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1.0 Introduction 

Natural Resource Solutions Inc. (NRSI) was retained by HOOPP (c/o Triovest), the Proponent, 

in February 2020 to modify and finalize a draft Environmental Impact Study (EIS) and Detailed 

Vegetation Management Plan (DVMP) for the 1st IPort Cambridge Draft Plan of Industrial 

Subdivision Application.  The lands proposed for development are bounded by Riverbank Drive 

to the west, Middle Block Road to the north, Fountain Street to the east, and Allendale Road to 

the south in the City of Cambridge.  An EIS and DVMP, both dated March 31, 2020, were 

submitted to the City, Region of Waterloo, and the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) 

for review and comment.  The reports characterized the existing conditions of the subject 

property, and identified environmental constraints and potential impacts to natural features from 

development based on the proposed Draft Plan of Industrial Subdivision.  Mitigation measures 

and enhancement opportunities were also recommended as part of the EIS.  Agency comments 

on the 1st submission of the EIS and DVMP were received as follows: 

• GRCA comments from Resource Planning (John Brum) dated June 10, 2020 

• City of Cambridge comments from Environmental Planning (Kathy Padgett) and Parks, 

Recreation and Culture Division (Paul Willms) dated July 6, 2020 

• Region of Waterloo comments from Environmental Planning (Jane Gurney) dated July 9, 

2020 

The Draft Plan has been revised to address a number of concerns identified by review agency 

staff, and modifications to the grading plan, stormwater management approach, and water 

balance analysis were made.  NRSI has reviewed the following updated reports and drawings 

prepared by the project team: 

• Monthly Water Balance Analysis, dated September 23, 2020 (EXP 2020a) 

• Stormwater Management Report, dated September 17, 2020 (EXP2020b) 

• Preliminary Functional Servicing Report, dated September 16, 2020 (EXP 2020c) 

• IPort Cambridge- Phase 3 Drawing Set, dated September 18, 2020 (EXP 2020d) 

• Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance, dated October 2, 2020 (EXP 2020e) 

• Fluvial Geomorphic Assessment, dated October 8, 2020 (Water’s Edge 2020)  

This EIS Addendum is provided to address natural heritage comments received from agency 

staff on the March 31, 2020 EIS.  This Addendum includes an updated impact analysis based 
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on the revised Draft Plan, additional enhancement recommendations, and provides clarifications 

and corrections to several components of the original EIS.  A detailed comment-response matrix 

that summarizes all of the natural heritage comments from agency staff and NRSI responses is 

provided in Appendix I.  Where applicable, the relevant agency comment number is provided in 

bold text within each section of this Addendum.  

1.1 Revised IPort Cambridge Draft Plan of Industrial Subdivision  

The revised Draft Plan of Subdivision is shown on Map 1.  Revisions have resulted in the 

following updates: 

1) The IPort Draft Plan Limit has been shifted east to coincide with Intermarket Road.  
Additional lands owned by the applicant extend to Riverbank Drive but are now labelled 
as part of the Future Development Limit. 

2) Block 3 has been revised to avoid overlapping with the Maple Grove Road Provincially 
Significant Wetland (PSW). 

3) The normalized 30m wetland buffer has been adjusted, and open space Block 5 
(previously Block 6), which contains the PSW, Significant Woodland and Wildlife 
Corridor, has increased in area overall. 

4) Stormwater Management (SWM) facilities have been removed from the eastern part of 
Block 5 (previously Block 6) where there is a gap between the northern and southern 
woodland areas.  Stormwater runoff from Block 1 is now conveyed through a buried 
sewer to the SWM swale in the wildlife corridor.   

5) A new park block, Block 4, has been created in the northeast corner of the subject 
property. 

6) A proposed trail network has been incorporated into the subdivision design. 

Section 2.1 of the original EIS provides a description of the proposed undertaking that remains 

consistent with the overall subdivision design.  However, a correction to this section is required 

as follows.  The 2nd paragraph of Section 2.1 states that the City of Cambridge designed Street 

A, also referred to as Intermarket Road.  While the preferred alignment for this section of the 

north-south collector road has been determined through the North Cambridge Business Park 

Municipal Class EA (Associated Engineering Ltd. 2017), discussions between the City and the 

Proponent have determined that the City will not be designing Intermarket Road from Allendale 

Road to Middle Block Road (City of Cambridge Comment 1.a).      
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1.2 Terms of Reference 

NRSI submitted a Terms of Reference (TOR) for the proposed subdivision on November 29, 

2018 based on the plans and timelines proposed by the previous landowners (see Appendix I of 

the original EIS).  The original EIS stated that no comments were received on this TOR from 

any agency.  This is incorrect: City of Cambridge Environmental Planning Division staff provided 

comments on the TOR dated December 5, 2018.  A copy of these comments is provided in 

Appendix II (City of Cambridge Comment 1.b).   

A TOR for the EIS was provided by the Region’s Ecological and Environmental Advisory 

Committee (EEAC) on September 24, 2018.  This TOR is also provided in Appendix II (Region 

of Waterloo Comments 1 and 7).    
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2.0 Impact Analysis 

The impact analysis provides revised interpretations (where necessary) and additional details 

based on the revised Draft Plan.  All discussions of impacts and mitigation measures in the 

original EIS that are not revised in the sections below are also to be considered and 

implemented.  The revised IPort subdivision design does not substantially change the impact 

analysis for the following: 

• Direct impacts related to: 

o Cultural Woodland Removal 

o Tree and Vegetation Removal 

o Bird Nesting Habitat Removal 

o Potential Impacts to Species at Risk Bats 

o Potential Impacts to Barn Swallow 

o Potential Impacts to other Significant Species and Habitats 

• Indirect impacts related to: 

o Changes in Groundwater Recharge and Discharge 

o Changes to Water Quality 

o Erosion and Sedimentation During Construction 

o Indirect Impacts to Wildlife and Vegetation Communities 

• Induced impacts 

In addition to a description of the revised development setbacks for the natural features on site, 

the following is a description of the types of impacts that will be discussed: 

• Direct and indirect impacts related to the pedestrian trail network 

• Direct and Indirect impacts to Allendale Creek 

• Direct impacts to confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) 

• Indirect impacts resulting from changes to surface water flow patterns and water balance 

conditions 

Where appropriate, mitigation measures are discussed following the identification of potential 

impacts to natural features.  Additional recommendations related to the restoration and 

enhancement are provided in Section 3.0 below. 
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2.1 Proposed Development Setbacks 

Since development is no longer proposed within the Thicket Wetland (small, triangular-shaped 

wetland “lobe” approximately 0.4ha in area that extends from the northwestern edge of the 

PSW), previous discussions of direct impacts to this feature in the original EIS no longer apply.  

Development setbacks have been revised under the new Draft Plan.  A minimum setback of 

30m is applied to the full PSW boundary within the subject property, with the exception of 2 

small areas: a 20m-long portion adjacent to the west point of the Thicket Wetland lobe, and a 

40m-long portion along the southern edge.  A minimum setback of 15m is proposed, 

corresponding to the west point of the Thicket Wetland.  To offset the narrower buffer width in 

these 2 areas, feature setbacks immediately south of the Thicket Wetland lobe have been 

increased to a maximum of 94m.  This has resulted in a gain of approximately 0.22ha of land 

that is currently comprised of sod.  Along with other portions of the PSW and Significant 

Woodland buffers, this area will be enhanced with native vegetation plantings.  In combination 

with the enhancements proposed directly within the Thicket Wetland lobe (see Section 3.1 

below) and the widened buffer area to the south, a 15m buffer adjacent to the Thicket Wetland 

is considered adequate to fully protect this degraded area of the PSW from the adjacent 

development.  Revised PSW setbacks are shown on Map 1.     

In keeping with the policies of the Regional Official Plan (ROP) related to Core Environmental 

Features, the original EIS recommended a 10m buffer for the Significant Woodland south of the 

PSW.  A 30m buffer is recommended in the Freeport Creek and Tributary to the Grand 

Subwatershed Study (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013) due to the identification of the overall PSW-

Significant Woodland unit as a Candidate Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area (ESPA).  The 

rationale for a reduced buffer for the woodland portion of the ESPA was provided on page 45 of 

the original EIS, and is repeated here for clarity:  

“A 30m development setback has been recommended as per the Subwatershed Study for the 

entire Candidate ESPA #3, including the PSW and the upland woodlot (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 

2013).  However, the majority of the characteristics meeting the criteria for designation as an 

ESPA are specific to the PSW portion, rather than the upland woodlot.  These characteristics 

include the presence of interior forest, PSW, significant species habitat, and groundwater 

storage and recharge (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013).  At the landscape level, the upland woodlot 

appears to provide an extension of habitat and ecological functions that are complimentary to 

the PSW.  The woodlot portion itself is anticipated to be more resilient to changes in adjacent 

land use.  Therefore, a minimum setback of 10m from the upland woodlot portion (non-PSW) is 
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likely to provide adequate protection to the form and function of that feature.  A minimum 

setback of 30m is recommended for the PSW portion of the Candidate ESPA #3 in keeping with 

the recommendations of the subwatershed study.” 

A 10m buffer for the southern woodland portion of the Candidate ESPA is still considered 

adequate for the protection of the existing and future ecological function of the overall feature, 

particularly in the context of the substantial restoration and enhancement that is proposed as 

described above (Region of Waterloo Comment 3).  Limited grading is proposed within the 

woodland buffer with a minimum distance of 4.06m between the woodland dripline and grading 

limit.  Generally, the grading limit is approximately 5m from the woodland dripline in this area, 

which will provide adequate protection for this feature.  Therefore, no impacts are anticipated.    

2.2 Trail Network 

The proposed network of pedestrian trails is shown on Map 1.  The network has been designed 

in keeping with the trail concept depicted in the City of Cambridge Official Plan Amendment 

(OPA) 35.  Within the subject property, 2 main trail corridors are proposed: east-west 

connecting Intermarket Road with Fountain Street and north-south connecting Middle Block 

Road and Allendale Road.  The corridors intersect in the gap between the PSW and Significant 

Woodland in Block 5 (Map 1).   

According to the Condition of Approval outlined by City of Cambridge Parks, Recreation and 

Culture Division (provided on page 25 of the City comments document dated July 6, 2020), trails 

will be 3m wide and comprised of asphalt.  Either fencing or an appropriately-designed 

Landscape Plan will be required to demarcate and separate the trail access from adjacent land 

uses.  Dense vegetation plantings, grading, and signage are components of a Landscape Plan 

that will encourage pedestrians to remain on authorized trails and clearly communicate the 

extent of City property (NRSI understands that the trail network and open space blocks are to 

be conveyed to the City through the Draft Plan of Subdivision process).        

Within the subject property, the trail network runs along the outermost edges of the existing 

natural features.  The east-west trail connection is located on the extreme north side of the 50m-

wide wildlife corridor (Map 1).  Trails do not overlap with any natural features, and therefore no 

direct impacts are anticipated in relation to the proposed routes.  Indirect impacts relating to 

changes in site conditions (e.g. from increased disturbance caused by human and domestic 

animal traffic) are negligible in the context of the overall proposed subdivision.   
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The main impacts anticipated from the proposed trail network are those resulting from an 

increase in use of natural areas adjacent to the trails by the public.  In particular, the creation of 

unauthorized trails and pathways has the potential to affect the quality and overall integrity of 

the adjacent habitats: vegetation trampling, plant removal, dumping of refuse and tree damage 

have the potential to occur.  Interactions between wildlife and domestic animals may result in 

the predation or harassment of wildlife occupying adjacent habitats.  These effects are expected 

to be relatively minor since the size of the existing natural features will enable wildlife to avoid 

trail areas during times of heavy use (e.g. daylight hours) and retreat to interior areas as 

needed.  Mitigation measures are recommended to avoid or minimize potential impacts from the 

above-noted sources, and include the same approach described above that is required by the 

City to demarcate the access limits of the trail network. 

To protect the ecological linkage function of the 50m-wide wildlife corridor, fencing is 

recommended along the length of the corridor to discourage anthropogenic encroachment into 

these areas and provide a physical separation between the trail and the naturalized linkage.  

For all other areas where trails are located adjacent to natural features, dense plantings in 

combination with signage are recommended.  In addition to deterring human entry into adjacent 

natural features, dense vegetation plantings will also help to reduce light and noise disturbance 

to interior areas of the features. 

2.3 Impacts to Allendale Creek 

The stormwater management (SWM) facilities for the proposed development will discharge to 

Riverbank Drive and not to Allendale Creek.  As Allendale Creek is currently sourced primarily 

by runoff from the subject property, current baseflow conditions will be maintained by diverting a 

pre-determined flow from the SWM pond and releasing it immediately downstream of the 

proposed Intermarket Road crossing into Allendale Creek at all times (EXP 2020b).  In addition, 

water balance calculations indicate that runoff and infiltration from the subject property can be 

maintained if all proposed mitigation measures are followed to increase infiltration (EXP 2020e).  

Therefore, base flow for Allendale Creek will not be impacted by the proposed development.   

Physical alterations to the main stem of Allendale Creek are not proposed.  However, a SWM 

corridor is proposed to be located where the headwaters of Allendale Creek are currently 

mapped.  These headwater drainage features (HDF) are proposed for relocation to the SWM 

corridor where their hydrologic and ecological functions will be maintained and enhanced, which 

adheres to current HDF guidelines as outlined in Section 7.0 of the original EIS.   
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2.4 Impacts to Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas (Terrestrial) Significant 
Wildlife Habitat 

The flooded field area identified as Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas (Terrestrial) 

Significant Wildlife Habitat is shown on Map 2.  City of Cambridge comments stated that in 

addition to the portion of the flooded field within the subject property being removed for the 

proposed development, the remaining portion of the flooded field located on adjacent lands will 

also likely be removed in the future due to development as well.  

The flooded field met the criteria for SWH designation during 1 of 3 targeted surveys based on 

the large abundance of Mallards (Anas platyrhynchos).  Mallards, which made up 82% of the 

individuals observed during the survey, are ubiquitous throughout southern Ontario and are 

highly adaptable habitat generalists.  The low-quality habitat present indicates that if an 

agricultural field planted with grains wasn’t present, waterfowl likely wouldn’t use this habitat as 

a stopover and staging area.  Observations of this area in spring 2020 found the entire area to 

be dry, providing no waterfowl habitat. 

Other suitable agricultural fields with sheet water and waste grains are present within the area, 

in addition to a number of large ponds and other wetland features that may provide aquatic 

stopover and staging areas.  The Subwatershed Study confirmed Aquatic Waterfowl Stopover 

and Staging Areas within the Grand River approximately 1km west of the site (Aquafor Beech 

Ltd. 2013).  

Although the flooded area met the criteria for SWH designation during 1 of the 3 targeted 

surveys, assessing the significance of the habitat at a landscape level and considering the 

reasons for meeting the criteria for SWH designation, the removal of this habitat is not 

anticipated to impact resident or migratory populations of waterfowl. 

2.5 Surface Water Flow Patterns 

The Stormwater Management Report (EXP 2020b) states that the thresholds outlined in the 

Freeport Creek Subwatershed Study (Aquafor Beech 2013) will be met.  Flows are expected to 

be controlled on most of the development blocks with modelling results suggesting that each 

block is capable of providing more storage than required.  The bio-retention system proposed 

within the 50m wildlife corridor will also provide additional quantity control.  In addition, surface 

and underground storage on the southern portion of Block 2 will drain via the Allendale culvert 
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and ensure allowable flows are met.  No ecological impacts are anticipated from changes to runoff 

volumes under post-development conditions. 

“Flows are expected be control on most of the development blocks to minimize the size of 

pond and simplified pond outlet structure.  The quantity control measures were reviewed as 

follows: 

• Rooftop Storage - It was assumed that building footprint for each block is a minimum of 

45% of each block, the remaining 55% consists parking areas, bio-swales and green 

landscape areas. To achieve the required quantity control, flow control roof drains set at 

a unit flow of 98L/s/ha will be required on each building. Conventional roof storage 

volume was estimated using an inverted cone calculation with a depth of 0.15m. 

• Surface Storage – Including swales, subsurface storage, parking storage” 

“Lot level control in the industrial lots can be achieved by roof top control to the extent possible. 

Bio-retention system is also proposed within the 50.0m Wildlife, SWM and Pedestrian Walkway 

Corridor to provide stormwater quantity control to further facilitate pond size reduction.  No lot 

level quantity control is imposed on the municipal right-of-way due to the nature of the site and 

limited opportunity.  On-site surface and underground storage will also be provided on the 

southern portion of Block 2 draining via the Allendale culvert to ensure the allowable flows are 

met.” 

2.6 Water Balance Analysis 

Potential impacts to the Maple Grove Road PSW resulting from changes between pre- and 

post-development runoff and infiltration volumes are discussed below.  There are no changes to 

runoff or infiltration being directed to the upland woodland feature, so no water balance impact 

analysis is required.   

Monthly water balance calculations for the entire year have been provided in the Monthly Water 

Balance Analysis completed by EXP; relevant data provided to NRSI by the project team at EXP 

are summarized in Table 1.  The reader is also referred to the Stormwater Management Report 

and the Hydrogeological Assessment and Water Balance Report (EXP 2020b, EXP 2020e) for 

additional information.   

The analysis considers a pre-development catchment for the PSW of 32.72ha (EXP 2020a) that 

generally drains northwest, eventually emptying to Middle Creek (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013).  
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The existing catchment area is part of the Hespeler West Subwatershed and includes the 

deciduous swamp and small area of upland woodland immediately north of the existing gap 

between wooded features, and portions of the adjacent sod field.  

The post-development catchment area for the PSW is 40.36ha and includes rooftops in Block 3 

to compensate for a 4ha reduction in the sod field areas under the post-development scenario.  

Areas of swamp and upland remain unchanged in the post-development catchment area.  Clean 

rooftop runoff will be directed to an underground infiltration trench designed to maintain base 

flows to the PSW and meet water balance targets (EXP 2020b).    

On an annual basis, post-development runoff to the PSW is estimated to decrease but the 

infiltration will increase.  The relative magnitude of the changes to runoff volumes and the 

potential for impacts to ecological and hydrological function of the PSW are discussed below on 

a monthly basis.   

Within the growing season between the months of May and August, runoff volumes change 

minimally, being nil in June, July and August under both pre-and post-development conditions, 

and decreasing by just 828m3 in May (Table 1).  Post-development, infiltration volumes are 

increased (by directing clean rooftop runoff to an underground infiltration facility) by between 

5,734m3 (May) and 7,694m3 (July).  This represents a maximum of approximately 77m3 per rain 

event, assuming a rate of 10 events per month.  This volume is negligible in the context of the 

40.36ha post-development PSW catchment area.  

Overall, runoff is estimated to decrease by 41,884m3 and infiltration will increase by an 

estimated 57,174m3.  This results in a surplus of only 15,290m3 in the post development 

scenario, which is not likely to result in significant impacts.  
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Table 1. Summary of Pre- and Post-Development Runoff and Infiltration Volumes Directed to the Maple Grove Road PSW (EXP 2020a) 

Month 

Runoff Infiltration 

Existing 
Volume (m3) 

Proposed 
Volume (m3) 

Volume 
Difference (m3) 

Existing 
Volume (m3) 

Proposed 
Volume (m3) 

Volume 
Difference (m3) 

January 6791 3565 -3226 0 2728 2728 

February 9351 4903 -4448 0 3607 3607 

March 19627 10278 -9349 6542 12676 6134 

April 12818 6364 -6454 14260 17777 3517 

May 1642 814 -828 1827 7561 5734 

June 0 0 0 0 6814 6814 

July 0 0 0 0 7694 7694 

August 0 0 0 0 7233 7233 

September 5205 2581 -2624 5791 10357 4567 

October 5732 2842 -2890 6377 8985 2608 

November 10386 5150 -5236 11554 13186 1632 

December 14159 7329 -6829 0 4907 4907 

Total 85712 43827 -41884 46351 103525 57174 

     

 

 



Natural Resource Solutions Inc.  1 

IPort Cambridge Environmental Impact Study Addendum  

3.0 Enhancement Recommendations 

3.1 Thicket Wetland 

Tree cutting and disturbance had occurred in the Non-native Mineral Thicket Swamp community 

(SWT2-13) which resulted in the establishment and proliferation of Glossy Buckthorn (Frangula 

alnus), an invasive species, within the community.  The tree and shrub component of this 

community is returning naturally from suckering growth and will naturally progress towards a 

treed swamp without intervention.  The Glossy Buckthorn has responded positively to previous 

management efforts; however, it is not recommended that this species be actively managed in 

the future (i.e. through herbicide application) due to the large number of Glossy Buckthorn 

saplings intermixed with desirable woody and herbaceous vegetation.  Therefore, eradication of 

this species from the community is impractical.  Restoration efforts should focus on mitigating 

edge effects through dense plantings of Silky Dogwood (Cornus amomum ssp. obliqua), 

Nannyberry (Viburnum lentago) and Pussy Willow (Salix discolor) around the perimeter of the 

Non-native Mineral Thicket Swamp community.  These species are fast growing and will 

compete with Glossy Buckthorn, which will begin to overtake the edge and wetland buffer area.  

The soils are saturated in the community and a planting of plug material at approximately 2m on 

centre will quickly establish and enhance the resilience of the feature against edge effects and 

invasive shrub competition.  Additional restoration plan details will be provided at detailed 

design. 

3.2 Wildlife Corridor 

A 50m wide Wildlife, SWM and Pedestrian Walkway Corridor is proposed between Blocks 2 and 

3, beginning at Block 6 and terminating at the intersection with the proposed Intermarket Road 

(Appendix III).  This area was identified as a Wildlife Movement Corridor in the Subwatershed 

Study and enhancement recommendations included creating a wooded corridor 50m in width 

and an ecopassage under Intermarket Road (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013).  This corridor will 

provide wildlife with a treed area that will act as a linkage between the PSW and upland woodlot 

within the subject property and Allendale Creek.  Fencing will be installed and dense shrubs will 

be planted along the outer perimeter of the corridor to prevent disturbance and anthropogenic 

encroachment into the corridor.  The corridor does continue west via an 900mm open culvert 

under Intermarket Road, which ensures continuity of the wildlife passage to Allendale Creek. 
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This corridor will also consist of an asphalt pedestrian walkway 3m in width and a channel for 

storm water conveyance of the surrounding blocks.  The channel design will enhance the 

hydrologic function of the corridor by providing flow conveyance and natural infiltration of runoff.  

The channel will generally be trapezoidal in shape with 3:1 slopes on the north and south banks.  

The corridor will be planted with trees and shrubs to facilitate the movement of wildlife between 

these natural features.  A draft wildlife corridor planting plan, including recommended species, is 

shown in Appendix III.  Additional planting plan details will be provided at detailed design. 

Above the 100-year ponding elevation, the banks of the channel will be planted with a variety of 

trees and a mix of shrubs and herbaceous plants.  Tree plantings will include nodes of calipers 

of Red Oak (Quercus rubra), Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa), Serviceberry (Amelanchier 

humilis), American Basswood (Tilia americana), Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum) and Common 

Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), interspersed with smaller stock White Pine (Pinus strobus), 

White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides), Hop Hornbeam 

(Ostrya virginiana) and Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum ssp. saccharum).  

Shrubs and herbaceous species to be planted on channel banks should include fast-

establishing, clonal species such as Grey Dogwood (Cornus foemina ssp. racemosa), Staghorn 

Sumac (Rhus hirta), Nannyberry, Bush-honeysuckle (Diervilla lonicera) and Woodbine 

(Parthenocissus vitacea). Shrubs will be planted with a meadow mixture such as Wild Bergamot 

(Monarda fistulosa), Black-eyed Susan (Rudbeckia hirta), Yellow Evening Primrose (Oenothera 

biennis), Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca), New England Aster (Symphyotrichum novae-

angliae), Virginia Wild Rye (Elymus virginicus var. virginicus).  Sporadic plugs of Canada 

Anemone (Anemone canadensis) and Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis) are also 

recommended. 

The bottom of the channel will be planted with meadow species only to ensure the continued 

hydrologic functions of the channel for conveyance and infiltration of surface runoff, and to 

provide a component of open country habitat.  A seed mix suitable for mesic and periodically 

wet conditions would include: Blue Vervain (Verbena hastata), Blunt Broom Sedge (Carex 

scoparia), Flat Topped Aster (Aster umbellatus), Fox Sedge (Carex vulpinoidea), Fringed Sedge 

(Carex crinita), Green Bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens), New England Aster, Rice Cutgrass (Leersia 

oryzoides), Soft Rush (Juncus effusus), Spotted Joe Pye Weed (Eupatorium maculatum), 

Square Stemmed Monkey Flower (Mimulus ringens), Swamp Milkweed (Asclepias incarnata), 

Virginia Wild Rye and Woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus). 
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In addition to the proposed plantings within the wildlife corridor, the anthropogenic materials and 

debris that are present within the creek corridor will be removed to restore and enhance the 

hydrological and ecological functions of the corridor.  A portion of the existing Cultural Woodland 

community within the corridor is proposed to be retained to increase overall tree cover within the 

wildlife corridor. 

3.3 Candidate ESPA #3 Buffer and Gap Restoration 

The ESPA buffer and the area between the PSW and the upland woodlot will be restored to 

protect these natural features from the potential impacts of development and enhance their 

ecological functions.  More detailed restoration plans will be provided at detailed design.   

The buffer restoration will include filling in the edges of the PSW to create a larger, more block-

like wooded habitat, eliminating the peninsula of Non-native Mineral Thicket Swamp community 

by afforesting currently agricultural lands.  This will increase the amount of interior forest habitat 

that is used by various significant species such as Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens) and 

Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina).  The restoration of the gap between the PSW and upland 

woodlot will reduce gap effects and encourage the creation of more continuous habitat between 

these features. 

The buffer restoration will focus on rapid establishment of dense woody vegetation along much 

of the perimeter of the features with the intention of limiting invasive species establishment, light 

wash effects and informal access to the natural areas.  Wetter/low-lying edges should utilize 

shrubs such as Silky Dogwood, Nannyberry, Pussy Willow and Sandbar Willow (Salix exigua).  

Upland areas should use shrubs such as Nannyberry, Staghorn Sumac and Grey Dogwood.  

Stock should be installed in high numbers using plug material treated with Skoot browse 

protectant prior to installation.  An area around the proposed pipe located between the PSW 

and the upland woodlot will be planted as meadow only to allow for maintenance of the 

infrastructure in the future. 

Trees and other shrubs should be planted sporadically throughout the areas including Black 

Cherry (Prunus serotina), American Basswood, Red Oak, Bur Oak, Silver Maple, Trembling 

Aspen, White Pine, Alternate-leaved Dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), Chokecherry (Prunus 

virginiana ssp. virginiana), Downy Serviceberry and Bush-honeysuckle.  The tree and shrub 

material should be a combination of plug stock or 1 gallon potted material as well as nodes of 

caliper trees planted at intervals through the buffer. 
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As these areas are currently agricultural fields planted with sod, the sod should be harvested 

and a nurse crop of White Millet be applied at 20kg/ha over the entire buffer immediately after 

harvest to minimize weeds until the planting is installed.  It is recommended to re-apply the 

nurse crop annually until plants are established to keep weed competition down in the early 

years.   

In addition, several unplanted clearings within the development should be seeded with a 

meadow mixture such as Black-eyed Susan, Yellow Evening Primrose, Common Milkweed, 

New England Aster and Virginia Wild Rye seeded at 5kg/ha, as well as a nurse crop of White 

Millet at 20kg/ha.  
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4.0 Additional Corrections 

Several additional corrections were noted in the agency comments and are addressed here. 

Row 2 in Table 2 should read that the agency review of wetland boundary and woodland 

dripline delineation took place on October 17, 2018. 

The second sentence of Section 4.1.3 should read that on October 9, 2018, approximately 1 

week prior to the agency meeting, the woodland dripline was staked according to tree canopy 

cover and crown radii along the woodlot edge. 
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Appendix I.  Summary of Agency Natural Heritage Comments on Submission 1 and NRSI Responses 

 

Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) Resource Planning (John Brum; June 10, 2020) 

1.  The submitted draft plan drawing (prepared by MHBC Planning) 
proposes a portion of Block 3 (Business Park) within a portion of the 
PSW at the northeast corner of the subject lands. On August 29, 
2018, in response to a pre-consultation application (D27/18), the 
GRCA provided the following comments to the City of Cambridge: 

The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) is not supportive of 
the submitted options since they both propose development in a 
Provincially Significant Wetland, does not provide any buffers to the 
natural heritage and natural hazard features, and is not consistent 
and/or conform with the Master Environmental Servicing Plan for 
Stage 1 of the East Side Lands (including the Freeport Creek and 
Tributary to the Grand Subwatershed Study and Master Drainage 
Plan), recently approved Environmental Assessments, and the North 
Cambridge Business Park Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
Amendments. 

This current draft plan proposal continues to show development in 
the PSW by removing a portion of this wetland area to support a 
larger Block 3 (Business Park). The Planning Justification Report 
(prepared by MHBC Planning) refers to the Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS) that was prepared by NRSI noting that the ‘study also 
recognized areas within the core environmental features which can 
be removed, enhanced and compensated in other areas to maintain 
a strong core environmental feature that will remain healthy through 
the duration of development and the future. The recommendations of 
the NRSI Environmental Impact Assessment have been incorporated 
into the design of the proposed industrial subdivision.’ The GRCA 
does not agree with this assessment nor agree to the removal of a 
portion of the wetland area. Further, GRCA ecological staff did attend 
on site to delineate the limits of the PSW with NRSI, Region of 
Waterloo, and City of Cambridge staff on October 17, 2018. At the 
site meeting, the wetland area that is currently shown on GRCA 
mapping was confirmed in the field. The removal of a portion of the 
PSW is not acceptable and/or supported by the GRCA. Any 

The Draft Plan has been revised to entirely avoid the PSW.  
Development is no longer proposed inside the boundaries of this 
natural feature (see Map 1 of the EIS Addendum).   
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Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

development and/or site alteration in a PSW would not conform to the 
natural heritage polices of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 
Region of Waterloo, City of Cambridge, and GRCA policies. Further, 
the GRCA would not support a permit for any development and/or 
site alteration within these wetlands under Ontario Regulation 150/06. 
Therefore, the draft plan must be revised to exclude any proposed 
development blocks within the PSW. 

GRCA comments 2-6 refer to the Planning Justification Report (prepared by MHBC) and water resources engineering.  These comments are 
being addressed by others on the project team and are therefore not discussed here. 

7.  The water balance to the PSW needs to determine the monthly 
surface runoff and infiltration that occurs from the development area 
currently, and show that it will be matched post development. A 
similar water balance is needed for the significant woodland. 

EXP has conducted a monthly, feature-based water balance 
analysis for the PSW.  One was not required for the Significant 
Woodland.  NRSI has revised the Water Balance portion of the 
impact analysis to incorporate this new information and 
determine if there are any potential ecological impacts from 
changes to runoff volumes under post-development conditions 
(see Section 2.6 in the EIS Addendum).    

8. ‘Geomorphic analysis recommended a critical discharge value of 
0.25m3/s for Allendale Creek and shall be considered the maximum 
discharge rate to Allendale Creek. However, given that this channel is 
‘in-adjustment’ and the general erodiblity of the channel no one 
critical discharge recommendation is expected to alleviate future 
erosion hazards. As such preference should be given to LID 
stormwater practices which mimic or reduce pre-development runoff 
volumes and peak flow durations.’ Does this statement pertain to the 
portion of the creek where post development flows will be discharged 
to or are the erosion issues upstream? Please clarify.  

It is NRSI’s understanding that the quoted statement regarding 
critical discharge values to Allendale Creek refers to stream 
reaches downstream of where post-development flows will be 
discharged.  There are no erosion issues upstream of the SWM 
pond outflow.  Additional details on the geomorphic character of 
Allendale Creek can be found in the Fluvial Geomorphic Analysis 
(Water’s Edge 2020).      

9. A fluvial geomorphic analysis of Allendale Creek should be 
completed for the proposed development plan.  

This analysis has been prepared by Water’s Edge.  NRSI has 
reviewed the report to inform the revised analyses in the EIS 
addendum.   

10. The EIS contains quotes from the SWM report that flows will be 
diverted from the Hespeler West and Freeport Creek watersheds, a 
total of 55 ha, yet concludes that surface water patterns will be 
maintained. Please explain and comment on the impacts to each 
subwatershed and associated water features. 

See Section 2.5 of the EIS Addendum for clarification on this 
item.  Additional details are also available in the updated 
Stormwater Management Report prepared by EXP (dated 
September 17, 2020).     

11.  While flows to Allendale Creek are being matched for the 25mm 
storm event, there will be an increase in flow for storm events less 

See Section 2.3 of the EIS Addendum.   
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Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

than the 25mm and a decrease in flow for events greater than the 
25mm. The EIS should comment on the impact. 

12.  Section 8.6.3 of the EIS- ‘The infiltration galleries will be designed to 
infiltrate all runoff from the 25mm storm (EXP 2020b). The infiltration 
target will be achieved through the application of an infiltration layer 
at the bottom of the bio-retention facility within the 50.0 m Wildlife, 
SWM, and Pedestrian Walkway Corridor where the soils 
appropriately high percolation rates. The proposed approach avoids 
situations where an increase in surface water runoff occurs.’ Please 
indicate where this information was sourced from, as it was not found 
in the SWM report. The SWM report only discussed the bioswales 
being used for peak flow control. The statement that there will be no 
increase in surface water runoff is incorrect, as the volume of runoff 
will increase. Please clarify. 

The cited text was sourced in error from an older version of SWM 
report and should be disregarded, particularly in the context of 
the revised SWM Report dated September 17, 2020.  The 
revised Water Balance Analysis provided in Section 2.6 of the 
EIS Addendum discusses the change in monthly runoff volumes 
being directed to the PSW and assesses potential impacts.   

13. It is unclear what is meant by the conclusion in the EIS that a 
balanced water budget can be achieved. The water budget should 
consider peak flows, runoff volumes and infiltration volumes. As 
evaporation is decreased with development, the water budget will 
change from pre development. Please clarify 

A revised Water Balance Analysis based on monthly feature-
based data provided by EXP has been included in the EIS 
Addendum (see Section 2.6).   

GRCA comments 14 and 15 refer to the slope assessment and top-of-slope setback for the Allendale Creek corridor.  These comments are 
being addressed by others on the project team and are therefore not discussed here.  

16. The removal of a 0.4 ha section of the PSW is not supported by the 
GRCA. Wetland compensation plans discussed in the EIS report are 
not supported by current wetland policy. It is requested that the 
grading plan and block limits for Block 3 be revised so as to avoid this 
wetland. It is requested that the PSW be protected in its entirety with 
a 30 m buffer. 

Removal of the section of PSW is no longer proposed under the 
revised Draft Plan (Map 1).  A minimum 30m setback from the 
PSW boundary is maintained for the entire feature, with the 
exception of 2 small areas, including the approximately 20m-long 
portion adjacent to the small triangular “lobe” of Thicket Wetland 
previously proposed for removal.  In this location, a 15m setback 
is proposed.  To offset the narrower buffer width in this area, 
feature setbacks immediately south have been increased to a 
maximum of 94m from the wetland boundary.  This has resulted 
in approximately 0.22ha of additional land currently comprised of 
sod that will be planted and enhanced.  The rationale for these 
modified setbacks is discussed in the revised impact analysis of 
the EIS Addendum (see Section 2.1).    
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Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

17.  We request that the recommended 30 m setback from Allendale 
Creek be clearly illustrated on Map 2 of the EIS. The 30 m setback 
limit also needs to be labelled more clearly on the draft plan. 

The revised Draft Plan shown on Map 1 of the EIS Addendum 
includes the 30m setback from Allendale Creek. 

18. Notwithstanding the headwater feature drainage analysis in Section 
7.0 and Map 2 in the EIS, which suggests alterations will be made 
along Allendale Creek, proposed physical impacts to the watercourse 
were not discussed in Section 8.5 (Direct Impacts) of the EIS report. 
Section 8.5.2 of this report confirms that the cultural woodland along 
this creek corridor will be removed. Assuming physical alterations to 
the watercourse are also proposed, the GRCA would support 
measures that will restore or enhance hydrologic functions along this 
corridor. Please verify that proposed watercourse alterations will be 
accordance with GRCA policy. 

The revised impact analysis in the EIS Addendum now includes a 
discussion of potential physical impacts to Allendale Creek from 
the proposed development (see Section 2.3).  Recommendations 
for restoration and enhancement of the hydrologic function of the 
existing corridor are also included in this section.  Alterations to 
the main stem of Allendale Creek are not proposed.   

19. With respect to Section 8.6.1 (Surface Water Flow Patterns), the EIS 
notes that “due to the extreme erosion that occurs within the 
Allendale Creek ravine, additional investigations by geomorphology 
professionals may be required to provide guidance on the appropriate 
amount of flow and release rates feeding the creek under the post-
development scenario” (p. 69). Further discussion is also required to 
demonstrate that proposed physical alterations to the watercourse 
and its associated valley would be in conformance with GRCA policy. 

See NRSI Response to GRCA Comment 18 above.   

20.  A 6 m setback from the stable top of slope adjacent to Allendale 
Creek was recommended in the Slope Assessment (prepared by 
EXP Services). We presume this structural setback does not apply to 
proposed watercourse alterations. Please confirm. This setback 
should also be clearly illustrated on Map 2 of the EIS and added to 
the draft plan. 

The revised Draft Plan shown on Map 1 of the EIS Addendum 
includes the 6m setback for the erosion slope.  Alterations to the 
main stem of Allendale Creek are not proposed.     

21. The proposed “Block 7 Walkway/Service Corridor” is shown as single 
and double lines on Map 2 but this feature is missing from the map 
legend. It also appears that sections of this trail would be situated 
within or immediately adjacent to the Maple Grove PSW. New trails 
within wetlands are not supported by the GRCA. It is requested that 
the trail be setback 30 m from the wetland (preferred) or be located 
toward the outer portion of the 30 m wetland and watercourse buffer 
zone. 

Block 7 (Trail) of the revised Draft Plan is now located either 
outside or at the outermost edge of the wetland and woodland 
boundaries.  The legend on Map 1 of the EIS Addendum includes 
the notation for the trail network so as to clearly show the location 
of all trails within the subject property.   
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Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

22.  The location of trails and anticipated impacts will need to be 
discussed as part of the EIS, as outlined in the terms of reference. 
Please address. 

Potential impacts to existing natural features resulting from the 
proposed trail network concept are discussed in the EIS 
Addendum (see Section 2.2).   

23.  We recommend that Map 2 in the EIS be revised to make a clear 
distinction between the cultural woodland associated with Allendale 
Creek and the significant woodland, which is a candidate for a 
Region of Waterloo ESPA. 

The revised Draft Plan shown on Map 1 of the EIS Addendum 
includes a clear distinction between the 2 woodland areas.   

24. We recommend that the 10 m setback limit from significant woodland 
areas be illustrated on Map 2 of the EIS for added clarity. 

The revised Draft Plan shown on Map 1 of the EIS Addendum 
shows the 10m setback from the Significant Woodland. 

25. Additional information will be needed during the detailed design 
stages to clearly demonstrate how all buffer zones and wildlife 
corridor areas will be restored or enhanced. 

Noted. 

26. We recommended that the proposed wildlife corridor between the 
Maple Grove PSW and the Allendale Creek valley be made as wide 
as possible and adequately buffered to increase the habitat functions 
for desired wildlife species and to minimize edge effects. 

Noted.  The east-west wildlife corridor is proposed to be 50m 
wide and enhanced with natural vegetation and trees.  This width 
is approximately equal to the widest portion of the existing 
woodlot at the upstream extent of Allendale Creek, and is 
anticipated to adequately facilitate wildlife movement and other 
ecological functions.   

 
 

  

City of Cambridge Environmental Planning (Kathy Padgett; July 6, 2020) 

1.a) Section 2.1 – The second paragraph states that the City designed 
Street A. While the preferred alignment was determined through the 
EA, Street A has not yet been designed. The City has also had 
discussions with the applicant that the City will not be designing 
Street A from Allendale Road to Middle Block Road. Please revise. 

The description of the proposed undertaking has been revised 
accordingly (see Section 1.1 in the EIS Addendum). 

1.b) Section 2.3 – The City provided comments on the Terms of 
Reference on December 7, 2018 and received an emailing confirming 
receipt. Please revise to acknowledge this 

Section 1.2 of the EIS Addendum acknowledges the receipt of 
these comments from the City of Cambridge; comments are 
included in Appendix I of the Addendum.   

1.c) Table 2 – Agency review of wetland boundary and woodland dripline 
delineation took place on October 17, 2018, not 2019. 

Section 4.0 of the EIS Addendum specifies this correction. 

1.d) Section 4.1.3 – October 9, 2019 should be 2018 Section4.0 of the EIS Addendum specifies this correction. 
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Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

2. The EIS indicates that due to the large development blocks there was 
a need for some minor normalizing (‘smoothing’) of some sections of 
irregular protective buffers, as well as the removal of a small wedge 
(0.4 ha) of degraded wetland. I disagree with this approach. These 
environmental features have been identified and well documented in 
the MESP and recent Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments 
and are subject to the Core Environmental Feature Policies of the 
Regional and Cambridge Official Plans. Encroachment into, or 
removal of, Core Environmental Features is not supported. 

The Draft Plan has been revised to entirely avoid the PSW.  
Development is no longer proposed inside the boundaries of this 
natural feature (see Map 1 of the EIS Addendum).   

2.a) Provincially Significant Wetland 

i) Please provide a map identifying the Wetland Boundary, the 
Normalized Wetland Buffer and the distance between the two along 
the entirety of the feature in order to understand what the actual 
proposed setbacks are using the ‘smoothing’ approach. 

ii) The Normalized Wetland Buffer to the south of the PSW must be 
identified as Open Space and not as part of a developable block 
(Block 1 Business Park). 

i) Map 1 of the EIS Addendum shows the wetland boundary and 
the Normalized 30m Wetland Setback.  The revised setbacks 
now range between a minimum of 15m to a maximum of 94m.  
These minimum and maximum buffer widths are shown on 
Map 1.  The majority of the buffer remains 30m or more from 
the delineated PSW boundary.   

ii) The revised Draft Plan now shows the PSW and its 
normalized buffer as part of Block 5 (Open Space). 

2.b) Thicket Wetland Removal 

- The EIS notes that a portion of the PSW (SWT2-13) has been 
cleared (0.4ha) within the past 2 years despite this being contrary to 
Regional and Cambridge Official Plan policy for Core Environmental 
Features. This clearing must have occurred since the agency site 
visit on October 17, 2018 as this issue was not observed at that time. 
The EIS proposes to remove the wetland lobe and re-create wetland 
in the space between the PSW and woodlot. The approach to remove 
the wetland lobe directly contradicts the recommendations in the 
MESP. Section 4.1.3.5 of the MESP states:  

“Additional enhancement opportunities include…filling in select edges 
of the Maple Grove Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) (ELC 
Polygon C6) and forest (ELC Polygon C5) (See Figure 4.1.11). The 
aim is to create a larger, block-like wooded habitat unit by 
‘eliminating’ the extant wooded peninsula through afforesting extant 
open/farmed areas” (Page 300, MESP). 

The MESP does not advise to physically remove the wetland lobe (or 
extant wooded peninsula), but to forest the land adjacent to it to 

The Draft Plan has been revised to entirely avoid the PSW.  
Development is no longer proposed inside the boundaries of this 
natural feature (see Map 1 of the EIS Addendum).   
 
Based on discussions that occurred during the agency site walk 
(October 17, 2018) with Region of Waterloo Environmental 
Planner Albert Hovingh, NRSI understands that the clearing 
within Thicket Wetland lobe was conducted by the tenant sod 
farmer after obtaining support from the Region for the activity.  
Trees within the lobe were proposed for removal so as to reduce 
the amount of shading to adjacent areas of sod.  The 
characterization of the Thicket Wetland by NRSI botanists took 
place on October 9, 2018, prior to the agency site visit.  At that 
time, the SWT2-13 inclusion was already described as 
anthropogenically disturbed and cleared of large trees.   
    
Section 3.1 of the EIS addendum provides additional 
recommendations for the enhancement of this wetland lobe 
under the post-development scenario.   
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create a more block-like habitat, which would then ‘eliminate’ the 
extant wooded peninsula because it would become part of a larger 
wooded block. The proposed approach to remove the wetland lobe 
cannot be supported. Efforts should be placed on restoring the 
seemingly intentional destruction that has occurred to the wetland 
lobe. 

2.c) Significant Woodlands 

- Please provide a map identifying the Significant Woodlands dripline, 
the buffer and the distance between the two along the entirety of the 
feature in order to understand what the actual proposed setbacks 
are. The proposed buffer along the southern portion of the Significant 
Woodland (Block 6 Open Space) appears to be particularly impacted 
by the ‘smoothing’ approach. 

- The removal of the anthropogenic debris located in the Significant 
Woodlands (deer stands, blinds, wildlife camera, etc.) will be a 
condition of draft plan approval if this application gets approved. 

- The legend on Map 2 only identifies the 30m Normalized Wetland 
Buffer. It would also be useful if it included the other buffers identified 
in the report. For example, the green solid and dashed lines around 
Block 6 and Allendale Creek aren’t included in the legend. 

Map 1 of the EIS Addendum shows the Significant Woodland 
boundary and the Normalized 10m Setback.  The setbacks range 
between 6.2m and 17m.  These minimum and maximum buffer 
widths are shown on Map 1.  The majority of the buffer remains 
10m or more from the delineated woodland dripline.   
 
The revised Draft Plan mapping shown on Map 1 now includes 
reference to all woodland and wetland boundary lines and 
buffers. 
 

3.a) Section 5.5.2 indicates that ALL 1, ALL 2 and ALL 3 are shown on 
Map 2 when they are shown only on Map 3. These segments would 
also be useful on Map 2 in relation to the 30 metre setbacks for 
Allendale Creek, which should also be labeled on Map 2. 

The 30m watercourse setback for the main stem of Allendale 
Creek is now shown Map 1 of the EIS Addendum.  HDFs line 
segments ALL1, ALL2, and ALL3 are now also shown for context 
on Map 1 (without labels, for simplicity).   

3.b) The EIS proposes to remove the Cultural Woodland along Allendale 
Creek, which was identified as a Supporting Environmental Feature 
in the MESP with a 10 metre buffer, in order to accommodate SWM. 
Supporting Environmental Features (or Locally Significant Natural 
Areas as defined in the Cambridge Official Plan), are features that do 
not meet the criteria for provincial or regional significance but still play 
an important role in maintaining ecological functions provided by the 
Greenlands Network. Policy 3.A.4.3 in the Cambridge Official Plan 
(2012) states: 
 
“Development and site alteration will avoid LSNAs where feasible. 

Yes, the intent is to enhance the hydrologic function along the 
corridor through the use swales providing flow conveyance and 
natural infiltration of runoff.  The revised enhancement 
recommendations provided in the EIS Addendum include the 
removal of household debris from the portion of the creek 
corridor that will remain post-development (see Section 3.2).    
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Development or site alteration proposed within or contiguous to a 
LSNA will require an Environmental Impact Statement. The 
determination of boundaries and buffers will be done through this 
study and it must show to the satisfaction of the City that the 
ecological function of the LSNA will be maintained, enhanced or 
where feasible, restored.” 
 
The EIS indicates this woodland has been historically disturbed and 
the understory is dominated by European Buckthorn. The EIS 
proposes that the function of the woodland will be re-created with 
restoration plantings and generally enhanced by the incorporation of 
the 50m wide wildlife movement corridor. This approach is generally 
acceptable and meets the intent of the policy. 
 
The EIS also indicates that there is evidence of historical tile drains 
and other drainage alterations, rock piles and household debris in this 
area. Is the intent also to restore and enhance hydrologic function 
along this corridor? 

3.c) The recommendation in the EIS to transplant Common Hackberry, a 
regionally rare species, <10cm DBH from the eastern portion of the 
CUW community will be a condition of draft plan approval. 

Noted. 

3.d)  The recommendation in the EIS to transplant Moonseed, a regionally 
rare species, from the north side of the CUW community to 
appropriate habitat on site where development is not proposed will be 
a condition of draft plan approval. 

Noted. 

4. The MESP identified a 50 metre wide east-west wildlife movement 
corridor/linkage that is to be restored/rehabilitated between the Maple 
Grove Wetland Complex, natural features associated with Allendale 
Creek and the Grand River. I acknowledge that the 50 metre corridor 
has been proposed however, the EIS largely speaks to the corridor 
being used for stormwater management purposes as opposed to its 
primary intended use as a wildlife movement corridor. While the 
details of the corridor are proposed to be refined through detailed 
design, this is a major component of the MESP and further details are 
required at this point in time in order to confirm the function of the 
wildlife corridor, first and foremost, with stormwater management. 
Please provide further details of the wildlife corridor with respect to 

Section 3.2 of the EIS Addendum provides additional details on 
the wildlife corridor.  A conceptual cross-section schematic has 
also been developed (Appendix III).   
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grades with a preliminary profile and more details on the wildlife 
corridor aspect. 

5. As per the EIS Terms of Reference, the location of trails within and 
adjacent to the subject property must be reviewed as per Official Plan 
Amendment No. 35 – Parks and Trails Schedule. It was intended that 
a trail would run along the wildlife corridor, which should also be 
included in the additional details requested above on the wildlife 
movement corridor. 

The proposed trail network is shown on Map 1 of the EIS 
Addendum.  The wildlife corridor conceptual cross-section in 
Appendix III shows the location of the trails in relation to the 
portions of the corridor that are to be naturalized.  Section 2.2 
discusses the potential impacts to natural features from the trails. 

6.  Section 6.4.1 indicates that the proposed development within the 
subject property will require the removal of ‘only 50%’ of the flooded 
field feature identified as Significant Wildlife Habitat in surveys 
conducted by NRSI. Can the flooded field feature be identified as an 
outline on Map 3 as opposed to only a point for the monitoring 
station? Is the other 50% of the flooded field feature located on the 
parcel to the north? If so, this parcel will also very likely be developed 
in the future and therefore 100% of this flooded field feature will be 
impacted. Please provide further clarification. 

Map 2 of the EIS Addendum shows the flooded field identified as 
SWH as a result of field surveys by NRSI biologists in the spring 
of 2019.  Section 2.4 interprets these findings in the context of 
the overall landscape and discusses impacts associated with 
future development on adjacent lands.   

7. The following conditions of draft plan approval will be required with 
respect to habitat removal: 

- To avoid impacts to bats, tree removals must occur between 
November 1 and March 31, which is the period outside of the active 
bat season. If tree removals are proposed within active bat season, 
consultation with the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and 
Parks (MECP) will be required and the City and Region should be 
made aware of any discussions with MECP. 

- To avoid impacts to nesting birds, vegetation clearing must occur 
between September 1 and March 31.  

- Prior to the removal of structures (specifically the barns and sheds 
associated with the farms on site), a nesting survey is required to be 
completed to confirm the presence/absence of Barn Swallow nests. If 
nesting habitat for Barn Swallow is identified a permit to remove and 
compensation for this habitat will be obtained under Ontario 
Regulation 176/13. 

Noted. 

8.  The submission of a detailed Natural Feature Buffer Enhancement 
Plan as identified in the EIS will be required as a condition of draft 

Noted. 
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plan approval to the satisfaction of the City, Region and GRCA. The 
developer will provide cost estimates and securities to implement this 
work. 

9.  As a condition of draft plan approval the developer will enter into an 
agreement to submit pre, during and post construction monitoring 
plans as identified in the EIS to the satisfaction of the City, Region 
and GRCA. 

Noted. 

  
 

 

Region of Waterloo Environmental Planning (Jane Gurney via Sylvia Rafalski-Misch; July 9, 2020) 

1. The subject lands were included in the East Side Lands (Stage 1) 
Master Environmental Servicing Plan and Community Plan, and are 
subject to the Freeport Creek and Tributary to the Grand 
Subwatershed Study (Aquafor Beech Ltd., November 2013). Any 
development in this area is expected to incorporate the 
recommendations of the applicable studies, including the 
Subwatershed Study (SWS). Additionally, a Terms of Reference for 
the EIS was provided by the Region’s Ecological and Environmental 
Advisory Committee (EEAC) on September 24, 2018, although this is 
not referenced in the EIS.  

Generally, the proposed development/draft plan cannot be supported 
at this time due to the impacts and recommendations related to the 
designated and proposed elements of the Greenlands Network on 
the site, including removal of portions of the Greenlands Network. 
The elements of the Greenlands Network include the proposed 
Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area (Candidate ESPA 3) which is 
generally coincident with the limits of the Maple Grove Road Wetland 
Complex Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) on the site and the 
Significant Woodlands, currently designated in the ROP as Core 
Environmental Features. 

The Terms of Reference for the EIS provided by EEAC has been 
included in Appendix I of the EIS Addendum.   
 
The Draft Plan has been revised to entirely avoid the elements of 
the Greenlands Network (Core Environmental Features) within 
the subject property, and development is no longer proposed 
inside the boundaries of the PSW (see Map 1 of the EIS 
Addendum).   

2. The draft plan of subdivision and Planning Justification Report 
identify the removal of a portion of the confirmed PSW/Candidate 
ESPA to facilitate the design of Business Park Block 3. The PSW 
(and Candidate ESPA) are subject to the Core Environmental 
Features policies of the ROP. ROP Policy 7.C.9 does not permit 
development or site alteration within Core Environmental Features 

See NRSI Response to Region of Waterloo Comment 1. 
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except for limited uses such as wildlife management and 
conservation, flood or erosion control, or infrastructure projects. The 
proposed development does not meet any of the limited uses 
permitted within Core Environmental Features, and as such, the 
proposed plan of subdivision which depends on the removal of 
portions of Core Environmental Features is not supported by the 
ROP. The proposed plan of subdivision does not conform to the ROP 
as it impacts Core Environmental Features, and the 
Owner/Developer is advised to re-design the draft plan to conform to 
the ROP policies for Core Environmental Features. The Greenlands 
Network elements have been well documented in this area, and 
based on the most recent staff attendance at the site (Fall, 2018), the 
information related to delineations of the features is considered to be 
accurate. As such, no encroachment into, or removal of, Core 
Environmental Features will be supported. 

3. As identified in the EIS, the SWS recommended the designation of an 
Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area (Candidate ESPA 3), which is 
intended to be designated in the ROP through the currently ongoing 
ROP Review process. The EIS suggests that due to the gap between 
the southern woodland and the northern woodland/PSW area, and 
the interior habitat as being “likely somewhat smaller in size” (closer 
to 3ha rather than 3.19ha), that it is appropriate to treat the two 
features separately and exclude the Significant Woodland from the 
Candidate ESPA. Staff do not support this recommendation. Rather, 
staff suggest that the implementation of the SWS recommendations 
are more appropriate in this area. Specifically, a 30m buffer around 
the entire feature and the enhancement of the areas within the ‘gap’ 
and adjacent feature that are identified as Rehabilitation and 
Restoration areas in the SWS (e.g. Figure 4.1.11). Implementation of 
the recommendations of the SWS relative to the Rehabilitation and 
Restoration Areas will: enhance the Greenlands Network; contribute 
to the integrity of the natural features, including the linkage areas; 
and offset clearing that has occurred within the last two years and the 
anthropogenic impacts to the features described in the EIS.  

Under the revised Draft Plan design, PSW buffer widths have 
been increased to 30m in almost all locations, and the gap 
between the northern and southern woodlands no longer 
contains any grading of SWM facilities.  As described in Section 
2.1 of the EIS Addendum, the gap will be enhanced with native 
vegetation plantings and restored following the recommendations 
of the SWS.   
 
A 10m buffer is recommended for the southern upland woodland 
in keeping with the policies of the ROP (which required a 10m 
buffer for Core Environmental Features).  While a 30m buffer is 
recommended in the SWS and in this Region of Waterloo 
Comment 3, rationale for a reduced woodland buffer was 
provided in the original EIS (page 45), repeated here for 
clarification: 

 
“A 30m development setback has been recommended as per the 
Subwatershed Study for the entire Candidate ESPA #3, including the 
PSW and the upland woodlot (Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013).  However, the 
majority of the characteristics meeting the criteria for designation as an 
ESPA are specific to the PSW portion, rather than the upland woodlot.  
These characteristics include the presence of interior forest, PSW, 
significant species habitat, and groundwater storage and recharge 
(Aquafor Beech Ltd. 2013).  At the landscape level, the upland woodlot 
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appears to provide an extension of habitat and ecological functions that 
are complimentary to the PSW.  The woodlot portion itself is anticipated 
to be more resilient to changes in adjacent land use.  Therefore, a 
minimum setback of 10m from the upland woodlot portion (non-PSW) is 
likely to provide adequate protection to the form and function of that 
feature.  A minimum setback of 30m is recommended for the PSW 
portion of the Candidate ESPA #3 in keeping with the recommendations 
of the subwatershed study.” 
 

A 10m buffer for the southern woodland portion of the Candidate 
ESPA is still considered adequate for the protection of the 
existing and future ecological function of the overall feature, 
particularly in the context of the substantial restoration and 
enhancement that is proposed (see Section 3.3 of the EIS 
Addendum)  

4. The EIS states that there is a need for ‘smoothing’ or minor 
normalizing of some sections of irregular protective buffers. 
Generally, staff are not supportive of smoothed buffers, although they 
can be considered in specific cases. As the buffers that are proposed 
to be smoothed are in areas that are not supported by ROP policy 
(i.e. removal of Core Environmental Features), specific areas have 
not been commented on at this time. It is requested that the plan of 
subdivision be revised and that, wherever possible, uniform buffers of 
30m be applied to the designated and proposed ROP features, 
consistent with the SWS recommendations. The buffers should be 
clearly depicted on the draft plan in addition to the EIS figures. 
Discrete areas of reduced or modified buffers may be considered if 
there is clear and adequate justification provided for them in the EIS. 

If trails are proposed to be located within buffers, the Region’s 
preference is to have them located on the outer portion of the buffers. 
It appears that there are also trails proposed within the Core 
Environmental Features, but the impacts are not clearly assessed in 
the EIS. It is also strongly recommended that if any trails are 
proposed to be public trails, that the Owner/Developer ensure the 
Parks Department is agreeable to the design for the trails, and that 
the EIS addresses the requirements of public multiuse trails. 

GRCA staff raised similar concerns with the PSW buffer 
‘smoothing’ and location of trails.  Please see NRSI Responses 
to GRCA Comments 16 and 21.   



Natural Resource Solutions Inc. Project 2384 

October 29, 2020  

 

     APPENDIX I 
IPort Cambridge Environmental Impact Study Comments Matrix      Page 13 

Reviewing Agency Comment NRSI Response 

5. Section 2.1, Paragraph 3 refers to the narrow western portion of 
Open Space Block 9 featuring SWM facilities and habitat 
enhancements to facilitate an ecological linkage between the eastern 
PSW/woodlot and habitats west of Allendale Creek. Is this reference 
to Block 9 correct (i.e. does it correspond to the draft plan of 
subdivision) and if so, please provide additional explanation for this 
statement. 

The sentence in question should have read: “The narrow eastern 
portion of Open Space Block 6 will feature both SWM facilities 
and habitat enhancements to facilitate an ecological linkage 
between the eastern PSW/woodlot and habitats west of 
Allendale Creek.”  In the revised Draft Plan, the area being 
referred to is the gap between woodlots in the eastern portion of 
Block 5.  SWM facilities are no longer proposed in this location, 
however restoration and enhancement measures will be 
implemented (Section 3.2 of the EIS Addendum). 

6. Any updates to the EIS should include an update to the PPS 
reference (from 2014 to the current 2020 PPS). 

An Addendum to the EIS has been prepared in lieu of a revised 
EIS; the policy context of the original EIS is still applicable.  With 
the revisions made to the Draft Plan, the project is in compliance 
with the 2020 PPS.   

7. The EEAC-approved Terms of Reference and any relevant agency 
correspondence must be included as appendices to the EIS.  

The EEAC-approved Terms of Reference is included in Appendix 
I of the EIS Addendum.   

8.  Although the linkage identified in the SWS (east-west corridor) is not 
a designated Core Environmental Feature, ROP policy 7.E.7 requires 
the incorporation of linkages into the design of new development to 
maintain, enhance or, wherever feasible, restore linkages among 
environmental features. To this end, Regional staff suggest that the 
linkage design may need to be modified to ensure that it meets the 
intent and relevant recommendations of the SWS. 

City of Cambridge staff have requested that additional details be 
provided on the design of the east-west corridor as it pertains to 
the ecological form and function of the new linkage feature.  See 
NRSI Response to City Comment 4.  Section 3.2 of the EIS 
Addendum provides additional details on the corridor design, and 
includes a discussion of the relevant recommendations of the 
SWS.  Appendix III shows a conceptual cross-section of the 
corridor illustrating the ecological components of the feature.   
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Report:  EEAC-18-005 

Region of Waterloo  

Planning, Development & Legislative Services 

Community Planning 

 

To: Chair and Members of the Ecological and Environmental Advisory Committee  

Date: September 24, 2018  File Code:  D04-20/DA 

Subject: Proposed Creekside IP Park (Phase 3), 250 Allendale Road and 105 

Middle Block Road, City of Cambridge 

Recommendation: 

That the Ecological and Environmental Advisory Committee take the following actions 

with respect to the proposed Creekside IP Park (Phase 3) subdivision on lands that 

contain Significant Woodlands and Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs): 

1. Advise Community Planning staff that the Environmental Impact Statement 
required in support of the proposed development be scoped, as per Policies 
7.C.10, and 7.G.4(b) of the Regional Official Plan, and the East Side Lands 
(Stage 1) Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) and Community Plan, to 
address the following: 
 

a. confirmation of an ecologically appropriate boundary of Core Environmental 
Features within the subject lands; 
 

b. delineation and design of suitable buffers between the proposed development 
and Core Environmental Features; 

 
c. a biophysical survey to identify natural habitats and/or populations of Regionally 

significant plant and animal species on the subject lands that might be adversely 
affected by the proposed development; 

 
d. maintaining quantitative and qualitative aspects of hydrological and 

hydrogeological regimes sustaining Core Environmental Features through design 
and operation of a stormwater management system required to support the 
proposed development; 

 
e. content of a during-development and post-development monitoring program; and 
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f. stewardship plan for the portion of Core Environmental Features on the subject 
property. 

2.  Establish a subcommittee to review the scoped Environmental Impact Statement 

for the proposed development when it is submitted.  

Report: 

Intermarket Real Estate Group is proposing a third phase of the Creekside IP Park in 
the City of Cambridge. The subject lands are located east of the Grand River at 250 
Allendale Road and 105 Middle Block Road (see Attachment 1). The Committee 
reviewed and made recommendations with respect to Creekside Phase 1 in 2014 
located contiguous to the Freeport Marsh ESPA (see EEAC-14-010). Phase 2 of the 
Creekside IP Park is located to the north of Freeport Creek and this file is undergoing a 
staff level review only as the potential environmental impacts to Core Environmental 
Features are expected to be minor in nature.  

The Phase 3 lands are approximately 108 hectares and include portions of Significant 
Woodlands and Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs), both of which are designated 
for protection in the Regional Official Plan (ROP) (see Attachment 1). In addition, 
Allendale Creek flows from the property to the Grand River and has been identified as a 
potential linkage and wildlife movement corridor in the Freeport Creek and Tributary of 
the Grand Subwatershed Study (2013).  

Intermarket has proposed two options for the development of the industrial subdivision 
(see Attachment 2 and 3). Regional staff has advised the applicant that to review and 
incorporate the East Side Lands (Stage 1) Master Environmental Servicing Plan 
(MESP) and Community Plan as guiding documents when preparing the required 
studies in support of this application. The two concepts submitted do not appear to be 
respecting the identified Greenlands Network in the MESP including, for example, Core 
Environmental Feature boundaries, buffers to the features and linkages between 
features. Accordingly, staff has advised that the concept plans cannot be supported as 
drafted. 

In accordance with ROP Policy 7.C.10, development or site alteration may only be 
permitted on lands contiguous to Core Environmental Features where an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Region that the 
proposed development would not result in adverse environmental impacts on the 
features and its ecological functions. To this end, the applicant will be required to submit 
a scoped EIS to the satisfaction of the Region prior to approval. 

In summary, staff recommend that the EIS required to support the proposed subdivision 
be scoped pursuant to ROP policies to include the following items:  

a. confirmation of an ecologically appropriate boundary of Core Environmental 
Features within the subject lands; 
 

b. delineation and design of suitable buffers between the proposed development 
and Core Environmental Features; 
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c. a biophysical survey to identify natural habitats and/or populations of Regionally 
significant plant and animal species on the subject lands that might be adversely 
affected by the proposed development; 

 
d. maintaining quantitative and qualitative aspects of hydrological and 

hydrogeological regimes sustaining Core Environmental Features through design 
and operation of a stormwater management system required to support the 
proposed development; 

 
e. content of a during-development and post-development monitoring program; and 

 
f. stewardship plan for the portion of Core Environmental Features on the subject 

property. 

In addition, staff recommend that a subcommittee be established to review the scoped 

EIS for the proposed subdivision when it is submitted. 

Area Municipal Consultation and Coordination: 

Copies of this report have been provided to the City of Cambridge and Grand River 

Conservation Authority staff. 

Corporate Strategic Plan: 

This review supports Strategic Objective 3.5 – Preserve, protect and enhance green 

space, agricultural and environmentally sensitive lands, and Regionally-owned forests. 

Financial Implications: 

The prescribed fee for review of a scoped EIS will be required. 

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 

This application is also being reviewed by Transportation and Water Services staff. 

Attachments 

Attachment 1 – Location of Subject Lands and Core Environmental Features 

Attachment 2 – Proposed Concept Plan (Option 1) 

Attachment 3 – Proposed Concept Plan (Option 2) 

Prepared By:   Tim Van Hinte, Principal Environmental Planner 

Approved By:  Rod Regier, Commissioner of Planning, Development & Legislative 

Services  
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Attachment 1: Location of Subject Lands and Core Environmental Features 
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Attachment 2: Proposed Concept Plan (Option 1) 
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Attachment 3: Proposed Concept Plan (Option 2) 
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Subject: RE: Creekside Corporate Campus Phase 3 Terms of Reference (proj2173)
From: Kathy Padge  <Padge K@cambridge.ca>
Date: 2018-12-05, 3:18 p.m.
To: Desta Frey <dfrey@nrsi.on.ca>, John Brum <jbrum@grandriver.ca>, "Jane Gurney Region of
Waterloo" <JGurney@regionofwaterloo.ca>
CC: Peter Markine Intermarket <pem@intermarke nc.com>, David Stephenson
<dstephenson@nrsi.on.ca>

Good afternoon Desta,

I have reviewed the EIS Terms of Reference submitted for the Cambridge IP Park Phase 3 lands.
My comments are as follows:

- The Freeport Creek and Tributary to the Grand SWS identifies an east-west linkage
(4.1.3.4.1 Allendale Wildlife Movement Corridor) connecting the Maple Grove Road Wetland
Complex with Allendale Creek and the Grand River valley. The EIS must include
recommendations as per 4.1.3.5 of the SWS with respect to opportunities for enhancement
and restoration of this linkage. The SWS recommends that the corridor be a minimum of 50
m wide and consist of indigenous woody and herbaceous species that to the extent possible
mirror native species present in the subwatershed (this text is also written into the site-
specific Official Plan Amendment for these lands). Also, mitigation measures for the future
North-South Collector Road that bisects the wildlife corridor should be addressed as per
4.1.3.5.

- Reference to edge enhancement plantings has been made in the ToR. Ensure section
4.1.3.5 is reviewed to help inform recommendations in the EIS for further enhancement (i.e.,
attenuating light and noise on the amphibians and avifauna species in the Maple Grove
PSW with vegetated buffers such as native evergreens).

- Provide a comparison between the natural feature boundaries from the Freeport Creek SWS
and the boundaries delineated in the field if there are differences between the two.

Please contact me with any questions.

Kathy

From: Desta Frey [mailto:dfrey@nrsi.on.ca]
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:36 AM
To: John Brum; Jane Gurney Region of Waterloo; Kathy Padgett
Cc: Peter Markine Intermarket; David Stephenson
Subject: Creekside Corporate Campus Phase 3 Terms of Reference (proj2173)

Good morning John, Jane, and Kathy,

On behalf of Torhill Developments Inc. (c/o Intermarket Real Estate Group) and Natural Resource Solutions
Inc. (NRSI), I am submitting a Terms of Reference (TOR) for a scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS)
for the proposed Creekside Corporate Campus (Cambridge IP) Phase 3 development in Cambridge, Ontario,
north of Allendale Road. 

RE: Creekside Corporate Campus Phase 3 Terms of Reference (proj2173)  

1 of 2 2020-09-24, 8:57 p.m.



The TOR is attached to this email for your review.  As you will note, project timelines are fairly aggressive,
and we would greatly appreciate receiving feedback at your earliest convenience.  The project team is also
curious about the possibility of EEAC reviewing the TOR at their December meeting?     

Thank you very much, and we look forward to receiving your comments as well as feedback from EEAC.

Sincerely,

Desta

--

Our main office in Waterloo has moved! Please note change of address below.

Desta Frey  M.Sc. P.Biol.

Terrestrial and Aquatic Biologist

Natural Resource Solutions Inc.
415 Phillip Street, Unit C
Waterloo, ON N2L 3X2

(p)  519-725-2227  (f) 519-725-2575
(w)www.nrsi.on.ca (e) dfrey@nrsi.on.ca

Canadas  
        Top
 Small 
and 
Medium 2018 Winner: Canada’s Top Small & Medium Employers

RE: Creekside Corporate Campus Phase 3 Terms of Reference (proj2173)  

2 of 2 2020-09-24, 8:57 p.m.
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Wildlife Corridor Conceptual Planting Plan 
 



See Map A2
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(at approximately 10 yrs)

100yr storage limit

Tree Plantings:
Above the 100-year ponding elevation, the banks of the channel
will be planted with a variety of trees and a mix of shrubs and
herbaceous plants.
Will include nodes of calipers of:

� Red Oak (Quercus rubra)

� Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa)

� Serviceberry (Amelanchier humilis)

� American Basswood (Tilia americana)

� Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum)

� Common Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis)
Interspersed with smaller stock:

� White Pine (Pinus strobus)

� White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis)

� Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides)

� Hop Hornbeam (Ostrya virginiana)

� Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum ssp. saccharum)

Shrubs and Herbaceous Plantings
Channel banks should include fast-establishing, clonal species
such as:

� Grey Dogwood (Cornus foemina ssp. racemosa)

� Staghorn Sumac (Rhus hirta)

� Nannyberry (Viburnum lentago)

� Bush-honeysuckle (Diervilla lonicera)

� Woodbine (Parthenocissus vitacea)

� Shrubs will be planted with a meadow mixture such as

� Wild Bergamot (Monarda fistulosa)

� Black-eyed Susan (Rudbeckia hirta),

� Yellow Evening Primrose (Oenothera biennis)

� Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca)

� New England Aster (Symphyotrichum novae-angliae)

� Virginia Wild Rye (Elymus virginicus var. virginicus)
Sporadic plugs of:

� Canada Anemone (Anemone canadensis)

� Zig-zag Goldenrod (Solidago flexicaulis)

Bottom of Channel
The bottom of the channel will be planted with meadow species
only to ensure the continued hydrologic functions of the channel
for conveyance and infiltration of surface runoff, and to provide a
component of open country habitat.
A seed mix suitable for mesic and periodically wet conditions
would include:

� Blue Vervain (Verbena hastata)

� Blunt Broom Sedge (Carex scoparia)

� Flat Topped Aster ( Aster umbellatus)

� Fox Sedge (Carex vulpinoidea)

� Fringed Sedge (Carex crinita)

� Green Bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens)

� New England Aster (Aster novae-angliae)

� Rice Cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides)

� Soft Rush (Juncus effusus)

� Spotted Joe Pye Weed (Eupatorium maculatum)

� Square Stemmed Monkey Flower (Mimulus ringens)

� Swamp Milkweed (Asclepias incarnata)

� Virginia Wild Rye (Elymus virginicus)

� Woolgrass (Scirpus cyperinus)
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