
November 17, 2021

Michael Witmer, Senior Development Planner
Planning and Building Services, City of Guelph
1 Garden Street
Guelph, ON N1H 3A1

Re: Application to Amend the Zoning By-law
Third Submission
To Permit the Development of 30 Cluster Townhouse Units, and
40 Apartment units
78 Eastview Road and 82 Eastview Road

City File No. OZS19-004

We are pleased to provide, herewith, revised plans and reports in support of the above noted application to 
amend the Zoning By-law.

The City of Guelph provided comments in February 2021 related to the previous submission of drawings 
and reports for the above noted proposed development.

Many responses, informal submissions and report updates were provided to the Town for review in the 
throughout 2021 in an attempt to resolve concerns related to the Hydrogeological and Water Balance 
elements of the site and proposed development..  

We have addressed the City comments as per the response matrix below.

GRCA 02-02-21

No Comment Response

1 Please provide the hydrologic modelling files digitally for review, 
along with the hydrologic model schematics for existing and 
proposed catchments.

A description of the catchments is provided in Section 4 of the SWM 
report. A schematic is included in Appendix B. The digital Miduss files
have been included with the resubmission.

2 Enhanced (80% TSS Removal) quality control is required for runoff 
on the proposed site. The proposed stormwater management 
strategy indicates that Enhanced quality control will be achieved 
through the use of a Stormceptor OGS unit prior to discharge to the 
dry pond facility. GRCA would be supportive of the use of an ETV 
certified Oil and Grit Separator as part of a treatment train approach 
to quality control, however, not as a stand-alone solution. Standalone
OGS units will not be a feasible solution for removing 80% TSS due 
to the larger particle size distribution that they are able to effectively 
treat. Other treatment practices will be required to capture fine 
sediment, such as enhanced grassed swales, prior to release to the 
wetland.

Due to spacial constraints, discharging stm runoff to enhanced 
grassed swales is not feasible. A treatment train approach will be 
used (CB shields, OGS unit and dry pond). Calculations are available
in the updated FS&SWM report as part of Appendix C.

3 Please provide preliminary design plan and profile drawings of the 
proposed stormwater management facility and outlet. The seasonally

Plan view of the dry pond is available on MTE drawings C2.1 and 
C2.2. It is not possible to fit the entire dry pond plan view on one 
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high ground water elevation should be on the profile drawings. It 
would be helpful for review to include the dry pond facility entirely on 
one plan.

sheet. Match lines are provided. A profile view of the pond outlet has 
now been provided and the seasonally high groundwater elevation is 
listed. 1m of ground water separation is not required for dry ponds.

4 Post development infiltration appears to be over-estimated. Please 
provide calculations and summary tables for infiltration volumes for 
each LID mitigation measure. It is understood that over the course of 
a year, on average, most rainfall events will be less than 30mm, 
however 100% infiltration of all areas draining to the infiltration 
galleries is high. Please provide the area for each LID mitigation 
measure in the summary table.

Recharge has been re-assessed with the new design and is now 
expected to increase by 6.7%. The water balance schematic shows 
the value of recharge from the infiltration galley and MTE’s drawing 
shows the area of the infiltration gallery.

5 Detailed calculations of the infiltration galleries, including an 
appropriate factor of safety for the site-specific infiltration rates, to 
support the mitigation of the post-development infiltration deficit in 
the annual water balance is required for draft plan approval.

The design infiltration rate has been calculated using the appropriate 
factor of safety.

6 The BJC Architects Inc. Proposed Site Plan, A-101-01, dated 
November 17, 2020 identifies “Area of New Landscaping” over the 
entire site including the wetland as per the legend. This should be 
corrected as landscaping is not expected to occur over the entire 
site. Further, it is unclear where the Townhouse rear lots end, they 
should terminate outside of the 30 metre wetland buffer. Rear lot 
fencing should also be identified at detailed design.

Site Plan has been corrected as per this comment.

7 The majority of the site is given a 30 metre wetland buffer except for 
the area of the proposed Stormwater Management dry pond. This 
area will have a 15 metre no-touch wetland buffer and an outer 15 
metre buffer that will contain the dry pond and portion of the City of 
Guelph Community Trail. Minor grading for the Community Trail has 
the potential to interfere or interrupt surface runoff towards the 
wetland. Drainage breaks should be assessed and considered at 
detailed design stage and as part of the Environmental 
Implementation Report (EIR).

All buildings and retaining walls are located outside the 30m wetland 
buffer. The dry pond and outlet are contained within the outer 15m 
buffer. The City of Guelph community trail crosses the inner 15m 
buffer for a small section. Minor grading for the community trail is 
required. Surface runoff from embankments is intercepted by French 
drains to address washout and erosion concerns. The French drains 
will cross underneath the trail and outlet to the wetland. The trail has 
a 2% cross slope and does not interfere or interrupt surface runoff 
towards the wetland. WSP to add

8 The developer should explore options with the City of Guelph to shift 
the proposed Community Trail to the north side of the proposed 
SWM Dry Pond. This would reduce encroachment into the wetland 
and woodland buffers. The current proposal is for a 2.5 metre wide 
multi-use trail (+ 0.3m either side) within the recommended 10 metre 
wide woodland buffer. This will reduce the buffer by 30%; if the trail is
not shifted to the north side of the proposed SWM dry pond 
enhancement opportunities should be identified at detailed design 
stage to enhance vegetation cover and effectiveness of the buffer.

The consultant team and developer have explored options to shift the
community trail to the north side of the proposed dry pond and have 
determined that it is not feasible. Shifting the City Trail north of the 
pond would result in privacy issues with the home owners rear yards.
It is not typical for a City trail to impose that far onto private property. 
Placing the City trail further away from the wetland significantly 
impacts the developer's ability to utilize the north and west limits of 
the property.

The reviewer is encouraged to review how a standard 2.5m trail with 
0.3m mow strips could possibly fit on the adjacent properties and 
which setbacks the trail would cross on the adjacent properties prior 
to providing further comments about the trail on the subject property. 
It appears that the trail to Carter Parker would fall within the 
woodland area.

Enhancement opportunities will be identified at detailed design to 
enhance vegetation cover and effectiveness of the buffer.

9 The proposed development is expected to result in an average 
increase of 1.09cm/month of surface water on the site wetland with a 
shift of increased surface water in the late spring and summer 
months (i.e. May to September) and decreased surface water in 
October to April. In the EIS, Section 4.3.1 Hydrogeology Background,
the report identifies that the wetland water levels are directly related 
to precipitation and local surface runoff events. The site is not 
identified as a significant recharge area. The impact and response of 

Acknowledged.  The water balance has been reviewed and updated. 
A monitoring program will be developed at detailed design.
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the wetland vegetation community to the proposed permanent 
change in wetland hydrology contributions and hydroperiod should 
be identified and interpreted at detailed design stage. The proposed 
two year post development vegetation monitoring would not be 
adequate to identify a shift in wetland vegetation to the changes in 
wetland water levels.

10 The proposed development will make the wetland “wetter” in the 
spring when it is already at the natural high point and “drier” at its 
already natural lower point. The site is not a significant recharge 
feature and the identified increase in wetland water levels could 
result in localized water mounding. Additional details should be 
provided to identify and interpret how the wetland and wetland 
vegetation community will respond to the proposed permanent 
changes.

The water balance has been reviewed and updated.  A water balance
is achieved and any changes to water elevations in the wetland will 
be very minimal and within the tolerance ranges of the species and 
communities present.

11 Tree and vegetation clearing should be scheduled outside of the 
recognized breeding bird window of April 1 to August 25th to reduce 
risk of harming or disturbing breeding birds. The trail 
work/construction should be scheduled outside of the breeding bird 
window since the site is not simple habitat. This can be addressed at 
detailed design stage and the EIR.

Recognized breeding window dates have been added in the TMP 
Report and drawing notes.

12 At detailed design and in the EIR details on the proposed retaining 
walls and how they will be built and maintained in the future without 
encroaching into the wetland and woodland buffers should be 
clarified.

Acknowledged.

13 Snow clearing and stockpiling should be identified at detailed design 
and in EIR to prevent snow being dumped or stockpiled within the 
wetland and woodland buffers (i.e. near infiltration gallery #2).

Acknowledged.  Snow storage locations are shown on the site plan.

14 A continuous monitoring station on the site between the proposed 
SWM dry pond and the wetland should be installed to monitor 
impacts of the development and effectiveness of the various 
mitigation measures. The existing monitoring station at 66 Eastview 
Rd. is too far away to be utilized for this site.

Proposed monitoring is discussed in Section 3.1 of the 
Hydrogeological Report

Engineering 02-05-21

EIS

No Comment Response

1 The proposed increase of infiltration across the site of 3,053 m3/year 
(184% increase from existing conditions) as specified in section 7.1.6
of the EIS is unacceptable.  The City’s Development Engineering 
Manual (DEM) specifies that the predevelopment recharge rate, 
volume and hydroperiod is to be maintained at postdevelopment 
conditions.  Please refer to section 5.7.6 of the DEM.  Reassess the 
proposed infiltration on the site and reduce to reflect predevelopment
rates.

Recharge has been re-assessed with the new design and is now 
expected to increase by 6.7%.

Hydrogeological Assessment & Water Balance

No Comment Response

1 Section 3.3 of the report is to be updated to reflect the City of Guelph
DEM definition of the seasonal high groundwater level – refer to 
section 5.8 of the DEM.  Please also refer to comments from Water 

Seasonal high watergroundwater levels have been adjusted 
accordingly to meet City of Guelph DEM definition.  Infiltration 
galleries have been revised based on new groundwater elevations 
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Services Hydrogeologist, Scott Cousins, regarding the seasonal high 
water levels.  Revise all reports and plans to reflect the City standard 
high water level for design of the SWM facilities and basements.

from WSP. FFE and BFFE will be set during detailed design.

2 Some addition and clarification of section 3.4.3 is required in the 
report. Firstly, please include the test result for each of the 3 
locations. Secondly, the hydraulic conductivity rate that was indicated
(33.7 mm/hr) is unusual considering that hydraulic conductivity is 
typical provided in units of cm/sec whereas infiltration rates are 
mm/hr. Please note that the City will require the converted infiltration 
rate (mm/hr) not the hydraulic conductivity rate to support the design 
of the proposed infiltration facilities. Some of this information was 
provided in the response matrix however this should be updated 
within the report. Thirdly, a factor of safety for the design of the 
galleries will be required to be applied to the infiltration rate. This is 
especially important considering the proposed unknown infiltration 
ability of the imported fill underlying gallery #2 and that the fill will be 
compacted as necessary.
As mentioned in the previous comments, the DEM as well as within 
the City provided site specific stormwater management criteria (sent 
to MTE, November 13/2018), a reference to the “CVC/TRCA Low 
Impact Development Stormwater Management Design Guide” 
specifically Appendix C, was given. The appendix C outlines the 
specific information required, step-by-step, to determine the 
infiltration rate and design considerations required for the SWM 
features.

We have added the individual test results, converted the hydraulic 
conductivity to  infiltration rates as per the TRCA and applied the 
safety correction factor to obtained the design infiltration rate. The 
updated infiltration rate was used in the updated MIDUSS model 
prepared by MTE.                                                                       

3 Please indicate in section 4.3 where the meteorological information is
sourced as used in the water balance.

We have updated water balance climate data source all data is now 
from Environment Canada - Atmospheric Environment Services -  
Station:  Guelph Turfgrass , ON (1975-2004).

4 Update section 4.3 and the water balance to reflect the MECP SWM 
Planning and Design Manual soil moisture values for urban lawns 
rather than pasture and shrubs.  Both the pre-construction and post-
construction areas of development are urban lawns and the soils 
values in the water balance should reflect this.

We have updated our water balance with a new method for 
determining the soil moisture, as described in the updated text.

5 In section 4.3 it was outlined that the topography of the site was 
associated with a 0.1 and 0.11 infiltration factor.  This value is not in 
line with the MECP SWM Planning and Design Manual as the site 
isn’t that hilly.  Furthermore the soil factor used of 0.05 for the pre-
construction developable area is also not reflective of the provided 
geotechnical report and the site would not be considered “tight 
impervious clay” as identified.  Please review and update the report 
and water balance accordingly.

We have updated our water balance with a new method for 
determining the topography factor and the soil factor, as described in 
the text.

6 Please enlarge Table 5, Water Balance and remove sections labelled
“no mitigation”.  This can be provided in a separate table if desired.  
The City reviews pre-construction and post-construction values only.

We have updated our water balance formatting.

FSR – SWM

No Comment Response

1 As the SWM facility is planned to discharge to the wetland which is 
part of the Clythe Creek subwatershed, the design details during site 
plan submission for the pond and the onsite storm system is to give 
consideration to the thermal impacts of the development.  Please 
refer to section 5.7.5 of the DEM that offers suggestions for 
preventative and mitigation measures which is to be incorporated into
the SWM and/or storm sewer design.

The scale of this development area is small relative to the watershed 
area. Infiltration will help with temperature mitigation of captured 
runoff. Landscape measures for shading and concrete pipes will be 
considered further during detailed design. Cooling trenches and mid 
draw outlets as per Section 5.7.5 of the DEM are not feasible given 
the scale of the development.
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2 If the dry pond is not proposed to include a forebay, during detailed 
site plan design ensure to include a treatment train approach is 
utilized for any discharge into the pond as an OGS is only considered
to have a 50% efficiency in accordance with the DEM.

A forebay is not realistic for a development of this size. A treatment 
train approach will be taken using CB shields, an OGS unit and the 
dry pond. Refer to the FS&SWM Report section for the treatment 
train calculation.

3 In the MIDUSS modelling output sheets (Appendix C), it doesn’t 
appear that the Guelph design storm hyetographs or the correct 
MIDUSS stormwater modelling parameters were used.  Please 
contact Mario Martinez (mario.martinez@guelph.ca), at the City, who 
provided the site specific stormwater criteria (November 2018) for the
relevant information.  It was noted on the bottom of the criteria for the
consultant to reach out for that information upon request.

The MIDUSS modelling was updated with the correct modelling 
parameters obtained from Mario Martinez.

4 The grading within the proposed dry pond should be terraced with a 
4:1 grade or flatter in accordance with the MECP SWM Design 
Manual.  This will likely require the need for a larger pond footprint 
and should be addressed as part of the rezoning application to 
ensure that there is sufficient space for the pond.

The interior side slopes were revised to 4:1 as requested.

5 The outlet of the SWM pond has been designed to discharge directly 
onto the proposed trail as was discussed at previous meetings with 
staff.  Details around this outlet will need to be explored further.  
Please refer to staff comments from Parks Planning.

A detail for the SWM pond outlet was been provided on C2.2 
(Section C-C). Due to grading constraints, a raised boardwalk is 
proposed at the location of the pond outlet to prevent discharge over 
the pedestrian path of travel.

FSR – Grading

No Comment Response

1 The grading of the north end of the site is concerning as the 
plateaued area created for the infiltration gallery now creates 3:1 
slopes that discharge directly into the environmental lands 
uncontrolled.  This also creates issues where the slopes are adjacent
to the proposed trail which may cause washout during storm events.  
Please refer to Parks Planning staff comments for further information.

French drains are proposed between the bottom of embankment and
proposed trail to prevent washout during storm events. The French 
drain will pass underneath the trail and outlet towards the wetland at 
multiple outlets/locations. Outlets under trails were used on previous 
projects in the City of Guelph such as Arkell Roads Lots 1-4 RP 415 
(#SP15A026)

FSR – Servicing

No Comment Response

1 During detailed site plan design, please show only a single water 
service connection to the proposed development.  Water Services no
longer supports 2 connections for a property so as to avoid backflow 
prevention and multiple valves.  The DEM will be revised to reflect 
this in a future update.

The dual water service connection was removed.

Canada Post 12-02-20

No Comment Response

In order to provide mail service to this development, Canada Post 
requests that the owner/developer comply with the following 
conditions:
⇒ The owner/developer will consult with Canada Post to determine 
suitable permanent locations for the placement of Community 
Mailboxes and to indicate these locations on appropriate servicing 
plans.
⇒ The Builder/Owner/Developer will confirm to Canada Post that the 
final secured permanent locations for the Community Mailboxes will 
not be in conflict with any other utility; including hydro transformers, 
bell pedestals, cable pedestals, flush to grade communication vaults, 

Acknowledged
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landscaping enhancements (tree planting) and bus pads.
⇒ The owner/developer will install concrete pads at each of the 
Community Mailbox locations as well as any required walkways 
across the boulevard and any required curb depressions for 
wheelchair access as per Canada Post’s concrete pad specification 
drawings.
⇒ The owner/developer will agree to prepare and maintain an area 
of compacted gravel to Canada Post’s specifications to serve as a 
temporary Community Mailbox location. This location will be in a safe
area away from construction activity in order that Community 
Mailboxes may be installed to service addresses that have occupied 
prior to the pouring of the permanent mailbox pads. This area will be 
required to be prepared a minimum of 30 days prior to the date of 
first occupancy.
⇒ The owner/developer will communicate to Canada Post the 
excavation date for the first foundation (or first phase) as well as the 
expected date of first occupancy.
The owner/developer agrees, prior to offering any of the residential 
units for sale, to place a "Display Map" on the wall of the sales office 
in a place readily available to the public which indicates the location 
of all Canada Post Community Mailbox site locations, as approved by
Canada Post and the city of Guelph.
⇒ The owner/developer agrees to include in all offers of purchase 
and sale a statement, which advises the prospective new home 
purchaser that mail delivery will be from a designated Community 
Mailbox, and to include the exact locations (list of lot #s) of each of 
these Community Mailbox locations; and further, advise any affected 
homeowners of any established easements granted to Canada Post.
⇒ The owner/developer will be responsible for officially notifying the 
purchasers of the exact Community Mailbox locations prior to the 
closing of any home sales with specific clauses in the Purchase offer,
on which the homeowners do a sign off.

Environmental Planning 02-05-21

No Comment Response

1 Lot lines are currently shown extending into the natural heritage 
system (NHS). This is unacceptable. The plan must be revised to 
respect the NHS limit.

There are no internal lot lines and as such the previous plan did not 
show a lot line intrusion into the NHS.  The architectural plan, 
conceptually demonstrated the location of rear patios for some of the 
townhouse units which slightly encroached into the required buffer.  
These patios were conceptual only and the locations are subject to 
revision through the Site Plan process, which has not yet been 
initiated.  Regardless, the current plans have been revised to avoid 
showing these conceptual items within the buffer.

2 The width of the woodland buffer is shown inconsistently. A minimum 
10m buffer is required for significant woodlands. The plan must be 
revised to respect the NHS limit.

Woodland buffer revised.  There are no encroachments in the 10 m 
dripline buffer except for the trail as discussed in the EIS.

3 Clarify on page 41 that all SWM infrastructure including the outlet is 
located outside the 10m woodland buffer. Wording on page 41 refers 
to “10m dripline”.

Revised.  All SWM infrastructure including the outlet is outside the 
10m woodland buffer.

4 Stormwater management facilities (SWM) may be permitted within 
the outer 15m buffer of a Significant Wetland, subject to the ‘no 
negative impact test’. Information provided in the Functional Site 
Grading, Servicing and SWM Plan and Hydrogeological Assessment 
and Water Balance do not demonstrate ‘no negative impact’ but 

The SWM facility is located in the outer 15m buffer (including the 
outlet). 3:1 embankments are required to make the grading and 
servicing on the site work. Additional retaining walls would be 
extremely costly and not less impactful than the embankments. A 
French drain is proposed at the bottom of the embankment (outside 
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rather indicate impacts related to grading (e.g. 3:1 slopes discharging
directly to NHS, uncontrolled) and stormwater management (e.g. 
184% increase in infiltration).

the 10m woodland buffer) with outlets passing underneath the trail to 
the wetland at multiple locations. Since this is the lowest point on the 
site, the French drain outlets must pass underneath the trail. A similar
concept was used and approved on Arkell Roads Lots 1-4 RP 415 
(#SP15A026) in Guelph which also borders a wetland. The French 
drain will intercept the runoff from the embankments to prevent 
washout and erosion onto the trail. Recharge has been re-assessed 
with the new design and is now expected to increase by 6.7%

5 The proposed 3:1 slopes adjacent to the proposed trail are not 
supportable due to high potential for washout/erosion during storm 
events. Please refer to Parks Planning staff comments for further 
information.

3:1 embankments are required. Refer to above response.

6 Section 7.1.8 refers to the removal of 36 trees; however, 65 tree 
removals are indicated elsewhere in the report and in the Tree 
Management Plan. Please clarify.

Section 7.1.8 has been updated to correctly state that 65 trees are to 
be removed.

7 Section 7.1.9 refers to a surplus of 97 trees which are to be planted 
elsewhere at detailed design. Note that if space does not permit the 
planting of the surplus 97 trees, equivalent cash in lieu will be 
required as per the City of Guelph’s private tree protection by-law.

Acknowldeged.  Note that compensation numbers have been 
updated.

8 The EIS should be updated based on an updated hydrological 
assessment and feature-based wetland water balance. Refer to 
comments provided under the heading Hydrogeological Assessment 
and Water Balance.

EIS has been updated.

9 Surface water depth increases are anticipated in the wetland. The 
EIS should evaluate the potential for impacts to terrestrial crayfish 
significant wildlife habitat.

See discussion in Section 7.1.2 regarding Terrestrial Crayfish and 
Section 7.1.6 of how a water balance is achieved for the site and that
any changes to water elevations in the wetland will be very minimal.  
These expected changes are well within the range of typical habitat 
conditions for Terrestrial Crayfish, and are not expected to have a 
negative impact on the species

10 As per Environmental Planning comments provided on May 4, 2020: 
A site-specific, feature-based, monthly wetland water balance is 
required, per the approved Environmental Impact Study Terms of 
Reference (dated May 1, 2018) and Development Review Committee
meeting minutes (dated August 15, 2017), to assist in determining 
whether or not a negative impact to the wetland would result from the
proposed development. In addition to Guelph’s Development 
Engineering Manual and Environmental Impact Study Guidelines, 
refer to TRCA’s August 2012 Water Balance for Protection of Natural 
Features document for additional guidance. Also consider looking to 
the City of Guelph’s ‘Current development applications’ for examples 
of wetland water balances submitted for other development 
applications.
Please note that a site-based water balance was submitted, not the 
requested feature-based monthly wetland water balance that is 
required.

A monthly water--balance which shows flows to the wetland has been
prepared please see attached pre and post development annual 
runoff and  annual recharge are essentially the same.

11 Section 7.1.6 refers to a 184% increase in infiltration under post-
development conditions (3,053 m3/year). This is unacceptable. The 
City’s Development Engineering Manual (DEM) specifies that the 
pre-development recharge rate, volume and hydroperiod is to be 
maintained post-development. Please refer to Engineering staff 
comments for further information.

WSP has reviewed and updated our water balance, the anticipated  
recharge annual increase is 6.7%.

12 How do values in Table 3 and 4 relate? In Table 3, gallery 1 is shown 
as 0.288 ha and gallery 2 is shown as 0.227 ha. In Table 4, the 
pervious area connected to infiltration galleries is shown as 0.21 ha. 
Should this value be 0.515 ha? Similarly, in Table 3 the dry SWM 

A schematic flow chart  has been prepared to clearly show the paths 
of precipitation for pervious  and impervious surfaces at the site for 
the  existing and post construction condition.
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pond is shown as 1.050 ha and in Table 4 as 0.3 ha. Please clarify.

13 Please include the methodology on how the flux assessment was 
completed. It is not possible to understand the results without 
knowing how the values were calculated or what they represent. The 
flux assessment appears to be a summary of table 6, which provides 
a site-based water balance and not a wetland water balance.

Both the pre development  and post development flux conditions are 
similar as  the recharge and runoff are essentially  in balance.

14 The total difference post- to pre-development in runoff is a 10% 
increase overall; however, the average of monthly breakdowns is 
46%. The wetland water balance should compare monthly 
differences, not totals to properly assess whether or not the 
development will have a negative impact.

WSP has reviewed and updated the water balance, monthly runoff  
now has an average of 2% difference.

15 Negative values for runoff and infiltration are provided in the water 
balance calculations. Please explain how this is accurate.

WSP has reviewed and updated the water balance, there are no 
longer negative values.

16 Having reviewed reports and data across the City for the anomalous 
winter rainfall event, the assumption listed in Section 3.1 is likely 
invalid. The spike in water levels has been observed across the City 
at various locations at a similar magnitude. Please use the observed 
maximum of 348.35 mASL or provide a rationale as to why this data 
point is anomalous (i.e. 25-, 50- 100-year precipitation event).

We now have an additional year of water level data which supports 
our seasonal high water level determinations please see attached 
updated  hydrographs  as discussed directly with Scott.

17 The first sentence in section 3.2 is confusing. Is the definition of 
hydroperiod from the University of New Hampshire or the TRCA 
document? Please clarify.

Removed Univeristy of New Hampshire definition.

18 In numerous instances, the report states that the seasonal highwater 
level at MW05-12 is 347.61 mASL. However, Table 1 displays a high 
of 346.5 mASL. The author then points to two significant rainfall 
events that occurred. Define why these were significant (i.e. 25-, 50-, 
100-year rainfall events). Please clarify.

Seasonal high water levels have been corrected. Please see note 
below Table 1 for further explaination.

19 In Section 4.3, please clarify what is meant by: "Topography was 
assumed to be relatively stable at 0.1 for all areas". What is the 0.1 
and what is considered "stable topography"? Further, please provide 
units for all numbers referenced to clearly outline what the "factors" 
refer to.

WSP has updated the water balance with a new method for 
determining the topography factor, as described in the updated 
summary text. There are no units for the infiltration factor as per the 
MECP.

20 In Section 4.3, the author states that more flat impervious area at the 
site will facilitate greater pooling of water and therefore greater 
evaporation. Where will this pooling occur? In the infiltration 
galleries? Please clarify what is meant by this statement.

We have removed this from updated our water balance text, this is 
not applicable anymore.

21 Statements made in section 4.3 seem to contradict one another and 
clarity is required. The author first states that 100% of the infiltration 
gallery catchments runoff will be infiltrated, then in another statement 
assumes that 14% of the catchment runoff will evaporate. Please 
clarify which is assumed to occur.

WSP has updated the water balance and we have prepared a 
schematic flow chart to clearly show the water balance  pathways  of 
precipitation at the site.

22 With three times the volume of infiltration in post-construction 
mitigation, has a mounding assessment been completed to assess 
the potential for increased infiltration to negatively affect surrounding 
structures? Please refer to engineering comments relating to the 
requirements of the City’s DEM.

WSP has reviewed and updated the water balance based on the new
design, the anticipated recharge increase is 6.7%.

23 In section 5.1, a contradictory statement is made in relation to runoff 
rapidly dispersing given the topography and vegetation. Earlier 
statements suggest that "stable topography" will increase ponding, 
yet this section now states that it will rapidly disperse. Please clarify.

We have removed this from our water balance text, this is not 
applicable anymore.

24 Please update the tree tally table to show which trees require 
compensation and which trees do not, based on the City’s private 

Section 6.7 Compensation Planting has been updated to reflect the 
City's private tree protection by-law and noted in the report that ash 
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tree protection by-law. Note that compensation is not required for 
removal of ash trees, fruit trees (such as Malus sp. or Pyrus sp.), or 
buckthorn.

trees, fruit trees or buckthorn does not need compensation. Updated 
tree charts. Added column for compensation.

25 Please replace horse chestnut with a native species in the 
restoration/woodland edge management plan.

WSP- European Horse Chesnut has been replaced with the native 
species Common Hackberry.

26 The outlet of the SWM pond has been designed to discharge via a 
spreader berm over the proposed trail. Trail design and details 
pertaining to the SWM pond outlet will need to be explored further. 
Please also refer to staff comments from Parks Planning.

A cross section of the outlet has been provided and a raised 
boardwalk is proposed. WSP - a boardwalk details, and layout has 
been added in the drawing package.

Park and Trail Development 02-05-21

Comment Response

No objection to Rezoning Acknowledged

Section 17. (c) of By-law (2019)-20366 states that the rate will be the 
greater of:
i. The equivalent of Market Value of 1 hectare per 500 dwelling units; or
ii. 5% of the total Market Value of the Land.

A narrative appraisal report of the subject property will be required to 
determine the Payment in lieu of Parkland amount, prior to submission of
any building permit applications, at least a month in advance. As per 
Section 21 of Bylaw (2019)-20366, the appraisal is only considered valid 
for one (1) year. The appraisal report shall be prepared by a qualified 
appraiser who is a member in good standing of the Appraisal Institute of 
Canada. The property owner is responsible for the cost and to
Arrange for the appraisal.

Acknowledged

Please provide a legend on sheet L200 indicating what the blue and 
orange hatches
are depicting.

The blue and orange hatches has been frozen on the drawings as it 
represents Buckthorn Removal Area and Debris Clean up area and does
not need to be shown on the Key Plan.  The legend is located on Sheet 
L-210, L-220, L-400 and L-410

The Official Plan Schedule 8 – Trail Network identifies a multi-use trail 
connection leading from East view community Park along the wetland to 
Carter Park. This is considered a secondary trail route. In future 
submissions please show the trail on the proposed site plan.

Acknowledged. Trail is shown on the Site Plan.

City trails are required to meet the City’s FADM (Facility Accessibility 
Design Manual – Section 4.5.2). For this development, this would require
the trail to be graded to
a maximum of 5% longitudinal slope and 2% cross slope. The applicant 
has not demonstrated that this is achievable with the design as 
proposed. While detailed grading will be required at the EIR stage, 
grading at this stage that is detailed enough to demonstrate that the 
design can meet City standards is required.

Grades and slopes for the proposed trail are now shown. The max 
longitudinal slope is 5% or less. A typical cross slope of 2% is shown. 
Refer to the updated drawings to see slopes and proposed and existing 
grades along the trail. The reviewer is encouraged to review how a 
standard 2.5m  trail with 0.3m mow strips could possibly fit on the 
adjacent properties and which setbacks the trail would cross on the 
adjacent properties prior to providing further comments about the trail on
the subject property. It appears that the trail to Carter Parker would fall 
within the neighbouring woodland area. WSP - a boardwalk detail and 
layout has been added in the drawing package.

0.3m clearway/ mow strips on either side of the trail with a 2% max cross
slope are required as per the Guelph Trail Master Plan. The clearway 
zone must be considered as part of the trail design both at this stage and
EIR stage.

0.3m clearway strip is indicated on the side nearest the wetland. The 
clearway on the embankment side consists of a French drain. Refer to 
detail. WSP - Planting and trees (O.C.) have been revised and placed off
of the 1.5m edge of trail. A 0.3m clearway/ mow strip has been identified 
on the planting plan drawings and identified on the legend.

Surface drainage from the development site is to be diverted away from 
the trail. Drainage is not permitted over the trail route and storm water 

3:1 embankments are required to make the site grading and servicing 
work. Additional retaining walls would be extensive and costly and would
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must be managed without crossing the trail surface. not be less impactful than the embankments. A French drain is proposed
at the bottom of the embankment (outside the 10m woodland buffer) 
with outlets passing underneath the trail to the wetland at multiple 
locations. Since this is the lowest point on the site, the French drain 
outlets must pass underneath the trail. A similar concept was used and 
approved on Arkell Roads Lots 1-4 RP 415 (#SP15A026) in Guelph 
which also borders a wetland. The French drain will intercept the runoff 
from the embankments to prevent washout and erosion onto the trail.

Park and Trail Development does not support an outlet from the dry pond
crossing over the trail. Storm water must be managed without crossing 
the trail surface.

A detail for the SWM pond outlet was been provided on C2.2 (Section C-
C). Due to grading constraints, a raised boardwalk is proposed at the 
location of the pond outlet to prevent discharge over the pedestrian path 
of travel. This also keeps the spreader berm and piping out of the 15m 
wetland buffer.

The EIS does not show the proposed location of any chain link fencing. 
In the EIR please indicate the location of fencing. Please update section 
7.1.3 of the EIS to remove reference to bollards for demarcation and 
replace with chain link fence, as
this is the City’s standard. Final fencing location will be determined at the
EIR stage.

EIR will shown location of fencing.  EIS has been updated to remove 
reference to bollards.

The developer is required to restore disturbed areas and enhance 
natural area buffers and to address clean-up of debris and waste; 
removal of hazard trees along residential properties, management of 
invasive species and provision of educational/ interpretive and 
stewardship materials/ signage as recommended through Environmental
Impact Study and/or Environmental Implementation Report (as noted in 
Section 7.3 of the EIS).

Acknowledged

Landscape Plans will be required to provide details of compensation, 
restoration and enhancement plantings, interpretive/educational signage 
etc. as per the City’s design standards and specifications. The landscape
plans will be reviewed and approved by Park and Environmental 
Planning. The developer will be responsible to implement the approved 
landscape plans and to deposit a security for the landscape works. The 
security will be partially released after the substantial completion of the 
works and fully released after the final approval at the end of two years 
warranty period as per the City’s specifications.

Acknowledged.  Landscape plans will be provided through the Site Plan 
Approval application process.

ETS 02-05-21

Comment Response

A Record of Site Condition (RSC) is not a mandatory requirement for the 
Site development as the use remains the same (i.e. residential).

Acknowledged

Both Phase I ESA reports are dated 2017, which is older than the 18 
months requirement as per the City’s Guideline for Development of 
Contaminated or Potentially Contaminated Sites (2016).

Updated reports will be provided shortly before approval.

Groundwater and Soil Sampling and Analysis:
◦ The report is dated August 29, 2017.

◦ Both the MWs were assumed to be installed as part of a closed landfill 
monitoring network but not confirmed; so, the City’s assumption is that 
the Owner and/or the Consultant verified the assumption with the City’s 
Solid Waste Services before cutting the pad locks and have provided the
keys to the new pad locks to the aforementioned City department.

Premier has confirmed with Scott Cousins, Hydrogeologist with the City 
of Guelph, that the monitoring wells are not a part of the closed landfill 
monitoring network. These wells will require decommissioning prior to 
site re-development.

The two (2) samples are considered sufficient to screen soils given that 
it appears that the thickness of soil imported does not exceed 0.3 m, and
given the likelihood that these soils originated from nearby residential re-
development projects which were occurring on adjacent properties when
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◦ The report states that “historic imported fill spread across the south half
of 82 East View Road”; however, only two (2) soil samples were 
collected and analyzed for PHCs and metals. The rationales for the 
number of samples and parameters analyzed were not mentioned.

the material was imported in 2006. Additional soil testing as part of O. 
Reg. 406/19 excess soil characterization requirements will be needed at 
the time of re-development, and further soil sampling is not warranted at 
this time.

The QP responsible for drafting the Phase I ESA reports, and 
Groundwater and Soil Sampling and Analysis report must submit a 
written response to the comments noted above (i.e. comments related to
Groundwater and Soil Sampling and Analysis, in particular).

Response letter dated October 29, 2021 is included with this 
submission.

Submit an updated Phase I ESA report for both the properties completed
by a QP, either in the form of a letter report or a new Phase I ESA report,
for City’s review.

A Phase 1 ESA update has been provided with this submission.

Groundwater and Soil Sampling and Analysis report is over 3 years old  
(August 20, 2017), which means sampling results and the report exceed 
stale date requirements (e.g., 18 months); as such, the QP must provide 
a statement to the City that the sampling results remain current and 
accurate.

Given that no changes have occurred on the Site or on the neighbouring
properties since 2017, it is our opinion that these sampling results 
remain current and accurate

Submit a “Reliance Letter” from a QP to indicate that despite any 
limitations or qualifications included in the reports, the City is authorized 
to rely on all information and opinion provided in the reports (both 
existing and future reports).

Reliance letter has been provided with this submission.

Transportation 02-08-21

Please modify the pavement marking on Eastview Road at the Auden 
Road intersection for an eastbound and a westbound left-turn lanes with 
15m storage;

Pavement marking is recommended within the TIS.

Please provide a gate or chain for the emergency driveway; A gate is shown on the architectural Site Plan

-TDM related comments:
oThe TIS outlines a number of initiatives to promote sustainable 
transportation at the site, but does not specifically recommend any of 
them to the developer. Please recommend the measures that are likely 
to be the most successful, based on the consultant’s expertise;
oStaff recommend the implementation of wayfinding signage, provision 
of an annual transit pass and unbundled vehicular parking for residents;
oThe 40 long-term bicycle parking spaces servicing the apartment 
building, do not appear to be noted on the conceptual site plan. Please 
accommodate these spaces in a secure bicycle storage room, on the 
main floor of the building;
oAre any EV-ready parking spaces planned for the apartment building 
parking spots?
oThank you for dispersing the visitor bike parking between the two 
townhouse visitor lots. Staff recommend also dispersing the visitor bike 
parking at the apartment building to serve the various building entrances.
This will enhance visibility of, and adherence to, use of designated 
bicycle parking spaces; and
oPlease add a crosswalk on the south side, to enhance pedestrian 
access to the four Type A and four Type B buildings (see attached 
markup).

Recommendations are provided as within Section 6.2

Wayfinding signage is being proposed for the site, and the Traffic 
consultant recommends unbundled parking.

Secure bicycle parking is within the apartment building and is not shown 
on the Site Plan.

EV-ready parking spaces are being considered, however, a decision has
not yet been made.

Visitor bicycle parking is provided at 2 different entrances to the 
apartment building.

Cross walk has been added as per this comment.  

Enclosed with this digital submission please find the following:
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• Revised Conceptual Site Plan prepared by BJC Architects dated November 3, 2021
• Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report prepared by MTE Consultants revised 

October 29, 2021
• Servicing and Grading Plans C2.1 and C2.2 MTE Consultants revised October 29, 2021
• Existing Conditions Plans C1.1 and C1.2 MTE Consultants revised October 29, 2021
• Environmental Impact Study prepared by WSP revised October 27, 2021
• Tree Management Plan prepared by WSP revised November 8, 2021
• Traffic Impact Study prepared by Paradigm Transportation Solutions revised November 2021
• Hydrogeological Study prepared by WSP revised October 21, 2021
• Phase 1 ESA for 78 and 82 Eastview Road prepared by Premier Environmental Services dated 

October 13, 2021
• Reliance Letter from Premier Environmental Services dated October 13, 2021
• Response to City comments from Premier Environmental Services dated October 29, 2021

YCA Engineering has reviewed the updated grading plans and have indicated that the grades are 
unchanged in the affected outdoor living areas and as such the recommendations in the previous 
Environmental Noise Assessment remain valid. 

If you should have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

 Yours Truly,

ROBERT RUSSELL PLANNING CONSULTANTS INC.

Rob Russell, MCIP, RPP
President


