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November 22, 2018 #1623 
 
Leah Lefler 
Environmental Planner 
Planning, Urban Design and Building Services 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
City of Guelph 
1 Carden Street 
Guelph, ON  N1H 3A1 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lefler: 
 
Re:   300 Water Street – Guelph July 23th Agency Comments and Responses 
 
NRSI submitted an EIS for the 300 Water Street property in the City of Guelph in August 
2017.  Comments were received from you on April 30, 2018.  These comments were 
addressed in a letter to the City on May 3, 2018 (Enclosed in this document).  The 
submitted EIS, along with the responses to the City’s comments, were presented to the 
Environmental Advisory Committee (EAC) on July 11, 2018.  This EIS Addendum 
addresses all final comments from City staff, including Environmental Planning, Park 
Planning, EAC, and Parks and Recreation Public Services. 
 
 
City of Guelph Environmental Planning 
Comment 

NRSI Response 

1. The Speed River is approximately 
250 metres (m) to the northwest of 
the subject property. 

Noted. 

2. Discussion of Significant Wildlife 
Habitat should consistently 
reference the Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Criteria Schedules for 
Ecoregion 6E (MNRF January 
2015). Section 2.2 references the 
Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Technical Guide (MNR 2000) to 
confirm the presence or absence of 
any Significant Wildlife Habitat. 

2015 Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria 
were used in the SWH screening 
exercise.  Disregard any references to 
MNR (2000). MNRF (January 2015) is  
the proper reference. 

3. On page 6 of the Approved Terms 
of Reference: “Due to project 
constraints in early spring 2015, 
NRSI could not confirm the 
absence of standing water at this 
time, and so this will be 
investigated in early spring 2016. If 
the presence of standing water is 

A survey was completed on April 19, 
2016 to confirm the absence of 
ephemeral standing water.  No standing 
water was observed, and therefore no 
further anuran call surveys were 
completed.  No standing water was 
observed on the subject property at any 
time. 
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confirmed, amphibian call surveys 
will continue throughout the anuran 
breeding season following 
applicable Marsh Monitoring 
Program guidelines.” Page 12 of 
the EIS states that “no standing 
water was observed during any site 
visits, including early spring” yet 
the EIS did not list an early spring 
visit in Table 2, document the 
presence or absence of standing 
water, or include amphibian call 
surveys. 

4. The White Cedar Coniferous 
Swamp is referred to as both 
mineral and organic. 

The White Cedar Coniferous Swamp is a 
mineral swamp.  The EIS only calls this 
ELC polygon mineral, not organic.  The 
EIS states that 15cm of organic matter is 
present.  ELC protocol (Lee et al. 1998) 
dictates that a minimum of 30cm organic 
substrate is required in order to classify 
an ecosite as organic, and therefore, 
only a mineral classification is suitable. 

5. There are inconsistencies between 
the description of vegetation 
communities and the mapping of 
vegetation communities. It is 
unclear where the Cultural 
Deciduous Plantation (CUP1) and 
Hedgerow (H) are located. 

A hedgerow (H) community isn’t 
mentioned in the EIS.  The hedgerow 
(CUP1) community is present in a single 
line north of the Pacific Place 
residences, south of the CUM1 
community.  This community is very thin, 
and was not shown in detail on the 
vegetation mapping, and is not impacted 
by any proposed development. 

6. The Approved Terms of Reference 
references an assessment of the 
potential for heritage trees on the 
property. Note that Heritage 
Guelph Meeting Minutes dated 
March 14, 2016 state “THAT 
Heritage Guelph recommends that 
the grove of white cedar trees at 
300 Water Street is not considered 
to have cultural heritage value or 
interest; that the woodland is 
natural in origin and is unlikely to 
have been planted; and that 
according to recent tree core 
analysis, the majority of the 
existing cedar trees do not predate 
the 1920s house demolished with 
Heritage Guelph’s support in 
2011”. 

Noted.  This item was resolved following 
the submission of the NRSI memo 
Analysis of Cedar Stand Age – 300 
Water Street, Guelph submitted March 
10, 2016. 

7. City of Guelph Official Plan Policy 
4.1.4.1 General Policies: Natural 
Areas is interpreted incorrectly in 
section 4.2 of the EIS. Note that if a 
natural heritage feature does not 

Noted. 
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meet the criteria for Significant 
Natural Areas and Natural Areas, 
the Natural Areas overlay 
designation is deemed removed, 
and the underlying land use 
designation applies. 

8. The EIS should include a section 
for the ‘Evaluation of Alternative 
Options/Measures’. 

This was addressed in the May 3, 2018 
letter titled “300 Water Street EIS 
Agency Comment Responses”, and is 
repeated below: 
 
Site plan alternatives were presented to 
the City in 2016.  The small wetland area 
was determined to be hazardous and in 
very poor condition.  The majority of the 
inventoried Eastern White Cedar (Thuja 
occidentalis) in the wet areas were 
determined to be in poor or very poor 
condition with significant leans and 
exposed root systems.  Any retention of 
this wetland area was not 
recommended, however trees along the 
property limit have been recommended 
for retention and protection along the 
south and eastern property boundaries.  
All proposed removed trees in Fair to 
Excellent condition will require 
compensation at a 3:1 ratio in order to 
maintain the City’s urban forest, as 
outlined in the Tree Preservation Plan 
(NRSI 2017) submitted with the EIS 
(NRSI 2017). 

9. Section 5.3.1 Vegetation Removal 
makes reference to buffers; 
however, buffers are not described 
or discussed elsewhere in the 
report. 

No buffers are required for the proposed 
development, and the term was used in 
Section 5.3.1  to describe the subject 
property’s proximity to urban influence.  
Please disregard the use of the word 
buffer.  Instead, the sentence should 
read: “The proximity to development has 
resulted in minor dumping of waste and 
establishment of a large amount of 
exotic and invasive species as described 
in Section 3.1.” 

10. The EIS should indicate that 
replacement planting details must 
be provided in future Landscape 
Plans and Vegetation 
Compensation Plans required at 
Site Plan stage. 

In Appendix IV of the EIS, the Tree 
Inventory and Preservation Plan states 
that:  
 
“Detailed landscaping plans will be 
required for the property at the 
Environmental Implementation (EIR) 
Stage or Site Plan Stage; however, it is 
anticipated that compensation plantings 
can be provided within the open space in 
the western portion of the subject 
property, as well as any street tree 
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plantings required by the City of Guelph 
through the Site Plan Approval stage.” 
 
Appendix IV of this addendum also 
outlines compensation requirements, 
and proposed number of compensation 
trees. 

11. Per Park Planning comments on 
the Terms of Reference, 
demarcation along the boundary of 
Silvercreek Park on the west side 
of the subject property is a 
developer requirement. 

Noted. Park planning comments are 
addressed under Parks and Recreation 
– Public Services Department 
Comments in this EIS Addendum. 

12. Staff note that the proposed 
concept plan was altered to include 
an infiltration gallery following the 
preparation of a water balance for 
the subject property at the City’s 
request (refer to revised Functional 
Servicing Memo). The infiltration 
gallery is required to match pre- to 
post-development infiltration rates. 
The water balance indicates that 
under pre-development conditions, 
638 m3/year is infiltrated on-site 
and under post-development 
conditions, 660 m3/year will be 
infiltrated. Therefore, impacts to 
water quantity and the natural 
heritage system downstream are 
not anticipated. 

Noted. 

13. The EIS should address potential 
impacts to the Speed River system, 
and should include discussion of 
where the receiving storm sewer 
outlets to the Speed River. 

The storm sewer outlets to the Speed 
River near 295 Water Street, Guelph, 
based on the City’s plan and profile 
drawings for Water Street.  The site 
discharges to the existing storm sewer 
on Water Street.  From pre-development 
to post-development conditions, the 
runoff volume generated in minor storms 
(5-year) increased by approximately 9m3 
and the peak flow rate has been 
attenuated to less than the allowable 
release rate.  The allowable release rate 
for the site has been specified by the 
City of Guelph.  Therefore, following the 
development of the site, a small increase 
in runoff volume is anticipated. 

14. The EIS should include 
recommendations to address 
impacts to groundwater quality 
resulting from road salt, snow 
storage and sewage works. 

No salt will be stored on site and based 
on the configuration of the development, 
snow storage will be for snow from 
private driveways and sidewalks only. All 
snow removal and salt application on 
Water Street and Denver Road will be by 
the City of Guelph. 

15. Section 5.7.3 Post-Construction Disregard this comment.  Tree relocation 
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Monitoring indicates that 
“inspections will also be completed 
for individual good quality trees that 
have been relocated from the 
development footprint in rear-lot or 
buffer restoration areas on the 
property”. Clarify if tree relocation 
is proposed. 

is not proposed for this site. 

16. Note that in lieu of an 
Environmental Implementation 
Report (EIR), the forthcoming EIS 
Addendum must summarize 
environmental recommendations to 
be carried forward to the Site Plan 
Approval process. 

These recommendations have been 
outlined below this table. 

17. The EIS should clearly state that 
where compensation plantings 
cannot be achieved, cash-in-lieu at 
a rate of $500 per tree damaged or 
destroyed is required under the 
City’s Private Tree Protection By-
law (2010) – 19058. 

Although not expected to be necessary, 
it is now noted here that where 
compensation plantings cannot be 
achieved, cash-in-lieu at a rate of $500 
per damaged or destroyed tree is to be 
provided. 

City of Guelph Park Planning 
Comments 

NRSI Response 

1. Trails: There is a proposed on-road 
Secondary Trail route in the 
Guelph Trail Master Plan extending 
from the west end of Water Street 
and along Denver Road. Park 
Planning requires a sidewalk in the 
right of way along both of the 
frontages of the subject property 
and recommends sidewalks 
extending from it to the existing 
sidewalks on these streets to 
accommodate this trail. The trail 
network has been described in the 
EIS. Please show the extended 
proposed sidewalks on the EIS 
concept plan and address any 
impacts from it. Also include these 
sidewalks in the Site Plan drawings 
for staff review and approval. 

Find attached the updated concept plan, 
which includes sidewalks across both 
frontages of this property.  No impacts 
are expected from the proposed 
sidewalk as it is located between 
proposed units and streets. 

2. Environmental Education: It is 
appreciated that the report 
recommends the posting of an 
environmental education sign at 
the Water Street trailhead 
regarding dumping. The EIS also 
should mention that the sign will 
also address yard waste, 
encroachments, pet waste, ad-hoc 
trails, and other impacts noted in 
the report and that the exact 
location and details of this sign will 

Details regarding an Environmental 
Education sign will be discussed in detail 
with City staff, including feasibility and 
responsibility off-property at the time of 
site plan approval.  Such a sign should 
include details regarding yard waste, 
encroachments, pet waste, ad-hoc trails, 
and other impacts noted in the report. 



Re:  300 Water Street Agency Comments and Responses  6 

be provided on Site Plan drawings 
for staff review and approval. 

3. Demarcation: Property 
Demarcation along the Silvercreek 
Park boundary - City standard 
1.5m high heavy duty black vinyl 
chain link fence - is required. The 
EIS should mention this. The EIS 
should also address the very likely 
impacts of yard waste dumping and 
unauthorized trail development on 
the natural heritage areas from the 
west and south development 
boundary. Park Planning 
recommends a fence along the 
hydro property to restrict these 
activities. The EIS should also 
mention that the final details of this 
fencing will provided on Site Plan 
drawings for staff review and 
approval. 

The requirement for a 1.5m high heavy-
duty black vinyl chain link fence is noted 
here.  The listed impacts, including yard 
waste dumping and increased 
pedestrian traffic are already discussed 
in detail in Section 5.5 of the EIS 
(Induced Impacts).  These impacts are 
discussed as minimal, and are to be 
mitigated through the use of a site-
specific insert of the City’s EnviroGuide 
brochure. 

Additional EAC Comments NRSI Response 
 

1. Provides clarification on the 
presence/absence of amphibian 
breeding habitat. 

See response above to Environmental 
Planning Comment 3.  With no standing 
water, no amphibian breeding habitat 
can be present on the subject property. 

2. Provides clarification on the City’s 
requirements for tree 
compensation. 

This addendum notes the option to 
provide cash-in-lieu of tree 
compensation if spacing isn’t present.  
All other details are outlined in Appendix 
IV of the EIS (Tree Inventory and 
Preservation Plan). 

3. Assesses impacts associated with 
storm water management, water 
quantity and water quality. 

The proposed stormwater management 
design attenuates the post-development 
flow rates to an allowable release rate, 
this rate is included in the sizing of storm 
sewers on Water Street.  Sufficient water 
is infiltrated to match post-development 
infiltration rates to pre-development 
conditions.  The infiltrated water is runoff 
generated by the landscaped and 
rooftop portions of this property, and is 
therefore “clean”. 

4. Assesses impacts of site salt 
applications on receiving water 
bodies and recommends design 
components and salt management 
plan to reduce/eliminate these 
impacts. 

No salt will be stored on site and based 
on the configuration of the development, 
snow storage will be for snow from 
private driveways and sidewalks. All 
snow removal and salt application on 
Water Street and Denver Road will be by 
the City of Guelph. 

5. Addresses Park Planning 
comments. 

Park Planning comments can be found 
below. 

6. Provides a summary of 
environmental recommendations to 

These recommendations have been 
outlined below this table. 
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carry forward to the Site Plan 
Approval process. 

Parks and Recreation – Public Services 
Department Comment 

NRSI Response 

1. A buffer strip is required adjacent 
to Silvercreek Park on the subject 
property. The location and final 
details of this item should be 
provided on the EIR and Site Plan 
drawings for staff review and 
approval. 

Correspondence with Parks and 
Recreation Parks Planner Helen White 
on October 9, 2018 confirmed that this 
item can be addressed within this  EIS 
addendum and through the Detailed 
Design stage.  It is recommended that 
screening on the western boundary be 
provided through the use of native 
species.  An alternative mix of deciduous 
and coniferous species can enhance the 
ability of plantings to screen.  Suitable 
native species inventoried on property 
include Eastern White Cedar (Thuja 
occidentalis), Balsam Fir (Abies 
balsamea), Bur Oak (Quercus 
macrocarpa) and Red Maple (Acer 
rubrum).  Mature size and form should 
be considered in the final design in order 
to ensure suitable area for plantings to 
grow. 

 
 
An Environmental Implementation Report (EIR) is sometimes requested as a condition 
of approval.  This has not been requested for this EIS and is not expected to be 
necessary.  Typically, an EIR documents the implementation of mitigation measures 
outlined in the EIS including the maintenance of sediment fencing, the integrity of 
adjacent natural areas and associated wildlife habitat etcetera.  These impacts have 
been documented to be very minimal for the proposed work and implementation of 
specific recommendations can be completed at the Site Plan Approval stage.  It is 
recommended that the following measures are completed to mitigate impacts 
documented in the EIS: 
 

• An updated Tree Preservation Plan to correspond to the final detailed grading 
and design, 

• A detailed compensation plan for trees proposed for removal, including where 
they are to be planted or if they are to be compensated through cash-in-lieu, and 

• A sediment and erosion control plan. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 
 

 
 
Jeremy Bannon, B.E.S. 
Terrestrial/Wetland Biologist, Certified Arborist, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (2016) 
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Enclosed 
300 Water Street EIS Agency Comment Responses, May 3, 2018 
GSP Group – Development Concept – 300 Water Street, Guelph 
 
Cc: 
Joe Rider, TJL Transportation Limited - 77 Arrow Road, Guelph 
GSP Group Inc. –  72 Victoria Street South, Suite 201, Kitchener 



 

 
 
 
 
May 3, 2018 Project No. 1623 
 
Leah Lefler 
Environmental Planner, City of Guelph 
Infrastructure, Development and Enterprise 
Guelph, Ontario 
 
Dear Ms. Lefler, 
 
Re:  300 Water Street EIS Agency Comment Responses  
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) recieved comments from the City of Guelph 
Environmental Planner Leah Lefler on April 30, 2018.  In this letter from Leah Lefler, 3 
options were offered in addressing the listed concerns: 
 

1. Schedule to present at the July EAC meeting to provide time for NRSI to fill in 
gaps listed so that support from Committee may reasonably be expected; 

2. provide supplemental documentation to fill some of the gaps listed within a very 
short turnaround time (report and agenda must be sent out to EAC on May 2, 
2018) and proceed to EAC on May 9, 2018; OR 

3. go to EAC as is on May 9, 2018 and risk a deferral or referral. 
 
This letter follows the first option, being to reschedule the EAC meeting as well as aims 
to provide supplemental documentation to address the concerns contained in Staff’s 
April 30, 2018 letter.  NRSI has completed a detailed analysis of these comments and 
developed the following reponses in order to address each outlined concern.  These 
responses are outlined in Table 1 below.   
 
Table1: NRSI Responses to Agency Comment 

City of Guelph Comment NRSI Response 

Lack of confirmation of whether 
the wetland pocket on site is part 
of the Speed River Provincially 
Significant Wetland Complex  

The wetland on-site has been flagged and approved by the 
GRCA, as outlined in the EIS.  This small wetland is over 
750m from the Speed River PSW, which explicitly removes 
the potential of this on-site wetland being part of the PSW 
complex as stated in the Ontario Wetland Evaluation 
Manual (MNRF 2014).  Further, the on-site wetland is 
separated from the Speed River PSW by residential 
development, the Hanlon Expressway and what appears to 
be aggregate extraction.  A letter stating this was submitted 
to the MNRF on April 23, 2018, and Management Biologist 
Graham Buck provided the following correspondence with 
NRSI staff on May 2, 2018: “The wetland does not meet 
the criteria for complexing.  Therefore the MNRF will not be 
adding it to the PSW complex.” 

Lack of confirmation from the 
Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Forestry regarding 
requirements for Species at Risk 
under the Endangered Species 
Act, notably Species at Risk 
Bats  

A request for confirmation from the MNRF has been 
retracted, as per correspondence with Leah Lefler on May 
2, 2018.  The submitted EIS has specified that both leaf-on 
and leaf-off assessments were completed in order to 
identify SAR bat habitat.  These surveys concluded that 
“No appropriate leaf clusters, exfoliating bark, cavities or 
any other bat roosting habitat was observed on the 
property during any field surveys.”  This project area is 
quite small and was successfully surveyed in detail through 
individual tree inventories, cavity assessments and several 
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seasons of vegetation inventories, all outlined in the 
submitted EIS.  Through company experience, NRSI has 
been advised by the MNRF that they do not typically review 
EIS reports.  The MNRF is unlikely to comment on the 
habitat regarding bats due to this.  Further, the 
documented, confirmed lack of habitat present on the site 
following MNRF protocol that resulted in the observations 
of no potential bat habitat should eliminate any need to 
correspond further with the MNRF.  

Lack of assessment and 
rationale to support the 
conclusions made on the 
significance of natural heritage 
features provided in Table 3: 
- for example: analysis of 

Habitat for Significant 
Species (Official Plan 
policy 4.1.4.4) has not 
been provided; however, 
S1-S3 species are 
reported in the flora 
appendix, Milksnake 
(Special Concern) is 
listed as ‘Observed by 
NRSI’ in the Species at 
Risk Screening 
Appendix, and locally 
significant bird species 
are listed in the bird 
appendix 

Milksnake was not observed by NRSI, and should not have 
been marked in Appendix II.  Original field survey sheets 
have been attached to reflect this.  The main report is 
correct in concluding “The subject property was searched 3 
times for the presence of Eastern Milksnake (Lampropeltis 
triangulum).  The area was surveyed in accordance with 
the MNR – Guelph District (2012) Eastern Milksnake 
survey protocol.  Debris, logs and other material which 
could provide potential snake habitat were checked for 
Eastern Milksnake.  The area was surveyed for 
approximately 1 hour in transects spaced approximately 
10m wide (see Map2b).  The surveys were completed on 
June 10, June 20, and July 4, 2016.  No snakes were 
observed within the study area.” 
 
No SCC plants were observed on the subject property.  
The plant list contained three S1-S3 plant names that were 
intended to be similarly named common species.  
Specifically, the plant species list should have outlined 
these listed species instead: 
 
Symphyotrichum ericoides var. ericoides 
White Heath Aster  S5 
(previously Symphyotrichum ericoides var. pansum - White 
Heath Aster - S2) 
 
Lespedeza violacea   
Violet Bush-clover  S4 
(previously Lespedeza frutescens - Violet Bush-clover - S1) 
 
Potentilla norvegica   
Rough Cinquefoil  S5 
(previously Potentilla nivea - Snowy Cinquefoil - S2) 
 
Documented locally significant birds were American 
Redstart (Setophaga ruticilla) and Baltimore Oriole (Icterus 
galbula).  These were not observed on the subject 
property.  One individual of each were observed 150m, 
away at BMB-004, as shown in the EIS (2017) and were 
associated with the Silvercreek Park and previous thicket 
under the hydro corridor (now removed by Hydro One).  
One American Redstart was also observed at BMB-005, 
approximately 200m away within Silvercreek Park.  
Silvercreek Park remains suitable habitat for these species, 
and is expected to be where any potential breeding would 
occur.   
 
Field sheets for vegetation, bird and snake surveys have 
been appended in order to clarify these issues. 
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Lack of an assessment of 
whether or not the existing policy 
and legislative framework permit 
the removal of the wooded unit 
that comprises the subject 
property 

The City of Guelph Official Plan (OP) (2014) states that 
wooded areas are “Woodlands” if they match the below 
criteria: 
 
Area of land at least 0.2 ha size with at least: 

- i) 1000 trees of any size, per hectare; 
- ii) 750 trees measuring over 5 centimetres 

diameter at breast height, per hectare; 
- iii) 500 trees measuring over 12 centimetres 

diameter at breast height, per hectare 
- iv) 250 trees measuring over 20 centimetres 

diameter at breast height, per hectare. 
 
The wooded area on-site does not match this criteria (it is 
too small with not enough trees) and is not considered a 
Woodland by the OP. 
 
The City of Guelph OP (2014) states that wooded areas 
under 1ha are designated as part of the “Urban Forest”.  
Removal of trees within the urban forest may be allowed if: 
 

- Tree destruction or removal of trees on private 
property will be regulated by the City’s tree by-law 
(this proposed work does), and 

- Invasive, non-indigenous trees, shrubs and ground 
covers, such as European buckthorn, will be 
encouraged to be eradicated without the need for 
compensation through the Vegetation 
Compensation Plan. 

 
Trees are proposed for compensation, and the Tree 
Preservation Plan (NRSI 2017) abides by the Official Plan 
and Tree By-Law.  Compensation for trees is proposed at 
the required 3:1 ratio, and invasive species including 
European Buckthorn, Manitoba Maple and Garlic Mustard 
will be removed. 

Per the City’s Urban Forest 
policies, lack of a description of 
alternative site plan designs and 
mitigation measures considered 
to preserve the City’s urban 
forest 

Site plan alternatives were presented to the City in 2016.  
The trees in the small wetland area were determined to be 
hazardous and in very poor condition.  The majority of the 
inventoried Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis) in the 
wet areas were determined to be in poor or very poor 
condition with significant leans and exposed root systems.  
Any retention of the trees in this wetland area was not 
recommended, however trees along the property limit have 
been recommended for retention and protection along the 
south and eastern property boundaries.  All proposed 
removed trees in Fair to Excellent condition will require 
compensation at a 3:1 ratio in order to maintain the City’s 
urban forest, as outlined in the Tree Preservation Plan 
(NRSI 2017) submitted with the EIS (NRSI 2017). 

Lack of analysis of potential 
impacts from unauthorized trails 
leading from the proposed 
development via the Hydro One 
lands and onto Silvercreek Park 
to the existing park trail 

This analysis has been completed.  The EIS outlined these 
potential impacts in Section 5.5 “Induced Impacts”, and 
concluded that “As this residential subject property has 
historically had a residential dwelling, and residential units 
are present within the surrounding areas, these impacts 
have already been introduced to the surrounding areas.” 
The increase in population to the surrounding residential 
area is very minimal, with existing townhouses present 
adjacent to the Silvercreek Park, and further residential 
single-detached developments to the east, and south.  
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Formal trails already exist immediately north of the subject 
property and direct pedestrian traffic parallel to the hydro 
corridor and along the edge of the Silvercreek Park.  It is 
expected that this will continue to be used, as is currently 
used by the existing residential population.  Finally, 
Centennial Park is located approximately 300m from the 
subject property, which will encourage outdoor use outside 
of the natural areas including soccer fields, baseball 
diamonds, running tracks, a tennis club, pool and 
recreational trails.  

Lack of assessment of impacts 
associated with stormwater 
runoff, water quantity and water 
quality: 
- the Hydrogeological 

Study did not include a 
monthly water balance 
for the wetland on the 
subject property (i.e., 
pre-development to 
post-development water 
balance); 

- findings from the 
Functional Service 
Report and 
Hydrogeological Study 
were not integrated into 
the EIS; AND  

- site drainage, off-site 
influences (including 
stormwater outlet to the 
Speed River) and the 
wetland water regime 
were not considered in 
the impact analysis.  

Correspondence with Leah Lefler on May 2, 2018 led to an 
update to this request that no longer requires water 
balance of the on-site wetland since it is proposed to be 
removed.  The City of Guelph is now requesting “how much 
water is currently infiltrated on site (pre-development 
conditions) and how much water will be infiltrated on site 
post-development” 
 
Findings from the Hydrogeological Study were integrated 
into the EIS, as outlined in Section 5.4.1, which stated, but 
was not limited to the following: 
 
“As described in the Hydrogeological Study (GM BluePlan 
2017), it is expected that potential long-term impacts to 
groundwater quantity will be mitigated by the stormwater 
management plan.  Groundwater quality has the potential 
to be impacted by road salt, snow storage, and sewage 
works (both pathogenic and chemical threats) (GM 
BluePlan 2017).” 
 
The functional servicing report was not specifically 
referenced, however information from the report was 
integrated into sections 1.1, 5.1, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7.   
 
Site drainage was considered, and is outlined in Section 
5.4.1 and Section 5.4.2, and the reader is also referred to 
the Hydrogeological Study for further information.   

 
I trust that the above information will satisfy the outlined concerns.  If you should have 
any questions regarding this information, please contact us for further information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Natural Resource Solutions Inc. 
 

 
 
Jeremy Bannon, B.E.S. 
Terrestrial/Wetland Biologist, Certified Arborist, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (2016) 
 
 
 
Enclosed 
Appendix I:  Snake, Bird and Vegetation Survey Data Forms 
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