CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF CAMBRIDGE
HESPELER WEST SUBWATERSHEDS STUDY WORKING COMMITTEE
MEETING NO. 7
MINUTES

-
Thursday, March 4, 2004

Allan Reuter Seniors’ Centre, 507 King Street, Cambridge (Preston)

Committee Present: Councillor Rick Cowsill (City) (Chair), Erich Ritzmann (MGWA),
Cathy Murphy (MGWA), John Vasiga (MGWA), Tricia Rosa (GRCA), Chris Gosselin
(RMOW), Ken Cornelisse (MNR), Wendy Wright (City), April Souwand (City),
Charlene Schiedel (MGWA), lan Rawlings (Large Property Owners)

Others Present: Ron McKitrick (alternate for John Vasiga (MGWA)), Nancy Davy
(alternate for Tricia Rosa (GRCA)), Mary Hammer and Don Hammer (landowners)

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 Erich Ritzmann

THAT the Minutes of the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study Working Committee
meeting held February 19, 2004 be amended as follows:

e On Page 1, Ed Hammer Jr. change to Don Hammer
e “cms” change to “m*/s” throughout

e On Page 4, “should be labeled Middle Block Road” change to “should possibly be
labeled as Maple Grove Road”

e On Page 4, second paragraph, third sentence, “Erich thought” change to “John
thought™
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e On Page 4, third paragraph, add after the first sentence, “Erich Ritzmann
mentioned that some of the contents of the Smart report suggest that the HWSS
was incorrect in the establishment of the northern watershed boundary. The
HWSS for subcatchment 2115 assumes a single outlet to the south. Smart
identifies two outlets, north and south, favouring a northerly flow. Erich stated
that no additional work by the Region is required for this statement to be
relevant.”

e On Page 4, at the end of Point 1., add, “Erich Ritzmann identified that the
consultant hired by the City for the public meeting on September 25, 2003 in the
Beehive Room, Mark Dorfman, was incorrect with respect to the Regulatory
Storm Floodline. Wendy Wright confirmed that she knew he was wrong when he
stated floodlines are based on the 1:100 Year Storm, instead of the Regional
Storm (Hurricane Hazel).”

¢ On Page 6, in subsection 5.c), change “MGWS library” to “HWSSWC lending
library”

And adopted as amended.
CARRIED

Erich Ritzmann clarified that on Page 3 of the minutes, he indicated that the outlet for
2125 contributes 0.65 I/s to Middle Creek (base flow). This is not correct, he should have
said, “0.21 1/s”, as the 0.65 I/s is the cumulative contribution, the individual contribution
of 212515 0.21 Us.

4. Scheduled Areas — Presentation — Nancy Davy, Senior Resource Planner,
GRCA

Nancy Davy gave a presentation on the Conservation Authorities Act and more
particularly the Grand River Conservation Authority’s Fill, Construction and Alteration
to Waterways Regulation (presentation attached to minutes). There was discussion about
the broadness of the definition of a waterway. An example was roadside ditches and how
they are looked at by the GRCA. Staff’s working definition of a waterway is that there is
a defined bed and banks that conveys the flow of water. The current regulation definition
is, “any river, lake, stream or watercourse under the jurisdiction of the Conservation
Authority.” This is not a particularly helpful definition. There were questions about
when permits in wetlands are required and not required for construction and maintenance
of structures like driveways. There was discussion about recycled shingles buried in
catchment 2115. The CA has a statute of limitations on their legislation, which makes it
difficult to enforce the legislation after time has passed if no evidence was collected at
the time. There were questions and concerns about notice requirements when areas are
scheduled. It was clarified that just because an area is scheduled, it doesn’t mean that no
fill can be placed in these areas, but that a permit is required for this activity by the
GRCA.
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a) Community Concerns - GRCA “Scheduling”

Following Nancy’s presentation, the committee reviewed the community concerns on this
topic, with the following results:

1.

2
3.
4

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Yes, scheduling is to regulate fill placement.

. List of criteria on slide 13 in presentation.

Procedure on slide 15 in presentation.

. Once the new regulation is enacted by the Province, there will be new regulated

areas. ,

The HWSS will be one piece of background information to come forward into
maps when the new regulation is implemented.

The Chilligo area was scheduled in 1975 and the area west and south (Schedule
17) was scheduled in 1993 to control placement of fill.

Trying to protect floodplains, steep slopes, watercourses, wetlands, etc. from fill
placement where conservation of land is a concern.

Scheduled areas could become “unscheduled”. They would have to go through
the same process an area goes through to be scheduled. Nancy is not aware of
this ever happening.

One could send a letter in to the GRCA to request a review of a previously
scheduled area, but the new process is coming and they would probably be asked
to wait for that.

The definition of a watercourse was covered in the presentation and this is one of
the criteria used for areas to be scheduled.

Channel buffers discussion will be held at the same time buffers in general are
covered.

Yes, fill can be permitted in a scheduled area, depending on the GRCA review.
No GRCA permit is required for removal of fill. However, this may need a City
grading by-law permit.

The GRCA has a review process for permits to place fill.

Farmers are treated as any other landowner with respect to fill permits.
Driveways and laneways that require fill in a scheduled area need a permit. A
right of way is a legal entity, which does not require a permit, put the physical
placement of fill would.

Yes, the Conservation Authorities Act was amended in 1998 and a new regulation
is expected to be enacted in the near future.

Notification for Schedule 17 was done through newspaper. As discussed above,
areas could be unscheduled, but this has never been done. One would have to
request GRCA to embark on a process.

Yes, GRCA would schedule a PSW to regulate fill, and also regulates
construction in a wetland.

Yes, GRCA would schedule a LSW to regulate fill and even wetlands that have
not been evaluated by MNR. All wetlands are regulated with respect to
construction - doesn’t matter if it is not evaluated.
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20. No, generally SWM ponds are not scheduled. Development was approved
through development approval process, which the GRCA reviews for stormwater
management concerns.

In response to further questions, Nancy indicated that permit files are kept by the GRCA.
Scheduled areas do not get removed when permits are issued (the line stays).
Municipalities are not exempt from CA regulations. Fill in floodplains may be allowed
in some circumstances. Cut and fill used to be a standard practice, but is not used as
much now to “square off”” developments adjacent to the floodplain. The Toyota property
has scheduled areas on it and did get a permit when it was developed. Permits are usually
good for the time of the construction (generally two to five years). Recent construction at
the Toyota site was reviewed by the GRCA through the City’s site plan approval and
building permit process. John Vasiga pointed out that at the S/E corner of Fountain
Street and Maple Grove Road (N/W corner of the Toyota site) a wetland was recently
removed and replaced with a parking lot. Wendy and Nancy will check to see what the
approval process was for this and report back. Wendy will check into the Phase 2
development of City’s industrial subdivision where fill appears to have been permitted in
the floodplain of Middle Creek and report back. Erich pointed out examples of fill he has
noted in the Hespeler West subwatersheds, particularly on the island in the Speed River
on the east side of Speedsville Road (Erich will send pictures and staff will report back).

5. On-line Ponds — Presentation - Ken Cornelisse, District Biologist, MNR

Ken Cormnelisse gave a presentation on dams and ponds and their impact on watercourses
(presentation attached to the minutes). The Ministry of Natural Resources has
jurisdiction over dams through the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act and the Minister
can order removal of unsafe dams. Determining who is the owner of dams can be
difficult and some are “orphaned” by the demise of the original industrial owners. The
use of fish ladders to help fish move upstream around dams was discussed as an
imperfect way of mitigating the blockage that dams represent to fish movement. The
three streams in the Hespeler West Subwatersheds Study had portions identified as
coolwater. The wetland evaluation scored this wetland as contributing to a commercial
fishery. This is because the entire area is under a bait harvester’s license, allowing them
to fish in these areas. Questions arising from this presentation will be added to the
follow-up list.

6. Other Business
a) Follow-up List.

b) List of Topics for Upcoming Meetings — was discussed and will be firmed up at the
next meeting, with some discussion beforehand.
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¢)  Arriscraft International Inc., Revision to Aggregate Extraction License No. 46162,
Briardean Road — Information Report No. P1-24-04. Ron McKitrick asked what the
requirements for notification were and was told there were none. He was told that
the application is to MNR to increase the tonnage removed in a year. Nothing else
is changing with respect to the pit license.

d) 1922 Freund Drain — Petition for Drainage Works and Appoint a Drainage Engineer
— Report No. TPW-06/04. Ken Cornelisse asked how agencies would have input to
this. He was advised to contact Miron Docev, Project Engineer at the City.

John Vasiga motioned to adjourn.

Meeting adjourned at 5:47 p.m.

Next meeting — Allan Reuter Seniors’ Centre — 3:30 to 5:30 pm, Mar. 18, 2004
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Impiementation Tools

Regulation - Conservation Authorities Act

» Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act

» Regulations in piace Aprit 1962 - Known as the Fill,
Construction and Altgration to Waterways Regulations
(GRCA permit) — Regulation currently under review
due to changes in CA Act.

» GRCA Board is approval authority for these permits

Y orrione

Conservation Authority

Conservation Authority Regulations

» GRCA “Fill, Construction and Alteration to

Waterways Regulations” permit required for:
1. Construction in an area susceptibie to flooding
Construction in a wetland

Aflteration of a watercourse

P S R

Placement of fill in a Scheduled Area (mapped area)
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Flood Plain
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Alteration to Waterways

» Reguiation identifies the straightening, changing, diverting or
interfering in any way with the existing channel of a river,

creek, stream, or watercourse as a regulated activity

Grand River
Consarvation Authority

Wetlands

» Current Regulation identifies a permit is required for

construction in a wetland
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Scheduled Areas

» Regulate:
» piacement of fill material in defined areas where
conservation of fand is of concern

» Defined on mapping approved by the Province

Grand River
Congarvation Autherity




Process - Scheduied Areas

% Criteria for maoping for Schedule 17

» Flooaplain

» Wetlands (ail wetiands)

# Pollution Susceptbility — eg.Pcory Drained soils eg. High
water table/organic soil, Shaliow soils over bedrock

> Steep siopes

» Ponds/Lakes

» Watercourses

» Conservation of lands which have inherent timitations to use
eg. where placement of fill may agversely aftect the
environmental resource

» Urban development may be excluded (eg. House, SWM

pond)
7Y e
- Conservation Authority

What We Regulate

CROSS SECTION OF TYPICAL WATERCQURSE

ais iz} Grand River
Conservaton Authority

Process - Scheduled Areas

> Current Process
> Criteria for mapping (approved by MNR)
» Public meeting
> Site visits when requested
» Municipal Council resolution
» GRCA Board meeting

» Approved by Province and published in Ontario
Gazette

Appeais would be through GRCA Board and/or MNR

‘ Grand River
Conservation Authority




Process - Scheduled Areas in HWSS

» Chillico Creek — Schedule 10

Approved by GRCA January 8, 1975

Approved by Province - Ontario Regutation 356/74 as amendea (February
19, 1975)

» Grand River/Speed River - Schedule 17

Public Meeting - October 6, 1893

Approved by Cambridge Councit - October 25, 1993

Approved by GRCA Board - November 25, 1993

Approved by Province — through Cntario Regulation149/90 as amended by
69/93

Grand River
Conservation Authority

Process - Scheduled Areas

» Amending a Scheduted Area

To 'un-schedule’ «.- amend a scheduled area it is the same process as
creatng a new scheduled area

Driveways - Scheduled Area

Driveways etc. are included if it is within one of the areas in criteria eg.
Floogplain - mantenance and use can continue

> Agricultural uses

No restrictions on existing uses - expansions elc. would be considered in

canjunction with potentiat impacts on regulated area

Grand River
Convervation Authority

Process - Scheduled Areas

» Generc Regulation

Changes in CA Actin 1998 — Generic Regulation will be for all
CA's regulations

Regulated areas are defined in the CA Act. Definitions of the
reguiated areas can be sncwn on mans. The mapping process
is being determined through implementation guidelings

HWSS wouid provide technical information and would be used 1
creata regulated area mapping.

Public meeting required

Grand River
Conservason Authority




v

How the GRCA permit process works:

GRCA permit application ~ for GRCA approval
#» Plans, supporting report(s) and fee

Review supporting studies eg. Floodplain analysis, E!S
etC.

Conformance with GRCA policies

If a building permit is required, GRCA permit must be
obtained prior to issuance of the buiiding permit
Violation

Appeal Process

a Geand Aver
RN Conservason Authority

Questions?
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Ecology of Running Water (rynes, 1976)
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Dams

Dam Removal Success Stories (1999)
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Significant Environmental Impacts
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