SP-3, etc.; 
Elevation Drawings EP-1, EP-2, EP-3, etc.; Landscaping Drawings: - LP-1, LP-2, etc.).

To be provided at Site Plan Submission

5 Drawing must be in a metric scale (1:100, 1:200, 1:250, 1:300, 1:400, 1:500) To be provided at Site Plan Submission
6 Provide a north arrow; Noted.
7 Provide a construction north arrow; Noted
8 Provide a key plan; Noted.
9 Provide the name and contact information of the applicant on SP title block; To be provided at Site Plan Submission

10 Provide the name and contact information of the property owner on SP title block; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
11 Provide surveyed property limits (including bearings and dimensions); To be provided at Site Plan Submission
12 Identify existing and proposed structures and parking areas; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
13 Identify easements; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
14 Identify road widenings; Noted.
15 Identify Rights-of-Way; Noted
16 Provide adjacent street names; Noted.

Grand River Conservation Authority

Zoning - Rui Tong

Advisory Comments



17
Identify above ground utilities – existing & proposed (utility poles, lighting, street signs, 
transformer, utility pedestals, fire hydrants etc.) ;

To be provided at Site Plan Submission

18 Identify adjacent existing structures, land uses and zoning; Noted.

19
Dimension all yards and setbacks, including width and length of common amenity areas; Noted.

20 Fully dimension driveways, parking stalls, and drive aisles; Noted
21 Fully dimension loading areas; N/A
22 Provide garbage and storage enclosures; Noted.
23 Provide sidewalks, ramps and curbs; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
24 Illustrate existing & proposed free standing signage & details; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
25 Identify existing & proposed fire routes; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
26 Identify existing & proposed hydrants; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
27 Identify existing & proposed fire department connections (if applicable); To be provided at Site Plan Submission
28 Identify existing & proposed principal building entrances; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
29 Identify bicycle parking areas; To be provided at Site Plan Submission
30 Provide a detail of the bicycle parking rack; To be provided at Site Plan Submission

31
Provide snow storage area or add a note to the site plan indicating what method will be used 
to remove the snow from the site;

To be provided at Site Plan Submission

32 . Provide a note on the site plan indicating whether garbage pick-up is public or private; To be provided at Site Plan Submission

33

Provide a Photometric Plan & cut sheet of the light fixture used – please see Lighting 
Guidelines - https://guelph.ca/wp-content/uploads/Guelph-Outdoor-Lighting-Guidelines.pdf - 
please aim for max 0.5fc at property line abutting the neighbouring residential property, a colour 
temperature of 3000k and zero cut-off light fixtures;

To be provided at Site Plan Submission

34
(for multi-res buildings) Provide a unit numbering plan illustrating how the units are being 

numbered – can be near the end of site plan approval; To be provided at Site Plan Submission

35

As the OZS application is in process, below are comments based on NC and R.4A 
requirements: Applicant noted the 7 residential units (with at-grade access) proposed within the 
4-storey building will be townhouse units. Given this, some of the below comments will change 
as townhouses are not permitted in the R.4A zone.

To clarify, the 4-storey wing are defined as apartments as per the definition of the Zoning By-law

36

The OZS application states the proposed zone designation is NC while the site plan 
submitted shows it’s NCC and RM5. Please clarify. Suggested the NC zone be used as the 
basis and that the site-specific zoning account for any proposed NCC zoning requirements 
as it is unknown as to when the comprehensive zoning by-law will be approved.
37. Please demarcate different zones on the site plan if there are multiple proposed

The proposed zoning is a Neighbourhood Commercial Exception Zone (NC-XX).

37

Please demarcate different zones on the site plan if there are multiple proposed zones and 
provide lot area for each zone.

See attached Zoning Schedule.

38
The side yard (north) shall be one half of the building height which is 12.7m, please revise. See revised zoning chart on Site Plan.

39 Please indicate on the site plan where the landscaped open space is and how large it is. See revised zoning chart on Site Plan.

40

A 3m-wide planting area is required to be adjacent to the street lines, please indicate on the 
site plan.

See revisedSite Plan.

41
A 3m-wide buffer strip shall be designed along the north lot line as the subject property abuts 
a residential zone to the north.

See revised Site Plan.

42 Please clarify if the three commercial units are used for retail. Unknown.

43

As per Section 4.13, the number of parking spaces needed is: 178, i.e., 19 for office 
(602.8/33), 30 for commercial (540.3/18), 7 parking spaces needed for 7 townhouse units 
and 120 parking spaces needed for 92 apartment units (R.4A, 1.5 for the first 20 units and 
1.25 for additional units). Note: visitor parking spaces are not required for the 7 townhouse 
units but are required for the apartment units. Please provide sufficient parking spaces.

Site specific provisions are being requested for the parking as noted in the draft Zoning By-law.

44

As per Section 4.13.3.2.3, the minimum exterior Parking Space dimensions for all other uses 
is 2.75 metres by 5.5 metres. Please revise the 2.5m-wide parking spaces accordingly. Also 
please dimension the depth of the parking spaces.

Parking spaces provided at 2.75 x 5.5 m.

45 Please note on the site plan the surface of the parking area and driveway. To be provided at Site Plan Submission



46 Please provide adequate loading spaces for the proposed commercial use. No loading zone provided. To be included as a site-specific zoning provision.

47

Please note on the site plan where the garbage area is and indicate whether garbage pick-up 
is public or private for residential units.

To be confirmed at Site Plan Submission.

48

The at-grade townhouse units must comply with the private amenity area requirements set 
out in section 5.3.2.5.1 & 5.3.2.5.3 of the zoning by-law (or this will need to be captured in 
the site specific zoning for the site). The residential units (townhouses and apartment units) 
must comply with the common amenity area requirements set out in section 5.4.2.4 of the 
zoning by-law

Not applicable. There are no townhomes being proposed. Common amenity area provisions being added to the 
draft Zoning By-law. 




