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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW
WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) has been retained to complete a Scoped Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) in support of a Zoning By-law Amendment application for a new townhouse condominium
development at 78-82 Eastview Road, Guelph Ontario (the “subject property”; see Figure 1).  The
current zoning of the site is Urban Reserve and Residential Single Detached.  It is proposed the
property be re-zoned as Residential Townhouse.

This EIS will encompass the subject property and natural feature(s) within ~ 120 m of the subject
property (the “study area”, see Figure 1).  A portion of the subject property supports municipally
and provincially significant natural heritage features, as identified in the City of Guelph Official
Plan June 2021 Consolidation.  That portion, and all other natural features that meet the criteria
for designation as natural heritage system (NHS) components will be retained and protected with
setbacks and other buffer management measures determined through this Scoped EIS.

The subject property is located within the Eramosa River Watershed and is dominated by
tableland and gently rolling topography.  There is a gradual grading down to the wetland and
woodland located on the western portion of the subject property.  No watercourses are present.

The subject property is approximately 3.25 ha in size, located near the northeastern edge of
Guelph, and is comprised of two residential lots (78 and 82 Eastview).  Each property has a vacant
residence fronting on Eastview Rd, and associated outbuildings.  The immediate area around 78
Eastview consists of mown lawn.  The remainder of the property consists of natural area (forest,
wetland, cultural thicket, and cultural woodland).  82 Eastview consists of cultural meadow being
maintained by occasional mowing.  The subject property contains designated natural heritage
features including a portion of the Guelph Northeast Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW)
Complex and various City of Guelph Natural Heritage System (NHS) components (i.e. ‘Significant
Woodlands’, ‘Locally Significant Wetland’), together leading to designation as a ‘Significant
Natural Area’.  No ‘Significant Valleylands and Significant Landforms’ or ‘Surface Water and Fish
Habitat’ are identified on the subject property (per Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation NHS
mapping).

Surrounding land uses are urban residential (south, west, east), and natural area associated with
the Guelph Northeast PSW complex (north).

1.2 STUDY TEAM AND OBJECTIVES
Robert Russell Planning Consultants Inc. is coordinating all planning and servicing components
of the work.  WSP is undertaking the natural environment, hydrogeology and conceptual trail
alignment components of the study.  MTE Consultants Inc. is undertaking the stormwater
management component of the study.
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The proposed development envelope has been restricted to the portion of the subject property
that supports cultural vegetation community types or was under previous residential land use.
The portion of the site containing ‘Significant Natural Area’ (per Official Plan June 2021
Consolidation mapping, which includes provincially and locally significant wetlands, and
significant woodlands) will be retained in full and protected with setbacks and buffer management
measures.  The primary objectives of this EIS are to 1) evaluate the sensitivity and significance
of the Significant Natural Area and other natural features and functions that could be influenced
by the development 2) identify opportunities and constraints to development, 3) assess potential
negative impacts on natural features and functions, and 4) to identify mitigation measures to
avoid, minimize and / or compensate for negative impacts.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The proposed development fronts on Eastview Road and includes 30 townhouse units in four
blocks and one multi-storey apartment building.  It will have two separate common element
roadways accessed from Eastview Road.  A single stormwater management (SWM) facility is
also identified on the Conceptual Site Plan, as well as landscaped, amenity and parking areas.

On the Land Use Plan (Guelph OP Consolidation, June 2021, Schedule 2), the subject property
is identified as Low Density Greenfield Residential and Significant Natural Areas.  City of Guelph
zoning maps identify the subject property as Residential (R.1B) and Urban Reserve (UR).  A
portion of the property is identified as having ‘Locally Significant Wetlands, Significant Woodlands,
Natural Corridor or Linkage.’

The proposed development requires the subject property to rezone the lands outside of the
natural area from its current zoning of Residential Single Detached (R.1B) and Urban Reserve
(UR), to Residential Townhouse Zones (R.3A) to allow for the development.  As noted in the
Environmental Implementation Report for 66 Eastview Road (Ecoplans, 2013), there is a planned
trail route leading from Carter Park to Eastview Park per the Guelph Trail Master Plan and the
City of Guelph’s Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).  As part of the EIS, the proposed trail
design will be refined to include further construction detail, mitigation of construction impacts, and
integration into the existing landscape.
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2 STUDY APPROACH

2.1 BACKGROUND DATA REVIEW
Relevant agencies were contacted and background material was collected and reviewed.

Specifically, the following sources of information were reviewed:

· Topographic mapping (OBM, NTS);

· Aerial photography;

· Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data (Significant Areas and Species at Risk);

· Species at Risk range maps and habitat descriptions;

· Species at Risk Regional Lists (MNRF);

· Land Information Ontario (LIO) feature and base mapping;

· Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) Evaluation Documents for Guelph Northeast
Complex (MNR 2002);

· City of Guelph Natural Heritage Strategy, Phase 2 Final Report (Dougan and Associates,
March 2009);

· Clythe Creek Subwatershed Overview, 1998;

· GRCA GRIN mapping (regulation, wetlands, watercourses);

· Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas;

· Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas;

· Ontario Butterfly Atlas;

· Relevant municipal and provincial policy documents and legislation;

· Past reports for adjacent properties.

Background and other data sources are listed in the References section of this report.

2.2 AGENCY LIAISON
As part of the natural environment review and assessment, the following agency consultation has
occurred:

· Pre-consultation Summary.  A pre-consultation summary was provided by the City of
Guelph on August 15, 2017 that provided guidance for preparation of the Terms of
Reference.
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· Terms of Reference Circulation and Review.  A Terms of Reference (TOR) was
prepared by the project team and circulated to the City of Guelph, Environmental Advisory
Committee (EAC), and GRCA for review and comment on October 31, 2017.  It outlined
the planning context and detailed the scope of work (background data collection, agency
liaison, field survey program, data review and EIS report structure).

· Environmental Advisory Committee (EAC) Meeting.  WSP presented the draft Terms
of Reference (previously circulated to EAC) on January 10, 2018.  The revised TOR was
approved on May 7, 2018.  The Terms of Reference is included in Appendix B.

· MNRF Consultation.  Guelph District MNRF was contacted on October 11, 2017 to
request information on provincially tracked species and Species at Risk (SAR) known from
the subject property, and to request guidance on Yellow-banded Bumblebee survey
protocol.  A response was received from MNRF (J. R. Wedgewood, Acting Management
Biologist) on October 17, 2017 and January 10, 2018 (T. McKenna, Environmental
Planner). The correspondence is included in Appendix I.

· GRCA Consultation. GRCA (N. Garland, Policy Planner) was contacted October 11,
2017 to request information any available natural heritage information pertinent to the
study area.  A response was received from GRCA (J. Wagler, Resource Planner) on
October 13, 2017. The correspondence is included in Appendix I.

· Agency Site Walk.  A Site walk with GRCA and the City of Guelph was held on July 16,
2018 to confirm woodland and wetland limits.

· MECP Consultation.  MECP was contacted October 23, 2020 to confirm the assessment
of impacts to potential SAR bat habitat and the proposed mitigation approach.  A response
was received from MECP (J. Scheifley, Management Biologist) on October 27, 2020.  The
correspondence is included in Appendix I.

· Agency Review.  Comments from the City of Guelph and GRCA were received in 2019
and 2021 on the two previous submissions for this project and have been reviewed and
addressed in this report.

2.3 FIELD SURVEYS
Field surveys completed as part of this study are listed below.  Detailed descriptions of the field
survey methodologies and results for vegetation, flora, and wildlife are provided in Section 4.5.
Field methodologies and results for the tree management plan / multi-use trail design and
hydrogeology are presented under separate cover (Appendices H and J, respectively), with
results briefly described in Section 4.

· Vegetation and Flora

o Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping and community description

o Botanical inventory (3 season survey)

o Wetland and Woodland boundary delineation
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· Wildlife

o Avifaunal surveys (breeding birds, winter raptor)

o Herpetofauna surveys (amphibian calling surveys, amphibian breeding habitat
assessment, snake habitat assessment)

o Bat cavity tree assessment

o Yellow-banded Bumblebee surveys

o Terrestrial crayfish habitat assessment

o Lepidoptera and Odonata habitat assessment

o Monarch habitat assessment (milkweed concentrations)

o SAR habitat assessment (conducted during all field visits)

o Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) assessment (conducted during all field visits)

o Other incidental wildlife observations (conducted during all field visits)
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3 CONTEXT AND PLANNING
FRAMEWORK

This section provides an overview of the relevant planning policy and legislation that was reviewed
in the completion of this study.  These policies are reviewed in detail in relation to the proposed
development in Section 7.

3.1 FISHERIES ACT, 1985
The Canadian Fisheries Act provides provisions for the protection of fish and fish habitat.  Section
35 (1) of the Fisheries Act states:

“No person shall carry on any work, undertaking or activity that results in serious
harm to fish that are part of a commercial, recreational or Aboriginal fishery, or to
fish that support such a fishery.”

The Act interprets ‘serious harm to fish’ as “the death of fish or any permanent alteration to, or
destruction of, fish habitat.”

Proponents that plan to undertake activities in or near water have potential to negatively affect
fisheries, as such, are responsible for avoiding, mitigating, and offsetting ‘serious harm to fish.’
Avoidance is achieved by undertaking measures which completely prevent serious harm to fish.
These measures include project design considerations, location of activity, and timing of works.
Mitigation is implemented by following best practices such as those described in the ‘measures
to avoid harm’ to fish and fish habitat.  Any residual impacts are then required to be addressed
by appropriate offsetting measures.  An offsetting measure is one that counterbalances serious
harm to fish resulting from a project, where serious harm remains after all feasible mitigation
measures have been applied.

3.2 MIGRATORY BIRDS CONVENTION ACT (MBCA), 1994
The Migratory Birds Convention Act, MBCA (1994) and Migratory Birds Regulations, MBR (2014)
protect most species of migratory birds anywhere they are found in Canada, including surrounding
ocean waters, regardless of ownership.  General prohibitions under the MBCA and MBR protect
migratory birds, their nests and eggs and prohibit the deposit of harmful substances in waters /
areas frequented by them.

The MBR includes an additional prohibition against incidental take, defined by Environmental
Canada as:

“The inadvertent harming, killing, disturbance or destruction of migratory birds,
nests and eggs.”

Environment Canada implements policies and guidelines to protect migratory birds, their eggs
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and their nests.  There is guidance on the Environment Canada website to minimize the risk of
incidental take effects on migratory birds, achieve compliance with the law and maintain
sustainable populations of migratory birds.

Compliance with the MBCA and MBR is best achieved through a due diligence approach, which
identifies potential risk, based on a site-specific analysis in consideration of the Avoidance
Guidelines and Best Management Practices information on the Environment Canada website.

3.3 SPECIES AT RISK ACT (SARA), 2002
The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) incorporates several prohibitions to protect individuals of
listed threatened, endangered or extirpated Species at Risk (per Schedule 1 of the Species at
Risk Act), including:

· Section 32(1). No person shall kill, harm, harass, capture or take an individual of a
Threatened, Endangered or Extirpated species.

· Section 32(2). No person shall possess, collect, buy, sell or trade an individual of a
Threatened, Endangered or Extirpated species, or any part or derivative of such an
individual.

· Section 33.  No person shall damage or destroy the residence of one or more individuals
of a Threatened or Endangered species, or of an Extirpated species if a recovery strategy
has recommended the reintroduction of the species into the wild in Canada.

· Section 58. No person shall destroy any part of the critical habitat of any listed Endangered
species or of any listed Threatened species – or of any listed Extirpated species if a
recovery strategy has recommended the reintroduction of the species into the wild in
Canada.

Per Section 34, Section 58 and Section 61, these prohibitions apply to:

1. Aquatic species – on any lands

2. Species of migratory birds protected by the Migratory Birds Convention Act – on any lands

3. Any listed wildlife species – when on federal lands

4. Any listed wildlife species – when on non-federal lands, if recommended by the Minister
of the Environment to the Governor in Council.

3.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (ESA), 2007
Species listed under Ontario Regulation 230/08 of the Endangered Species Act, otherwise known
as Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO), and their habitats (e.g. areas essential for breeding,
rearing, feeding, hibernation and migration) are automatically afforded legal protection under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Government of Ontario, 2007).  ESA Subsection 9(1) states that:
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“No person shall,

(a) kill, harm, harass, capture or take a living member of a species that is listed on the
Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, endangered or threatened species;

(b) possess, transport, collect, buy, sell, lease, trade or offer to buy, sell, lease or trade,
(i) a living or dead member of a species that is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario

List as an extirpated, endangered or threatened species,
(ii) any part of a living or dead member of a species referred to in subclause (i),
(iii) anything derived from a living or dead member of a species referred to in subclause

(i); or
(c) sell, lease, trade or offer to sell, lease or trade anything that the person represents to be

a thing described in subclause (b) (i), (ii) or (iii).

Clause 10(1) (a) of the ESA states that:

“No person shall damage or destroy the habitat of a species that is listed on the Species at
Risk in Ontario list as an endangered or threatened species”

The ESA also calls for the development of species-specific Recovery Strategies and Habitat
Regulations.  Unlike the general habitat of a species, regulated habitat may include areas that are
currently unoccupied by the species.  These areas are commonly referred to as “recovery habitat.”

To balance social and economic considerations with protection and recovery goals, the ESA also
enables the MNRF to issue permits or enter into agreements with proponents to authorize
activities that would otherwise be prohibited by subsections 9(1) or 10(1) of the Act provided the
legal requirements of the Act are met.

3.5 PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT (PPS), 2020
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act; the current
PPS came into effect April 30, 2014.  Key natural heritage policies are discussed below with an
evaluation in Section 6.5.

Per Section 2.1.4 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:

1. significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; and
2. significant coastal wetlands.

Per Section 2.1.5 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:

3. significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E;
4. significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the

St. Mary’s River);
5. significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the

St. Mary’s River);
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6. significant wildlife habitat;
7. significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and
8. coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b)

unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or
their ecological functions.

Per Section 2.1.6 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish
habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.”

Per Section 2.1.7 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat
of endangered species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal
requirements.”

Per Section 2.1.8 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent
lands to the natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless
the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated
that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.”

3.6 CITY OF GUELPH OFFICIAL PLAN (JUNE 2021
CONSOLIDATION) AND ASSOCIATED DOCUMENTS

The City of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) provides goals, objectives and policies
to direct land use change and activity in the City of Guelph.  Of relevance to this Scoped EIS are
the directions regarding consideration of the natural environment in the land development process
(Section 4 of the Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation).  This includes the Natural Heritage
System and associated background documents (i.e., Guelph Natural Heritage Strategy Phase 2
Report (Dougan and Associates, 2009)).  Also relevant is the City of Guelph’s Guidelines for the
Preparation of Environmental Impact Studies (2020) which supports and assists the
implementation of the Natural Heritage System policies contained in the Official Plan (June 2021
Consolidation).

Schedule 4 of the City of Guelph’s Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) identifies the
approximate limits of the City’s Natural Heritage System (NHS) on the subject property.  Per
Section 4.1 of the City of Guelph’s Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation): “the Natural Heritage
System is made up of natural heritage features and areas, linked by natural corridors which are
necessary to maintain biological and geological diversity, natural functions, viable populations of
indigenous species, and ecosystems within the City of Guelph” (p. 27).  The NHS is comprised of
two components; Significant Natural Areas and Natural Areas.  As discussed in Section 4.4, two
natural heritage features that comprise the Significant Natural Areas designation are present on
the subject property (i.e. Significant Woodlands, Significant Wetlands).

Also of note is the Trail Network Map (Schedule 6) which identifies a “proposed city trail” along
the perimeter of the Natural Heritage System on the subject property.  This conceptual trail
alignment links westerly to Carter Drive and easterly to an existing city trail.
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3.7 GRAND RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (GRCA)
REGULATIONS AND POLICIES

The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) regulates development and/or interference with
wetlands in accordance with Ontario Regulation 150/06 made under the Conservation Authorities
Act.  The regulation applies to areas that are adjacent or close to shorelines of lakes, river or
stream valleys, wetlands, hazard lands, and other areas where development could interfere with
the hydrologic function of a wetland.

The “Policies for the Administration of the Development, Interference with Wetlands and
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation” (GRCA, 2015) document provides further
direction on the implementation of Ontario Regulation 150/06.  This was also considered in the
completion of this scoped EIS.
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4 EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.1 PAST AND PRESENT LAND USE
The subject property is approximately 3.25 ha in size, located near the northeastern edge of
Guelph, and is comprised of two residential lots (78 and 82 Eastview).  Each property has a vacant
residence fronting on Eastview Rd, and associated outbuildings.  The immediate area around 78
Eastview consists of mown lawn.  The remainder of the property consists of natural area, including
forest, wetlands, cultural thicket and cultural woodland.  82 Eastview consists cultural meadow
being maintained by occasional mowing.

The former resident of 82 Eastview, Mr. Silvano Zilio, who lived at the property from the 1950’s
until 2018, provided historical information about the property and area in general, including the
following:

· the former land owner (who purchased the property in or around 1917) had grown
potatoes on the field.

· after cessation of potato-growing, the field was used as a horse pasture.

· firewood was logged from the natural area to heat his home and that of his neighbours.

· the natural area on 78 Eastview was seeded with Poplar seed as part of restoration efforts
(this area is now dominated by Trembling Aspen and Balsam Poplar).  Further details on
the restoration are not known, however, it appears to have occurred post-1954 (a 1954 air
photo shows this area mostly devoid of tree cover) (pers. comm., S. Zilio, May 14, 2018).

4.2 PHYSIOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY
The study area is in the physiographic region of Guelph Drumlin Field as per Chapman and
Putnam (1984). The drumlins in the region are aligned in the North-West direction. The drumlins
are sparse with extensive low-lying areas that are covered by fluvial materials. The field is
characterized by parallel valleys running at near right angles to the trend of the drumlins. The
bottoms of these valleys are found to be swampy (Chapman and Putnam,1984). Chapman and
Putnam (1984) describe the area as a sloping plain with the topography varying between 1,000
and 1,400 feet above sea level.

The surficial geology of the study area consists of glaciofluvial deposits. These deposits include
proglacial and deltaic deposits primarily composed of sand and gravel.  The study area is also
encompassed by Wentworth Till which is characterized by a silt to sandy silt matrix and low to
moderate clast content. The bedrock underlying the study area belongs to the Guelph Formation
(Silurian age) that consists of buff to cream colored crystalline dolomite.

The meadow area is on fill, probable fill or reworked soils, as confirmed through the geotechnical
investigations (Geopro, 2017; Geopro, 2018).
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4.3 HYDROGEOLOGY

4.3.1 BACKGROUND

The supporting hydrogeology reports (WSP, 2019b; WSP, 2020a; WSP 2020b, WSP 2021a) are
provided under separate cover.  Key results of the studies are provided below, additional details
and borehole information can be found in the above referenced reports and the additional
background reports referenced therein and listed below:

· 2018 Annual Report Closed Eastview Landfill Site. (AECOM Canada Ltd., 2019)

· Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Subdivision Development, 82 Eastview
Road (GeoPro, 2016)

· Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Subdivision Development, 78 Eastview
Road (GeoPro, 2017)

· 78-82 Eastview Road, Guelph, Ontario.  Groundwater and Soil Sampling Report (Premier
Environmental Services, 2017)

· Scoped Hydrogeology Study: Proposed Development 66 Eastview Road Guelph, Ontario
(LVM Inc. 2013)

· Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report: Proposed Development 66 Eastview Road
Guelph, Ontario (LVM Inc. 2012)

A substantial amount of background hydrogeological information has been collected and reviewed
for the subject property including data from:

· 2 monitoring wells (MW02U/L-12, and MW05-12) on the subject property, each with one
year of continuous groundwater monitoring, and one manual measurement at MW02U-12
(completed by WSP)

· 1 mini-piezometer (MP-1-2020) on the subject property with 1 year of continuous
monitoring (completed by WSP)

· 1 mini-piezometer (MP1-14) on the adjacent former 66 Eastview property wetland with 6
years of continuous groundwater monitoring (completed by WSP for adjacent landowner)

· 1 borehole (BH-04-12/12A) approximately 25 m north of the subject property with a
manual groundwater elevation measurement in 2012 (LVM, 2013), a manual
measurement in 2020 (WSP, 2020b), and 11 months of continuous monitoring.

· 1 borehole (BH92 (92-1)) adjacent to the southeast corner of 82 Eastview with seven years
of manual measurements of depth to groundwater.

· 8 additional boreholes (BH-01-12, BH78-1, BH78-2, BH78-3, BH 82-1, BH82-2, BH82-3,
BH82-4) on and adjacent to the subject property (LVM, 2013; GeoPro, 2016; GeoPro
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2017), 5 of which with one manual measurement of depth to groundwater.

· 5 mini-piezometers in wetlands on 66 and 78 Eastview, all with one manual measurement
of depth to groundwater (LVM, 2013).

Soil Conditions

Based on the geotechnical investigation completed on this property (GeoPro, 2017), the proposed
development area on 78 Eastview has a topsoil thickness of 180 mm to 260 mm.  It is underlain
by fill and probable fill materials consisting of “sandy silt” and “silty sand and sandy silt to sand
and silt” ranging from a depth of about 1.1 m to 2.3 m below the existing ground surface.
Confirmed sandy silt till extends to a depth of at least 4.0 m below the existing ground surface on
part of the property (Borehole 1 was drilled to a depth of 4.0 m and terminated in this fill).

Based on the geotechnical investigation completed on this property (GeoPro, 2016), the proposed
development area on 82 Eastview has a topsoil thickness of 460 mm to 610 mm.  It is underlain
by reworked sandy silt deposits (Boreholes 1 and 2) to a depth of 0.7 m below the existing ground
surface, and organic silt fill material (Boreholes 3 and 4) to depths ranging from about 0.7 m to
1.8 m below the existing ground surface.  Various compositions of sand, silt, clay, and gravel were
found below the reworked deposits and fill material.

Groundwater Conditions

As presented in the hydrogeology report (WSP, 2021a), an assessment of the maximum /
seasonal high groundwater levels was completed based on recent monitoring and historic
groundwater levels.  The highest groundwater levels were recorded at the southeast corner of the
site (347.61 masl), with overall groundwater levels lowered towards the wetland (345.59 masl),
indicating shallow groundwater flow is toward the wetland.  Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3 from
the hydrogeology report (WSP, 2021a) are provided for reference in Appendix J.  Figure 1 maps
the locations and seasonal high groundwater elevations for the study area and the inferred
groundwater contours and flow direction.  Figure 2 provides a hydrograph of the continuous
groundwater level monitoring completed in the study.  Figure 3 shows the overall catchment area
for the wetland and notes that the Subject Property is only 2.3% of the wetlands subwatershed.
The wetland on the subject property is connected to a much larger wetland (Guelph Northeast
Wetland Complex) which outlets to the north of Eramosa Road.

Based on the hydroperiod monitoring, the hydrogeology report (WSP, 2021a) determines that the
wetland water level is directly related to precipitation and local surface run off events.  The wetland
tends to start retaining shallow surface water in the fall and winter with maximum surface water
depth in the spring before drying out in the summer.  Surface water flow is interpreted to be from
south to north based on groundwater flow interpretations and ground surface topography.

Further the site is not identified as a significant recharge area per the MECP (2020) Source
Protection Information Atlas (WSP, 2021a).
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4.4 TREE INVENTORY AND MULTI-USE TRAIL

4.4.1 RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

The Tree Management Plan (WSP, 2021b) is provided under separate cover and summarized
results are provided below, with conclusions and recommendations provided in Section 7.1.8 and
7.1.9.

A total of eight-four (84) trees and sixteen (16) tree groups were inventoried. Trees in accessible
locations were tagged using aluminum numbered tags affixed to the tree (1157-1185 & 1701-
1725).  Trees out of reach of an adjacent property were not tagged, but were given a number and
located on the Tree Management Plans (T1-T4 & H1-H22). The drip line edge was identified in
the field for areas containing multiple trees in close proximity. These areas were given a grouping
number. Individual trees were located in the field using the following criteria; the tree is out in the
open, a regionally significant species, proposed removal requiring compensation, of significant
size or near a property line. Both individual trees and the drip line edge are referenced in the Tree
Management Plans.

A total of 65 trees in fair to good condition are recommended for removal.

4.4.2 MULTI-USE TRAIL

As part of the development, a trail connection conforming to the Guelph Trail Master Plan is
required.  The proposed trail is located within the 10m woodlot buffer and connects existing trails
to the south of the property and informal trail to the north which will become formalized as those
properties are developed. The trail will be installed primarily on existing grades.  The 2.5m wide
multi-use trail will be constructed per the Tree Management and Buffer Enhancement Plans and
Details (WSP, 2021b). Construction of the trail requires the removal of some fair to good condition
trees in the buffer and hazard trees within the dripline as per L-210 and L-220 (see WSP 2021b).
Minor field fitting is to occur in order to minimize the impacts of development.

4.5 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNATIONS
Based on a review of background information and agency consultation, several designated
features were identified on or adjacent to the subject property.  They are associated with the
forested and wetland portions of the property.

Guelph Northeast Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) Complex

A portion of the subject property is located within the boundaries of the Guelph Northeast PSW
Complex, as identified on the GRCA mapping presented in Appendix A, Figure 1.  The wetland
complex is composed of two wetland types; swamp (90%) and marsh (10%).  For additional
information please refer to the Wetland Data Record and Evaluation – Guelph Northeast Complex
(Timmerman and Ross, 2002).
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City of Guelph Natural Heritage System (NHS) and Associated Designations

A portion of the property is identified on Schedule 4 of the City of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021
Consolidation) as Natural Heritage System (NHS).  The NHS is comprised of two components;
Significant Natural Areas and Natural Areas.  Each of these components consist of several sub-
components.

Two of the sub-components that comprise the Significant Natural Areas designation are identified
as being present on the subject property: Significant Woodlands (as identified on Schedule 4C of
the Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation), and Significant Wetlands (i.e. Provincially Significant
Wetlands and City of Guelph Locally Significant Wetlands, as identified on Schedule 4A of the
Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation).  These designations are associated with wooded portions
of the subject property that will be retained and protected with setbacks and other mitigation
measures.

A brief description of these features is provided below.  No Natural Areas as defined in the City
of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) mapping (Schedule 4) are identified as being
present on the subject property.

Significant Woodlands

Significant Woodlands on the subject property are identified on Schedule 4C of the Official Plan
(June 2021 Consolidation) mapping.  Limits of Significant Woodlands on the subject property
were confirmed, with minor refinements during ELC field work, and based on significant woodland
designation criteria guidance in Section 4.1.3.6 of the Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).
The refined dripline on the subject property was flagged in the field, verified during a site walk
with City of Guelph staff on July 16, 2018, and total station surveyed.  The refined limits of this
feature are presented on Figure 2 (as ‘surveyed significant woodland limit’), and this limit has
been incorporated into draft plans to inform development setbacks.

Significant Wetlands (PSW and City of Guelph Defined Locally Significant Wetlands)

Approximate limits of Significant Wetlands (PSW and LSW) are present on the subject property
as identified on Schedule 4A of Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) mapping.  These
approximate limits were confirmed / refined on the subject property according to the Ontario
Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) protocols.  This feature was field assessed by WSP,
confirmed by GRCA staff during a site walk on July 16, 2018 and total station surveyed.  The
confirmed limits of this feature are presented on Figure 2 (as ‘surveyed wetland limit’), and this
limit has been incorporated into draft plans to inform development setbacks.

GRCA Regulated Area

In addition to the designated areas, a portion of the subject property is located within GRCA
regulated areas.  This regulated area is associated with the wetland features and associated
buffers.
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4.6 ECOLOGICAL FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

4.6.1 VEGETATION

Vegetation surveys of the study area were completed on the following dates:

2017

· August 28

2018

· May 14, July 9, July 16, July 30, and July 31

The total vegetation survey field effort was approximately 25 hours.

METHODOLOGY

The scope of the field surveys included:

· Delineating and classifying vegetation communities using the Ecological Land
Classification (ELC) System for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998).  Soils were examined
to support ecological land classification.  Vegetation communities are described in Table
1 and delineated on Figure 1 (Appendix A).

· Evaluating the sensitivity and significance of vegetation communities, with guidance from
the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) (vegetation community rarity ranks).

· Completing a three-season botanical inventory and compiling a vascular plant list,
included in Appendix D.

· Evaluating significance and sensitivity of flora recorded during the field review, using the
NHIC website (updated periodically), and the Significant Plant List for Wellington County
(Dougan and Associates 2009).

· Delineating the limits of wetland present on the subject property according to the Ontario
Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) protocols.  Wetlands on the subject property were
field assessed by WSP, confirmed by GRCA staff during a field walk on July 16, 2018,
total station surveyed and plotted on base plans.

· Delineating the woodland limits on the subject property according to the requirements
identified in City of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).  Woodlands on the
subject property were field assessed by WSP, confirmed by City of Guelph staff during a
field walk on July 16, 2018, total station surveyed and plotted on base plans.

· Taking representative site photographs, which are on file at WSP.
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RESULTS – FLORA

In total, 152 vascular plant species were recorded during the WSP field review, with an additional
16 identified to the genus level only.  A list of all species recorded is provided in Appendix D.
Summary statistics for these species are provided below.

· Of the 152 species recorded, 67 (44%) are non-native species, many of which are typical
of old field and disturbed areas.  These species are generally widespread and abundant
in the cultural habitats of the study area.

· Of the 85 native species recorded, 80 (94%) are considered ‘secure, common and
widespread’ in Ontario (ranked S5 or S5?) and 3 (4%) are considered ‘apparently secure,
uncommon but not rare’ in Ontario (S4 or S4?).

· One species, Freeman’s Maple (Acer x freemanii) has a provincial ranking of SU
(Currently unrankable due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting
information about status or trends).

· No species are federal or provincial SAR.

· One species, Cup Plant (Silphium perfoliatum) has a provincial ranking of S2 (Imperiled),
however it is a garden escapee into cultural woodland adjacent to a residential backyard
(Unit 26).

· One species, Common Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis) is considered significant in
Wellington County (Dougan and Associates, 2009), however, it is a planted specimen in
a cultural meadow (Unit 28).  Three additional species that are considered significant in
Wellington County were identified during fieldwork for the 66 Eastview EIS (Ecoplans,
2013): Hop Sedge (Carex lupulina), Mountain Ash (Sorbus americana), and Rough-leaved
Goldenrod (Solidago patula); however, they were not relocated during the field work
completed for this EIS.

RESULTS – VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Vegetation communities are shown on Figure 1 in Appendix A and described in Table 1.

In total, 25 Vegetation Units have been delineated and described; some are relatively
homogeneous, with or without habitat inclusions; and some are complexes / mosaics of different
habitat types.

A total of 10 Vegetation Community Types were classified within the study area:

· Forest

o FOC4-1 Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest
o FOD8-1 Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest

· Swamp

o SWD3-3 Swamp Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp
o SWD4-1 Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp
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o SWD4-3 White Birch-Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp
o SWT2-8 Silky Dogwood Mineral Thicket Swamp

· Cultural

o CUM1-1 Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow
o CUS1 Mineral Cultural Savannah
o CUT1 Mineral Cultural Thicket
o CUW1 Mineral Cultural Woodland

One of these communities is ranked as S3S4 (meaning that it falls between ‘rare to uncommon’
and ‘apparently secure’) (per NHIC, 2018):

o SWT2-8  Silky Dogwood Mineral Thicket Swamp

No seeps or springs were observed during field investigations.
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Table 1: Vegetation Community Descriptions

UNIT
ELC

VEGETATION
TYPE

COMPONENT
(% COVER) COMPONENT SPECIES

PLANT SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION

CONCERN
DESIGNATIONS ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

1 CUW1

Sub-Canopy
(25-35%) Northern White Cedar, Scot’s Pine, Black Cherry

Unit 1: Overlaps with 30m
wetland buffer and 10m
woodland buffer.

Unit 1 a young community.  Relative health and sensitivity considered low-moderate.

Regenerating young cultural woodland dominated by Eastern White Cedar with occasional Scots Pine,
and Black Cherry associates.

Heavily disturbed by clearing and dumping.

Understory

(25-25%)

Common Buckthorn, Tartarian Honeysuckle,
Chokecherry

Ground Layer
(1-10%) Tall Buttercup, Queen Anne’s Lace

2

SWD4-1
Inclusions:
SWT2-2
MAM2-2

Canopy
(35-60%)

>75% deciduous: White Willow, Trembling Aspen,
Balsam Poplar, Manitoba Maple

Contained within PSW and
NHS.

A mid-aged, willow dominated deciduous swamp community surrounding an old constructed pond
area.  The constructed pond has two "cells" separated by an earthen berm.  The south cell supports a
willow mineral thicket swamp inclusion dominated by cottony willow, the north cell supports a reed
canary grass meadow math inclusion.

Frequent tires dumped in cells.

Sub-Canopy
(10-25%)

Manitoba Maple, American Basswood, Balsam
Poplar, Glossy Buckthorn

Understory
(60-75%) Silky Dogwood, Cottony Willow, Buckthorn

Ground Layer
(60-75%)

Variable cover; Treed areas generally have dense
understory with limited ground layer dominated by
Buckthorn regeneration.  Inclusions support dense
cover of Reed Canary Grass.

3, 7b  CUT1

Sub-Canopy
(35-60%) Trembling Aspen

Unit 3: Overlaps with 30m
wetland buffer and 10m
woodland buffer.

Unit 7b: Overlaps with 30m
wetland buffer and 10m
woodland buffer.

Unit 3 and Unit 7b are pioneer communities.  Relative sensitivity considered low.

Unit 3 was formerly a meadow community (66 Eastview 2013 EIS), and is regenerating with Trembling
Aspen saplings that have seeded in from the adjacent natural area.

Unit 7b is similar, but with more species diversity.  In addition to Trembling Aspen, there is also White
Birch, Black Cherry and Green Ash regeneration, and the ground layer contains many species of forbs.

Both communities provide good insect habitat, with insect diversity highest in Unit 7b.

Understory
(10-25%) Trembling Aspen

Ground Layer
(75-100%) Kentucky Bluegrass, Tall Goldenrod

4, 16 CUS1

Sub-Canopy
(35-60%)

White Cedar, Scot’s Pine, White Birch, Black
Cherry

Unit 4: Overlaps with 30m
wetland buffer.

Unit 4 and Unit 16 are pioneer communities.  Planted Sugar Maples are present in Unit 16.  Relative
health and sensitivity considered low - moderate.

Unit 4 has a fire pit and associated debris.

Unit 16 has residential lawn waste dumping.

Understory
(25-60%)

White Cedar, Scot’s Pine, White Birch, Tartarian
Honeysuckle

Ground Layer
(60-100%)

Grasses, Queen Anne’s Lace, Knapweed,
Common Yarrow
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UNIT
ELC

VEGETATION
TYPE

COMPONENT
(% COVER) COMPONENT SPECIES

PLANT SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION

CONCERN
DESIGNATIONS ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

5, 29 SWD4-3

Canopy
(35-60%)

>75% deciduous: Balsam Poplar > Trembling
Aspen

Unit 29: Regionally
Significant Species:
Hop Sedge, Rough-
leaved Goldenrod
(per 66 Eastview
2013 EIS)

Units 5 & 29: Contained within
PSW and NHS.

Young communities.  Relative health considered moderate; Relative sensitivity considered high.

Unit 5 is somewhat disturbed, occupying the narrow low-lying area between two rural residential lots.
It has low canopy cover and very dense understory of Buckthorn (abundant and widespread).  Grading
within adjacent property (to east) has apparently altered drainage/soil moisture conditions within unit.

Unit 29 has low canopy cover and a moderate understory of Buckthorn.

Sub-Canopy
(35-60%)

Balsam Poplar, Trembling Aspen, Riverbank
Grape

Understory (75-
100%) Buckthorn, Silky Dogwood, Northern White Cedar

Ground Layer
(25-35%)

Rough Goldenrod, Sedge spp., Buckthorn
(regeneration)

6, 11 CUW1

Canopy
(35-60%) Trembling Aspen, Green Ash

Units 6 & 11: Overlap with 30m
wetland buffer and 10m
woodland buffer.

Young communities.  Relative health and sensitivity considered low - moderate.

Disturbed deciduous cultural woodland with frequent gaps and a ground layer dominated by tolerant
species.  Frequent and widespread invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn, Glossy Buckthorn and Tartarian
Honeysuckle).

Unit 6 with frequent piles of old construction materials apparently associated with adjacent residential
property - woodland has grown up around the piles.

Unit 11 has a very dense Buckthorn understory.

Sub-Canopy
(10-25%) Trembling Aspen, Green Ash

Understory
(60-100%)

Buckthorn, Glossy Buckthorn, Tartarian
Honeysuckle, Green Ash, Red Osier Dogwood

Ground Layer
(60-75%)

Buckthorn (regeneration), Tall Goldenrod,
Kentucky Bluegrass, Virginia Strawberry

7a, 28 CUM1-1
Ground Layer
(75-100%)

Grass sp. (including Kentucky Bluegrass, Orchard
Grass, Timothy Grass), Bird’s-foot Trefoil,
Knapweed, Dandelion, Virginia Strawberry

Units 7a and 28: Overlap with
30m wetland buffer and 10m
woodland buffer.

Pioneer communities.  Relative health considered moderate; Relative sensitivity considered low.

Unit 7a: Old field associated with a vacant residential lot, occasionally mowed.

Unit 28: Old field regenerating with woody vegetation.  Planted saplings also present.

Both communities provide good insect habitat.  Yellow-banded Bumblebee, a Species at Risk, was
observed nectaring on Knapweed within Unit 28.

8 Hedgerow

Primarily composed of live and dead Green Ash,
Manitoba Maple, and Black Cherry, with an
understory and ground layer of Buckthorn,
Chokecherry, and Tall Goldenrod

Many dead and dying Ash trees (being killed off by the non-native Emerald Ash Borer beetle).
Understory and ground layer are dominated by Buckthorn, an invasive species.

12 CUW1
Sub-Canopy
(35-60%)

Buckthorn, Tartarian Honeysuckle, Manitoba
Maple

Overlaps with 30m wetland
buffer.

Young community; Relative health considered moderate; Relative sensitivity considered low.

A small cultural thicket dominated by invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn and Tartarian Honeysuckle).
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UNIT
ELC

VEGETATION
TYPE

COMPONENT
(% COVER) COMPONENT SPECIES

PLANT SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION

CONCERN
DESIGNATIONS ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

Understory
(60-75%)

Buckthorn, Tartarian Honeysuckle, Riverbank
Grape, Thicket Creeper, Alternate-leaved
Dogwood

Occasional old garbage.

Ground Layer
(35-60%) Buckthorn (regeneration), Chokecherry

13, 14,
22 FOC4-1

Canopy
(1-10%) Trembling Aspen, Black Cherry

Units 13, 14 & 22: Contained
within NHS; overlap with 30m
wetland buffer.

Young communities.  Relative health and sensitivity considered moderate.

Northern White Cedar dominated forest with sparse understory and ground layer.  Low botanical
diversity.  Occasional invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn).

Several tree forts present in unit 14.

Sub-Canopy
(80-100%)

>75% coniferous: Northern White Cedar

Understory
(1-10%) Northern White Cedar, Buckthorn

Ground Layer
(1-10%) Sedge sp., Buckthorn

15 SWT2-8

Canopy
(10-25%)

Green Ash, Freeman’s Maple, Trembling Aspen,
Peach-leaved Willow

Regionally Significant
Species: Rough-
leaved Goldenrod,
Hop Sedge (per 66
Eastview EIS, 2013)

Contained within PSW and
NHS.

Mid-aged community.  Relative health and sensitivity considered high.

A large silky dogwood thicket swamp with relatively low levels of disturbance and a diverse
assemblage of hydrophilic ground layer species.

Occasional Buckthorn and Glossy Buckthorn are widespread throughout unit but are not abundant.
Well-defined, informal trail bisects unit.

Sub-Canopy
(60-100%) Silky Dogwood, Buckthorn, Glossy Buckthorn

Understory
(25-60%)

Silky Dogwood, Red-osier Dogwood, Black
Elderberry, Glossy Buckthorn

Ground Layer
(60-75%)

Spotted Jewelweed, Fowl Manna Grass, Sensitive
Fern, Climbing Nightshade, Rice Cutgrass

17, 26 CUW1

Canopy
(35-60%)

>75% deciduous: Manitoba Maple, Eastern
Cottonwood, Trembling Aspen > Black Locust

Overlaps with 30 m wetland
buffer

Young to mid-aged community.  Relative health and sensitivity considered low.  Two similar cultural
woodland units.

Unit 17 is a disturbed, narrow band of cultural woodland, dominated by Manitoba Maple, situated along
a steep embankment.  Abundant garbage dumped throughout unit.  Frequent invasive species (i.e.
Buckthorn in understory and Black Locust in canopy).  Canopy gaps support typical old field species.
Road noise prevalent.

Unit 26 is similar, a disturbed, narrow band located along the west edge of 66 Eastview Rd.  A large
patch of Goutweed noted.  Unit 26 is almost entirely dominated by Manitoba Maple.  Frequent dumping
of garden waste and other garbage from top of slope.

Sub-Canopy
(10-25%) Manitoba Maple dominates

Understory
(25-35%)

Buckthorn > Manitoba Maple, Riverbank Grape >>
Red-osier Dogwood

Ground Layer
(35-60%)

Colt’s Foot > Virginia Strawberry, Wood Avens,
Enchanter’s Nightshade
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UNIT
ELC

VEGETATION
TYPE

COMPONENT
(% COVER) COMPONENT SPECIES

PLANT SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION

CONCERN
DESIGNATIONS ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

19, 21,
25 FOD8-1

Canopy
(25-60%)

>75% deciduous: Trembling Aspen, Balsam
Poplar

Regionally Significant
Species: Rough-
leaved Goldenrod
(recorded in Unit 19
and 25, per 66
Eastview EIS, 2013)

Unit 19, 21 & 23: Contained
within NHS; Overlaps with 30m
wetland buffer.

Young communities.  Relative health considered low; Relative sensitivity considered moderate.

Disturbed deciduous forest.  Abundant mature and regenerating invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn).  Low
botanical diversity overall.

Sub-Canopy
(25-80%)

Buckthorn, Balsam Poplar, White Birch, Green
Ash

Understory
(60-100%)

Buckthorn, Trembling Aspen, Balsam Poplar,
Green Ash, European Privet, Chokecherry

Ground Layer
(60-75%)

Buckthorn (regeneration), Green Ash, Glossy
Buckthorn, Chokecherry, Tall Buttercup

20 SWD3-3

Canopy
(25-60%) >75% deciduous: Freeman’s Maple dominates

Regionally Significant
Species: Rough-
leaved Goldenrod,
Hop Sedge (per 66
Eastview EIS, 2013)

Contained within PSW.

Mid-aged to mature community.  Relative health and sensitivity considered high.

Deciduous swamp with relatively low levels of disturbance.  Mineral soils saturated but no standing
water observed at time of survey.

Invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn and Glossy Buckthorn) present in understory, but not abundant.

Sub-Canopy
(60-100%) Freeman’s Maple dominates

Understory
(10-25%)

Green Ash, Glossy Buckthorn, Thicket Creeper,
Silky Dogwood

Ground Layer
(35-60%)

Fowl Manna Grass, Rice Cutgrass, Sensitive
Fern, Northern Bugleweed, Green Ash

27 CUT1

Canopy
(10-25%)

Trembling Aspen, Green Ash, Manitoba Maple,
American Basswood, Scot’s Pine

Overlaps with NHS and with
30 m wetland buffer.

Pioneer community.  Relative health and sensitivity considered low.

A band of Buckthorn dominated cultural thicket with occasional young deciduous and coniferous trees
along the western edge of 66 Eastview.  Invasive species (i.e. Buckthorn) widespread and abundant
throughout unit.  Trash and dumping (including lawn waste) occasional throughout.

Sub-Canopy
(25-35%)

Buckthorn, Scot’s Pine, Trembling Aspen, Green
Ash

Understory
(75-100%)

Buckthorn, Manitoba Maple, Riverbank Grape >
Red-osier Dogwood

Ground Layer
(60-100%)

Buckthorn (regeneration), Canada Goldenrod, Tall
Goldenrod, St John’s Wort

30 CUT1

Canopy
(10-25%)

Black Cherry, Northern White Cedar, Manitoba
Maple, Green Ash Regionally Significant

Species: American
Mountain-ash (per 66
Eastview 2013 EIS)

Overlaps with 30m wetland
buffer.

Pioneer community.  Relative health considered moderate; Relative sensitivity considered low.

A regenerating old field area with approximately 50% cover of shrubs and young trees.  Sandy loam
soils.

Occasional old piles of construction waste (bricks, scrap wood).  Occasional informal trails through
Understory
(35-60%)

Northern White Cedar, Buckthorn, Riverbank
Grape
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UNIT
ELC

VEGETATION
TYPE

COMPONENT
(% COVER) COMPONENT SPECIES

PLANT SPECIES OF
CONSERVATION

CONCERN
DESIGNATIONS ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTION AND COMMENTS

Ground Layer
(75-100%)

Grasses (including Canada Bluegrass, Kentucky
Bluegrass, Orchard Grass), Canada Goldenrod,
Field Goldenrod, English Plantain

unit.  Road noise prevalent.

31 Hedgerow Primarily composed of mid-aged Eastern White
Cedar

A single narrow, dense row of Eastern White Cedar.  Approximately 6 m high.
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4.6.2 WILDLIFE

4.6.2.1 AVIFAUNA

METHODOLOGY

Winter Raptor Surveys

The Significant Wildlife Habitat criterion assessment for Raptor Wintering Areas (MNRF, 2015)
focuses on candidate areas consisting of large (>20 ha) contiguous areas of forest and meadow
habitat.  There are no areas within the study area that meet the criteria for candidate Raptor
Wintering Areas under the Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 6E Criterion Schedules (MNRF,
2015).  The study area consists primarily of old field habitat that is occasionally mown, surrounded
by woodland and wetland vegetation communities, most of which does not meet the Ecosite
criteria for SWH.  However, candidate habitat for Raptor Wintering Areas may be present
northeast of the study area in Pollinator Park, where suitable grassland restoration / naturalization
areas occur.  This area was included in the winter raptor surveys for context given the proximity
to the study area.

The winter raptor surveys consisted of two rounds of point counts at six locations (stations) that
encompassed the study area as well as Pollinator Park to the northeast (See Figure 3).  The
station locations were selected to cover potential winter raptor foraging habitat and forest shelter
/ perching habitat along the tree line, with two points (PC 1 and 2) located in the study area, and
four points (PC 3 – 6) located within Pollinator Park.

Point counts were completed by visually scanning above and 360 degrees around each point,
both with the naked eye and using binoculars.  Any raptor observations recorded while walking
between stations were also included in the closest station.  General observations of habitat
conditions, such as suitable grassland vegetation cover and snow depth, were also recorded
during each visit.

Surveys were conducted by an experienced avian biologist on two dates approximately three
weeks apart in the winter season (February 12 and March 5, 2018) beginning at approximately
9:30 am and under suitable weather conditions (no precipitation and clear / good visibility).

Breeding Bird Surveys

Two breeding bird surveys were undertaken by qualified, experienced staff, using protocols
consistent with the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) on May 28 and June 12, 2018.  These
were targeted early morning surveys within the southern Ontario bird breeding period (generally
May 24 to July 10), conducted under appropriate weather conditions (i.e., low wind and no
precipitation).

All habitats within and immediately adjacent the study area were thoroughly surveyed using
wandering transects with frequent listening / observation stops at random locations.  Three
breeding bird point count locations were also established for the survey (See Figure 3).  During
field surveys, species abundance and level of breeding evidence were recorded for all avifauna
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observed.  Level of breeding evidence was determined using the OBBA methodology and
terminology (Cadman et.al., 2007; Bird Studies Canada, 2001).

Avifaunal species status was evaluated using the following sources:

· City of Guelph Locally Significant Species for local significance

· MNRF / NHIC website for provincial rarity ranks (i.e., S-Ranks)

· Species at Risk in Ontario list (MNRF website – updated periodically) for provincial status
designations

· Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF, 2015) for
Area-Sensitive species, and

· National Species at Risk list (Government of Canada Species at Risk Public Registry –
updated periodically) for national status designations.

RESULTS

Winter Raptor Surveys

Only one species of the listed raptor species from the SWH Criterion for Raptor Wintering Areas
was observed during the surveys conducted by WSP in 2018.  Two Red-tailed Hawks (Buteo
jamaicensis) were observed at Pollinator Park, these individuals were observed circling high
above the northeast corner of the park.  None of the listed species were observed within the study
area.

Within the study area, only small areas of naturalized grass cover are present as most of the open
meadow area in the study area is mown.  Additionally, the open meadow area in the study area
is not wind swept (due to the surrounding tree cover and residential development) and had
between 30 and 40 cm of snow accumulation during the surveys.  According to the SWH Criterion
for Raptor Wintering Areas, the field / meadow sites must be greater than 15 ha and need to be
wind swept with limited snow depth.

Given the habitat conditions within the study area as well as the lack of raptor observations during
targeted surveys, the study area does not meet the criteria for candidate or confirmed Raptor
Wintering Area SWH.

Breeding Bird Surveys

In total, 52 avifauna species were recorded during the breeding bird surveys and supplemental
observations made during additional field visits.  A full list of species is provided, by date in
Appendix E.  Of these 52 species, 38 were recorded during targeted breeding bird surveys, and
breeding evidence (‘Possible’, ‘Probable’ or ‘Confirmed’ according to OBBA standards) was
recorded for 32 species.  Six species were ‘Observed’ with no breeding evidence (foraging or
flying over study area, with no suitable nesting habitat present): Canada Goose (Branta
canadensis), Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica), Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica), Great Blue
Heron (Ardea herodias), Green Heron (Butorides virescens) and Ring-billed Gull (Larus
delawarensis).
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The remaining 14 (of the 52 total) species were observed during additional field visits outside of
the accepted southern Ontario bird breeding period (generally May 24 to July 10): American
Woodcock (Scolopax minor), Belted Kingfisher (Megaceryle alcyon), Common Raven (Corvus
corax), Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis), Hairy Woodpecker (Picoides villosus), Indigo Bunting
(Passerina cyanea), Killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), Osprey (Pandion haliaetus), Red-tailed
Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Ruffed Grouse (Bonasa umbellus), Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura),
Wild Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), Wood Duck (Aix sponsa) and Yellow-bellied Sapsucker
(Sphyrapicus varius).  In addition to being recorded outside of the southern Ontario bird breeding
period, the habitat preferences and known breeding range for these species (except for Hairy
Woodpecker, Indigo Bunting and Killdeer) do not match the habitats present, nor the location of
the study area.  As such, it is likely that these species were only using habitat in the study area
for foraging or as a stopover during migration.

The avifauna species recorded with breeding evidence were expected given the habitat
conditions, which includes deciduous forest, wetland and various cultural communities.  Most
species recorded are generally disturbance tolerant and common in southern Ontario (e.g.,
American Goldfinch (Spinus tristis), American Robin (Turdus migratorius), Blue Jay (Cyanocitta
cristata), Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia)).  Some species typically associated with interior or
larger forest habitats which may be more sensitive to disturbance were also recorded (e.g.,
American Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla), Red-bellied Woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus),
Northern Flicker (Colaptes auratus).  The more sensitive species are associated with the forested
habitat contiguous with the City of Guelph NHS, which will be retained in full with appropriate
buffers and setbacks applied.

Avifaunal Species of Conservation Concern

For the purposes of this report, Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) include federally and
provincially designated SAR, globally rare / uncommon (G-rank G1 to G3) species, provincially
rare / uncommon (S-rank S1 to S3) and species listed as Locally Significant according to the City
of Guelph Locally Significant Species List.

· Three species are designated as SAR in Ontario (COSSARO) and / or Canada
(COSEWIC):

o Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica – Threatened, COSSARO and COSEWIC) – This
species was recorded as ‘Observed’, with one individual observed foraging over
cultural meadow habitat in Unit 7a; potential nesting habitat present on buildings within
study area, no nests observed.

o Chimney Swift (Threatened, COSSARO and COSEWIC) – Recorded as ‘Observed’,
with two individuals observed foraging over the southwest corner of the study area; no
suitable nesting habitat present in the study area.

o Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens – Special Concern, COSSARO and
COSEWIC) – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding evidence; one singing male recorded.

· Sixteen (16) species are designated as Locally Significant in the City of Guelph:

o American Redstart – Recorded with ‘Probable’ breeding evidence;
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o Baltimore Oriole (Icterus galbula) – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding evidence;

o Belted Kingfisher – Single individual observed foraging at SWM pond in northwest
corner of study area during July 30th ELC survey; no suitable habitat present in study
area;

o Carolina Wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus) – Recorded with ‘Probable’ breeding
evidence;

o Common Raven – Single individual observed flying over study area during February
12th winter raptor survey;

o Dark-eyed Junco – Total of 11 individuals observed foraging during winter raptor
surveys;

o Eastern Towhee (Pipilo erythrophthalmus) – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding
evidence;

o Eastern Wood-pewee – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding evidence;

o Great Blue Heron – Single individual observed flying over study area during June 12th

breeding bird survey;

o Green Heron – Single individual observed flying over study area during May 28th

breeding bird survey;

o Hairy Woodpecker – Single individual observed during fall ELC survey;

o Northern Flicker – Recorded with ‘Confirmed’ breeding evidence;

o Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus) – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding
evidence;

o Red-Bellied Woodpecker – Recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding evidence;

o Ring-billed Gull – Single individual observed flying over study area during June 12th

breeding bird survey;

o Yellow-bellied Sapsucker – Feeding evidence (holes) observed during April 27th and
May 14th field surveys.

4.6.2.2 HERPETOFAUNA

METHODOLOGY

Amphibian Calling Surveys

Three spring amphibian breeding (calling) surveys were completed at five locations (stations)
(See Figure 3) on the subject property (AC 1 – AC5) according to the Marsh Monitoring Program
(MMP) protocol (Bird Studies Canada, 2008) on the following dates in 2018:
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· April 23, May 9 and June 18.

Each survey was conducted at dusk / early evening under appropriate weather conditions (i.e.,
suitable air temperatures and low wind).  Night time air temperatures were ≥ 5°C for the ‘first’
survey, ≥ 10°C for the ‘second’ survey and ≥ 17°C for the ‘third; survey.

Each station was surveyed for three minutes and surveys were completed between one half hour
after sunset and midnight.  Amphibian calling activity was rated using three levels: Level 1
(individual calls can be counted with no overlap), Level 2 (some calls can be counted or estimated,
some overlap) or Level 3 (calls continuous and overlapping, individuals not distinguishable).

Snake Habitat Assessment

A snake habitat / potential hibernacula assessment was completed within the study area, in
accordance with the Milksnake Survey Protocol developed by the MNRF- Guelph District (MNRF,
2013), with additional guidance provided by the MNRF’s Survey Protocol for Ontario’s Species at
Risk Snakes (MNRF 2016).

Potential habitat was identified using aerial photographs and Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
mapping.  A site visit was then conducted to actively search for snakes by looking under and
turning over potential cover objects by hand, in conjunction with visual encounter surveys
(watching for snakes moving around or basking).  The surveys were conducted on April 22, April
27, and May 14, 2018, under appropriate weather conditions (i.e., suitable air temperatures and
low wind).  Searches occurred on sunny days when air temperatures were between 8° and 25°C,
or if overcast, when temperatures were above 15°C.  Observations were also made incidentally
during other site visits (an additional seven days).  In addition, the two vacant residences (78 and
82 Eastview Road) were checked for any cracks in the foundations that may permit snakes to
enter for overwintering.  The surveys were undertaken by qualified, experienced staff, with an
understanding of snake biology and ecology, as well as prior experience with the target species.

RESULTS

Amphibian Calling Surveys

Six anuran species were recorded during amphibian calling surveys: American Toad (Anaxyrus
americanus), Gray Treefrog (Hyla versicolor), Green Frog (Lithobates clamitans), Northern
Leopard Frog (Lithobates pipiens), Spring Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer) and Wood Frog
(Lithobates sylvaticus).  Each calling station had amphibian calling recorded, with differences in
species diversity and abundance observed across the study area.

Overall, the stations exhibited moderate anuran species richness, with two species recorded in
moderate to high abundances.  Generally, the remaining four species were recorded in low
abundances across the study area (highest calling level of Level 2, with a maximum of five
individuals counted).

· Spring Peeper was the most widely distributed species, recorded at four of the five stations
in low to high numbers.

· American Toad and Gray Treefrog were the next most widely distributed, recorded at three



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 29

of the five stations in low numbers.

· Green Frog was recorded at two of the five stations, in low numbers.

· Wood Frog and Northern Leopard Frogs were each recorded at one station, in high and
low numbers respectively.

Table 2 below summarizes the results from the amphibian calling surveys.

Table 2: Amphibian Calling Survey Results

Station Number Survey Number Species Calling Level Count

AC1
1

Wood Frog L3 N/A
Spring Peeper L1 1

2 – 3 No Observations

AC2

1 No Observations

2
Spring Peeper L1 2
American Toad L1 1
Gray Treefrog L1 3

3 No Observations

AC3

1 Spring Peeper L2 5

2
Spring Peeper L1 3
American Toad L1 1

3 No Observations

AC4

1 No Observations

2

American Toad L1 3
Gray Treefrog L1 1

Northern Leopard
Frog L1 1

3 Green Frog L1 4

AC5

1 No Observations

2
Spring Peeper L3 N/A
Gray Treefrog L2 5

3 Green Frog L1 5

Snake Habitat Assessment

One snake species was observed: Eastern Gartersnake (Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis).  The two
vacant residences, associated outbuildings and construction waste piles were identified by the
surveyor as potential snake habitat.  The exteriors of the buildings were searched for any
foundation cracks that may permit snakes to enter for overwintering habitat.  No cracks were
observed.  In addition, the areas around the outbuildings, including construction waste piles, were
searched over multiple visits, and no snakes were observed.  The previous resident of 82
Eastview (who had resided on the property since the 1950’s) stated he had not seen any other
snake species other than Eastern Gartersnakes on the property (pers. comm. Mr. Silvano Zilio,
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April 27, 2018).

Twelve Eastern Gartersnakes were observed in total (one of which was dead).  See Table 3 for
more details.

 A potential hibernaculum was noted within the study area, on the 66 Eastview property, in Cultural
Thicket habitat (see Figure 4, Appendix A).  On April 27, 2018, six Eastern Gartersnakes were
seen at this location.  The snakes had a coating of dried mud, indicating they had recently
emerged.  Snow had been present on the ground in Guelph until approximately April 23, 2018,
then temperatures quickly rose, with most snow melted on the date of survey (weather conditions
on the day of survey were sunny, with a high of 16°C).  The snakes were all observed within 20
feet of a mound (appearing man-made), and three holes were found on the surface of the mound.
No snakes were observed entering or exiting the holes.  Two of the holes were the size of
chipmunk burrows and had snail shells strewn around the entrance.  The third hole was larger (3”
in diameter), on the edge of a well-rotted tree stump.  The mound is within 25 feet of a swamp,
suggesting a high groundwater table (preferred by hibernating snakes).  The two snakes closest
to the potential hibernacula entrance showed curious behavior, twice quickly approaching the
surveyor, then retreating.  No mating activity was observed.

The concentration of snakes, evidence of recent emergence, curious behavior, presumed artificial
mounding and high groundwater table, all suggest a potential hibernaculum at this location.

Table 3: Eastern Gartersnake Observations within the Study Area, 2017-2018

Abundance ELC Unit Date Note

6 Unit 12, CUT1
(Cultural Thicket)

April 27, 2018 Basking, Potential
Hibernaculum

3 Unit 3, CUT1
(Cultural Thicket)

April 27, 2018 Basking

1 Unit 20, SWD3-3
(Swamp Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp)

April 27, 2018 Basking

1 Unit 25, FOD8-1
(Fresh-Moist Poplar Forest)

July 30, 2018 Basking

1 Unit 5, SWD4-3
(White Birch-Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp)

May 14, 2018 Dead of unknown causes

4.6.2.3 BAT CAVITY ASSESSMENT

METHODOLOGY

A bat cavity assessment was completed within the study area, in accordance with the Survey
Protocol for Species at Risk Bats within Treed Habitats protocol developed by the MNRF – Guelph
District (MNRF, 2016) with additional guidance provided by the MNRF’s Technical Note on
Species at Risk Bats (MNRF, 2015).

Potential habitat for maternity roost trees for Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), Northern
Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), and Tri-coloured Bat (Perimyotis subflavus) was identified using
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aerial photographs and Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping.  A site visit was then
conducted to actively search for suitable maternity roost trees.  The survey was conducted on
April 27, 2018, with trees in leaf-off condition (for improved visibility).  The hedgerow on the east
side of 82 Eastview (Unit 8), was thoroughly searched, as it may be impacted by construction
activities.  In addition, high-quality trees within the study area were also noted.  The survey
consisted of the following:

· identifying live and dead standing trees greater than or equal to 10 cm DBH (diameter at
breast height) with loose or naturally exfoliating bark, cavities or cracks (for Little Brown
Myotis and Northern Myotis)

· noting all oak trees greater than or equal to 10 cm DBH

· if oak is absent, identifying all maples greater than or equal to 10cm DBH if dead/dying
leaf clusters are present, and maples greater than 25 cm DBH if no dead/dying leaf
clusters are present

· In addition, the vacant residences at 78 and 82 Eastview were checked for any signs of
use by bats

RESULTS

Two trees suitable for Little Brown Myotis and Northern Myotis maternity roosts were observed in
the hedgerow (See Figure 4).  One tree, a Black Cherry (Prunus serotina), with two stems of 27
cm DBH and 24 cm DBH, had loose bark.  The second tree, a Green Ash (Fraxinus
pennsylvanica), believed to be dead and 39 cm DBH, had a cavity where a branch had broken
off.  No trees suitable for Tri-coloured Bat were observed in the hedgerow.

Although two isolated cavity trees recorded within the hedgerow are proposed for removal,
suitable maternity roost trees for all three species are present within the forested habitat in the
study area (specifically within the Swamp Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp, Vegetation Unit 20).
The forest habitat is contiguous with the City of Guelph NHS and will be retained in full with
appropriate buffers and setbacks applied.  As only two isolated cavity trees will be impacted, and
better quality habitat is present within the City of Guelph NHS, no negative impacts to maternity
roost habitat are anticipated.

No evidence of bat use was noted at the vacant residences, and no possible entrances were
noted (e.g. holes in roofs, soffits, etc.).

4.6.2.4 YELLOW-BANDED BUMBLEBEE ASSESSMENT

METHODOLOGY

A Yellow-banded Bumble Bee assessment was completed within the study area, in accordance
with the protocol for Surveying for Rusty-patched Bumblebee in Guelph District (as directed by
the MNRF).

Potential habitat for Yellow-banded Bumblebee (Bombus terricola) was identified using aerial
photographs and Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping.  Two site visits were conducted
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in late summer, which is when colonies are largest, and when individuals of this species are most
likely to be encountered.  The targeted surveys were conducted on August 9 and 10, 2018.  The
species was also searched for incidentally during other site visits to the study area.  The targeted
surveys focused on meadow, thicket, and mown areas of the 78 and 82 Eastview properties, as
well as the thicket community to the north of 82 Eastview (Unit 7b).  The surveys were conducted
during suitable weather conditions (low wind, no precipitation, temperature between 15°C and
30°C).  Bumblebee species were observed and identified both “in situ”, and through catch-and-
release methods.  Photographs were taken to represent each different species encountered.

RESULTS

No Yellow-banded Bumblebee species were encountered during the targeted surveys; however,
one Yellow-banded Bumblebee was encountered incidentally during ELC field work on July 30,
2018.  The bumblebee was observed on the adjacent 66 Eastview property (see Figure 4,
Appendix A).  It was photographed in a cultural meadow (Unit 28) nectaring on Knapweed
(Centaurea sp.).  The identification was confirmed by Colin Jones (entomologist with the Ministry
of Natural Resources and Forestry’s Natural Heritage Information Centre).  While similar habitat
and nectaring habitat is present on the subject property, no Yellow-banded Bumblebees were
observed.

4.6.2.5 GENERAL WILDLIFE

METHODOLOGY

In addition to the targeted surveys described in the preceding sections, a general wildlife survey
and habitat assessment was undertaken during all field surveys.  This involved recording all direct
observations and signs of birds, amphibians, mammals, reptiles and insects, including: browse,
track / trails, animal scat, bird nesting activity, tree cavities, burrows and vocalizations.
Additionally, these surveys were used to assess SAR habitat, inspect structures for use by nesting
migratory birds, and assess the potential presence of SWH features within the study area.

RESULTS

Mammals

Six mammal species were recorded during field investigations: Coyote (Canis latrans), Eastern
Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus), Grey Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Raccoon (Procyon lotor),
Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus) and White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus).

· The study area provides habitat for a range of common wildlife typically found in residential
areas and urban natural areas, including large and small mammals.  Key attributes are
overall size, habitat diversity and presence of large woodland with continuity with offsite
features.

· Mammals recorded include common expected species based on habitat: urban-adapted
and/or tolerant species.  Other species expected that were not observed include Virginia
Opossum (Didelphis virginiana), Striped Skunk (Mephitis mephitis) and small mammals
that are often undetected during field surveys (e.g., mice, voles).



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 33

· No federally (SARA / COSEWIC) or provincially (MNR / COSSARO) designated mammal
SAR, or provincially rare mammal species (i.e. S1 to S3 ranked by NHIC) were recorded
on the study area during field surveys.

· We are not aware of any records of mammal species of conservation concern on the
subject property.

Turtles

No turtles were observed in the study area.  There are a few shallow ponds within Units 2 and 15
that appeared to be ephemeral in nature, with water levels dropping dramatically in the summer
months.  As such, potential for turtle habitat in these areas is considered low.

Terrestrial Crayfish

The presence of mud “chimneys” created by a semi-terrestrial crayfish species (Fallicambarus
fodiens or Cambarus diogenes) were observed during field investigations in the wetland portions
of the subject property where soil was moist but not waterlogged (typically on the fringes of more
saturated soils associated with the wetland habitats).  Refer to Figure 4, Appendix A for locations.

Lepidoptera and Odonata

Habitat for butterflies / moths and dragonflies / damselflies is highest within the meadow and
thicket communities.

Sixteen species of Lepidoptera were observed.  One of these, Monarch (Danaus plexippus), is a
Species at Risk (Endangered COSEWIC, Special Concern COSSARO / SARA (Schedule 1)).  Six
Monarch adults were observed during fall migration, including a mating pair.  Refer to Figure 4,
Appendix A for locations.  While one of their larvae host plants, Common Milkweed (Asclepias
syriaca), is present, its abundance is low.  No larvae (caterpillars) were observed.  One
Lepidoptera species is locally significant in the City of Guelph: Wild Indigo Duskywing (Erynnis
baptisiae), was observed on the subject property with no evidence of breeding.

Seven species of Odonata were observed.  None of these are designated under the Species at
Risk Act (SARA; 2002) or Endangered Species Act (ESA; 2007), or designated locally significant
in the City of Guelph.

4.7 SPECIES AT RISK
The NHIC database, MNRF Guelph District and GRCA were consulted for information on local
SAR, defined herein as species that are “designated” by the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) and / or listed under the Species at Risk Act (SARA)
and species “designated” by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario
(COSSARO), including those Endangered, Threatened and Special Concern species listed and
regulated under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (ESA) 2007.

Through a background review and agency consultation, 28 SAR were identified has having
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potential to be present within the study area and surrounding landscape.  A SAR habitat suitability
evaluation was completed and is summarized in the SAR Screening Table included in
Appendix F.  Twenty (20) of the identified SAR species were determined to have some potential
to occur within the study area.  The assessment focused on the ‘reasonable likelihood of presence
in the study area’ based on the ‘key habitats used by species’ (based on MNRF provided
definitions or MNRF website habitat descriptions).  Considering findings of surveys, habitat
suitability and proposed works, the ‘likelihood and magnitude of impacts to species or habitats’
was assessed.

For many of the SAR listed in the SAR Screening Table, no suitable habitat is present within the
study area, or only a small amount / marginally suitable habitat is present and the likelihood of
occurrence is low.  The following eight species were identified as having a moderate to high
likelihood of being present (five of which were confirmed during field investigations):

· Barn Swallow (Threatened, COSEWIC and COSSARO): Potentially suitable breeding
habitat is present within / on buildings within the study area; single individual observed
foraging over CUM habitat, but not observed nesting on the subject property.

· Chimney Swift (Threatened, COSEWIC and COSSARO): Potentially suitable breeding
habitat is present throughout the local landscape (chimneys associated with both
residential and commercial buildings outside of the subject property); two individuals
observed foraging over study area.

· Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern, COSEWIC and COSSARO): Potentially suitable
breeding habitat is present in the forested areas within the study area and subject
property; single individual recorded with ‘Possible’ breeding evidence.

· Wood Thrush (Threatened COSEWIC, Special Concern COSSARO): Potentially suitable
breeding habitat is present within the forested areas within study area and subject
property; possible migrant observed by Ecoplans during EIS (recorded outside of breeding
window) for 66 Eastview Road (Ecoplans, 2013).

· Monarch (Endangered COSEWIC, Special Concern COSSARO): Likely to pass through
and / or forage within study area, potential breeding habitat wherever Milkweed or other
wildflowers are present; six adults observed during fall migration including one mating pair.
No larvae observed.

· Yellow-banded Bumble Bee (Special Concern, COSEWIC and COSSARO): Potential
foraging habitat within study area; single individual observed nectaring in the broader
study area, more than 200 m outside of the subject property.

· Northern Myotis (Endangered, COSEWIC and COSSARO): foraging habitat exists over
open fields / meadows, wetlands and SWM pond) and potential maternity roost habitat
exists in forest communities.

· Little Brown Myotis (Endangered, COSEWIC and COSSARO): Potential to roost in
buildings within study area, lower potential to roost in forested habitats; may forage over
open habitats within study area.
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For each SAR species confirmed or potentially using habitats within and immediately adjacent to
the study area, the likelihood and magnitude of impacts was identified as ‘minimal’.  Most of the
habitat directly impacted by the proposed development would be used by the identified SAR for
foraging or as a stopover during migration.  The habitat within the proposed development
envelope has no unique SAR habitat attributes that are not widely distributed and abundant in the
local landscape, such that any SAR using the habitat within the study are unlikely to be impacted
by the proposed development.  Furthermore, the most suitable SAR habitat within the study area
is contiguous with the City of Guelph NHS described in Section 4.4 and will be retained in full with
appropriate setbacks and buffers applied.

4.8 SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) is identified by MNRF or other relevant planning authorities.  As
outlined in their Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (OMNR, 2000), SWH is broadly
categorized as:

· Seasonal concentration areas (i.e., conifer forests for deer wintering);

· Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife;

· Habitats of species of conservation concern, excluding the habitats of endangered and
threatened species;

· Animal movement corridors.

A preliminary SWH screening assessment was conducted and submitted with the TOR
(Appendix B).  This preliminary assessment has been reviewed and updated based on available
secondary sources of information and field data collected as part of current and previous studies.
A detailed analysis is included in Appendix G, with key results presented below. The review of
potential SWH in the study area has been based on evaluation criteria in the Significant Wildlife
Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF, 2015) as well as the Significant Wildlife
Habitat Mitigation Support Tool (MNRF, 2014)
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Table 4: Summary of Candidate and Confirmed SWH

Criterion Assessment
Further Surveys
Required

Location

Seasonal Concentration of Animals

Bat Maternity
Colonies

Candidate

Not required. No
impact with
recommended
mitigation.

Unit 20 (Mid-aged to mature Swamp
Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp with
cavity trees)

Reptile
Hibernaculum

Confirmed, concentration of
5 or more snakes near a
potential hibernaculum

Not required.  No
impact with
recommended
mitigation.

Within Unit 12, including a 30m buffer
around the hibernaculum

Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitat for Wildlife

Amphibian
Breeding
Habitat
(Woodland)

Candidate, evaluated and
not SWH

Not required.
Evaluated and not
SWH.  No impact
with recommended
mitigation.

Wetlands / ponds and small vernal
pools within all forested habitats
classified as FOC, FOD and SWD.

Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern (not including Endangered or Threatened Species)

Terrestrial
Crayfish

Confirmed, > 15 terrestrial
crayfish chimneys observed

Not required.  No
negative impact with
recommended
mitigation.

All ELC units where terrestrial crayfish
chimneys were observed, plus
contiguous swamp ELC units.

Special
Concern and
Rare Wildlife
Species

Confirmed
· Eastern Wood-pewee

(SC)

Not required.  No
negative impact with
recommended
mitigation.

· 1 Eastern Wood-pewee recorded
in Unit 15.

Special
Concern and
Rare Wildlife
Species

Candidate
· Yellow-banded Bumble

Bee (SC)

Not required.  No
negative impact with
recommended
mitigation.

· 1 Yellow-banded Bumblebee
recorded in Unit 28 (outside study
area)
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Criterion Assessment
Further Surveys
Required

Location

Special
Concern and
Rare Wildlife
Species

Candidate, evaluated and
not SWH
· Monarch (SC)

Not required.
Evaluated and not
SWH.  No negative
impact with
recommended
mitigation.

· 6 adult Monarch butterflies
recorded in Units 7a and 8;
however, no concentrations of
Milkweed to support breeding
habitat. Unit 7a is an occasionally
mown field with limited nectaring
plants. Unit 8 is a treed hedgerow
with limited nectaring plants.
General forging habitat will be
included in buffer and SWM facility;
approximately 48ha of suitable
forging habitat located in Pollinator
Park, 450m east of proposed
development.

The majority of the SWH types listed in Table 4 are located within the forested and wetland
habitats in the study area and are contiguous with the City of Guelph NHS.  These features will
be retained in full, with appropriate buffers and setbacks applied, such that no impacts to
candidate or confirmed SWH are anticipated.
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5 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT

As input to the development of the Conceptual Site Plan, wetland and woodland limits were
delineated (Section 5.1).  Environmental management and setback recommendations were then
determined (Section 5.2).  The Conceptual Site Plan was then refined to implement these
recommendations, in an iterative fashion (Section 5.3).  A brief description of the proposed
stormwater management strategy (per MTE, 2019, revised 2020 and 2021) is included in Section
5.4; the reader is referred to that report for additional details.  The proposed plan layout forms the
basis for the impact review and evaluation that is documented in Section 7.0.

5.1 DELINEATION OF WETLAND AND WOODLAND LIMITS

Wetland limits were delineated by WSP and confirmed by GRCA staff during a site visit on July
16, 2018.  Limits were surveyed (Figure 2, Appendix A) and used in the preparation of the
Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix H, and Figure 5, Appendix A).

Woodland dripline limits were delineated by WSP and confirmed by City of Guelph staff during a
site visit on July 16, 2018.  Limits were surveyed (Figure 2) and used in the preparation of the
Conceptual Site Plan.

5.2 DEVELOPMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT /
SETBACK RECOMMENDATIONS

Feature limits, setbacks and environmental management recommendations were reviewed and
refined through additional field visits, project team liaison, and consideration of grading and
servicing requirements.  The collective review, including agency liaison and commentary, has
considered the following objectives:

· Retention and protection of adjacent natural features and functions and associated
hydrological regimes.

· Setback and buffer management recommendations, based on a combination of:  the
nature and sensitivity of features to be protected; relevant policy; addressing buffer
guidelines from published literature.

· Protection of surface water quality and quantity conveyed to adjacent natural areas
through stormwater management and Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) measures.

· Maintenance of groundwater recharge and input to natural areas.
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· Tree protection measures, including fencing and signage.

· Opportunities for landowner stewardship through educational materials.

· Anticipated preliminary grading and servicing requirements.

These management measures are discussed in Section 7.2.  The Conceptual Site Plan is shown
in Figure 5, Appendix A and in Appendix H.

5.3 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FABRIC

The general characteristics of the Conceptual Site Plan are as follows:

· Residential Units.  The development consists of 30 townhouse units in four blocks and
one multi-storey apartment building.

· Roads.  Two common element roadways are proposed off Eastview Drive.

· Amenity Area. There is one amenity area.

· Trails.  The proposed trail connection (conforming to the Guelph Trail Master Plan) is
located within the 10m woodlot buffer and connects existing trails to the south of the
property and informal trails to the north which will become formalized as those properties
are developed. The trail will be installed primarily on existing grades with spurs
constructed within proposed slopes to facilitate connections.  A section of the trail crossing
the SWM outlet is proposed as a wooden boardwalk to address City comments regarding
flow over across the trail.  The 2.5m wide multi-use trail will be constructed per the
layout/plans in the Tree Management Plan (WSP, 2021b).  Minor field fitting is to occur in
order to minimize the impacts of development.

· Servicing.  A new connection to the municipal watermain along Eastview Road with
backflow prevention is proposed to service the development and follow the common
element roadways.  The proposed sanitary sewer will be connected to the existing sanitary
manhole located southwest of the site in the Eastview Road Right-of-way and follow the
common element roadways.  The storm sewer system will convey runoff from the
roadways, driveways and yards along the common element roadways toward the
proposed SWM facility.  No connection to the municipal storm network is proposed.  A
separate storm sewer network will convey runoff from rooftops to a proposed infiltration
gallery.  For more information related to development servicing, refer to the Functional
Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (MTE, 2019, revised 2020 and 2021).

· Stormwater Management (SWM).   See Section 5.4 below.

· Infiltration.  See Section 5.4 below.

· Retaining walls. Retaining walls are proposed for the site to facilitate grading.

A considerable amount of environmental work and project team review has been undertaken to
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evaluate natural features and to identify areas for protection, associated setbacks, and
environmental enhancement opportunities.  The plan development has been guided by this
iterative process.

The proposed development area is restricted to lands that consist of residential and successional
habitat.  Adjacent natural features (i.e. Northeast Guelph PSW Complex and Natural Heritage
System) will be retained in full and protected with development setbacks and buffer management
and mitigation measures.

5.4 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

This section incorporates information from the Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management
Report, prepared by MTE (2019, revised 2020 and 2021), and the Updated Hydrological
Assessment and Water Balance - Revised Conceptual Design, prepared by WSP (WSP, 2021a)
available under separate cover.  For additional details, the reader is directed to these reports.

SWM Implementation Strategy – Key Components

· Water Quality – All water directed to the PSW will require Enhanced (Level 1) protection.
Enhanced water quality control is used when sensitive habitat will be impacted by the end-
of-pipe discharge with increased temperatures and sediment loads. This will be achieved
using a treatment train approach for Catchment 202 that will achieve a 90% TSS removal.
Catchments 201 and 202 produce clean runoff from rooftops and landscape areas and do
not require treatment.  Catchment 204 produces clean runoff from landscape areas and
will flow untreated to the right of way.  The proposed SWM facility is required to provide a
24 to 48 hour drawdown time of the 25 mm water quality storm event and will be confirmed
at detailed design.

· Water Quantity – Runoff will be collected in swales and the storm sewer network (see
infiltration below) and conveyed to the proposed SWM facility (designed as a dry pond).
The pond and associated grading and outlet will be outside the 15m wetland buffer and
10m woodland buffer, but within the 30m wetland buffer.  Flows will be controlled with the
installation of two ditch inlets with on-line orifice plates on the outlet pipe and a weir at the
west side of the pond.  Runoff will outlet from the west side of the dry pond via a spreader
berm to the PSW.  The dry pond will control post development peak flow rates to pre-
development rates for the 2, 5, 10, 25, 50 and 100 year storm events, with maximum
ponding depth during the 100 year storm event of approximately 0.89m, with 4.3 cm
flowing over the weir.

· Water Balance and Infiltration – A separate storm sewer network will be installed to
convey roof runoff from rooftops into a proposed infiltration gallery located close to the
north limit of the site.  The total roof area being conveyed to the gallery is 2,833m2 and
the total landscape area being conveyed to the gallery is 1,381m2.  Based on infiltration
of 30mm of runoff depth, this equates to a volume of 126.3m3.  The preliminary gallery
volume is 211m3.  The gallery shall be ADS Stormtech in order to provide adequate
storage volume and a minimum 1.0 m vertical separation from groundwater levels. On an
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annual basis, it is estimated that there will be an approximate 1.2% decrease in runoff and
an approximate 6.7% increase in infiltration as a result of the development.

5.5 EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL (ESC)
A detailed erosion and sedimentation design will be required for this development.  The
preliminary Erosion and Sediment control measures are outlined in the Functional Servicing and
Stormwater Management Report (MTE, 2019, revised 2020 and 2021) and include ECS fencing,
temporary swales with rock check dams, strategic stripping and placement of topsoil stock piles,
timely re-vegetation after construction, use of mud mats and monitoring.   The location of sediment
control fencing is shown on MTE drawings (C2.1 and C2.2).



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 42

6 POLICY REVIEW / ASSESSMENT

6.1 FISHERIES ACT (1985)
There are no features which provide a commercial, recreational or aboriginal fishery on the
subject property.  The project complies with the Fisheries Act and no authorization is required.

6.2 MIGRATORY BIRDS CONVENTION ACT (1994)
Infractions to the MBCA have potential to occur during the construction phase of the project when
the land is cleared and grubbed of vegetation, potentially removing nests of migratory birds.

Migratory bird species subject to the MBCA were recorded in the study area.  Most are generalist
and/or urban-adapted tolerant species and no habitat unique in the local landscape will be
impacted by proposed works.

Compliance with the MBCA will be achieved using the following due diligence approach:

Proponent awareness of the MBCA, potential for nesting in the area and potential for impacts to
migratory birds, nests and eggs.

i. The study area provides suitable habitat for nesting of woodland-associated and generalist
species.

ii. The footprint of the proposed works is limited to disturbed areas, and avoids the sensitive
PSW and NHS.

Implementation of the following avoidance and mitigation measures, where possible:

i. Avoiding / minimizing the extent of works (particularly vegetation / potential nesting habitat
removal) within the “regional nesting period” for this area.

ii. Avoiding works in key sensitive locations.  The footprint of proposed works is restricted to
anthropogenically disturbed, tolerant vegetation.

iii. Recommending Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction to minimize
potential indirect impacts to vegetation / potential nesting habitat outside of the direct
footprint.

6.3 SPECIES AT RISK ACT (2002)
The project is on non-federal (private) lands and there is no order by Governor in Council; hence
SARA only applies to aquatic and migratory bird species / habitat.  There is potential habitat for
migratory birds subject to SARA within the study area.  Habitat suitability and presence / use was
evaluated through field inventories and habitat assessments as described in Section 4.
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6.3.1.1 INDIVIDUALS AND RESIDENCES

Three SARA-listed migratory bird species were recorded in the study area: Barn Swallow
(Threatened, Schedule1), Chimney Swift (Threatened, Schedule 1), and Eastern Wood Pewee
(Special Concern, Schedule 1).  Wood Thrush (Threatened, Schedule 1) was noted in the 66
Eastview EIS (Ecoplans, 2013), however, it was not recorded during field work for the 78-82
Eastview EIS.  Refer to Appendix F and Section 4.7 for likelihood and magnitude of impacts as
they pertain to these species.

No habitat is present for aquatic SAR species.

6.3.1.2 CRITICAL HABITAT

No critical habitat for SARA-listed aquatic or migratory bird species is present within the proposed
area of works and none is known on adjacent lands where there is potential for indirect impact.

6.4 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (ESA, 2007)
Potentially suitable habitat is present for species afforded protection under the ESA (2007).  A
SAR habitat suitability evaluation (‘screening’) for the study area was undertaken in advance of
field work.  This screening was based on a list of SAR known to occur within the region from
review of various sources including: species indicated by MNRF through correspondence; NHIC
data available online; MNRF Species at Risk regional species list; and Ontario Reptile and
Amphibian Atlas website.

The screening is summarized in Appendix F.  In this, we assessed ‘reasonable likelihood of
presence on the subject property’ based on the ‘key habitats used by species’ (based on MNRF
provided definitions or MNRF website habitat descriptions).  Considering findings of surveys and
habitat suitability, we then assessed ‘likelihood and magnitude of impacts to species or habitats’.

We concluded that for most of the listed species, potential presence on the subject property was
‘none’ or ‘minimal’ given a lack of suitable or preferred habitat and/or rarity of the species.  This
was confirmed through field survey results.  For these species, the likelihood of impacts was also
‘none’ or ‘minimal’.

For eight species, there was ‘moderate’ or ‘high’ potential for habitat use based on one or more
of the following factors:

i. the presence of potentially suitable habitat on or in the vicinity of the subject property

ii. the relative commonness of species

iii. known records from the local area, and/or

iv. The habitat requirements are not specific (i.e., they are ‘generalists’ that use a wide variety
of natural and semi-natural habitat types).

During fieldwork, five of these species were confirmed.  For these potential / confirmed species,
we assessed likelihood of impacts based on field survey results, known records and the proposed
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activity / development.  Details of these confirmed species can be found in Appendix F and
Section 4.6.

For the three SAR species with ‘moderate’ to ‘high’ potentially suitable habitat in or adjacent to
the development envelope, but not recorded during field surveys, the likelihood and magnitude of
impacts is ‘minimal’, based on one or more of the following factors:

i. sensitive natural features are being retained with a buffer

ii. the small size and/or low quality of habitat;

iii. limit of potential impacts to non-critical habitat (e.g., non-specific foraging habitat for
breeding birds, but not breeding habitat itself);

iv. presence of abundant and generally much larger / higher quality habitat in the local
landscape;

v. low likelihood of occurrence / confirmed absence;

vi. mitigation / protection measures such as retention of suitable habitat within the property,
encounter protocols, exclusion fencing or timing windows to avoid sensitive periods.

6.5 PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT (2020)

Based on the field survey program, background information and in consideration of relevant
guidance documents, a brief assessment of each feature listed under section 2.1 of the PPS is
provided below:

1. Significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E

A portion of the Guelph Northeast Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) Complex is present on
the Subject Property.  The limit of the PSW has been verified by GRCA.

2. Significant coastal wetlands.

Not applicable.

3. Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1.

Not applicable.

4. Significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E.

Schedule 4C of the City of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) identifies Significant
Woodlands on the Subject Lands.  Woodland limits were refined based on ELC surveys and in
consideration of the significant woodland designation criteria provided in Official Plan (June 2021
Consolidation).
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5. Significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E.

There are no significant valleylands on the subject property (per Schedule 4D of Official Plan June
2021 Consolidation).

6. Significant wildlife habitat.

No Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) is currently identified on the subject property (per Schedule
4E of Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation).  See Section 4.8 and Appendix G for an analysis of
Significant Wildlife Habitat potential on the subject property.

We have undertaken a review of potential SWH in the study area based on evaluation criteria in
the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF, 2015), using available
secondary sources of information and field data collected as part of the current study.  A detailed
analysis is included in Section 4.8 and Appendix F, with the following key results:

In total, two Candidate (Bat Maternity Colonies, and Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species)
and three Confirmed (Reptile Hibernaculum, Terrestrial Crayfish and Special Concern and Rare
Wildlife Species) SWH types were recorded.  With the proposed works, including recommended
protection, mitigation and BMPs described herein, no impacts are anticipated to these SWH
features or their ecological functions.

7. Significant areas of natural and scientific interest.

None is present on or adjacent to the property.

8. Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b).

Not applicable.

9. Fish Habitat.

Fish habitat is not present on the subject property or in the broader study area, per Schedule 4B
of the Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).

10.  Habitat of Endangered and Threatened species

Two Endangered or Threatened SAR were recorded within the study area: Barn Swallow (Hirundo
rustica), and Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica).  We conclude that there is no habitat subject to
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) potentially impacted by the proposed development and no
impacts to individuals or habitat with implementation of recommended mitigation and protection
measures.

Refer to Section 4.78 and Appendix F for additional discussion.

11. Adjacent Lands

Lands adjacent to significant features have been considered in the current study, with potential
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impacts to their ecological features and functions addressed in Section 7 of the current report.
With recommended mitigation and enhancement measures identified herein, we conclude that
implementation of the proposed works can be undertaken with no negative impacts to natural
heritage features associated with the natural heritage system or their ecological functions.

6.6 CITY OF GUELPH OFFICIAL PLAN (JUNE 2021
CONSOLIDATION)

The current scoped EIS has been prepared to address all relevant policies within the Official Plan
(June 2021 Consolidation).  Based on field surveys and analyses discussed herein, we have
confirmed the Significant Wetland and Significant Woodland designations and limits (with minor
modification), as mapped on Schedule 4A and 4C of the Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).
The limits of both natural features were field staked, surveyed and approved by staff of the GRCA
and City of Guelph.  Significant Wildlife Habitat was also assessed and mapped.

The proposed development and scoped EIS complies with relevant policies of the Official Plan
(June 2021 Consolidation). Section 4 (Natural Heritage System), and compliance is discussed
below.

The City of Guelph’s Natural Heritage System (NHS) is defined in Section 4.1 as being comprised
of a combination of natural heritage features and areas, including Significant Natural Areas and
minimum buffers, Natural Areas, Ecological Linkages, Restoration Areas, and Wildlife Crossings
as identified on Schedule 4.

The Official Plan identifies permitted uses and prohibitions within the Natural Heritage System by
feature type.  A summary of relevant permitted use policies is provided in Table 5 below, with
additional demonstration of conformity provided below.

Table 5. Summary of Official Plan Permitted/Prohibited Uses in the Natural Heritage System

Uses Permitted / Prohibited Uses Discussion

Development and Site
Alteration

Per Section 4.1.2.1: Not permitted within NHS
including the established or minimum buffers,
with exceptions for selected uses (e.g., passive
recreational activities, forest management,
restoration activities).

Conceptual Site Plan is in
conformity as discussed further in
this section (See OP Section
4.1.2.1 below).

Stormwater Management
ponds

Per Section 4.1.2.7: Where stormwater
management facilities are permitted within
minimum or established buffers the following is
required: works are as far away from the
feature as possible, construction disturbance is
kept to a minimum, and disturbed buffer areas
are re-vegetated or restored.

Conceptual Site Plan is in
conformity as discussed further in
this section (See OP Section
4.1.2.7 below).

Per Section 4.1.3.4.6: Stormwater management
facilities are permitted within PSW buffer
provided that there are no negative impacts to

Conceptual Site Plan is in
conformity as discussed further in
this section (See OP Section



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 47

the feature or function, the SWM pond is
located a minimum distance of 15 m from the
PSW, and LID measures have been
implemented to the extent possible.

4.1.3.4.6 below).

Trails (i.e., passive
recreational activities)

Per Section 4.1.2.1: Permitted within the NHS
including minimum or established buffers,
subject to additional policies in Section 4.1.3
and 4.1.4.

Conceptual Site Plan is in
conformity as discussed further in
this section (See OP Section
4.1.2.1 below).

Per Section 4.1.2.7: Where trails are permitted
within minimum or established buffers the
following is required: works are as far away
from the feature as possible, construction
disturbance is kept to a minimum, and
disturbed buffer areas are re-vegetated or
restored.

Conceptual Site Plan is in
conformity as discussed further in
this section (See OP Section
4.1.2.7 below).

Per Section 4.1.3.6.7: Permitted within
Significant Woodlands and their buffer where
considered essential to the City’s trail system,
impacts have been assessed and mitigated
through design that minimizes impacts on the
feature and functions, accompanied by
educational signs.

This policy identifies additional
requirements for the formalization
of existing ad hoc trails in
Significant Woodland and their
buffers.  While the proposed trail
is not an existing ad hoc trail, the
additional requirements have all
been applied (See OP Section
4.1.3.6.7.).

OP Section 4.1.2.1:

“Development and site alteration shall not be permitted within the Natural Heritage System,
including minimum or established buffers, except for the following uses:

i. Legally existing uses, buildings or structures;

ii. Passive recreational activities;

iii. Low impact scientific and educational activities;

iv. Fish and wildlife management;

v. Forest management;

vi. Habitat conservation; and

vii. Restoration activities.”

The proposed development and scoped EIS complies with Section 4.1.2.1 as development and
site alteration will not occur within the Natural Heritage System, including minimum or established
buffers, except for the following uses:

· Passive recreational activities

o The trail will be partially located within the 10 m woodland buffer and 30 m wetland
buffer.  Please refer to Appendix H – Conceptual Site Plan.
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· Restoration activities

o Naturalization of the buffer is anticipated to occur, as discussed in Section 7.2.2 –
Environmental Enhancement Areas

· Forest management

o Hazard tree removal is anticipated to occur, as discussed in the Tree Management
Plan

The scoped EIS has been prepared to assess potential impacts of the proposed activities and
recommend appropriate setbacks from the natural heritage feature within the adjacent lands, to
ensure no negative impacts on natural heritage features (per Section 4.2.1 – General Policies).

The minimum buffer widths for the natural heritage features (PSW and Significant Woodland)
have been incorporated into the Conceptual Site Plan (Figure 5, Appendix A, and Appendix H),
per Table 4.1 of the Official Plan June 2021 Consolidation.

OP Section 4.1.2.7

“Where essential transportation infrastructure, essential linear infrastructure, stormwater
management facilities and structures, and/or trails are permitted within minimum or established
buffers under policies 4.1.3 and 4.1.4, the following shall apply:

i. Works are to be located as far away from the feature boundary within the minimum or
established buffer as possible;

ii. The area of construction disturbance shall be kept to a minimum; and

iii. Disturbed areas of the minimum or established buffers shall be re-vegetated or restored
with site-appropriate indigenous plants wherever opportunities exist.”

The proposed storm water management pond and trail has been located as far away from the
feature limits as possible.  Tree protection fencing with sediment and erosion control has been
identified at the trail limit / woodland buffer to delineate and limit trail construction disturbance
(See Tree Management Plans L-210 and L-220) and sediment control fencing is also shown at
grading limits on MTE’s drawings (C2.1 and C2.2).  Disturbed buffer areas will be re-vegetated
with site-appropriate indigenous plants (See Buffer Enhancement Planting Plans in the Tree
Management Plan (WSP, 2020c), SWM pond plantings will be developed at detail design).

OP Section 4.1.3.4.6:

“In addition to the General Permitted Uses of Section 4.1.2, the following additional uses may be
permitted within the established buffers to Significant Wetlands, subject to the requirements of
4.1.2.7, where it has been demonstrated through an EIS or EA, to the satisfaction of the City, in
consultation with the GRCA and/or the MNR, that there will be no negative impacts on the
Significant Wetland or its ecological and hydrologic functions:

i. Essential linear infrastructure and their normal maintenance; and

ii. Stormwater management facilities and structures and their normal maintenance, where
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low impact development measures have been implemented to the extent possible outside
the buffer and provided they are located a minimum distance of 15 metres from a PSW
and 7.5m from a LSW”

The proposed stormwater management facility, as discussed is located a minimum distance of
15 m from the PSW, and the development plan contains low impact development measures to
the extent possible outside of the proposed buffer (i.e., one infiltration gallery and amended soils
to increase passive infiltration).   No negative impact to the wetland is achieved through:

· No development occurs within the wetland or minimum 15 m buffer, with the exception of
a proposed trail in the outer limit.

· The buffer will be fenced, signed and buffer plantings are recommended to control access
to the wetland and enhance the function of the buffer.

· A storm water management plan has been developed to meet quantity (e.g., controlling
post development peak flow rates to pre-development rates, providing a 24 to 48 hour
draw down time for the 25 mm storm event) and quality control requirements (e.g.,
providing enhanced water quality treatment through a treatment trail approach).

· Erosion and sediment control measures.

· An annual water balance is achieved (i.e., an increase of 6.7% of infiltration and a 1.2%
decrease of runoff from pre-construction to post-construction).

· Tree protection measures.

Further discussion of these mitigation approaches is provided in Section 7.

OP Section 4.1.4.4

“A number of federally, provincially, and locally significant species (excluding provincially
endangered or threatened species) have been documented or are known to breed within the city.
The habitat requirements of these species are variable and best determined based on site specific
investigations…The presence of significant species and their habitats shall be verified through
comprehensive or scopes EIS or EAs. Where areas do not qualify as Significant Wildlife Habitat,
or any other Significant Natural Areas, the policies of this section will apply.”

Per the Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation) glossary, federally significant species are species
listed in the federal Species At Risk Act as endangered or threatened or special concern, but are
not listed provincially (i.e. endangered or threatened as defined in the OP). Provincially significant
species are species that are not endangered or threatened, but that are considered provincially
significant by the NHIC (i.e. ranked as S1, S2, or S3) and/or listed as special concern by
COSSARO. Locally significant species are species that are not endangered or threatened but
that are locally significant at the regional level (i.e. as identified in the Significant Plant List and
the Significant Wildlife List for Wellington County and any City-approved updates to these lists).
Such species may also be considered Globally, Federally, and/or Provincially significant.

Federally, Provincially, and Locally significant species are identified in Appendix D (Vascular Plant
List) and Appendix E (Wildlife Species List) and are discussed in Section 4.6.
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The proposed development complies with Section 4.1.4.4, as discussed below.

One provincially rare species (Silphium perfoliatum, Cup Plant, S2) was recorded as a garden
escape in a cultural thicket (Unit 26). Per Section 4.1.4.4.2, habitat for plant species shall only be
included where the species is growing naturally in the wild (i.e. not planted for horticultural,
landscaping, or agricultural purposes).

One locally significant species, Common Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis) was recorded as a
planted specimen in a cultural meadow (Unit 28), therefore its habitat is not included, as per
Section 4.1.4.4.2.  Three additional species that are considered significant in Wellington County
were identified during fieldwork for the 66 Eastview EIS (Ecoplans, 2013): Hop Sedge (Carex
lupulina), Mountain Ash (Sorbus americana), and Rough-leaved Goldenrod (Solidago patula)
however were not observed during fieldwork for this EIS. The locations of the Hop Sedge and
Rough-leaved Goldenrod are within the Natural Heritage System and will be retained in the
Conceptual Site Plan.  The Mountain Ash was located within a cultural thicket on the 66 Eastview
property) and was removed as part of that development.

Federally and/or provincially endangered and threatened species identified are: Barn Swallow
(Hirundo rustica) and Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica). In addition, Wood Thrush (Hylocichla
mustelina) was identified within the 66 Eastview EIS as a potential migrant but was not observed
during field studies for 78-82 Eastview. The protection of the habitat of these species are
discussed under Section 4.7 (Species at Risk), Section 6.3 (Species At Risk Act) and Section 6.4
(Endangered Species Act).

Federally and/or provincially special concern species identified were: Eastern Wood-pewee
(Contopus virens), Yellow-banded Bumblebee (Bombus terricola) and Monarch (Danaus
plexippus). The Eastern Wood-pewee was recorded within the Natural Heritage System, and its
habitat will be protected. The Yellow-banded Bumblebee was recorded on the far west boundary
of 66 Eastview, outside of the study area, (refer to Figure 4) and its habitat will be protected. The
Monarch butterflies (6 adults including a mating pair) were observed within the proposed
development and buffer areas (refer to Figures 2, 4).

Per Section 4.1.4.4.4, development, site alteration and essential linear infrastructure may be
permitted where it is demonstrated that: i) a species is common and relatively widespread at the
regional scale or the reasons for the species decline cannot be mitigated by local habitat
protection; and ii) all reasonable efforts to protect the habitat in situ have been explored but are
not feasible in the context of the proposed development. With respect to Monarch butterflies,
these were foraging and/or migrating individuals. They are common within the regional scale, and
the species decline has a strong link to migratory risks (e.g. storms) and loss of overwintering
habitat in Mexico. The proposed development provides suitable nectaring and breeding habitat
within the buffer with the addition of nectaring wildlflowers and milkweed.

Seventeen wildlife species (sixteen avifauna, one lepidoptera) are considered locally significant
in the City of Guelph. These are discussed in Section 4.6. Most of these were recorded within the
Natural Heritage System which will be protected, or were recorded as flyovers or migrants. One
species, the Wild Indigo Duskywing, was utilizing the cultural meadow where the development is
proposed. Habitat for this species will remain present within the buffer, and within the larger
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regional context (e.g. nearby Pollinator Park).

6.7 GRAND RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
REGULATION (ONT. REG. 150/06)

Portions of the subject property are ‘Regulated’ by the GRCA under Ontario Regulation 150/06 of
the Conservation Authorities Act.  Within the subject property, this regulation is in relation to lands
adjacent to PSW wetlands.

6.7.1 WETLAND POLICY

GRCA’s “Policies for the Administration of the Development, Interference with Wetland and
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation” (2015) and Wetlands Policy (2008) were
reviewed to confirm compliance with Ontario Regulation 150/06.  This will be achieved through
the following:

· PSW wetland will be retained in full with development setbacks of at minimum 30 m.  Note
that it has been proposed that the SWM facility be located within the established wetland
buffer, a minimum distance of 15m from the PSW, consistent with Section 4.1.3.4 of the
City of Guelph Official Plan (June 2021 Office Consolidation).  Refer to Section 7 for the
impact assessment related to the location of the proposed SWM facility.  In addition, a trail
is proposed within the PSW buffer, refer to Section 7.1.8 for further discussion.

· Hydrogeological inputs to the wetland are generally maintained through the
implementation of the proposed SWM facility, infiltration gallery and amended soils (see
Section 5.4)On an annual basis, it is estimated that there will be an approximate 1.2%
decrease in runoff and an approximate 6.7% increase in infiltration as a result of the
development.  See Section 7.1.5 and 7.1.6 for further discussion.

· Additional mitigation and protection measures are recommended (see Section 7),
including:  fencing, buffer zone management, stewardship and signage (to be finalized at
detailed design).
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7 IMPACT REVIEW AND MITIGATION
EVALUATION

7.1 IMPACT AND MITIGATION MEASURES OVERVIEW

This section reviews potential impacts or condition changes to natural environmental features on
or bordering the subject property, based on direct activities (e.g. construction activities such as
clearing and grading) or indirect activities (e.g. occupancy activities such as dumping of waste
material, creation of indiscriminate trails, accessing sensitive natural features off the proposed
multi-use trail).  As previously noted, the proposed development envelope is restricted to culturally
modified communities, so direct impacts to natural environment features are negligible.  The
primary concerns relate to potential indirect impacts to retained natural environmental features on
adjacent lands, including PSW and NHS features.  Potential indirect impacts include, for example,
hydrological changes, construction-related impacts to retained woodlands and wetlands, as well
as post-development occupancy activities.

Two primary natural environment factors are discussed:  wildlife and vegetation.  In Table 6, each
factor is reviewed in terms of potential effects, proposed mitigation and residual effects.  Specific
mitigation measures are identified for each evaluation factor in Table 6.  Several mitigation
measures are common to the two natural environment evaluation factors, including: ESC plan;
fencing; stewardship; spills management / best management practices during construction; and
monitoring.  Other measures are specific to certain factors.  A discussion of the impacts and
mitigation measures is provided below.  The identified mitigation measures will be refined, as
required, during detailed design.

7.1.1 FEATURE DELINEATION

The following features were delineated / mapped for this assessment:

· Wetland delineation.  A portion of the Guelph Northeast PSW on the subject lands has
been delineated, confirmed by the GRCA and surveyed.  Wetland limits are shown on
Figure 2 and 5, Appendix A.

· Woodland delineation.  The woodland dripline associated with the Guelph Natural
Heritage System has been delineated and surveyed.  Dripline limits are shown on Figure
2 and 5, Appendix A.

· Significant Wildlife Habitat mapping.  A SWH assessment has been completed and
features are mapped on Figure 4, Appendix A.
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These features are all retained within the Conceptual Site Plan and protected with setbacks as
discussed below.

7.1.2 SETBACKS

The PSW and NHS will be retained in full and protected with development setbacks of 30 m from
the surveyed PSW limit, and 10 m from the surveyed woodland dripline, with the exception of the
SWM facility (located within the 30m wetland buffer but no closer than 15 m from the delineated
wetland); and the proposed trail which is in the outermost portion of the 15 m wetland buffer
(where adjacent to the SWM pond), 30 m wetland buffer (where not adjacent to the SWM pond)
and 10 m woodland buffer (Figure 5, Appendix A).  Some minor grading within the buffer will be
required to facilitate construction of the trail.  The trail is close to existing grades and adjustments
of existing grades are only required at a few locations.  The detailed trail grading plan will be
completed at detailed design and reviewed as part of an EIR.  The minor grading encroachment
will be re-vegetated per the future buffer planting / management plan.  These setbacks are based
on ecological quality and sensitivity of the wetland and woodland communities and consistent with
applicable policies.

These setbacks were developed and considered appropriate for this site based on the following:

· Applicable policies: The proposed setbacks meet minimum Official Plan requirements (i.e.,
wetland + 30m, with the exception of Stormwater management ponds that can occur within
the outer 15 m of the wetland buffer; and Significant Woodland + 10 m).  The proposed
setbacks also meet the applicable policies regarding permitted uses within the setbacks
(See Section 6.6 and 6.7).

· Condition and quality of adjacent retained features:

o The adjacent retained woodland (Unit 19) and wetland (Unit 5) are composed of
common vegetation species with low diversity and abundant invasives (i.e.,
Common Buckthorn), with the exception of one regionally rare plant (Solidago
patula) that was identified in Unit 19 during 2012 field investigations for the
adjacent property (66 Eastview).  This plant was not found during field work for this
EIS, however, the location where this plant was found is retained approximately
10 m within the dripline.

o The setback is reduced to 15 m from this wetland for the proposed SWM pond
adjacent to a portion of these more disturbed vegetation features (i.e., Units 5).

o Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat for Terrestrial Crayfish was identified in the
adjacent woodland and wetland due to observations of Terrestrial Crayfish burrows
in the contiguous ELC community to the north and west of the subject property.
Terrestrial Crayfish depend on wetland habitat and construct burrows to reach
groundwater.  All observed Terrestrial Crayfish burrows are a minimum of 10m
within woodland driplines, with the majority more than 50 m within woodland
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dripline (See Figure 4), and as such are more than protected by recommended
setbacks to the woodland.   Retention and protection of the NHS and associated
hydrology will support the protection of this species.  See additional discussion in
Section 7.1.6 of how an annual and monthly water balance is achieved and that
any changes to water elevations in the wetland will be very minimal.  These
changes are well within the range of typical habitat conditions for Terrestrial
Crayfish.  With the protection of the Terrestrial Crayfish habitat, setbacks to
development, and maintenance of the pre- to post-construction water balance, no
negative impact to this species or habitat are anticipated.

o Higher quality wetland communities (Unit 15) that have a higher diversity of plants
are further setback from the proposed development (i.e., 30 m, with grading for the
SWM pond only encroaching into the outer 5 m portion of this buffer for
approximately a 25 m length of the buffer).

· Topography: The topography along the buffer is fairly level which supports the water
quality protection function of the buffer (i.e., surface runoff moves slower over gentle
slopes than across steep slopes, increasing the opportunity for infiltration and trapping
sediments prior to reaching the retained natural feature).  Where grading of 3:1 slopes
adjacent to the buffer are required French drains are proposed to mitigate erosion and trail
washout concerns.   Additional erosion and sediment control measures are recommended
and will be developed at detail design and are recommended for review as part of the EIR.

· Additional mitigation / design considerations:

o Substantial buffer plantings are recommended throughout which will enhance the
function of the buffer by increasing diversity, increasing the size of the natural area,
deterring encroachment from trail users, and protecting water quality.

o No property (rear-yard) encroachment is anticipated from the proposed
development as the property will be a condominium development (which tends to
result in less rear yard encroachment) and there will be a chain-link fence
demarking property limits.

o A robust LID plan has been developed to achieve a near surface and infiltration
water balance for the site, by incorporating a dry stormwater management pond,
infiltration gallery, and amended soils, which will reduce surface flows across the
buffer to the receiving natural area.

7.1.3 BUFFER MANAGEMENT AND STEWARDSHIP.

In addition to the proposed physical setback, several buffer management measures are
proposed:

· Permanent fencing is recommended where public and private property limits meet to
restrict access and reduce expansion and potential impacts to the woodland / wetland as
the result of occupancy related activities.  In addition, natural feature demarcation (e.g.,
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chain link fence) are recommended between the trail and the natural feature.  Locations
to be confirmed during detailed design.

· Buffer plantings and ecological enhancement: Native species plantings are proposed in
the buffer zone along the edge of the woodland / wetland and within the area of the SWM
facility.  The Buffer Planting Plans (WSP (2021b)) have been prepared and the additional
SWM facility plantings will be developed at a subsequent design stage.  These plantings
will add habitat diversity, provide a nominal increase in NHS size, increase the
effectiveness of the buffer, and provide a net benefit to the woodland. To enhance habitat
for Monarch and Yellow-banded Bumblebee, it is recommended that Common Milkweed
and nectaring plants be included.

· Edge Management.  Monitoring of retained trees and edge management is recommended.
Following the removal of the hazard trees, Buckthorn and trees outside the dripline that
cannot be retained, edge management plantings are recommended within the dripline,
where they will support the establishment of a new woodland edge.  The additional
compensation trees that are not already proposed for the buffer plantings could be applied
here.  The exact number and location of plantings are recommended to be determined at
detail design.

· Controlled Access.  In addition to permanent fencing, no new trails are proposed within
the wetland or the significant woodland on the subject property to avoid direct impacts to
these features.  Instead the proposed multi-use trail will be routed around these features,
within the buffer zone, as discussed in Section 5.3.

· Environmental Stewardship.  Signage is recommended along the edges of the NHS to
demarcate the natural feature limits and to provide education through interpretive signage.
Two locations for interpretive / wayfinding signage are identified in the Tree Management
Plan drawings (WSP, 2021b). Additional recommended stewardship measures include
provision of environmental stewardship information brochures to homeowners.

7.1.4 EROSION & SEDIMENT (ESC) CONTROL PLAN

This strategy will mitigate impacts on vegetation, wildlife and wildlife habitat and wetland
resources by implementing ESC fencing at grading limits, preventing sedimentation in adjacent
natural features.  It is anticipated that the ESC Plan will be prepared as a condition of approval,
and approved by the GRCA and City of Guelph.  General comments on erosion and sediment
control are included in the Functional Servicing and SWM report (MTE, 2019, revised 2020 and
2021).  Key elements of the preliminary ESC Plan include the following:

a) ESC fencing will be installed prior to any site grading;

b) All erosion control measures are to be inspected and monitored by the contractor and
repairs are to be completed as required;

c) All materials and equipment used for site preparation and project completion should be
operated and stored in a manner that prevents any deleterious substance from leaving the
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site;

d) Construction of temporary swales to direct runoff to a sedimentation basin, with rock check
dams as required to control velocities;

e) Stripping and strategic placement of topsoil stockpiles.  Placement of sediment control
fencing around all stockpile areas;

f) Re-vegetation of completed areas as soon as possible after construction, including those
areas not slated for construction, within 60 days of rough grading; and,

g) To minimize the amount of mud being tracked onto the road way, a mud mat should be
installed at the primary construction entrance.

7.1.5 SWM STRATEGY

The proposed SWM strategy (MTE, 2019, revised 2020 and 2021) has been designed to mitigate
impacts to the wetland, vegetation and wildlife habitat by controlling post-development flows (to
reduce sedimentation and erosion potential in the adjacent wetland and natural area, and mitigate
hydroperiod impacts) and treating stormwater runoff (to reduce potential for degradation of water
quality to Guelph Northeast PSW).  This is achieved by:

· The proposed SWM facility (including the outlet and spreader berm) will be located outside
of the 15m wetland buffer and 10m woodland buffer.

· Runoff will be collected in swales and the storm sewer network and conveyed to the SWM
facility.  Flows will be controlled with the installation of two ditch inlets with on-line orifice
plates on the outlet pipe and a spreader berm to distribute flows along the west side of the
pond.  All of the SWM facility including proposed pipes and spreader berm will be outside
of the 15 m wetland buffer.

· The proposed dry pond will control post development peak flow rates to pre-development
rates for the 2, 5, 10, 25, 50 and 100-year storm events.   The 2, 5 and 100 year storm
events have been modeled and demonstrate that post-development peak flow rates can
be controlled to pre-development rates.   The flows generated for the whole site are as
follows:

o 2-year storm event:  pre-development = 0.025 m3/sec; post-development = 0.024
m3/sec

o 5-year storm event: pre-development = 0.070 m3/sec; post-development  =0.060
m3/sec

o 100 year storm event: pre-development = 0.331 m3/sec; post-development = 0.268
m3/sec

The remaining storm events to be modelled during detail design.

· The SWM facility will provide a 24 to 48 hour drawdown time for the 25 mm water quality
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storm event.

· The SWM facility will provide enhanced level water quality treatment through a treatment
train approach.

It is also recommended that shade plantings be incorporated around the SWM pond when the
associated landscape plans are developed.  This will reduce solar heating of standing water.

7.1.6 HYDROGEOLOGY / INFILTRATION

As is typical of land development and urbanization, the proposed development will increase the
impervious surfaces of the property by converting existing lawn (pervious surfaces) to buildings,
parking lots, and roads (i.e., impervious surfaces).  This change in imperviousness results in
changes to the volume, duration, frequency, timing, and spatial distribution of water, due to
decreases of infiltration (due to hardening of surfaces) and evapotranspiration (from loss of
vegetation cover).    Maintenance of the existing hydrological regime (i.e., flow direction and
volume) and hydroperiod are important to protect the features and ecological functions of the
receiving PSW.

To inform the assessment of potential impacts resulting from the proposed development and the
determination of mitigation measures, a water balance analysis was completed and is presented
in the hydrogeology report (WSP, 2021a), available under separate cover.

As the municipal storm system along Eastview does not have capacity to receive runoff from the
site, all stormwater from the development is required to be managed on the property.  This is
achieved by collecting clear rooftop water from select buildings and directing it to an infiltration
gallery, utilizing a dry stormwater management pond, and amending topsoil to increase passive
infiltration.  With the use of an ADS Stormtech gallery and amended topsoil, these mitigation
measure go beyond the typical approaches in an effort to reduce the amount of surface runoff
reaching the wetland from the proposed development.  As a result, an annual water balance is
achieved with a 6.7% increase of infiltration and a 1.2% decrease in runoff from pre-construction
to post-construction.

As presented in the Hydrogeology report (WSP, 2021a), no negative impacts are anticipated to
the wetland as a result of these water balance changes which is informed by the following
considerations.  In addition to achieving a water balance, it is noted that the receiving wetland is
part of the large Guelph Northeast Wetland Complex.   Surface water leaving the SWM pond will
be discharged toward the wetland and has the potential to disburse across the wetland through
surface flow, infiltrate into the ground, and leave the wetland through evaporation and
evapotranspiration.  To inform the assessment of impacts this analysis calculated the potential
for the surface water disbursement through surface flow alone and determined the monthly and
annually additional depth of water in the receiving wetland at three levels: 1) for the portion of the
wetland on the subject property, 2) a larger portion of the wetland identified in as Wetland Area
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B, and 3) the total of the Wetland area (i.e., Wetland Area A and B) (See Figure 3 in Appendix J).
The analysis was completed at these three levels because the increased flows are expected to
have a greater effect on the immediate area, but also recognize that all these areas are connected
and surface contours permit the water that is not otherwise infiltrated, evaporated or
evapotranspirated to move beyond the subject property to the broader Wetland Area B and
ultimately to Wetland A.

The results of this incremental wetland runoff water level rise are provided below from the
Hydrogeology Report (Table 8):

Wetland Area Average Maximum Total
(cm/month) (cm/month) (cm/year)

Wetland B area within 78
& 82 Eastview -0.13 1.57 -1.54

Wetland B -0.01 0.12 -0.12
Wetland A and B 0.00 0.02 -0.02

As shown in the table above, there is expected to be an average decrease of only -0.13 cm/month
of surface water on the site wetland with total decrease of -1.54 cm/year, and this will be reduced
as the water distributes across the larger wetland areas.  These numbers reflect the cumulative
change of precipitation over a month and year respectfully.   In addition, the proposed dry
stormwater management pond will also slowly release flows to the wetland over a 24-hour to 36-
hour period.

As the infiltration on the subject property will increase, a similar impact assessment for infiltration
was completed and is provided below (from Table 9 of the Hydrogeology Report) to provide an
indication of the potential water increase to the receiving wetland.

Wetland Area Average  Maximum Total
(cm/month) (cm/month) (cm/year)

Wetland B area within 78
& 82 Eastview 0.57 1.88 6.88

Wetland B 0.04 0.14 0.53
Wetland A and B 0.01 0.03 0.10

To start putting these values into some context, average precipitation levels were compiled by
month over the last five years (i.e., 2015 to 2019) 1.  During this period, the average precipitation
per month was 6.11 cm, the overall minimum was 0.06 cm/month and the overall maximum was
15.9 cm/month.  In review of the monthly averages over the 5 year period there was a range from
3.92 cm/month (February average) to 9.82 cm/month (April average).  The total annual average
precipitation is 73 cm/year.  Therefore the values presented in the Hydrogeology Report tables
above for the subject property are well within the range of typical precipitation levels.  When

1 https://climate.weather.gc.ca/historical_data/search_historic_data_e.html
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compared to the levels noted for Wetland B, and Wetland A and B, they are substantially less.

The Hydrogeology Report (WSP, 2021a) provides further details on the monthly water balance
impacts to understand how these water balance changes are distributed across the year (see the
Flux Assessment in Section 4.4 of the Hydrogeology Report and associated Figures 4 and 5).
This assessment illustrates how the monthly and cumulative runoff and recharge to the wetland
result in a very minor change and are not expected to have any negative impact on the
hydroperiod of the wetland.

7.1.7 TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT FENCING

Temporary vegetation protection / wildlife fencing (which may be combined with ESC fencing) is
recommended to prevent damage to retained natural areas and is identified on Tree Management
Plan drawings (WSP, 2021b).  This fencing will also deter wildlife (specifically reptiles and
amphibians) from entering the construction site.  Permanent fencing at development limits is
recommended to prevent uncontrolled access and occupancy-related ‘spreading’ into these
sensitive areas.   The location of this fencing will be confirmed at detailed design and is
recommended for review in the EIR.

7.1.8 TRAILS

The required city trail is proposed along the NHS buffer.  Due to the narrow developable portion
of the subject property, options for trail alignments are limited to the significant woodland /
significant wetland / significant wildlife habitat and / or the NHS buffer.  An alignment was selected
that avoided the natural features and shifted the trail to the outer limits of the buffer wherever
possible.  The trail is shown on Tree Management Plan drawings (L-210 and L-220) and is
proposed as a 2.5 m wide stonedust trail with a section of boardwalk to facilitate flow of the
stormwater management pond discharge under the trail.  Construction of the multi-use trail will
primarily be on existing grades with minor field fitting to minimize impacts to the development.
Additional detail for the trail design will be provided at the nest design stage and is recommended
for review as part of the EIR.

The trail can be accommodated in the proposed buffer with no negative impact on the retained
natural features as follows:

· The trail is shifted to the outer limit of the buffer as far as possible from the retained natural
area along the majority of the alignment.  The only exception is at the north end where the
alignment is shifted to reduce impacts to trees either side of the trail.  A portion of the trail
at the southwest end is outside of both the natural feature and the buffer.

· The slopes of the buffer are favorable to the construction of the trail on existing grades
with minor field fitting.  This avoids grading that could impact the retained natural feature.
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· The construction limit will be kept to a minimum and delineated with tree protection and
sediment and erosion control fencing.  Fencing limits are shown on the Tree Management
Plan drawings.

· Disturbed areas of the buffer will be re-vegetated.  The buffer will be planted to improve
edge development and diversity as well as deter off trail access into the retained natural
area as shown in the Buffer Enhancement Planting Plans (See Tree Management Plan
(WSP, 2020c)).   In addition, edge management plantings are recommended to further
protect and enhance the retained feature.  These plantings are recommended to be
developed as part of the EIR.

· French drains have been incorporated into the design to address washout and erosion
concerns.  The French drains will cross underneath the trail and outlet to the wetland.  The
trail is designed with a 2% cross slope and does not interfere or interrupt surface runoff
towards the wetland.

· Signage is recommended along the edges of the NHS to demarcate the natural feature
limits and to provide education through interpretive signage.  Two locations for interpretive
/ wayfinding signage are identified in the Tree Management Plan drawings (WSP, 2020c).
Additional recommended stewardship measures include provision of environmental
stewardship information brochures to homeowners.

· A hazard tree assessment has been completed as presented in the Tree Management
Plan (WSP 2020c) and identifies the need to remove ~36 trees.  These are primarily
hazard trees in poor condition along and/or within 15 m of the dripline (Trembling Aspen
and White Ash) with a few Manitoba Maple, Black Walnut and Sugar Maple that are
located outside of the Significant Woodland dripline (See Tree Management Plan for
details (WSP 2020c).   Trees in fair to good condition will be compensated at a 3:1 ratio.
Removal of hazard trees is not considered a negative impact to the feature as they are in
poor condition and likely to fall at some point in the near future.

· It is recommended that the trail be constructed at the same time as the development if
possible to limit construction access in / adjacent to the buffer to a single event.  Timing
of construction will be reviewed further with the City during detail design.

7.1.9 TREE INVENTORY, MANAGEMENT PLAN AND COMPENSATION

The Tree Management Plan (WSP, 2021b) is available under separate cover.  Conclusions and
recommendations are summarized briefly below.  For a complete list of recommendations /
requirements, refer to Section 5 and 6 of the Tree Management Plan (WSP, 2021b):

· There are 65 trees in fair to good condition that are recommended for removal.  Of these,
32 trees require compensation at a 3:1 ratio (i.e., the remainder are Ash, fruit trees and /
or Bucthorn which do not require compensation).  As a result, there should be a minimum
of 96 (50mm caliper minimum size) trees planted to compensate for the removals.
Portions of these plantings are recommended for woodland edge plantings that will be
prepared at the detailed design phase.
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· Tree preservation measures including establishment of a Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) will
be implemented.

· Pruning Practices to support the health of retained trees are to be implemented.

· Tree removal will occur outside of the active season for bats and breeding bird nesting
season (April 1 to October 31).

· Hazard trees have been identified for removal as required for any land to be conveyed to
the City as park or Open Space.

· Edge management is recommended along the dripline to address impacts of the creation
of new forest edges along the southern woodland edge and to support the establishment
of native species where Buckthorn and hazard trees are removed.

· Removal of Buckthorn (invasive species) along the east property line and the woodlot
edge is recommended and shown on the Tree Management Plan drawings.  Additional
details on the approach are provided in the Tree Management Plan.

· Clean up of existing debris (e.g., dilapidate shed, garbage, etc.) is recommended in the
area shown on the Tree Management Plan drawings.

7.1.10 OTHER CONSTRUCTION BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Other construction best management practices to minimize ecological impacts include:

· Refueling and equipment washing at least 30 m away from the woodland and wetland

· Prepare a Spills Management Plan and keep on site

· No stockpiling or storage of construction materials or soils within or immediately adjacent
to the woodland / wetland buffer.

7.1.11 STEWARDSHIP

Maintaining natural areas adjacent to residential development provides opportunities for passive
recreation but also requires stewardship by the public.  Public awareness of the need for such
stewardship is important and environmental education is an important tool in achieving this
objective.

Homeowner Brochure.  Provision of a brief environmental brochure to homeowners is
recommended as an educational tool.  WSP has prepared homeowner brochures for many
residential developments.  The purpose of the brochure is to inform residents about the
environmental features bordering the subject property and how they can be responsible stewards
of these natural resources.  The overall philosophy of living with nature would be highlighted,
incorporating, as an example, the following:  importance of LIDs and their role in the protection of
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adjacent natural areas, proper handling of landscape waste and composting;  control and potential
impacts of fertilizers and herbicides / pesticides, de-icing salts and automotive cleaning residues
and disposal of toxic substances in the storm sewer system;  protection of soil and vegetation in
the natural areas;  explanation of the importance of saplings and native ground flora; pet
implications and control; and invasive plant spread from landscaped areas.

It is recommended that the brochure be provided with the purchase documents, and made
available at the sales trailer or at the City of Guelph.  The brochure should be part of the property
sale documentation as well, to ensure that next generation purchasers are informed about
environmental stewardship.

Signage.  Signage is recommended along the edges of the NHS to demarcate the natural feature
limits and to provide education through interpretive signage.  Two locations for interpretive /
wayfinding signage are identified in the Tree Management Plan drawings (WSP, 2021b).
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Table 6: 78-82 Eastview OPA / Zone Change Potential Impacts to the Natural Environment

FEATURE SIGNIFICANCE AND SENSITIVITY POTENTIAL NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL EFFECTS

Vegetation

Vegetation resources.  The subject property is composed of
culturally modified communities, wetlands and woodlands.  No
seeps or springs were noted during field investigations.
Designated Areas.  On the subject property, there are several
overlapping designations for the natural area:

o PSW
o Significant Woodland
o Significant Wildlife Habitat (discussed further under

wildlife below)
Plant Species of Conservation Concern:

o Three species considered significant in Wellington
County (Hop Sedge (Carex lupulina), Mountain Ash
(Sorbus americana), Rough-leaved Goldenrod (Solidago
patula). These were identified during fieldwork for the 66
Eastview EIS, and of these, only Rough-leaved
Goldenrod was on the subject property. These species
were not located during fieldwork for the 78-82 Eastview
EIS.

The portions of NHS on the subject property and adjacent lands
have a high ecological significance and sensitivity, as recognized
by the various natural heritage designations.

Direct Impacts.  Removal of ~2 ha of culturally modified
communities including two former residences and grounds,
meadow and thicket and cultural woodland (Veg. Units 3, 6, 7a,
9)
Indirect Impacts.  There is potential for indirect impacts to
vegetation as the result of construction, changes in adjacent land
use, changes to hydrology / hydrogeology and occupancy related
activities.

· Edge Effects.  At the south end of the woodland a new
forest edge will result from the removal of some trees in
the buffer (Unit 6) and around the residential property.
Vegetation dieback at the edge of retained woodlands
can result in exposure of the less disturbed treed areas
to additional sunlight and invasive plant species which
can lead to trunk damage (sunscald), increased drying
and localized changes in ground flora (e.g. increase in
exotic / invasive species).

· Construction-related Impacts (short-term),
including: damage to vegetation outside the work zone;
sedimentation; spills of contaminants; root pruning;
damage to limbs; and soil compaction.

· Hydrology / hydrogeology.  Retained vegetation might
be impacted by changes to hydrology / hydrogeology.
For example, wetlands that receive surface /
groundwater from the future developed area can be
stressed if inputs are changed (e.g. surface water
vol./flow direction; reduced infiltration; changed
groundwater flow direction).  There is potential for
grading changes and retaining walls to alter site
drainage and hydrology of adjacent retained features.

· Occupancy-related Impacts.  These may include:
woodland and wetland edge effects (e.g. invasive
species proliferation); trail creation and natural feature
access off of proposed multi-use trail; vandalism;
refuse/vegetation dumping; effects of salt spray from
road maintenance.

Direct Impacts to be mitigated by:
· Installing temporary Vegetation Protection Fencing prior

to any site grading to delineate the work zone and
prevent direct damage to adjacent retained vegetation
(i.e. mechanical damage, root damage, soil
compaction).  This fencing will remain until construction
is complete.

· Tree compensation. Compensation plantings are
required for removal of 32 fair to good condition trees at
a 3:1 ratio results in 96 trees to be planted.  The planting
plans propose 98 new trees in the buffer.

Indirect Impacts to be mitigated by:
· Permanent Fencing.  To be installed along

public/private property interface.  This prevents
intrusion, uncontrolled dumping and ‘spreading’ into the
retained natural area edge from residential occupants.

· Setbacks and Buffer Management.  The proposed
buffer between the development footprint and the
retained natural area (minimum PSW + 30 m, woodland
+ 10 m, with the exception of the SWM pond and trail)
will be managed to provide a more protective edge and
reduce potential for occupancy-related / off trail use
impacts such as uncontrolled access and ‘spread’ (e.g.
See Buffer Enhancement Plans, in the Tree
Management Plan (WSP, 2021b)).

· Sediment / Erosion Control Plan.  To prevent
sedimentation of off-site retained vegetation, ESC
fencing will be installed prior to site grading and
maintained throughout construction.

· Hydrology / Hydrogeology.  A robust stormwater
management plan has been developed to maintain post-
development surface and groundwater water inputs to
retained natural areas through a combination of a dry
SWM pond, infiltration gallery and increased passive
infiltration of pervious areas with amended soils.
Landscape plantings to be prepared at detailed design
are also recommended to include shade plantings to
mitigate thermal impacts.

· Tree Protection. Trees identified for retention will be
protected to ensure that they provide a viable long-term
amenity to residents.

· Edge Management.  The proposed buffer plantings will
help reduce edge effects along the south end of the
woodland.  In addition, monitoring of retained trees and
edge management is recommended.  Following the
removal of the hazard trees, Buckthorn and trees
outside the dripline that cannot be retained, edge
management plantings are recommended within the
dripline, where they will support the establishment of a
new woodland edge. The exact number and location of

Residual impacts to vegetation are anticipated to be minor, with
proper implementation of mitigation, stewardship and monitoring
measures, considering:

· Provincially significant wetlands and Regionally
significant woodlands will be retained in full and
protected with development setbacks

· Recommended woodland development setbacks will
provide good dripline and root zone protection.  These
setbacks, coupled with buffer zone and edge
management, will improve edge integrity by establishing
a more diverse edge.

· Edge effects are already present in the woodland due to
the anthropogenic land use history and ongoing
development / occupancy related effects.  These effects
will be reduced through the Buckthorn removal, buffer
plantings, fencing, edge management and educational
signage.

· With the implementation of the recommended SWM
implementation strategy, including a robust LID plan, a
water balance is achieved for surface water and
infiltration post-construction.   No negative effect to
wetland vegetation resulting from hydrogeological
changes are anticipated in the adjacent NHS areas.

· The permanent fencing, and signage / stewardship
brochure will help to reduce any secondary effects on
woodland and PSW integrity following area
development, occupancy.

· Retaining walls are not anticipated to impede onsite
drainage or wetland hydrology.  The stormwater
management plan has been designed to disburse
surface water and infiltration contributions to the wetland
as much as possible, via a spreader berm, an infiltration
gallery, and with amended soils in pervious areas across
the development.

· Residual impacts from construction are anticipated to be
negligible, with implementation of recommended
vegetation protection fencing, ESC fencing and a spills
management plan.
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FEATURE SIGNIFICANCE AND SENSITIVITY POTENTIAL NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL EFFECTS

plantings are proposed to be determined at detail
design.

· Invasive Species Removal.  Buckthorn removal is
recommended along the eastern property line and the
woodland edge.

· Trail design and construction. Minimizing construction
limits, and revegetating disturbed areas.  If possible, trail
construction is recommended to occur at the same time
as the development.  See Section 7.1.8.

· Debris cleanup. Removal and cleanup of existing
debris is recommended (i.e., fallen shed, garbage, etc.).

· Implementation of Best Management Practices. See
Section 7.1.10

· Stewardship.  An integrated stewardship approach is
proposed, with signage at the NHS limits and along the
multi-use trail; brochures; and fencing at development
limits.

· Monitoring.  Potential long-term impacts to retained
natural areas will be assessed using an annual
biological monitoring program.
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FEATURE SIGNIFICANCE AND SENSITIVITY POTENTIAL NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL EFFECTS

Wildlife
· The subject property provides habitat for a range of

common, urban-adapted, semi-natural, generalist
species as well as some more specialized species.

· Amphibian breeding habitat was confirmed in the
wetland communities associated with the PSW

· Three candidate and three confirmed SWH types were
recorded in the wetland and woodland habitats

· The large natural area complex extends beyond the
subject property and provides some more specialized
habitat for wetland and woodland associated species.

· Three SAR were recorded within the study area.
Chimney Swift (two individuals) were observed foraging
overhead; any potential nesting habitat would be
associated with the NHS woodland or off-site buildings.
Barn Swallow (one individual) was recorded foraging
and no nesting habitat is present in the development
envelope.  Eastern Wood-pewee (one individual) was
heard calling in the forest.  Wood Thrush was recorded
in the 66 Eastview EIS (Ecoplans, 2013), but was not
recorded during fieldwork for 78-82 Eastview.

· Sixteen bird species considered Significant in the City of
Guelph were recorded.

Potential impacts on wildlife habitat are similar to those discussed
for vegetation (i.e. direct / indirect impacts to habitat – removals,
occupancy related effects etc.).  Some additional occupancy-
related effects are specific to wildlife (e.g. pet predation, influence
of increased pedestrian activity / house proximity to wildlife
habitats).
Direct impacts.  Loss of wildlife habitat is restricted to culturally
modified communities.

o Movement opportunities.  Negligible impact – no
defined wildlife movement areas occur across the
development envelope and there is no direct impact to
movement within the NHS

o Habitat for wildlife species of concern.  No critical
habitat for SAR or locally significant wildlife will be
directly impacted.

o SWH. No candidate or confirmed SWH types will be
directly impacted.

Indirect Impacts.  There is potential for indirect impacts to
wildlife habitats on adjacent lands as a result of construction,
changes to hydrology / hydrogeology and occupancy related
activities.

o Construction-related impacts.  These are generally
limited to temporary disturbances to edge habitats
during construction.  Potential for sedimentation and
contamination are addressed by ESC controls and SWM
measures.

o Hydrology / hydrogeology.  As above, retained off-site
habitats may be impacted by changes to hydrological /
hydrogeological inputs.  This is particularly important for
wetlands.

o Occupancy-related impacts.  These may include pet
predation; woodland edge effects; access to natural
feature off proposed multi-use trail and other
degradation of wildlife habitat.

Retention and protection of vegetation resources in adjacent
natural areas (as discussed above) will also protect wildlife
habitat.  Specific mitigation measures are as follows:

· Enhancement of NHS habitat.  With the proposed
protection and improved buffering (e.g. native species
plantings, incorporation of Milkweed and nectaring
wildflowers species, improved edge), the retained NHS
habitat on the property will be enhanced relative to the
current condition.  This will provide benefit to wildlife,
including more sensitive species.

· Movement opportunities.  Based on field surveys,
there is no evidence of defined movement areas for
wildlife across the development envelope.  Local wildlife
movement opportunities within and between retained
natural areas outside of the proposed development
envelope will be maintained through the proposed
protection and mitigation measures.

· Habitat for wildlife species of concern and SWH.
Measures are proposed to protect retained habitat,
including ESC controls; maintenance of hydrological
inputs; fencing / restricted access; encounter protocols
for species of concern and stewardship initiatives (e.g.
signage, homeowner brochures).

· Vegetation Removals and Timing.  Avoiding /
minimizing the extent of works (particularly vegetation /
potential nesting habitat removal) within the “regional
nesting period” for this area in order to minimize impacts
to avian habitat.  Additionally, avoid / minimize removal
of treed habitat during the active season for bats (April 1
– October 31).

· Erosion & Sediment Controls and the SWM system
are designed to reduce the potential for sedimentation or
contamination of adjacent areas.

· Maintenance of hydrology.  Direction and volume of
surface and infiltration flows will be maintained post-
construction through a combination of dry SWM pond,
infiltration gallery and increased passive infiltration of
pervious areas with amended soils.

· Occupancy-related impacts.  Occupancy related
impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat will be mitigated by
a combination of measures:  fencing at the development
limit to restrict access and prevent ‘spreading’ and;
stewardship initiatives (signage along proposed multi-
use trail, homeowner brochure).  The intent is to restrict
access to sensitive areas and inform local residents
about the sensitivity of adjacent natural areas.

· Monitoring.  Potential impacts to wildlife / wildlife
habitats will be assessed using the annual biological
monitoring program.

Residual impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat resulting from
development on the subject property are anticipated to be
negligible considering:

· The proposed development is restricted to culturally
modified communities that provide a small amount of
habitat primarily for common, tolerant wildlife species.

· There will be no loss of important habitat for SAR or
locally significant / area sensitive species

· There is no direct impact to sensitive wildlife habitats,
including SWH associated with the PSW and significant
woodland.

· There will be improved buffering of retained natural
areas (an enhancement over the current condition). The
proposed setbacks, coupled with buffer zone
management and edge management, will improve edge
integrity by establishing a more diverse edge.

· Additional measures are proposed to reduce potential
for indirect impacts to offsite wildlife habitat (i.e. ESC
control, SWM treatment of contaminants, maintenance
of hydrological inputs to dependent features, buffering of
sensitive areas).

· Stewardship measures are proposed to raise awareness
of the sensitivity of adjacent natural areas and reduce
potential for occupancy-related impacts.

However, in any populated area there is potential for
intrusion and damage to natural areas and less tangible
effects of occupancy on breeding birds.  Population changes
in breeding birds are inevitably related to the approved
transformation of the broader landscape in the City.
Changes can also be affected by factors outside the City
(e.g. alteration/loss of wintering habitat, severe climatic
conditions during migration activity, and changes in migratory
stopover habitat).  Hence, it must be recognized that shifts in
wildlife composition may be inevitable over time, and in fact
have probably already occurred with changes in the
landscape, particularly as development has already occurred
around the majority of the adjacent NHS.



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 66

8 MONITORING
Typical during-construction monitoring is recommended (e.g. ESC fencing and SWM facility
inspection).  In addition, implementation of an annual Biological Monitoring program is proposed.
This includes vegetation and wildlife monitoring, focusing on adjacent lands (e.g. PSW and NHS
features).  The Biological Monitoring program is outlined in Section 8.1.3 of this report.  It is
intended that the program would be finalized as a condition of approval.

This integrated monitoring approach will help to identify issues of concern and recommend
strategies to address problems in a timely manner.

8.1 MONITORING PROGRAM

A monitoring program is proposed entailing three stages:  Pre-Construction, During-Construction
and Post-Construction.  Pre-Construction monitoring identifies the baseline conditions against
which subsequent monitoring can be compared.  During-Construction monitoring will ensure that
environmental protection and erosion controls implemented during construction are in good
working order and are performing as expected.  Post-Construction monitoring includes SWM
monitoring; monitoring of landscape planting survivorship; and biological monitoring of retained
natural areas.

Duration of monitoring and additional monitoring program details are to be confirmed as a
condition of Draft Plan approval.

8.1.1 DURING CONSTRUCTION - GRADING AND SERVICING

Monitoring should consist of the following activities that are the responsibility of the developer:

i. Periodic inspection of the temporary sediment storage locations and other erosion control
works;

ii. Inspection of the temporary sediment storage locations after significant rainfall events or
weekly, whichever is shorter;

iii. Inspection of vegetation protection fencing and sediment control fencing to ensure that it
is in good repair;

iv. Removal of construction debris that may accumulate along, and damage, the above
fencing;

v. Implementation of remedial measures, where required, as quickly as possible (e.g. erosion
stabilization; repair / replacement of damaged / fallen fencing; pruning, fertilization or
irrigation of retained trees).

Regular monitoring reports will be prepared to document the performance of the erosion and
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sediment control measures, addressing: 1) integrity and effectiveness of controls; 2) condition of
temporary sediment storage locations; and 3) any recommendation for action or additional
monitoring.

On completion of construction, the Engineering Consultant will submit a Letter of Certification to
the City and the GRCA indicating that all drainage works have been constructed in accordance
with Engineering Drawings.

8.1.2 AFTER CONSTRUCTION – SWM AND LANDSCAPE PLANTING MONITORING

The developer will monitor the operation of the constructed SWM facilities for a period of 2 years2

after initial acceptance of underground services by the City of Guelph.  Thereafter, monitoring
responsibility would be transferred to the City of Guelph, if longer term monitoring were to be
implemented.

Monitoring of the SWM discharge toward the PSW is recommended to ensure that identified
targets / objectives are being met.   It is intended that details for SWM outlet monitoring are to be
finalized as a condition of registration.

The landscape plantings around the SWM pond and in enhancement areas are to be monitored
and replaced as necessary, for a period of 2 years.

8.1.3 PRE-, DURING- AND POST-CONSTRUCTION BIOLOGICAL MONITORING

An annual biological monitoring program is proposed, with a focus on the PSW / NHS.  The
program includes a general overview of vegetation; fixed plot vegetation monitoring and edge
community assessment.  This monitoring is will continue for 2 years post-construction, or as
stipulated in a condition of draft plan approval.  The monitoring is the responsibility of the
developer / proponent.

i. The general overview will include comments on: vegetation condition / vigor; presence
of damaged, diseased, or hazard stems, and hazard trees requiring attention; proliferation
of invasive species; areas of trampled or cut vegetation, rubbish disposal, and / or
sediment deposition; and evidence of any erosion problems and / or informal trail
development.  Remedial work should be undertaken as required based on the monitoring
review.

ii. Vegetation Plot Monitoring.  The approach includes fixed point photo-monitoring, a
quantitative / qualitative species assessment within plots and general comments on
vegetation within the vicinity of the plot.  WSP has implemented this type of monitoring at
numerous sites across Waterloo Region over the past 20 years.

It is intended that this outline of the biological monitoring program will be refined and finalized as
a condition of Draft Plan approval.

2 Or a program duration to be determined as a condition of draft plan approval



SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY
Project No.  17M-01526-00
EXQUISITE DEVELOPERS INC.

WSP
October 2021

Page 68

9 CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on this review, we conclude that the OPA / Zoning Change for the 78-82 Eastview property,
as proposed, can be undertaken while protecting key environmental features.  This conclusion
reflects the following considerations:

i. There is no intrusion into the PSW.  These features are retained in full and protected with
setbacks, fencing, signage, and stewardship measures.  A 30 m setback to the
development is identified with the exception of the SWM facility which does not encroach
beyond a 15 m setback from the wetland and the City trail which is located in the outermost
limit of the buffer wherever possible.

ii. There is no intrusion into the significant woodland.  The feature and functions will be
maintained with protected setbacks, fencing, signage, and stewardship measures.  A 10
m setback to the development is identified with the exception of the City trail that is located
in the outermost limit of the buffer wherever possible.

iii. The protection and setbacks applied to the PSW and Significant Woodland also protect
for the confirmed and candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat and other wildlife habitat within
those features.

iv. These retained natural features will be enhanced with additional mitigation measures
including a robust buffer planting plan, removal of Buckthorn, hazard tree removal, clean
up and removal of existing debris in the natural area.  Additional edge management
plantings are recommended in the woodland edge to improve the effectiveness of the
Buckthorn removal and enhance the dripline edge following hazard tree and Buckthorn
removal.

v. Tree compensation planting will be provided at a 3:1 ratio to address the removal of 32
trees that require compensation, resulting in planting 96 new trees.  Per the Buffer
Enhancement Planting Plans 98 trees are identified for planting.

vi. The final SWM implementation strategy will maintain a surface and infiltration water
balance in the post-condition (decrease of 1.2% in runoff and an increase of 6.7% of
infiltration) with implementation of proposed LIDs, including a dry pond, infiltration gallery,
and increased passive infiltration where soils are amended), ensuring long-term protection
of wetlands.   Stormwater will be managed across the site to distribute flows as much as
possible to receiving natural areas, with an infiltration gallery, a spreader berm on the dry
SWM pond to dissipate flows, French drains, and amended soils across the site for
passive infiltration.

vii. The recommended monitoring program will: assess the operation of the SWM and
drainage measures; and assess the health of retained natural areas as development and
occupancy proceeds.
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viii. Environmental stewardship and education continue to be key management measures for
developments bordering natural areas and recommendation for this site include
educational signage and a home owner brochure.  These initiatives, coupled with the other
mitigation measures reviewed in this document, provide the first line of defense in reducing
natural feature effects and condition changes.  It is recognized that even with these
measures in place, some impact on natural areas from the influx of new residents to the
area is inevitable; the intent is to reduce that risk to the extent possible.

ix. It is concluded that the conceptual development design measures, as well as
environmental management and setback / buffer implementation, conform to the
environmental management and mitigation principles identified in the relevant planning
studies and policies outlined in the Official Plan (June 2021 Consolidation).

To ensure that environmental protection and mitigation is properly managed during site
development the following recommendations/actions are identified:

i. An ESC Plan will be prepared and submitted to the GRCA and the City of Guelph for
review and approval prior to any grading and site alteration.

ii. Vegetation and silt protection measures will be implemented as required (e.g. temporary
swales with rock check dams, mud mats, temporary paige wire fencing and silt fencing)
and maintained prior to and throughout construction.

iii. Permanent fencing is recommended along the interface between development and the
NHS to avoid indiscriminate access to natural features.

iv. Proposed trail links avoid sensitive areas (provincially significant wetland, significant
woodland) and reduce vegetation removal.  Signage is recommended along proposed
multi-use trail to inform pedestrians of environmental sensitivities.

v. The monitoring approach identified in Section 8 is recommended to ensure that various
mitigation and design measures are maintained and operating during construction.

vi. An Environmental brochure should be prepared and provided to new residents addressing
environmental stewardship issues reviewed in this report.

vii. An environmental inspector should conduct site checks prior to and periodically during
construction to ensure that protection and mitigation measures are properly implemented
and to identify if any remedial measures are required.

The following topics are recommended to be addressed through an Environmental
Implementation Report (EIR):

i. Detailed trail alignment design, including details of grading for any rest stations or
educational signage, and review of how the public trail will interact with the private
development.

ii. Design of educational and interpretive materials (i.e., signage and home owner brochure).

iii. Development of the pre-, during, and post-construction monitoring program
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iv. Update tree removal requirements based on detailed design.

v. Develop edge management planting plan.

vi. Confirm tree compensation planting plan.

vii. Review of erosion and sediment control plan including incorporation of appropriate
measures where 3:1 slopes are proposed adjacent to the buffer (i.e., vegetation
establishment as quickly as possible, etc.)

viii. Review of how proposed retaining walls will be built and maintained without encroaching
into the wetland and woodland buffers.

ix. Identify snow clearing and stockpiling areas to avoid stockpiling within the woodland and
wetland buffers.

x. Confirm the proposed monitoring program.
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