APPENDIX A3
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REPORTS DATED MARCH 2003 AND REVISED NOVEMBER 2003

we the City of Cambridge



APPENDIX A.3.1
Information Report — PI 102-03 —

The Corporation Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study
of the City Report, March 2003 — Mappin
h of Cambridge ’ ) PP

Revisions

HESPELER WEST SUBWATERSHEDS STUDY REPORT, MARCH 2003

Subject: MAPPING REVISIONS

Prepared by: Wendy Wright Ward: 1
Department.  Planning Services File No.: D03.01.09
Date to Management Committee: October 29, 2003 Report No: PI-102-03

Date to Council: October 29, 2003

On November 18, 2002, Council approved placing the October, 2002 Hespeler West
Subwatersheds Study for a ninety day review by commenting agencies and the public
and requested that the mapping be immediately revised to show the licensed areas on
the Arriscraft property. The information on licensed properties was added as Appendix
J. As a result of the ninety day review period, the maps were updated, the updated
information checked by staff, and the March 2003 Report was printed for Council

approval.

In preparation for the meeting with the Working Committee on October 30, 2003, City
staff identified that there were two different versions of the mapping in the final reports
for October 2002 and March 2003. In March, staff checked that the revisions were
made, but the other information in the October 2002 maps was assumed to still be
correct. The attached correspondence from PEIL and Dougan & Associates explains
the computer problems with producing the maps in the March 2003 report and other
mapping errors that occurred. They have apologized for the errors and the
inconvenience this has caused. They are in the process of correcting the maps and

producing revised copies of a final report.

Copies of the November 2003 Report will be made available to the Hespeler West
Subwatersheds Working Committee when we receive them and will be helpful in dealing
with some of their concerns. There are also other issues that the Maple Grove
Wetlands Association have identified that the Working Committee will need to address.

Attach.
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October 24, 2003
ile No. KW 1253

Via E-mail & Courier

Mrs. Wendy Wright, MA, MCIP
Commissioner of Planning Services
City of Cambridge

Planning & Deveiopment

73 Water St. N, P.O. Box 669
Cambridge, Ontario N1R 5W8

Dear Mrs. Wright:

Re: Hespeler West Subwatersheds Studz L

Please accept, on behalf of our firm and the Consulting Team who prepared the Hespeler

- West Subwatershed Study, our sincere apologies regarding mapping errors that were

identified on two figures in the March 2003 report. To assist you, encicsed herein, please
find a letter from Mr. Jim Dougan of Dougan & Associates, who prepared the figures.

We would like to stress and clearly point out that the inadvertent, computer generated
errors in Figures B8.3.1 and C1.2.1 do not affect the findings, conclusions and
recommendations of the Greenspace Management Strategy. The management sirategy,
consisting of providing adequate measures including the protection, maintenance and
ennancement of natural environmental features and associated buffers width, are
defensible from an environmental and scientific perspective.

We wish to note two additional areas of change that we are also working on:

Firstly, and as a result of the errors to Figures B8.3.1 and C1.2.1 noted above, the City
has reviewed other mapping in the document again. uncovering additional mistakes and
oversights (Ms. Souwand's memo of October 21, 2003). Our Team has also taken the
opportunily to do likewise, noticing several mapping mistakes on the environmental
figures. As a result, we have made the following revisions:

1. Figure A1.1.2 Subwatershed Stream and Ponds — labelled oonds.

2. Figure A3.3.1 Existing Stormwater Drainage System — corrected spelling of

“Briardean”.

Figure B1.4.1 Overburden Thickness — revised City road network.

Figure B3.2.1 Regulatory Floodlines — updated floodiine on East Creek (as

correctly shown in detail on Map 1A in March 2003 report) and ltem 5 below

5. Map 1D Floodlines — made small corrections to floodlines north of Middie
Block Road to conform to contours.

6. Figure C3.3.1 and Map 3 Greenspace Management Strategy - shown correct
floodline on part of East Creek {as correctly shown in detail on Map 1A in
March 2003 report) and updated figure as per ttem 5 above. Various smail
revisions to unit mapping.

7. Map 02 Existing Natural Heritage System - added missing wildlife
obiservations dots.
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Ms. Wendy Wright, MA, MCIP Cctober 24, 2003
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Secondly, we will complete the work authorized in your email of June 18, 2003 as a result of MNR's additional
review. We will make the necessary mapping revisions to adjust the farm laneway on ORC lands east of
Fountain Street (the feature should be coloured “cultural feature”. not wetland). The revised figures will

Incorporate comments made in your October 21, 2003 memo and therefore you may discard the Cctober 16"
2003 versions provided earlier.

We are sorry for the inconvenience that this has created and we will undertake any steps to explain the
computer generated errors to your staff, Council and the local residents We have rechecked the above
figures angd are revising them accorgingly.

Shoulid you have any comments or questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,
PLANNING & ENGINEERING INITIATIVES LTD.
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E%aze dam, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Principdl
s Mar}aéer, Water & Environmental Resources

CC: April Souwand, City of Cambridge
Jim Dougan, Dougan & Associates
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Planning & Engineering initiatives Ltd.




Dougan &
Associlates

Ecological Consulting
Services (918676 Ont. Inc.)

7 Waterloo Avenue
Guelph, Ontario NIH 3H2
Tel: (519) 822-1609

Fax (519) 822-5389
Email: info@dougan.ca
Web: www.dougan.ca

o Natural Heritage
Planning

e landscape & Habitat
Design

e Habitat Assessment,
Restoration &
Management

e Ecological Research &
Monitoring

¢ Environmental
Impact Assessments

¢ Urban Street Tree &
Forest Management

o Peer Review & Expert
Witness Testimony

October 25, 2003

Wendy Wnight, M A, M.C.I.P.
Commissioner of Planning

City of Cambndge

73 Water Street North, 3rd Floor
Cambndge, Ontario

N1R 5W8

Dear Mrs. Wright;
Re:  Hespeler West Subwatersheds Natural Heritage Mapping

Please accept our sincere apologies regarding incorrect toning which was recently identified
on the March 2003 and later versions of natural heritage maps for the Subwatershed Study.

We have completed a detailed review of all the natural heritage related maps. The obvious
problems (i.e. features beyond the watershed limit, and conversion of assigned coverin a
couple of locations) were traced to the transfer of files onto new Arcview software which we
upgraded in January 2003, and associated data linkages. As the maps originated from the GIS
database, some of the errors affected more than one of the maps. However, the release of the
maps without adequate hard copy review was inexcusable and I accept full responsibility for
this matter.

The two maps affected by noteworthy changes include:

e B8.3.1 Exusting Natural Heritage System — adjusted limits of natural feature
toning outside subwatershed; ‘anthropogenic’ toning applied to existing estate
subdivision on East Creek; farm laneway at Fountain St. shown as ‘cultural’.

e (1.2.1 Conceptual Watershed Linkage and Enhancement Areas — farm laneway
at Fountain St. shown as ‘cultural’; minor linkage across Fountain St. moved
shghtly southward to line up with existing hedgerow.

Please be advised that these mapping changes do not affect any of the recommendations of
the Greenspace Management Strategy. I believe the recommended system is fully defensible
based on the most current principles in environmental planning and conservation science, is
comparable to recent initiatives in Cambridge and other southern Ontario jurisdictions, and
conforms with MNR’s Natural Heritage approaches under Provincial Policy. The buffer
approach and protection of core environmental features and functions are also supported by
MNR, GRCA and the Region.

We are also rechecking the other figures to address any minor inconsistencies. Once the

revised mapping is provided, I will call you to discuss this matter and to offer my personal
support to the City in its ongoing discussion with stakeholders.

Sincerely

Jim Dougan, M.Sc.
Principal and Senior Ecologist
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MGWA - HWSS Errata
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Introduction

This errata contains the corrections and relative issues in the original report and stands
as adopted by the MGWA Steering Committee. The errors resolved in the context of
the HWSS Working Committee are excluded from this list.

November '03 Editions Revisions List Omissions

» Vegetation unit 0.03 on maps/Figures C 1.2.1, B 8.3.1 changed from forest to cultural

between March '03 and November '03, but could not find this change detailed in the
change list.
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MGWA - HWSS Errata

November '03 Edition Persistent Issues
These were previously reported and should have been corrected, yet persist:

+ Figure B 8.3.1 (Nov '03) — Hedgerows outside of subwatershed boundaries are
inconsistently identified as natural hentage features; examples of this exist in the east
and the west and the north.

» Figure B 8.3.1 (Nov '03) — Vegetation unit 0.04 1s anthropogenic in Appendix J6, but
natural heritage feature outside of the watersheds on the Figure.

- Figure B 8.3.1 (Nov '03) — Legend has subtitle “Natural Heritage Features”, yet
includes “Agricultural”, “Anthropogenic”, and “Cultural Feature”. These three
represent human heritage features even as do the aggregate pits. Figure C 1.2.1 also
has this problem.

Editorial Errors

The Study contains numerous typographical, grammatical, spelling, terminology and
arithmetic errors, which, together with references to non-existent items, raise credibility
CONCEInS.

References to Non-existent ltems

Section B 8.2.1 “Special Features” page B-82, March '03 revision hardcopy, references
Figures A 2.2.3 and A 2.2.4 — these appeared nowhere. These maps seem to have re-

appeared in the November '03 revision of the Study. This was likely related to
production, since the soft copy PDFs did not suffer from this problem.

Section B 8.3.2.1 “Vegetative Communities™ states “a list of vegetation communities
and associated attributes is presented in Appendix J4.” The vegetative communities

correctly appear in Appendix J6, not in J4. Also, there is a J4a and a J4b, but there is
no J4.

References to Map J1, which does not exist — should have read Map 02, probably.

Typos, Spelling & Grammar

Not all of the errors of this class were recorded, but here are some examples.

-  HWSS March '03 inside front cover, “Athough”™ ==> Although.

- HWSS March '03 p B49 B 4.3.1 Summary of Work... “bankfull” ==> bank full.

- HWSS March '03 p B-50 B 4.3.1 Summary of Work... “LWD” => large woody
debris? Abbreviation not defined...

- HWSS March '03 p B-53,54,55 etc., B 4.3.3 Flow Assessment “bankfull” => bank
full.

- HWSS March/Nov '03 p B-91 Cultural Woodland “typicall” ==> typically.
HWSS Nov '03 Appendix D, 1.0, pl “disscused” ==>discussed.
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MGWA - HWSS Errata

« HWSS Nov '03 Appendix D, 2.2.4, p4 “its” ==>1Lt.

. HWSS Nov '03 Appendix D, Figure 2.2.1a, missing close parenthesis on
“Snowmelt”; STOR is an undefined abbreviation, meaning storage?

- HWSS March '03 page D4 section D 1.1.2, “Maple Grove Road Provincially
Significant Wetland ==> Maple Grove Provincially Significant Wetland Complex.

- HWSS NOV '03 page B 80, Section B 7.4, “marginal commercially viability” =—>
marginal commercially, or marginal commercial viability. However, this is also a
value statement which requires research reterences to support it, for which none are
provided.

Arithmetic Errors

Not all calculation anomalies were recorded, but a couple obvious examples are
provided here:

The Executive Summary on p3 provides, West Ck. at 151ha, Middle Ck. at 585ha,
and East Ck. at 160ha. It then claims that these total 990ha — leaving 94ha
unexplained.

Appendix D on p3 states that 160+ 585+151, equals 917ha, which 1s grade school

math gone wrong. But then by adding 27 and 65 for S1 and §2, it's supposed to
total 990ha, which is again wrong. The actual total, if these numbers are to be
trusted, should have worked out to 988ha.

Enhancement Inconsistencies

- Figure C 3.3.1 and Map 03, indicate an enhancement area on the north side of Maple
Grove Rd. , west of Speedsville, east of Middle Ck.. There is a house and a barn

within the enhancement area. This is inconsistent with all other anthropogenic units
which are purple.

Primary Linkage, No Opportunity

In general, this i1s shown along Middle Ck. extending north along the Hunsperger Drain,
and the Hunsperger Drain Extension. There are gaps in the contiguity of the core
natural features along this route, but the main 1ssue with respect to “primariness” is
related to the complete lack of natural features between the swamps at Middle Block
Rd. and the Grand River to the north in the areas shown by the arrow on Figure C 1.2.1.

In the HWSS Working Committee, we all agreed that it would be unrealistic to propose
an enhancement recommendation when major impediments exist to wildlife movement
today.

The lack of enhancement recommendation along the northernmost reach of this
conceptual linkage might be in part mitigated if the potential for the Chilligo Ck.
primary corridor gets recognized in a future subwatershed study, and that connectivity
to that watershed achieved through core feature linkages and enhancements. In light of
this it is a very important local linkage.
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Primary Linkage Enhancement Area on West Side of Middle
Block Rd. Swamp, never recommended per C 1.2.1

West of the swamp area, along the Hunsperger Drain Extension, Map 03 recommends
enhancements north and south of Middle Block Rd. These enhancement areas are not
supported by the conceptual linkage recommendations of Figure C 1.2.1.

Linkage across Middle Block along existing wetlands are across core features and these
are adequately wide.

Agricultural Ditches, not Creeks

Section B 4.3.7, page B-63, states that “these creeks are on the edge”. This 1s alarming,
but inconsistent in that it fails to recognize the fundamental fact that these are actually
agricultural ditches, not creeks.

Hedgerow Classified as Deciduous Forest (Unit 1.17)

This feature is long and linear following a shallow dry ditch, yet was classified as
deciduous forest.

The Delcan Class EA, 2001, identifies this feature only as a “dry ditch” with shrubs and
a few trees.

East Creek at Mohawk Rd., the Case of Double Vision (Units 3.07
and 4.01A)

The Study depicts two East Creek channels crossing Mohawk Rd., continuing on in
parallel paths, joining downstream at the point where 1t veers east.

This error is apparent even on the Professional Engineer stamped, floodline Map 1B.

There is only a single culvert crossing Mohawk Rd. for East Ck., and a single channel
through 4.01A — not the two shown by the Study.

A Study that purports to be focussed on water systems like this one does, needs to
accurately depict the watercourse channels.

Wetland Units in Error

These have been reported to the OMNR 1n '03 and 1n early '04. Some were
classification errors, 1.€. 2.11, 2.13, others were boundary errors. The OMNR has
agreed with our corrections.

No Per Watershed Breakdown of Data

Appendix J4a does not reveal which subwatershed, or even which wetland complex
each plant or animal specie was found in. Independent review 1s therefore impossible.
True science demands independent review.
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Vascular Plant Species: Executive Summary Totals Don't Match
Appendix J4a

In the Executive Summary “Quck Facts”, p18, it states that 450 vascular plant species
had been identified. However, in the data listed in Appendix J4a, there are only 437

listed as having been found in the Study area. This error was also acknowledged by the
Regional Environmental Planner.

Provincially Significant Species, Two, or is it Three?

The “Quick Facts”, p18, indicates that there were two Provincially Significant Species
found.

On p5 of the Executive Summary it says that there were not two, but three provincially
rare species found.

A search of J4a indicates that a single SRank S2 specie was 1dentified. This was the
Honey Locust, often found 1n the area as it 1s planted by people as an ornamental.

There was a single S3, and a single S3/54.

The Provincial Wetland Scoresheet identifies zero Provincially Significant Species as
being found in the area.
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Table B 8.3.3, Inconsistencies with Appendix J4a

# Family Scientific Name Common Name | Sra  Habitat _as cw Discrepancy Notes T‘p .
(Ja) ! (J4a) | -~ nk  perB8.33  (Jal |
24 RUTACEAE Zanthoxylum  Northern S5 Lowland 5 « misspelt as C
americanum  Prickly Ash - “Zanthoxylem '
americanum’ by
Table B 8.3.3.

B 8.3.3 1s wrong,
this 1s very much an
upland specie.

22 ERICACEAE '_T*V-a_c-:_c_inium ‘Late Lowbush ESS waland | 3- . HB. 833 is incorrect, B
angustifolium  Blueberry S this 1s usually an
| upland specie
20 ROSACEAE Rubus odoratus : Purple- 'S5 Upland 5 « Appendix J4a B
|flu::',vm.u::rillg . and identifies this as
Raspberry - Lowland cw=5, purely upland
18 MENISPERMACEAE Menispermum ‘Canada S4 Upland 0 - Appendix J4a A
canadense Moonseed identifies this as

cw=(), that is upland
and lowland

13 ORCHIDACEAE  Cypripedium  Small Yellow S5 Lowland -1 - Accordingto F
calceolus var  Lady's-slipper Appendix J4a, cw of
parvitflorum -1 to 1 means

“Equally likely to
occur 1n wetlands or
non-wetlands.

« This 1s upland and

lowland
11 CYPERACEAE Carex woodii  Pretty Sedge  S4 Upland 0 « See quote for 13. E
e This is an upland
and lowland.
Northern Boundary

The northern boundary of the Middle Ck. watershed 1s inaccurate as per information
supplied by the local residents.

The Study assumes that Subcatchment 2120 only outlets into Middle Ck.. This is not

the case. The natural outlet is to the north and not at all to the Hunsperger
Drain/Middle CK. system.

The Study shows the subcatchment 2115 outlet being Middle Ck. only. In reality it has
two outlets, one to the north to the Randall Drain and another to the south to the
Hunsperger Drain system. The Hunsperger eventually drains into Middle Ck..

The Study assumes that subcatchment 2110 has an outlet into 2115, then subsequently to
Middle Ck.. Factually, 2110 has a separate outlet via culvert directly into the
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MGWA - HWSS Errata

Hunsperger Drain system, which is directly under Middle Block Rd. This fact was
captured by the Delcan Class EA, 2001, but was missed by the HWSS.

Nearly every map is impacted. Some adjustments to the floodline may be implied.

Western Boundary

The western boundary of the Middle Ck. watershed is inaccurate, per information
supplied by the local residents.

Subcatchment 2125, during base flow and low flow conditions contributes entirely to
Freeport Ck., not to Middle Ck.. A tile connects a catchbasin to a stormwater

management system that runs south along Fountain St.. This had been redirected from
West Ck. when the Loblaw facility had been constructed prior to the commencement of
the Subwatersheds Study.

Independent review suggested that even in event of a regional storm, little or no water
from subcatchment 2125 would contribute to Middle Ck..

Adjustments need to be made. Nearly every map i1s impacted.

Culvert Errors

Various culvert errors were reported by the MGWA in February '04. This impacts on
the perceived credibility of the Study, since the errors were readily apparent to the
casually observing layman.

It is unknown what influence, if any, this will have on the floodline calculations.

Cultural Features Included as Significant Natural Heritage
Feature Classification

In some cases cultural features were included as significant natural heritage features.
Yet, by definition, cultural features are human heritage and not natural.

The apparent rationale for this natural classification seems to hinge on slope. Slopes in
some areas are known to be a result of previous extraction operations and other human
activities. But, even if the slope is naturally occurring, if the biotic element is disturbed
enough to call it cultural, it 1s human heritage feature.

In other cases the classification seems to hinge on factors other than slope.

It seems inappropriate to apply “significant natural heritage feature” classifications to
areas which are human heritage features.

Aggregate Extraction Impacts

The impact from the removal of several meters of grade due to current and licenced pits
and quarries activities has been grossly under-represented in the Study.

The unanswered questions remain:

« What are the impacts of the extractions on significant natural heritage features
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within, pit boundaries, or nearby pit areas?
»  What will the impacts of the extraction be on the water table?

We perceive these to be important points and can surmise some negative impacts. Yet,
these remain pretty much unknown, since the Study did not include these factors in the
Investigation.

Cartographic Errors

Detailed Contour Maps, Missing Bearing Indicator

Floodline maps, 1A through 1E, do not have even a basic compass rose or north
indicator. In the absence of UTM grid, one 1s left to assume that the top of the page is
approximately north, but is that magnetic north? true north? or some other graticule?

These features are essential on every map, as they teach in grade school geography.

Key Maps, Contain Significant Scale Errors

Take Map 03 or 02 and compare distances to Maps 1A-1E and one finds that they yield
inconsistent results.

North South: On Map 03, or 02, we measure the distance along Speedsville Rd. ,
between Maple Grove Rd. and Mohawk Rd. , 83mm at stated scale of 1:8000, which
yields 664,000mm or 664m in real life. On Map 1B, measure the same linear distance,
384mm at stated scale of 1:2000, which yields 768,000mm or 768m real life.

East-West: On Map 03, or 02, we measure the distance along Mohawk Rd. between
Speedsville Rd. and the back of the south-east farm, which 1s 46mm apart at the stated
scale of 1:8,000, which yields, 368,000mm or 368m 1n real life. On Map 1B, mecasure
the same, 215mm at stated scale of 1:2000, which yields 430,000mm or 430m in real
life.

The results returned by the 1:2000 scale map, can probably be trusted based on our
comparison with other data.

The actual scale of Maps 02 and 03 seems closer to 1:9,350, rather than the stated
1:8000.

A bar scale could have been provided.

Borehole Data Inaccurate

With reference to the Study's geotechnical data, borehole locations had been incorrectly
shown. These errors, to the tune of hundreds of meters, were reported by the citizens in
fall of 2002. These can be seen by comparing Map B 1.2.1 dated August 2002, and that

dated April 2003. (August dated maps appeared in Oct '02 final draft of the Study, and
those dated Aprl appeared in the March '03 final, final draft.)

Only specifically reported borehole data were ever corrected. Other, borehole data were
never verified. As such, data errors of this class, persist even in the November '03,
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final, final, final draft. Compare the data which appear on Figure B 1.1.2 with the
original reports, for example.

Wetland Buffers Applied to Non-wetland Features

The 30m buffer 1s not applied only to wetland units, but to any area deemed “significant
natural heritage feature” (SNHF).

Some of these SNHF units are 1n reality, cultural and dry, for example “woodlands™
which are in fact lawns with lilac and shrubs. Or, plantations, people planted forests,
some of which are in desperate need of thinning out, rather than protecting from human
activities through buffering.

Science suggests that protection requirements for upland forest are not the same as for a
wetland. An upland forest needs to have enough buffer to protect the roots of the trees,

which is approximated by the dripline in areas of agricultural cultivation. Cultivation

disturbs the roots of trees.

Recommending ubiquitous 30m SNHF buffer requires one to turn a blind eye to the data
sections of the Study.

Omission: Social and Economic Factors

The goal of the Study was to make “socially and economically sustainable™

recommendations. This was a requirement of the Terms of Refterence tound 1n
Appendix A.

The only social factors that seem have been considered are, a brief historical overview,
in passing, mention of fishing and rather extensive treatment of community trails.

It scems odd that there are no statements on the following factors:
» List or table of social and economic factors which were considered.

- Economic losses associated with currently productive lands being taken out of
human usage and devoted to naturalization. Where 1s the cost calculation?

- Population of the subwatersheds.
»  Who are the people who live here — demographics?

Yet, the Study states that, “planming partners in subwatershed planning include[d] ... the
public” (page A-9). This must be considered a lofty goal, as none of the local land
owners regarded themselves to be “planning partners™ and it is precisely their social or
economic realities which are not considered.

Social and economic factors are never explicitly factored in. And the reader is left to

take it on faith that the recommendations are 1n fact “socially and economically
sustainable”.
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Th‘e Co Ff.._ Ation Letter from Wendy Wright, Commissioner
of the Clt'y of Planning Services to Paul Puopolo,

of Cambrldge Planning and Engineering Initiatives
Limited dated August 27, 2004. Re:
Hespeler West Subwatershed Study

Phone: (519) 740-4630, Ext. 4576
Fax: (519) 622-6184
wrightw{@city.cambridge.on.ca
File: D03.01.09.01]

August 27, 2004
Mr. Paul Puopolo
Planning and Engineering Initiatives Limited

379 Queen Street South
Kitchener, Ontario N2G 1W6

Dear Mr. Puopolo:

Re: Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study

Further to our meeting of August 24, 2004, this is to confirm that you will provide us
with 30 revised bound hard copies (report and appendices) and one digital version on CD
of the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study (Revised September 2004) at no cost to the
City by September 16, 2004.

The revised report will include:

I. the updated floodline calculations and related text, prepared by PEIL;

2. an expanded list of changes between the March and November 2003 repofts
based on an e-mail prepared by April Souwand dated November 18, 2003;

3. areview and response to the MGWA Errata attached to this letter;

4. 1nformation on the ortho imagery preparation and accuracy of scale provided by
the Region, and

5. other editorial changes (approximately 7) discussed at the meeting.
Our current timetable to complete this study includes an Open House/Public Meeting

scheduled for September 9, 2004 and a Special Council meeting on September 28, 2004.

In order to meet this timetable, it is very important that we receive the reports by
September 16, 2004.

Yours truly,

\/ié/m/ 7
Wendy Wfight, M.A;Z.I.P.,

Commissioner of Planning Services.

G \COMMOMNSTAFRWRIGHTWAHWSS - Puopolo - Aug 24 Confirmation doc @

Recycled Paper



APPENDIX A.3 4

November 2003 Changes /
Sep tember 2004 Changes

s

¥ ¥wioy

NOTE: The November 2003 Report of the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study includes changes to the
following maps dated November 2003:

» Figure B 8.3.1 - Existing Natural Heritage System: The farm laneway on the ORC lands south
of Middle Block Road, east of Fountain Street that was incorrectly identified as "marsh" has been
changed to "cultural feature”. The farm fields that lay outside the subwatersheds boundary that
were incorrectly shaded as "natural heritage features outside the sws" have had the shading

removed. Several polygons south of Maple Grove Road between Speedsville and Beaverdale
that were coloured incorrectly have been properly coloured (for instance, the large polygon south

of Starr Crescent in ldylwild Estates that was identified as "swamp" has been correctly coloured
"anthropogenic”).

» Map 02 - Existing Natural Heritage System: This map was missing the wildlife observation
dots. They have been added.

At this time, minor corrections have also been made to the following:
> Figure A 1.1.2 - Subwatershed Stream and Ponds. Ponds have been labeled.

> Figure A 3.3.1 - Existing Stormwater Drainage System: The misspelling of Briardean Road
has been corrected.

» Figure B 1.4.1 - Overburden Thickness: The City road network has been updated and
corrected.

> Figure B 3.2.1 - Regulatory Floodlines: The East Creek Floodline has changed in the
downstream portion to reflect refinements requested by GRCA (spill area along Beaverdale Road
- this was already shown on the detailed floodline Map 1A but had not been changed on the
Figure B 3.2.1). The Middle Creek Floodline in the upstream portion north of Middle Block Road
has changed to reflect refinements requested by GRCA (the computer-drafted floodline crossed
contours in a couple of spots at the extreme eastern edge of the fioodplain - this also changed
detailed floodline map 1D).

» Figure B 8.3.2 - Evaluated Wetlands: The farm laneway on the ORC lands south of Middle
Block Road, east of Fountain Street that was incorrectly identified as Maple Grove Wetland
Complex has been removed from wetland designation. The note regarding polygon numbering
was removed as it did not apply to this map.

» Figure B 8.3.3 - Natural Heritage Constraints. The farm laneway on the ORC lands south of
Middle Block Road, east of Fountain Street that was incorrectly identified as "high constraint” has

been changed to "low constraint”.

» Figure C 1.2.1 - Conceptual Watershed Linkage and Enhancement Areas: The underlying
Natural Heritage Features polygons have been correctly colour-coded per Figure B8.3.1 Existing
Natural Heritage System. The local linkage opportunity previously shown on the farm laneway on
the ORC lands south of Middle Block Road, east of Fountain Street has been shifted south to run
along the hedgerow north of the Loblaws site.
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» Figure C 3.3.1 - Greenspace Management Strategy: The Significant Natural Heritage Feature
and buffer shown along the farm laneway on the ORC lands south of Middle Block road, east of
Fountain Street has been removed and an Enhancement Area shown along the hedgerow north
of the Loblaws site instead, linking across Fountain Street to the wetland block to the west. The
portion of the Speed River Wetland south of Hunt Club Road has been shown as "Significant
Natural Feature" with associated 30 metre buffer. The floodlines for East and Middle Creek have
been corrected per Figure B 3.2.1 Regulatory Floodlines.

> Map 1D - Floodlines: Middle Creek Floodline in the upstream portion north of Middle Block

Road has changed to reflect refinements requested by GRCA (the computer-drafted floodline
crossed contours in a couple of spots at the extreme eastern edge of the floodplain).

> Map 03 - Greenspace Management Strategy: Same changes as to Figure C 3.3.1 Greenspace
Management Strategy.

» Table B 8.3.1 - ELC Community Series Present in the Hespeler West Subwatersheds: This
table changed because the Cultural Meadow area and percentage of subwatersheds went up
slightly and the Meadow Marsh area and percentage of subwatersheds went down slightly due to
the farm laneway on the ORC lands south of Middle Block road, east of Fountain Street changing
from Meadow Marsh to Cultural Meadow.

» Quick Facts: Hespeler West Subwatersheds (Page D-24). Percentage of subwatershed
covered by wetland went down from 20.06% to 19.92% due to the farm laneway on the ORC
lands south of Middle Block Road, east of Fountain Street that was incorrectly identified as Maple
Grove Wetland Complex being removed from wetland designation.

» Appendix J6 — Unit 2.11. This is the farm laneway on the ORC lands south of Middie Block
Road, east of Fountain Street - this vegetation unit changed from MAM Meadow Marsh of High
Constraint Rating to CUM Cultural Meadow of Low Constraint Rating.

All revised information has been dated "“November 2003". Information that has not been changed
continues to be dated March 2003 in this draft report.

........
.....................
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PEIL / Dougan Comments

MGWA

MGWA -~ HWSS Errata

November ‘03 Edition Persistent Issues

These wers previously reported and should have heen corrected. yet persist: Hedgerow portions  extending outside

subwatershed boundaries have been removed from

« Figure B £.3.1 (Nov '03) - Hedgorows outside of subwatershed houadaries are Figure B 8.3.1
inconsistently identificd as natural heritage fearures; examples of this exist in the cagt W : .
and the west and the north, Veg Unit 0.04 - see comment contained in

+ Figure B 8.3.1 (Nov '03) ~ Vegotation unil 0.04 iy anthropogenic in Appendix J6, but Appendix J6 re: disturbance within portion inside
natural heritage featurs outside of the watersheds on thc%‘z)gum; | Subwatershed boundaries |

. Figure B8.3.1 (Nov '03) ~ Legend has subtitie “Natural Heritage Feutures™, yer | Fig B 8.3.1 legend subtitle has been revised to say |
includes “Agricultural™, “Anthropogenic™, and “Culsural Feature”, These three “Features™ rather than “Natural Heritage Features”

represent human hoeritage foatures cven as do the aggregate pits. Figure € 1.2.1 aiso
has this probiem.

Editorial Errors

Tho Stugy conlaing numerous sypographical, grammacal, spelling, erminology and
arithmetic errorg, which, together with reforences 10 non-egistent fems, raise credibility
Loncems.

References to Non-existent Items

Section B 8.2.1 “Special Features™ page B-82, March 03 revision Bardeopy, references
Fgures A 2.2.3 and A 2.2.4 - these appeared sowhere, These maps seem 1o have ra-
appeared in the November ‘03 revision of the Study. This was Likedy related 10
production, sinee the soft copy PDFs did not suffer from this problem

Section H 8.3.2.1 “Vegeautive Communities” states “a list of vegotation sommunitics
and associated alinbutes is presented in Appendix 347 The vegetative commaunitics
correcty appear in Appendix J6. not in J4.  Alse, there is 3 J4a and a Jdb, but there i<
no Ji

Referenves to Map J1, which does not exist - should have read Map 02, probably: Changed map reference Map J1 to read Map 02.

Typos, Speiling & Grammar

Not all of the errors of thiz class were recorded, bt hore arc some sxamnles.

. HWSS March ‘03 inside ftont cover, “Athough” ==> Although. gg:%“jlh &Zﬁf&’

« HWSS Maren '03 p B-49 B 43,1 Sumimary of Work.., “hankfull” == hank full. | |

- TIWSES March 03 p B-30 B 4.3.1 Summary of Work,.. "1L.WID" == Jaree wondy bR e idant i
debrie?  Abbrovidrion not defiacd. LWD abbreviation is identified on B-50.

« HWSES March 03 p B-53,54.558 ot B 4.3.3 Flow Assessmen? "bankfull” == hank
full,

- HWSES Marea/Nov '03 p B-91 Caltumal Woodland “rypicall” ==> typicaliy.

Typically: Corrected.
- HWSES Nov 03 Appendix 1D, 1.0, pl "disscused” =o=dizcussed,

Discussed: Corrected

20f 9
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» HWSE Nov '03 Appendix 13, 2.24, 4 "ig” =0 it

»  HWSS Nov '03 Appeadix D, Mgure 2.2, 1a, mizging close parenthesis on
“Snowmelt™, STOR is an undefined abbreviation, meaning storage?

+ HWSS March '03 page D4 section D 1.1.2, “Maple Grove Road Provinciaily
Significant Wetland == Maple Grove Provineially Significant Wetland Complex,

« HWSS NOV '03 page B 80, Section B 74, “marginal commercially viability” ==
marginal commercially, or marginal commercial vinbility. However, this is also 2
value statement which requires research reforonces 10 support it for which none are
provided,

Arithmetic Errors

Not all calenlation anomalies were recorded, but a couple obvious exumples ure
provided hers: |

+ The Exceoutive Summary on p3 provides, West €k, at 151ha, Middie Ck. a1 385ha,
and Fast Ck. at 160ha. It then claims that these total 9%0ha - Icaving 94ba
unexpiained,

»  Appendiz D an pd states that 1604 385+ 181, equals 91784, which is grade schoo]
math gone weong.,  But then by adding 27 and 65 for 51 and 32, it's supposed 10
rotal Y90ha, which is again wrong. The sctual total, if these numbers are 1o be
rusted, thould have worked out to 988ha.

Enhancement inconsistencies

+ Figure € 3.3.1 and Map 03, indicate an enhansement area oa the north side of Maple
{rove R, , west of Speadaville, cast of Middle Ck.. There is 8 house and a bam
within the enhancement area. This is inconsistent with all other anthropogenic unils
which are purpic.

Pritmary Linkage, No Opportunity

In seneral, this is shown along Middic Ck. exiending north along the Hunsperger Dirain,
and ihe Hunsperger Drain Extension. There are gaps in ihe coptiguity of the cors
patural feamres along this rouie, but the madn issue with respect o "primariness” is
reisted to the complete fack of natural featores between the swamps at Middie Biock

In the HWSS Working Commiltce, we all agreed that it would be unrealistic 1o propose
an enhancement recommendation when major impedimoents exist to wildlife movement
today,

The lack of enhancoment recommendation along the northemnmost reach of this
conceprual linkage might he in pant mitigated if the potential for the Chilligo Ck,
primary corridor gets recognized in a future subwatershod study, and that connectivity
to that watershed achieved through core feature Bokages and enhancements. In light of
this it 15 a vory important local linkage

3of B

R and the Urand River 1o the nond in the areas shown by the arrow on Figure C 12,1

It: Corrected on Appendix D.

Closed parenthesis in Figure 2.2.1a.

*STOR" is model term for storage.

Changed: Maple Grove Provincially Significant
Wetland Complex.

Changed to “Marginal commercial viability”.

Revised text.

Revised text.

The City of Cambridge is preparing a revised
Greenspace Management Strategy based on
comments received.

The City of Cambndge is prepanng a revised
Greenspace Management Strategy based on
comments received.

......
_________
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Primary Linkage Enhancement Area on Wast Side of Middle
Block Rd. Swamp, never recommended per € 1.2.1

West of the swamp arca, along the Hunsperger Drain Extension, Map 03 recommends
enhancemnents north and south of Middie Block Rd. These SRRABCOTCHL UELAS are BOL
supported by the conceptual linkage recommendations of Figure T 1.2.1,

Linkage across Middie Rlock along existing wetlands are across core {ealures and thew
are adeguately wide.

Agricultural Ditches, not Creeks

Secton B 4.3.7, page R-83, states that “these creeks are on the edge”.  This is alarming.
but incongistent i that it fails 10 recognize the fundamental fagt that these are actually
agricultural ditches, not creeks

Hedgerow Classified as Deciduous Forest (Unit 1.17)

This feature Is long and linear following & shallow dry ditch, yer was classilied as
decidoous forest,

The Delcan Class BA, 2001, identifics this feuture oaly as a “dry diteh” with shrubx and
2 fow ees. |

East Creek at Mohawk Rd., the Case of Double Vision (Units 3.07
and 4.01A)

The Smdy depicts swo East Croek channels crossing Mohawy Rd.. continuing onin
paraiie] paths, joining downsiream 3t the point where if veers east,

This greor is apparent even on the Professional Enginecr stamped, Hoodline Map 1B.

There is only & single culvert crossing Mobhawk Rd. for Eaxt Ck., and 2 single channe
throngh 4.01A - not the two gshown by the Study.,

A Study that purports to be focusyod on water sysiemns like this ond gogs, seeds i
accurately depict tho walcreourse channgls.

Wetland Units in Error

These have been reported to the ONINR in 03 and i carly '04. Some were
classification errors, e 2.11, 2.13, others were boundary srrovs. The OMNR has
agreed with our corrections.

No Per Watershed Breakdown of Data

Agppendix Jda does not reveal which subwatershed, or ever which wotland complex
cach plant or animal spects was {vund in. Independent rovicew is therefore Impossible,
True science demands indepundent review,

Gof 9

The City of Cambridge is preparing a revised
Greenspace Management Strategy based on
comments received.

This channel and its vegetative cover was
eliminated and will be re-established as a riparian
system. The City of Cambridge will revise its
mapping to reflect the new channel and its
proposed vegetative cover,

Layer originally from MNR., East Creek corrected
per comments, however, creek line is not a
surveyed line and remains for general location only.

The City will be producing updated ELC mapping
and a final MNR wetlands map. Some areas taken
out of the PSW by MNR are wetlands according to
ELC definitions, and will be shown as such on the
City's ELC mapping. For the purposes of future
planning decisions, the PSW limits as affirmed by
MNR will have the highest priority.

The City did not request this level of detail in our
reporting. Queries for site-specific data may be
made by special arrangement from the City.
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Vascular Plant Species: Executive Summary Totals Don't Match
Appendix J4a

In the Exccutive Summary “Quick Facts”, pid. it states that 450 vascuiar plant species
had bheen identified. Hawwar in the data listed in Appendix J4a, there are only 437
listed as having been found in the Study urea, Thig error was also ackaowledged hy the
Regional Environmental Planner.

Provincially Significant Specias, Two, or is it Three?

The “Quick Facts”, pl8, indicates that thers were two Provincially Significant Species
found.

On p5 of the Excoutive $ummaﬁ it says that there were ot two, but three provincially
rare species found.

A scarch of J4a indicates that a ringle SRank 52 spesie was idenubied. This was the
Honey Locust, often found in the area as it is planted by people us an omamental.

There was a single 53, and a singic 53/54.

The Provingial Wetland Scoresheet identifics zero Provinaially Sigruficant Bpecies as
neing found in the arca.

In the revised report these discrepancies have
been addressed, and numbers also reflect the final
confirmation of identifications of several plant
species.

| The revised report indicates only one provincially

significant plant species (Carex formosa); review of
other sedges by Dr. Peter Ball, a sedge expert
(retired) from Erindale College determined that two
species previously listed in Table B 8.3.3 are more
common species; Table B 8.3.3 has therefore been
revised. Native Honey Locust is provincially rare;
the widely cultivated cuitivars are not naturally
reproducing in the subwatersheds and therefore
Honey Locust has not been included in Table B
8.3.3 (Significant Vascular Plants)
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Tabie E 3,3 3, Incansistencies with Appendix j4a
G my e Semese RS & "™ 70| The habitat notes in Table B 833 reflect the
:34 RUTACEAS Zanthoxylum  Northern 85 Lowland 5 mgmn a3 { general habitat conditions where these species
| ‘amencannen Prickly Ash | “Zanthoxyiem were encountered in the subwatersheds. Minor
| Arnercanim Ivy , :
; i Table B33 adjustments to the table have been made to clarify
’ +  B8.3.3 . wrong, its purpose.
r this it yery much an The Coefficient of Wetness (COW) ratings in
R N i T ‘*f’i%??m;gm +~ | Appendix Jda have no official status under the
. ' " b3 & » i% % AR . .
e+ e e vt 50 - RS ST S ..,,.“?’*‘*?FWLH“; OWES Manual contains lists of typical wetland
"2 3RACRE T dnbus odoramss amw« 88 Upland. 3 » Appendix X B Indicator species, some of which are not obligate
Tlowering asxd identifies thiy as ; - : . )
W’mﬁ . Lewland _ ewe3, purely upland wetland species but which are considered reliable
"R VRIS PLRMACEAL | Menispertongs | Cansda 1S4 'i:;i;m DI A ';,;;;gn 44 ,& indicators., A re_view of COW _ratings has been
| camadense  Moweeed mﬁdﬁ masas recommended in a study being conducted to
| ﬁzd ;mg;? upla _ harmonize the OWES and ELC systems in Ontario.
o ORCTWEAE Ermmnadinn | Soual Yellow S5 Lomiand T Acebren T F
coleeddes var Lady's slipper | ? Appenﬁm Jaa, ow ot
prarvifionm -1 10 1 mpans |
Eqnallv tikely 1o
ooy in w:;:iandi o
fnn- wetiandy, '
v This 15 uplasgd and
. s AR b W T A R P TP Eﬁwimﬁ . e e .
RIE CYPERACEAE  : Cagex woodil | Protty Scdge 54 Upland {1 » mquﬁ: forid. L
»  fhisisan aphaed
and Jowlaad.
Northern Boundary
The northarn boundary of the Middle Ck. watershed is inaccurate as pes information To be revised in future detailed analysis.
suppiied by the local residenis.
The Study assumes that Subtatchment 2120 poly outlets into Middle Tk, Thix is not
the case. The ratural outlet is to the north and not at all to the Hunsperger
DrainMiddie Ck. svstem.
The Stody shows the subcatchment 2115 outlet being Middle Ck, valy. In reality it has
two outlets, ong 10 the north 1 the Randall Drain and another w the south 1o the
Hunsperser Deain system. The Hunsperger eventually drains imto Middle CK.
‘The Study assumes that subeatehment 2110 has an outleting 2115, then subsequenty to
Middle Ck.. Factually, 2111 hus a separate outlet vis culvent directdy into the
Loty
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MGWA | [ PEIL / Dougan Comments
MGWA - HWSDS Errata

Hunsperger Drain system, which ig directly under Middiz Block Rd, This fact was
captured by the DDelcan Class EA, 2001, but was migsed hy the HWSS,

Nearly every map is immpacted. Some adjustiments 1o the flvodiine may be {mplied.

(] HesreLER WEST SUBWATERSHE

Western Boundary

The western boundary of the Middle Ck. watershed I8 ineccurate, per information
supplied by the local residents,

Subeatchment 2123, during base flow and low flow conditions contribales entirely to To be revised in future detailed analysis.
Fraeport Ck., not to Middle Ck.. A tile connects & calchbdasia 10 4 stormwater
manggement system that runs south along Fountain 8. This had been redirected from
West Ok, when the Lobiaw facility had heen construcied prior 1o the commencement of
the Subwatersheds Suxdy,

Independent review suggested that even in event of a regional storm. iitle or no water
from subcatchment 2125 would contribute to Middie Ck..

Adjustments peed to be made. Nearly overy map is impacicd.

Culvert Errors _ | o
Various culvert crrors were repotted by the MOWA in Tobraary 04, This impucts on Modelltlng revised I'E!SUI'(_IHQ Inminor changes to
the perceived credibility of the Study, sinee the errors ware readily apparent 1o the floodlines and no impact to Greenspace
sasually obscrving layman. Management Strategy.

It i5 unknown what influence if any, this will have on the fiondline calculations,

Cultural Features Included as Significant Natural Heritage
Feature Classification

1o some cases cultoral fentures were included as significant natural peritage {eatures., The classification used is based on the ELC
Yet, by definidon, cultural fearures are buman heritage and not nawral. system (Lee et al 1998). Cultural features such as

The apparent rationale for this natural classification seems 10 hinge on slope. Slopes in meadows, successional thickets, plantations and
some arcas are known o be a result of provious extraction operations and other human woodlands also have natural functions (and
Zﬁwﬁ}: i‘l’;ﬂﬁ"*? nﬁhitﬁifﬁf J;:amg occurring. the brotic clement Is disturted constraints) despite their origin. Constraints may

ug 1t cuitaral, it i3 fuma & | be related to slope, moisture and canopy

in other cases the clussification seems to binge on fasion other han siope characteristics

It seems insppropriate 1o apply “significant natural heritage feature” clussifications 1o
areas which are human hertfaga features,

Aggregate Extraction impacts

The imnact from the removal of several meters of grade due to current and Beenced pits : e . .
and quﬁ*‘?ﬁ activitics has been grossly under-represented in the Snudy, i Section B 8 3.2.4 notes existing impacts including

‘ * ion. F r sl ' i
The unanswered guestions rermain: aggregate extraction. Further site specific analysis

_ o , of impacts is not within the scope of the study.
. What are the impacts of the extractions on gignificant natral heritage featurex

Tl v
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within, pit boundaries, or uearby pit arens?
»  What will the impacis of the exiraction be on the waldy 1able?

We perceive these 10 bo important points and can surmise some pegative frpacts. Yet,
those remain pretty rouch unknowsn, since the Study did not include these factors 1o the
investigation.

{artographic Errors

Detailed Contour Maps, Missing Bearing Indicator

Floodlive maps, 1A through 1E, do not have even a basiv compass rose or rorth
indicator. In the absence of UTM grid, ong is iefl to assume that the top of e page s
approximately north, bur is that magaede porth? true north? ur yowe other graticule?

These features arc essential on every map, a3 they teach in grade school geography.

Key Maps, Conmtain Significant Scale Errors

Take Map 03 or {2 and compare distancey to Maps 1A-1E and one finds that they yield
ipconsistont 1osuits,

North South! On Map 03, or 02, we measure the distanco aloay Speedsvilie R4,
betwesn Maple Grove Rd and Mohawk R, , §3mum at stated scale of 1:8000, which
vields 5854.000mm or 664m in real lite. On Map 1B, measure the vame lincar distance,
384mm a1 stated scale of 1-2000, which yiclds 768,000mm or 768m real lile,

East-West: On Map 03, or 02, we measure the distance along Mohawk Rd. botween
Speedsvilie Rd. and the back of the southeeast Iarm, which 13 46mm apart al the stated
scale of 1:8,000. which yiclds, 368,000mun or 368m in real Life. On Map 1B, measure
the samne, 2150w 4t siated scele of 1:2000, which yields 430,000mm or 430m (n real
ife,

The results retarned by the 1-20(0 scaie map, can probably be trustad baxed on our
comparison with other data

The actual scale of Maps 02 und U3 scoms closer 10 119,350, rather than the vlaied
1:3000

A bar scale could have been provided

Borehole Data inaccurate

With mierance to the Study's geotechnical data, borvhole lucativus had been incorrectly
shown. These errors, to the tune of huadreds of msters, were reported by the ciuens
fall of 2002. These can be scen by cornparing Map B 1 2.1 dated August 2002, and that
dad April 2003 {August dated maps appearcd in Ot '02 finad draft of the Study, and
those dated April appeared n the March '03 final, final drafy.) |

Oualy specificaily reported borehole data were pver correcied  Other, borchoic data were
never venfied As suck data errors of his class, persist oven in the November (03,

ol ¥

North arrow added.

Printing of large maps on different plotters and/or

media may result in scale distortion; therefore a
bar scale has been added to Maps 02 and 03.

Naylor has indicated that the boreholes are
approximate and were only used for general
clarification of groundwater and soil characteristics.
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Hespeler
West

| MGWA _ | PEIL / Dougan Comments ]
MGWA - HWSS Errata
final, finad, Fnal draft. Compare the data which appear on Figure B 1.1.2 with the
original reports, for example.
Wetland Buffers Applied to Non-wetland Features |
The 30m buffer is not applied only to wetland units, but 16 any area deomed “significant Buffers are intended to apply to all features
natural heritage feature™ (SNHF) recommended o be protected within the natural

! Some of these SKHF unils arc in reality, cultural and dry, for example “woodlands™ hen?age system, which may | '“lelde upland
which #re in fact lawns with lilac and shrubs, Or, plantations, people plantsd forests, habitats, wetlands, and some units with a cuitural
aclivities through bulfering. constraints in the context of the recommended
Science suggests that protection reguirements for upiand forest are not the same a3 for a NHS
wetland  An upiand forest needs to have sacugh buffer 1o protect the roots of the trecs, '
which is approximated by the dripline io aress of agneultural cultivation,  Cuitivation | _ |
disturbs the roots of trees. The City has been provided with a summary of
Recommendiog ubiquitous 30m SNHF buffer requives one 1o tum a bliod eye (o the data current SCieﬂC_E supporting a minimum 30 m puffer
sections of the Study, for the protection of natural systems and functions.
Omission: Social and Economic Factors
The goal of the Study was to make “socially and economcally sustainable” The HWSS has considered social and economic
Iﬁtﬁﬁi:ﬂﬂiﬂﬁﬁm. This was a requirement of the Terms of Reference found in factors in determining the preferred management
Appendix A.

— tered . _ plan for the subwatershed areas. Our review was
The only soclai {actors that seem have been cousidered are. 2 brie! istonom overview, from a city-wide perspective and did not evaluate
' ] ion of fishing and sather extensive weatmint of comununily rails, e :

In pRssing, Menuon ¢ | | 3 individual landowners. However, the HWSS is to
It seems odd that there are no statements on the following faawf&. be used for further consideration of economic and
«  List or 1able of social apd economic factors which were considered. social factors duning the secondary planning

. Ecomomic Josses agsociated with curreatly productive lands being taken out of process where further consideration is typically
human usage snd devoted W naturalization. Where is the cost calculation? given to such factors.

»  Population of the subwsatersheds.
Who are the people who live here - demographics?

Yet, the Study states that, “planning partoers in subwatershed planning includeld] .. the
public” (page A-9). This must ke considered a lofty goul, as none of the local land
owners regarded themselves to be “planning partners” and 1t is precisely their social or
ecanomic realities which are not considered, |

Social and sconomic factors are never expliciily factored ia. Apd the rcad?r 13 lelt o
take it on failh that the recommendations are in Tact “socially and sconomicaily
sustainable™.
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Response to City of Cambndge letter dated August 27, 2004.

!

Updated floodline calculations and related text,
prepared by PEIL

Updated Table B 3.21 Reglonal Flood Elevations, Table B
3.3.1 Hydraulic Summary of Hespeler West Structures
and updated Appendix E.

An expanded list of changes between the March and
November 2003 reports based on an e-mail prepared

by April Souwand dated November 18, 2003.

See Appendix K.

to this letter.

A review and response to the MGWA Errata attached

See Appendix K.

|'

accuracy of scale provided by the Region.

information on the ortho-imagery preparation and

' 1/2m Contours are based on the Digital Elevation Model

created in the summer of 2000 using visual stereoscopic
equipment. Individual points were created on a 12m-grid
pattern as well as at 1m intervals along breakliines. The
contours were generated by Northway-Photomap in 2001
and are uncorrected.

The DEM was collected photogrammetrically during the
spring of 2000 - 1:8000, and 1:15,000 scale black and
white aerial photography. In most cases the 1:8000 scale
aerial photography was used to collect the urban area
information. The point placement was collected at 2 mm
at plate scale and breakline information collected at 2-3
times this density for breakline features where required to
support the ortho-photo image.

In summary, mapping has been prepared at a scale that
is reasonably accurate for the purposes of this study.
Technology allows users to enlarge or reduce information
to scales where accuracy is no longer reasonable. As a
result, the mapping, as with similar studies, provides
direction to future work programs where field-level data
collection can occur for site-specific applications.

the meeting.

| Other editorial changes approximately 7 discussed at |

Table B 1.5.7 and Table B 1.5.8, update heading to
read: Infiltration (% of total rainfall).

Delete reference to C 1.2.2 on page C-7.

Page C-19, item #2 should read quantity not quality.
Page C-38, should read: “wetland or upland forest”
not “wetland of upland forest’.

Page D-2, Greenspace Management Strategy table,
should read “High” not “High & Medium”.

Page D-4, should read “Maple Grove Provincially
Significant Wetland Complex” not “Maple Grove
Road Provincially Significant Wetland”.

Page D-10, should read “High Constraint Areas” not
“High and Medium Constraint Areas’.




