CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
HESPELER WEST SUBWATERSHEDS STUDY
WORKING COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA
Thursday, July 8, 2004
Allan Reuter Seniors’ Centre, 507 King Street,
Cambridge (Preston)

3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.

—

. Call to Order

N

Declarations of Pecuniary Interest

w

Confirmation of Minutes (Attached)

THAT the Minutes of the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study

Working Committee meeting held June 17, 2004 be considered for

errors and/or omissions.

»

Wright, City of Cambridge

(a) Maple Grove Wetlands Association — Issues List April 30, 2004
- Enhancement Land Uses — Note items 7 & 8

(b) E-mail and Map - Erich Ritzmann — Enhancements

(¢) Discussion — Item (a) above — Enhancement Land Use Areas —
Change

(d) Excerpts from HWSS Section C3.3.3 — Option 3 — 30 m Buffers
and Enhanced Corridors

5. Presentation and Discussion — Ponds — MGWA
6. Other Business

(a) Buffers — Update on Discussions

(b) Follow-up List

(c) List of Topics for Upcoming Meetings
Next Meeting Date — Thursday, July 22, 2004

Allan Reuter Seniors Centre, 507 King Street
3:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.

* The Corporation of
the City of Cambridge

Presentation and Discussion — Natural Heritage System Enhancement — Wendy

Attached

Attached

Attached

Attached

Attached

Attached

Attached



CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
HESPELER WEST SUBWATERSHEDS STUDY WORKING COMMITTEE
MEETING NO. 13
MINUTES

Thursday, June 17, 2004
Allan Reuter Seniors’ Centre, 507 King Street, Cambridge (Preston)

Committee Present: Councillor Rick Cowsill (City) (Chair), Erich Ritzmann (MGWA),
John Vasiga (MGWA), Charlene Schiedel (MGWA), Nancy Davy (GRCA), Ken
Cornelisse (MNR), Wendy Wright (City), April Souwand (City), Brian Cunningham
(Small Property Owners), lan Rawlings (Large Property Owners), Cathy Murphy
(MGWA)

Others Present: Ron McKitrick (alternate for Cathy Murphy (MGWA)), Mary and
Larry Hammer (landowners), Gus Rungis (GRCA), Jeff Martens (MTE Consultants), Dru
Dron and Ray Tufgar (Totten Sims Hubicki Consultants)

1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. by Rick Cowsill.
2. Declarations of Pecuniary Interest
None
3. Confirmation of Minutes
Moved by Cathy Murphy Seconded by  Brian Cunningham

THAT the Minutes of the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Working Committee
meeting held June 3, 2004 be amended as follows:

Brian Cunningham was present

e Page 2, second paragraph — change, “The MGWA is recommending buffers of 15
metres or less from PSWs.” to “The MGWA is recommending buffer strips of 15 m
between proposed development and a PSW in disturbed areas.”

o Page 2, third paragraph — add, “(i.e. err on the side of caution)” after “conservative
buffer”

o Page 2, third paragraph change “buffers of 3 metres or less” in the last sentence to,
“buffer strips of 3 metres from the dripline of trees”.

CARRIED
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Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Working Group
Meeting No.13 Minutes
June 17, 2004

There was some continuing discussion about buffers arising from the minutes which the
Chair requested be tabled for now, in order to accommodate the presentation on
floodlines scheduled for today’s meeting.

4. Presentation and Discussion— Updated Floodlines — Ray Tufgar, M.Eng.,
M.B.A., P.Eng., Manager, Waterloo Office, Totten Sims Hubicki Associates

Ray Tufgar reported on the findings of their work updating the floodline information
from the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study (handout attached). In summary, there
were some changes recommended to floodlines, generally in the area of Middle Block
Road and the intersection of Speedsville and Maple Grove Roads, primarily due to
changes in contour information. Dru Dron proceeded to detail the review of the Planning
and Engineering Initiatives Limited (PEIL) hydraulic model (HEC-RAS), using the
handout as a guide. Next, he discussed the review of the hydrologic model (GAWSER),
and some changes that have been made to subcatchment 2120, 2125 and 2115. The net
effect of these changes on total flow rates and associated water levels downstream was
minimal. He then discussed some future ultimate conditions. In general the conclusion
was that there would not be a significant change in the floodplain due to the different
scenarios.

Charlene Schiedel asked why the flooding of Middle Block Road, just west of
Speedsville Road was not reflected in the floodline mapping. Ray Tufgar explained that
this was likely a local drainage problem (sheet flow conditions), not related to the
floodplain of the channel of Middle Creek. Overall drainage is generally handled at the
servicing of development stage. Erich Ritzmann asked about the storage and split flows
in 2115 and what would be the effect of modeling these (similar to what was done with
2125). Ray Tufgar indicated that they would be looking at that scenario and reporting on
that in their final report. Jeff Martens indicated that there is a separate culvert that outlets
on the downstream side of Middle Block Road that needs to be modeled. Ray Tufgar
indicated that they would look at that to see if it would make a difference.

Charlene Schiedel asked about the changes to the subwatersheds boundary and who
makes this decision. Wendy Wright indicated that the subwatershed boundaries would be
revised when the GRCA reviews the floodlines. This would show up in the Summary
Report (not a change to the PEIL report). John Vasiga indicated that he felt that the PEIL
report should be fixed with the TSH information. Cathy Murphy wondered when they
would get the final reports. Ray Tufgar thought their report would be submitted to
GRCA and City staff within the next couple of weeks. John Vasiga asked if the floodline
map would be available and Wendy Wright responded that it would when it was
finalized.

Gus Rungis indicated that Jeff Marten’s input could be considered in finalizing the report.
Erich Ritzmann asked if East and West Creeks were also looked at by TSH, and this was
confirmed. Gus Rungis clarified that PEIL did update the culvert information sheets with
the proper information and new photographs.
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Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Working Group
Meeting No.13 Minutes
June 17, 2004

Other Business

Revise Natural Heritage Features and Constraint Mapping due to Changes to
PSWs — Wendy Wright indicated that the constraint mapping needs to be updated
due to the changes in PSW that Ken Cornelisse has now completed. She felt that
Jim Dougan should be asked to do this work. Erich Ritzmann has given Wendy
Wright two additional constraint areas of concern that are not related to the PSW
changes. Cathy Murphy felt that Dougan had made many errors in the original
study and there is not trust for him to do the work. After discussion, it was
decided that Dougan could be asked to look at the polygons in question per the
committee’s terms of reference and Wendy Wright would look after the checks
and balances when the work is done. It was also indicated that landowners could
be present when Dougan is doing his work.

Brian Cunningham left the meeting.

b)

c)

d)

Follow-up List — was found to be acceptable.

List of Topics for Upcoming Meetings — Wendy Wright went through the
schedule for upcoming meetings, aiming towards a final report to Council in
September. There was discussion about having a special meeting of Council to
consider the final report and timing of an open house.

Field Visits — There was discussion about the field visits to take place over 3
weeks in July. The starting point would be the people who signed up at the public
meeting in September 2002.

Rick Cowsill indicated that he needs to meet with Wendy Wright on the buffer issue and
bring that back to the committee. This will be done on June 29" and be brought back to
the July 8 meeting. Wendy Wright asked Erich Ritzmann if she could have the remainder
of errata that the MGWA has so she can pass it on to PEIL as soon as possible so that
there is not a delay in getting their information revised.

Rick Cowsill motioned to adjourn.

Meeting adjourned at 5:21 p.m.

Next meeting — Allan Reuter Centre — 3:30 pm to 5:30 pm — Thursday, July 8, 2004
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54-22141
HESPELER WEST SUBWATERSHEDS
FLOODLINES CORRECTIONS REVIEW AND SUBCATCHMENTS SCENARIOS

SUMMARY NOTES

INTRODUCTION
« Background

« Errors and updated information identified since completion of HWSS
o Hydraulics peer review

« Update hydrologic model

» Floodline updates

« Additional “what-if” scenarios

« Objectives of Project(s)

 Identify and incorporate recommended revisions to hydraulic model

+ Incorporate latest information and understanding of drainage patterns, drainage system and
catchment characteristics into hydrologic model

« Run simulations for various additional “what-if” drainage scenarios

« Establish updated Regional floodlines/water levels based on the above

PROJECT ‘A’ - REVIEW OF PEIL HYDRAULIC MODEL
« Sources of Information and Scope of Review

o Sources of data:
« Original PEIL HEC-RAS model
« City’s 0.5m contour mapping and orthoimagery
« PEIL updated culvert data
« Delcan hydraulic modeling for Maple Grove Industrial Subdivision
o Site visit(s)
» Input data

« Scope of review:
« 3 watercourses (West Creek, Middle Creek, East Creek)
« General review of input data
« Geometric coding
o Culvert data

« Updated Culvert Data
« Updated culvert survey by PEIL has been incorporated
o Appears to have address comments received by City

« Field Survey - Northeast Quadrant of Maple Grove Road/Speedsville Road Intersection

« TSH topo survey to confirm contours

C:\Data\Prj22100\22141 Hespeler West Subwatersheds\Report\Meeting Notes - June 17, 2004 Mecting.doc



« More consistent with contours in Delcan report than City’s 0.5m contours
« Revised floodlines have been plotted (see map)

« General Peer Review of PEIL. HEC-RAS Model

« Longitudinal positioning of culverts relative to road deck - negligible impact

» Bank stations — minimal impact

« Ineffective area stations and elevations - localized significant impact in a few locations

« Interpolated additional cross sections - maximum 0.5m change in water level between
consecutive cross sections - some localized impacts, but not widespread

» Spacing of culvert end cross sections - would normally recommend placing closer to
culvert — minor impact, but should be reviewed in greater detail if future works proposed
near culverts (e.g. development, road improvements, culvert upgrades, etc.)

« Project ‘A’ Conclusions and Recommendations

« Changes made to HEC-RAS model, for the most part, have only a minor impact on water
levels — both minor increases and decreases in water level, depending on location

« Should future development or road improvements be proposed in proximity to any of the
culverts having bounding cross sections greater than 5.0 metres away from the end of the
culvert, further, more detailed review of the positioning of the bounding culverts should be
undertaken as part of the detailed design process for the proposed development or other
proposed works.

PROJECT ‘B’ - SUBCATCHMENT SCENARIOS

« Technical Review of Previous GAWSER Model
« Specific Scenarios and Options to be Modeled
» Scenario 1 - Removal of Catchment 2120
« Scenario 2 - Catchment 2125 drainage patterns, storage characteristics, downstream
routing
e Scenario 3 - Catchment 2115 drainage patterns, boundary, storage characteristics,
downstream routing
« Scenarios 4, 5 and 6 - simple “what-if” scenarios — to be completed in near future
(removal of Catchment 2120 already incorporated in model as per Scenario 1, above)
« Recommendation of final regulatory floodlines - to be confirmed in near future
« Recommendation for SWM target flows - to be confirmed in near future

« Scenario 1 - Removal of Subcatchment 2120
o North portion of original Catchment 2125 actually drains to north as part of Catchment 2120
« Very limited portion of Catchment 2120 still drains to Fountain Street
« Changes incorporated based on information from K. Smart report and discussions with City
and GRCA staff
« Relatively minor impact on its own, so was combined with changes made as part of
Scenarios 2 and 3 (i.e. did not document impacts separately)

o Scenario 2 - Subcatchment 2125 Drainage
o Wetland area provides “natural” storage capacity
« North portion of catchment actually drains to north as part of Catchment 2120
« Soils distribution adjusted, as required by drainage boundary adjustment

C:\Data\Prj22100\22141 Hespeler West Subwatersheds\Report\Meeting Notes - June 17, 2004 Meeting.doc



+ Subdrains - 200mm field tile drain and catchbasin, 250mm Fountain Street subdrain

» Low flow to Freeport Creek to the south, via subdrain

« Fountain Street 825mm CSP culvert, 900mm storm sewer, downstream open channel to
creek, etc.

« Local existing “natural” storage characteristics established based on 0.5m contours

» Existing stage-storage-discharge relationship established for Fountain Street culvert

« Drainage split based on contours (i.e. 313.0 contour approximately) - potential spill to
northwest :

« Negligible flows through Fountain Street culvert so far this year (2004) - seems consistent
with model results for existing conditions (minimal flow in d/s storm sewer for up to 5 to 10
year event

« Updated results generally show minor change in Regional flood levels, typically a few
centimetres

o  Under future conditions SWM controls assumed to replace existing natural storage

« Matched post to pre as closely as possible for 2 to 100 year storms

« Regional assumed uncontrolled for now. Additional scenario with Regional controls
intended to be run in near future for comparison.

« Uncontrolled Regional flows under future ultimate baseline conditions result in maximum
water level increases in the range of 0.3 to 0.45 metres at several locations. Overall
maximum increase in 0.77 metres at Section 600 (well defined valley so floodlines to not
spread significantly)

» Scenario 3 - Subcatchment 2115 Drainage
« Updated stage-storage-discharge relationship for Middle Block Road culvert
« Fill placement in north of Middle Block Road taken into account
» Updated culvert and road profile characteristics
« Overall impact of TSH revisions reduces peak Regional flow by approximately one third
« Impact on floodlines is minor
« Future Ultimate Baseline Conditions
« Regional flow overtops Middle Block Road (limited control) and increases from 4.1 to
7.8 m’/s
« Regional water level downstream of Middle Block Road only increases by 0.08 metres
over existing conditions
« Future Ultimate Conditions, Option 1 - North Portion of Catchment 2115 Removed
« Natural storage area in wetland part of diverted portion - loss of natural storage
« 2 to 100 year flows only reduced very slightly by reduced area due to loss of
storage/control (loss of storage causes increase in flow which tends to balance out
reduction in flow associated with reduced drainage area)
« Regional flows reduced substantially by reduction in drainage area (minimal control
under existing conditions, therefore loss of natural storage has less impact)
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Maple Grove Wetlands Association Issues With The HWSS Part Il

The Maple Grove Wetlands Association (MGWA) in conjunction with input from the
property owners in the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study (HWSS) area, have noted a
few of the concerns which still need to be addressed by the City.

This list augments, and in some ways details aspects of, Part I which was issued by the
MGWA at the outset of the HWSS WC in October 2003.

1. Rankings of cultural features as high constraint by the HWSS requires an independent
review of constraint rankings.

2. Context sensitive buffering which considers the quality of feature being protected and
which acknowledge the advanced state of human disturbance existent.

. Wetland buffers that don't exceed the 15m.
Upland forest buffers that don't exceed 3m.
Plantations buffered by 1m.

No buffering of other cultural features.

N v e w

Enhancement recommendations need to be removed/reduced in cases where core
feature already meets the 50m (local) or 200m (primary) width criteria.

8. Enhancement recommendations for areas adjoining or crossing anthropogenic units
- and major impediments such as roadways must be re-evaluated. -

9. Recognition of vital role pond habitat plays to the local ecology, and its contribution to
valuable ground water recharge needs to be made, rather than consideration for
removal.

10.Consistent application of science.
11.Social and economic factors really considered (not just lip service).
12.Summary report to contain corrected data.

13.HWSS corrections that are recorded in the erratum must also be flagged on any maps
and pages of text that are implicated, if the error is permitted to persist.

14.The fact clearly stated publicly and in the summary report, that numerous and serious
errors were identified necessitating the WC and the additional report.

15.Everyone needs to be treated equally; not restricted to, though including, city owned
industrial developed areas like private owned residential developments.

16.Final review of summary report.
17.Removal of open space designation and OS1 zoning in inappropriate areas.
18.Removal of GRCA scheduling in inappropriate areas.

19.Landowner compensation for expropriation (principles set forth in federal legislation).

Copyright © 2004 04-04-30 1of 1



Wendy Wright

From: Erich J. Ritzmann [ejritz@genema.org]

Sent: Friday, April 30, 2004 10:47 AM

To: Wendy Wright

Cc: Rick Cowsiil; April Souwand; Ken Cornelisse; Chris Gosselin
Subject: Enhancements

Wendy,

as previously mentiocned, I have produced some doodle cartography which
outlines some of our major concerns with the proposed enhancement
recommendations. You may find it here:

http://genema.org/MGWA/wc/C_3 3_1 GMS-MGWA-Enhancements.jpg

The number one concern, has to do with enhancements along major roads:
Maple Grove Rd, Fountain St, Middleblock Rd, Speedsville Rd, Beaverdale
Rd, and Mohawk Rd. These are regarded as major impediments by the
community, and even in the text of the HWSS it acknowledges as much.

A second concern is with respect to crossing significant areas of
cultivated field particularly long distances from core features. The
longer the distance from core features, the wider the enhancement will
need to be, if it is to be realistic -- this however, would go contrary
to the social and economic considerations.

A third concern is with respect to anthropogenic units. : Several
enhancement areas cross anthropogenic units (really should have been

purple in the original map). We are proposing to remove the puiple on
developed properties, and are replacing it with a watershedswide
stewardship program. However, the enhancement recommendation can

scmetimes be achieved by following existing trees and hedgerows around
the existing residential ‘areas. -

A fourth concern is w1th respect to enhancement areas whlch appear on
the Greenspace Recommendations map, yet were not recommended per
linkage enhancements on C 1.2.1.

So, in addressing these concerns then, we make the following
environmentally sound, PPS consistent suggestions:

1) Where there is a red X on the map, the enhancement area needs to be
reviewed with respect tc reducing, changing shape, and in some cases
eliminating them completely. Most of the enhancements near roadways

should be eliminated -- promoting roadkill would be contrary to the
PPS.

2) Where there is a red S on the map, there has been a review of the
Conceptual Linkages recommendation (which we still feel is really weak
from a science perspective, mind you). The S marks a suggested
alternate approach to addressing the recommendation so that the
existing residential areas are not adversely impacted.

3) Where there is a red U/0 on the map, there exists a major
impediment, to which a proper underpass or overpass must be built.

Note A) We were told that in the Can-Amera situation, walls are being
planned to funnel animals into small 1m culverts under the roadway.
This means that they are using this to narrow, not widen, the existing
linkage. Enhancements along roadways tend to widen the corridor and
would work at contrary purposes.



Note B) Walls and small cul..rts, are regarded as token meas.ces,
woefully inadeguate for animal corridors from ocur perspective. A
proper solution must be part of the recommendation being made. Having
said that, cost is an economic factor, so only proven linkages should
be considered for enhancement within 120m of roads.

Note C) Over-sized culverts should continue to be recommended, though
they are regarded as woefully inadeguate as animal corridors.

Note D) The popsicle sticks to the north and east of the watersheds
were not raised as a concern, so I suggest you can leave those as they
currently stand.

Please review these points and the accompanying map, and do not
hesitate to contact me if you have guestions.

Erich
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DISCUSSION - ENHANCEMENT LAND USE AREAS CHANGE
1. | Mostly Floodplain — No development Area No
2. | Middle Creek Corridor 200 m — riparian corridor proposed — No ?
premature to abandon it '
3. | Vasiga/Hammer Woodlot/Swamp — part of Maple Grove
Wetland - MNR/GRCA/Region — How important is it to link it ?
physically?
4. | House — stay or go?— depends on future land use; potential Yes ?
Enhancement Area Adjustment at Community Plan Stage '
5. | Floodplain — No development area No
6. | Added enhancement area along hedgerow linking Middle and
East Creeks and provide additional alternate linkages to the Yes ?
enhancement areas on private property
WEST CREEK
7. | Linkage between West and Middle Creeks — across Arriscraft Yes
storage yard S
EAST CREEK
8. | Need to link an isolated PSW pocket to Maple Grove Wetland
Complex? Premature to abandon Enhancement Area.
. ) . No ?
House stay or go depending on future land use; potential
Enhancement Area Adjustment at Community Plan Stage.
9. | Linkage Between East and West Creeks Yes ?
10.| Headwaters of East Creek
- shape — necessary to protect interior habitat No ?
- potential ESPA’s on the north and south
11.| East Creek corridor at Maple Grove Road
- north side adjacent to potential ESPA Adjust
- trim to 50 m - slope

G\COMMON\STAFFWRIGHTW\HWSSWC Floodplain Map Comments.doc/Last printed 5/14/2004 1:49 PM




The vorporation

h of Cambridge
MEMORANDUM

To: Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Date: May 18, 2004

Working Committee
From: Wendy Wright Our File:

Commissioner of Planning Services

Your File:

Re: Excerpt from the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study

The following is an excerpt from the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study, Section C
3.3.3 — Option 3 — 30 Metre Buffer and Enhancement Corridors in response to Cathy
Murphy’s inquiry about why the recommended corridor width for Middle Creek is W|der
than that for East and West Creeks.

“Option 3 — 30 Metre Buffer and Enhanced Corridors

This Option would supplement the provisions of Option 2 (i.e. 30 metre buffers) with
placement of enhancement areas and (where feasible) complementary land uses
adjacent to corridors. The goal would be to create a consistent natural corridor through
the urban portions, containing enhanced upland and successional cover as well as
wetland. This option would be most effective with respect to accommodating sensitive
local hydrology, seasonal wildlife movements and breeding, and trail development
following urbanization of the surrounding lands. Through enhancement, linkages would
be added to ensure adequate connections to outlying rural lands in the upper
subwatersheds, and to other habitats outside the subwatersheds.

On other grounds, it is considered that minimum buffers of 30 metres will not sustain
current levels of landscape connectivity that exist in the rural portions of the
subwatersheds, when they are converted to an urban context. Common wildlife species
such as White-tailed Deer and Coyotes may create nuisance issues with residential or
industrial uses unless a viable wildlife corridor is created. In this respect Option 2 (30
metre buffers) may be inadequate where corridor width is inadequate. Human proximity
effects including noise, light, and pets typically reduce habitat usage by neotropical
forest birds unless buffers of at least 100 metres are provided; buffers of up to 300
metres may be required to sustain nesting by species such as Mallards (Norman, 2000).
Direct human encroachment into natural woodlands may exceed 60 metres (Matlack,
1993), and natural area encroachment behind residential lots is typically on the order of
80-90% in southern Ontario municipalities where this has been studies (e.g. Kitchener,
Oakville, Mississauga). The provision of enhanced corridors (e.g. 100 to 300 metres in
width) would help to offset these impacts, and sustain relatively unimpeded wiidlife
movements.



Page 2

Different corridor enhancements are desirable according to intended functions and
ecosystem trajectories, as follows:

e  Primary Linkages of 100-300 metres (minimum) width that can sustain interior and
interior edge species and significantly moderate future urban and human proximity
effects.

e Local Linkages of 50 metres (minimum) that help maintain riparian functions along
constrained corridors, and provide some connectivity to nearby core features.

The application of these standards is shown conceptually on Figure C 1.2.1 and its
implementation is discussed in Section D 1.1 (Greenspace Management Strategy).

Although the impacts of landscape conversion from an agricultural to an urban matrix
cannot be fully mitigated under Option 3, it would retrofit the existing corridors with
substantial additional habitat and buffering to balance the conversion of the surrounding
agricultural matrix. If upland habitats are established effectively within the enhancement
and buffer areas, there will be a gain in utilization by sensitive species requiring
transitional habitats over a period of years. The creation of a more substantive ‘critical
mass’ and diversity of habitat under Option 3 would more effectively offset the indirect -
impacts of urban proximity than buffers alone (i.e. as proposed under Option 2).

In our opinion, Option 3 would meet the intent of the Provincial Policy Statement, and
relevant Regional, City and GRCA policies.

Figures C 3.3.1 and Map 3 present the Greenspace Management Strategy, including
protected natural areas, buffers, and recommended enhancement and stewardship -
areas. The Middle Creek system is seen as the primary opportunity for a major
connection between the Grand River/Chilligo Creek systems and the Speed River
through the study area. The sections which follow discuss the recommended
components (Environmental Constraint Areas, Existing Environmental Policy Areas,
Enhancement Areas, Stewardship Area, and Buffers). Key components of the
recommended Greenspace Management System, which are based on the issues,
principles, concepts and management alternatives discussed in the preceding section
are as follows:

e« Middle Creek Corridor and Secondary Linkages north of Maple Grove Road:
The combination of core habitats, 30 m buffers, enhancement areas and
stewardship areas are considered desirable to provide an overall future corridor
(i.e. comprised of the five components) with a width in the range of 200 (minimum)
to approximately 500 metres wide, and enhancement connections to major natural
features on East Creek and beyond the subwatershed boundary. This would
create an ecosystem within which urban and human proximity effects would
approximate those present under existing rural conditions, and where interior
species would be largely sustained.

AGACOMMOMNSTAFFWRIGHTWAHWSS M Study Excerpt.doc - 5/14/2004 - 1:33 PM



Page 3

e Middle Creek Corridor and Secondary Linkages between Maple Grove Road
and the Speed River: Consolidation of habitats, buffers, enhancement areas, and
stewardship areas to create a consistent ‘corridor’ (i.e. comprised of the four
components) of approximately 100 metre width would moderate urban and human
proximity effects, and sustain movements of interior-edge species. Other local
connections of approximately 50 metre width would be desirable between core
features that are not currently connected to the main channel.

e East Creek Corridor and Secondary Linkages: A minimum ‘corridor’ (i.e.
comprised of buffers, enhancement areas, stewardship areas and core habitats) of
approximately 50 metre width would be desirable to maintain riparian functions
and/or provide local connectivity between isolated core features.

e West Creek Corridor and Secondary Linkages: This is a local feature currently
of sufficient width (i.e. more than 50 metres wide) and of an incised nature such
that its local linkage function can be maintained through the placement of the 30
metre buffer. Its connection to the Speed River system, currently impaired by
Highway 401, can be improved by enhancement uses located east of Speedsville -
Road. Other local connections of approximately 50 metre width would be desirable
between core features that are not currently connected to the main channel.”

Wendy Wright.
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Maple Grove Wetlands Association Ponds Discussion

The presentation by Ken Comelisse explained many aspects of the ecology of ponds and
was very useful. However, time was too short to allow for a discussion. Our intention
here is to raise some points that should have been part of such a discussion.

The Dam Removal Success Stories referred 1o in the presentation contains some points
that need to be highlighted:

0 It was prepared by American Rivers, Friends of the Earth, and Trout
Unlimited rather than an unbiased US government agency.

(] The average height of the dams studied was 21 ft. with 40 being over 40 ft.
and 4 over 120 ft. Average length was 224 ft. The issue here is relevance.

{1 Main reasons for removal could generally be summarized as to restore a
damaged ecosystem, safety concems, and taxpayer expense to repair and
maintain the dams.

(] Detailed case histories reported relied heavily on the following reasons for
removal:

2 Sport fisheries- salmon, trout, tidal smelt runs were mentioned several

times as examples.

Structural safety hazards

Canoeing, recreation

Taxpayer costs and liability

Water quality

Create waterfowl habitat

Improve surrounding aesthetics

L 2K L O

In conclusion, the summary paragraph states:

“Removal is not appropriate for all, or even most, of these (tens of thousands of
smaller) dams. Far less than one percent of all dams in the United States are even
under consideration for removal.” -

Comments on the Presentation
Although sediment transport is impeded by dams, erosion is not necessarily a good thing.
The sediment will eventually be deposited somewhere even if not behind a dam.

Destruction of ponds would not necessarily be a completely good thing for water quality.
A pond expert examined one Middle Creek pond and determined that it contained plants
vital 1o improving water qualiry.

In the case of Middle Creek ponds, all maintenance has been carried out by residents, so
no burden is imposed in the taxpayvers or govemment bodies.

There is no canoeing on Middle Creek but residents have cleared skating rinks on a pond.
It is difficult, if not impossible, to imagine a situation where a safety hazard might exist.

Although removal of some dams might improve fish mobility, when a stream totally dries
up, as Middle Creek sometimes does, the wildlife has no refuge nor water if the ponds are
not there.

On the other hand, these ponds are home to, or often visited by, a variety of wildlife
(including several Regionally Significant Species):

1of2



Maple Grove Wetlands Association Ponds Discussion

Frogs (including Bullfrogs)
Herons (Great Blue, and a grey variety)
Geese

Ducks

Turtles

Crayfish

Deer

Minnows

Otter

Groundhogs

Raccoons

Opossums

Skunks

among others

o I s s e s [ o o s e o Y o s

The removal of the ponds would certainly not benefit the area wildlife.
The ponds have beneficial affects on ground water recharge.

At a meeting held to present the industrial development plans north of Maple Grove to
area residents, Miron Docev said emphatically that the flow variations in Middle Creek
would be less variable (i.e. less flooding, less drying up) after development, due to the
construction of retention ponds. This positive aspect of ponds contradicts recent
_statements denying the moderating influence of ponds.

Although there may have been some specific’locations where dam removal helped
surrounding aesthetics, it would be devastating in the case of the Middle Creek ponds in- -
residential areas. ' :

In the often inconsistent HWSS, it simultaneously makes the recommendation with
respect to aquatic enhancements, to include: :

“... the creation of specific habitats such as small ponds ...” @ c-35)

Could it be suggested that it is rather pointless to remove and then recreate the small
ponds, disrupting the lives of the wildlife which call this home.

In summary, from an environmental standpoint, the case for pond removal has not been
demonstrated. The outrage caused by the social and economic impacts on the residents is
an additional consideration.

Treatment of ponds in the HWSS could and should have been more even-handed.
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The Corporation
of the City
h of Cambridge

MEMORANDUM
To: Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Date: July 6, 2004
Working Committee
From: Wendy Wright Our File:

Commissioner of Planning Services
Your File:

Re: Topics for Upcoming Meetings

¢ Presentation/Discussion Enhancement Areas — Wendy Wright
July 8/04

e Ponds/Dams (MGWA) Presentation

Weeks of July 12/19/26 | Field Visits

July 22/04 Extraction & Scheduled Areas

August 5/04 Review Draft Final Report/Prepare Newsletter

September 2/04 | Complete Review of Draft Final Report

September 14/04 | Special Council Meeting

e Public Open House/Newsletter
To Be Scheduled:

¢ Implementation
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