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# Comment How comment has been 

addressed 
Jenny Thompson, ENBRIDGE   jenny.thompson@enbridge.com 

519-885-7400 ext. 5067488   October 20, 2020 
1 
 
 
 
 

Please find the attached PDF file showing information for 
Enbridge Gas plant locations in respect to the above-
mentioned project, for engineering purposes only.  The 
location of Enbridge Gas facilities on this drawing is 
approximate and is to be used for information purposes.  It 
is understood that locates must be obtained through 
Ontario One Call Limited at 1-800-400-2255 to confirm 
location of our gas line prior to excavation.

 

Noted. 

Upper Grand District School Board, municipal.circulations@ugdsb.on.ca 
October 6, 2020 

2 Please be advised that the Planning Department does not 
object to the proposed application, subject to the following 
conditions: 
 That Education Development Charges shall be collected 
prior to the issuance of a building permit(s). 
 That the developer shall agree to provide the Upper 
Grand District School Board with a digital file of the plan 
of subdivision in either ArcGIS (shapefile or geodatabase) 
format or DXF format using a projected geographic 

Noted as standard 
conditions of approval. 

mailto:jenny.thompson@enbridge.com


coordinate system, containing the following information: 
parcel fabric and street network. 
 That the developer shall agree in the condominium 
declaration that adequate sidewalks, lighting and snow 
removal (on sidewalks and walkways) will be provided to 
allow children to walk safely to school or to a 
designated bus pickup point. 
 That the developer and the Upper Grand District School 
Board reach an agreement regarding the supply and 
erection of a sign (at the developer’s expense and 
according to the Board’s specifications) affixed to the 
permanent development sign advising prospective 
residents about schools in the area. 
 That the developer shall agree in the condominium 
declaration to advise all purchasers of residential units 
and/or renters of same, by inserting the following clause in 
all offers of Purchase and Sale/Lease: 
“In order to limit liability, public school buses operated by 
the Service de transport de Wellington‐ 
Dufferin Student Transportation Services (STWDSTS), or 
its assigns or successors, will not travel on 
privately owned or maintained right‐of‐ways to pick up 
students, and potential busing students will 
be required to meet the bus at a congregated bus pick‐up 
point.” 

Township Development Engineering dated October 27, 2020 
3 Site Grading & Servicing Plan Comments: 

1.1 Grading around the development needs to be 
reviewed holistically. Cutoff swales are required 
to ensure drainage remains within the 
development (specifically alongside proposed 
cul de sac and lots 8 and 9). This may affect 
internal site grading. Consultant to review and 
revise accordingly. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 

4 Additional Grading Comments: 
- Show limits and label any proposed 3:1, 4:1 

and 5:1 slopes 
- Ensure Min. 0.15 m depth of swale, Min. 

swale slope = 2.0%, Max. side slopes = 3.1 
- Min. grassed area slope = 2.0%, Max. 6.0% 
- Roadway Min. slope= 2.0%, Max. 6.0% 
- Driveway Entrances Min.2.0%, Max. 6.0% 

(label all slopes on grading plan) 
- Show proposed FF, TFW and BF, and USF 

for proposed dwellings. Ensure min 0.15m 
grade separation between TFW and final 
grading at exterior of building (Typical) 

- Provide proposed grading at all corners of 
the proposed lots 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 



5 1.2 Coordination between Functional Servicing 
Report and proposed servicing on Drawing 
submission to be confirmed. Review and revise 
as per redline markups on drawings and FSR. 

GM BluePlan 

6 Additional Servicing Comments: 
- What is being proposed for the existing 

hydro on site? Will the hydro be taken 
underground through the development site? 
Then brought up above ground at the 
westerly limits? Further discussion will be 
required (easements may be required) 

- Subdrain under proposed condo road to be 
considered 

- Show proposed individual servicing laterals 
and label sizing on servicing plan 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and GMBP Comment 
Response letter dated July 
29, 2021 

7 General Comments: 
 
2.1 Consideration shall be given to sidewalk within condo 

development and connectivity to Sideroad 19. 

A sidewalk has been 
considered; however, the 
private condo road is a 
short length with very few 
homes located along it 
which does not necessitate 
the need for a sidewalk to 
be provided.  The site 
design is mindful of 
preserving trees along 
west and north property 
boundaries while also 
maintaining the buffer to 
wetland to the east.  The 
addition of a sidewalk is not 
consistent with these 
preservation goals. 

8 2.2 Consideration to be provided to the use of standard 
barrier curb vs. rollover curb. 

The proposed rollover curb 
will achieve directing the 
overland stormwater flow 
while also acting as an 
appropriate barrier and has 
the advantage of not 
requiring curb cuts to be 
co-ordinated after the fact 
for driveway locations. 

9 2.3 Sediment and Erosion controls to be detailed on plans 
upon resubmission. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 

10 2.4 Plan and Profile of Condo Road to be provided upon 
resubmission. 

Plan and Profile drawings 
have been added to the 
Revision #2 drawing set   



11 2.5 Snow storage area to be provided for development area. Snow storage has been 
shown on the Revision #2 
drawing set   

12 2.6 Storm and Sanitary Sewer design sheets to be proved 
with resubmission. Very low slopes, confirm minimum 
actual velocities in proposed sewers. 

Acknowledged, Storm and 
Sanitary design sheets 
have been included with 
the Revision #2 
submission. 

Laura Warner, Grand River Conservation Authority  lwarner@grandriver.ca  
519-621-2763 ext. 2231    October 30, 2020 

13 Comments to be Addressed Prior to Consideration of 
Draft Plan Conditions: 
 
Ecology: 
 

1. While it is generally recommended that a 30-metre 
buffer from a Provincially Significant Wetland be 
maintained, the Scoped Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS) proposes sufficient buffer 
enhancements and mitigation measures to allow for 
a reduced wetland buffer of 15-metres.  However, 
significant encroachment into the recommended 
15-metre buffer is proposed, specifically for lots 8, 9 
and the roundabout, which are not supported by 
GRCA staff. The site plan should be reconfigured to 
allow for a more adequate separation between the 
wetland and the proposed development. 

The development has been 
reduced to 13 units; 
specifically previous lots 8 
& 9 (now units 7 & 8) have 
been moved 13m south, 
along with the turnaround 
location. See the updated 
Revision #2 drawing set.    

14 2. The proposed buffer distances from the wetland shown 
in Figure 1 of the Scoped EIS do not accurately reflect 
the true buffer widths. A new figure should be provided 
that shows the minimum buffer width from the wetland 
and watercourse. The buffer should be measured from 
the wetland to the edge of the lots, road right-of-way, or 
area of substantial grading. 

Aboud EIS 

15 Engineering: 
3. The post development run-off valve is significantly 

increased from the pre-development conditions  
(48% increase). The volume of surface runoff that 
is being directed to the wetland in the existing and 
post-development conditions should be determined 
in the water balance assessment in addition to 
the volume that is being directed to the 
watercourse. Impacts to the wetland from any 
increase in surface water runoff should be 
assessed and mitigated. Although peak flows are 
being controlled, development will cause an 
increase in runoff volume and therefore extended 
flows which may impact the watercourse or 
downstream landowners (erosion, addition of 
peaks, longer periods of wet conditions). Impacts to 

 
See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and the updated Functional 
Servicing and SWM Report 
dated July 29, 2021 
 
Aboud EIS 



erosion of the watercourse should be assessed and 
mitigated 

16 4. An OGS unit has been proposed as the sole 
measure for quality control treatment for the paved 
surfaces for Catchment 203 (front yards, driveways, 
site access roads). OGS units should only be used 
as part of a treatment train approach to achieve the 
quality control criteria for treating runoff from the 
paved surfaces. GRCA will typically credit 50% 
TSS removal for ETV Certified OGS units based on 
the particle size distribution that these units will 
treat. Please include additional quality treatment 
measure to achieve Enhanced Quality Control 
(80% TSS Removal).  

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and the updated Functional 
Servicing and SWM Report 
dated July 29, 2021. 
 

17 5. Please provide the preliminary design details of the 
stormwater outlet to the Municipal Drain No. 4. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
 
Aboud EIS 

18 6. The hydraulic analysis of the Nichol Drain No. 4 
through the subject property should be provided to 
determine the regulatory flood elevation, and if it is 
contained within the existing channel. The 
regulatory flood event is the greater of the 1:100 
year event of Hurricane Hazel. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and the updated Functional 
Servicing and SWM Report 
dated July 29, 2021. 
 
 

18 Comments to be Addressed at Detailed Design: 
7. Safe conveyance of the regulatory event flows 

through the development and stormwater outlet to 
the municipal drain and/or wetland should be 
demonstrated. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and the updated Functional 
Servicing and SWM Report 
dated July 29, 2021. 
 
 

19 8. Infiltration galleries should be designed based on 
site specific soils and groundwater information, 
including a factor of safety for the infiltration rate as 
used in the initial design. The existing site is 11% 
impervious based on the existing building and 
driveway on the property. Post-development 
infiltration should be enhanced from the existing 
conditions. 

See updated Engineering 
plans, prepared by  
GM BluePlan Engineering; 
Revision No. 2, 
dated July 29, 2021 
and the updated Functional 
Servicing and SWM Report 
dated July 29, 2021. 
 



 
20 9. The woodland on the subject property is identified 

as Core Greenlands in accordance to the County of 
Wellington Official Plan (2019). Policies associated 
with the Core Greenland designation are not fully 
addressed in the Scoped EIS. Especially as lots 8 
and 9, and the rear of lots 4 to 7 seem to encroach 
into the significant woodland. Based on the EIS and 
available mapping the Significant Woodland 
appears to be associated with: 

 
a. Significant Wildlife Habitat (Eastern 

Wood-Pewee); 
b. Woodland over 10ha; 
c. Linkage between wetland and forest 

units; and 
d. Hydrologic connection between 

wetland units. 

Aboud EIS 

21 10. The watercourse is designed as a municipal drain. 
Adequate space should be provided between the 
watercourse and the lots to ensure all future 
maintenance activities can be complete without 
requiring access from the naturalized side of the 
watercourse. 

The Municipal Drain has 
various locations along its 
length for the municipality 
to access the drain to 
perform maintenance 
activities  

22 11. Based on topographic data, there appears to be a 
flow path or hydrologic connection between the 
offsite wetland to the southwest and the on-site 
wetland. The flow path appears to run through the 
proposed lots 8 and 9. The existence and 
significances of the flow path or hydrological 
connection should be assessed. 

The proposed lots in this 
area have been pulled 
back 13m± in order to not 
alter any existing flow 
paths in this area. 
Aboud EIS 

David Stephenson, and Erin Bannon, Natural Resource Solutions Inc. EIS Peer Review 
(519) 725-2227  January 5, 2021 

23 Characterization of Vegetation Communities 
The interior of the lands that comprise the proposed 
Development property is currently Single Family 
Residential (CVR_3) surrounded by forest and wetland 
communities. Natural features occur within a substantial 
portion of the subject property, as noted in the Scoped EIS 
and confirmed on our site visit. Treed communities exist to 
the north, east, and west of the existing residential yard 
area. The woodland feature also contains a Provincially 
Significant Wetland (PSW) feature, the Irvine Creek 
Wetland Complex, that extends through the northern and 
eastern portions of the subject property, and is therefore 
designated in the County’s Official Plan as a Greenland 
(woodland) feature and Core Greenland (wetland) 
features, as stated within the Scoped EIS. However, the 
EIS should clarify that the woodland contains a PSW, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aboud EIS 



rather than an unevaluated wetland, in Sections 1.3.4 and 
6.3. 

24 Based on our site visit, we agree with the general 
vegetation descriptions provided in Section 
3.3 of the Scoped EIS, as forested areas on-site are 
currently characterized as Dry-Fresh Black Cherry 
Deciduous Forest (FODM4-8), Black Ash Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp (SWDM2-1), Red Maple Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp (SWDM3-1), and a smaller area of 
Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous Woodland (WODM5-1). As 
stated within the Scoped EIS, the characterization of 
vegetation communities was completed following the ELC 
system for Southern Ontario 1st approximation (Lee et al. 
1998) and community codes generally follow the 2nd   
approximation (Lee et al. 2008). In our experience, the 1st   
approximation is typically supported by reviewing 
agencies and considered to be the accepted version. 

Noted. 

25 We also discussed the delineation of the Significant 
Woodland during our site visit. Due to logistical restrictions 
associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, the dripline of 
the Significant Woodland had not been reviewed or staked 
on-site. We agree that the dripline should be refined and 
mapped in consideration of the surveyed tree canopies, as 
discussed during our site visit. The delineation of 
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) communities should 
also be updated to reflect the associated changes in the 
woodland boundary refinement. As observed during our 
site visit, the trees located in the relatively open areas of 
Lots 8 and 9 should be considered as individual trees, 
rather than an extension of the Significant Woodland due 
to the change in community characteristics. 

Aboud EIS 

26 As stated within the EIS, and confirmed on our site visit, 
the on-site woodland extends onto multiple adjacent 
properties to the north, east, and west, and therefore forms 
a contiguous woodland under standard definitions (e.g., 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual, County of 
Wellington’s Official Plan, and ELC). Natural forest cover 
off-site that is adjacent or nearby to the subject property 
appears to be >4ha in size, which is above the minimum 
size criteria of 1ha for Significant Woodlands within the 
urban system of the Greenlands System and Significant 
Woodlands Policies under Section 5.5.4 of the County’s 
Official Plan. 

Noted. 

27 With respect to the vascular flora inventory, it is our opinion 
that the multi-season inventory conducted in May and July 
2019 is sufficient to fully assess woodland community 
composition.  
A multi-season inventory is typically considered necessary 
for an EIS, and a two-season botanical inventory was 
conducted, in accordance with the approved Terms of 

Noted. 



Reference (Aboud 2018). The May botanical inventory was 
conducted at a suitable time to document spring 
ephemerals commonly present in similar woodlands, while 
the late July survey was conducted at a suitable time to 
document summer and early fall flora. 

28 Wildlife and Habitat Inventories 
A review of available background information indicates that 
the subject property is located within 10km of a 
documented colony of Little Brown Myotis (Myotis 
lucifugus), a Species at Risk (MNRF 2018). As noted 
within the Scoped EIS, there is the potential for bat habitat 
to exist within the on-site woodlands, and the woodlands 
may provide suitable roosting or maternity habitat for bats. 
This potential for bats has been considered but not fully 
explored within the Scoped EIS. The EIS states that bat 
roosting surveys were not conducted but that the study 
area was investigated for habitat during vegetation surveys 
and none was observed. We observed several super-
canopy deciduous trees in poor condition scattered 
throughout the woodland during our site visit, which may 
provide high quality bat roosting habitat. In the absence of 
a roosting habitat survey and in consideration of the 
incidentally observed bat species, the potential for this 
woodland to provide suitable roosting habitat should 
not be disregarded. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aboud EIS 

29 The locations and timing of the amphibian, and breeding 
bird field investigations were sufficient to document the 
potential presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat and 
habitat for Species at Risk within and immediately adjacent 
to the subject property. In our opinion, a sufficient number 
of point count stations for the amphibian call surveys and 
breeding bird surveys were established and monitored in 
2019 as outlined within the Scoped EIS to adequately 
assess amphibian and bird habitat. The point count 
stations were located appropriately to assess the 
wooded/wetland habitats on and immediately adjacent to 
the subject property. The Scoped EIS states that a 
wandering breeding bird survey was conducted throughout 
the entirety of the subject property in 2019, but no 
approximate survey route or GPS tracks were provided. 
Although providing the route would be best practice, the 
subject property is relatively small and it is likely that the 
wandering transect sufficiently complimented the 
comprehensive breeding bird point count surveys 
conducted. 

Noted. 

30 Assessment of Significance 
Section 5.5.4 of the County of Wellington’s Official Plan 
stipulates the following with respect to the Greenlands 
system and Significant Urban Woodlands, which are 
relevant to this application: 

Noted. 



“In the Urban System, woodlands over 1 hectare are 
considered significant by the County, and are included in 
the Greenlands system. Woodlands of this size are 
important due to their economic, visual and environmental 
contributions to the urban landscape. 
Detailed studies such as environmental impact 
assessments may be used to identify, delineate and 
evaluate the significance of woodlands based on other 
criteria such as: proximity to watercourses, wetlands, or 
other woodlands; linkage functions; age of the stand or 
individual trees; presence of endangered or threatened 
species; or overall species composition.” 

31 The following section discusses the above policies in 
relation to the woodland present on the subject property. 
The proponent correctly states that the woodland located 
within the subject property is identified within the County 
Official Plan’s Greenlands in the Greenlands System, and 
contains an area of Core Greenlands in the eastern portion 
of the property as per Schedule A1. The boundaries 
delineated within the EIS vary slightly from the mapping on 
Schedule A1. As discussed above, the dripline of the 
Significant Woodland had not been reviewed or staked on-
site. Since encroachments into this Significant Woodland 
are expected to occur, the dripline should be refined and 
mapped in consideration of the surveyed tree canopies as 
discussed on-site. Once completed, the updated 
delineation should be considered accurate as it reflects 
updated assessment of the previously unevaluated 
wetland as PSW. We agree with the assessment that the 
woodland meets the size and ecological functions criteria 
to be considered a Significant Woodland, under both the 
County’s Urban Greenlands System and the provincial 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF 2010). 
Specifically, the proponent identified that this woodland 
meets the ecological functions criteria due to the presence 
of Significant Wildlife Habitat. The EIS does not include 
discussion on the potential for this feature to provide 
connectivity or linkage functions. There is potential for the 
woodland to provide ecological linkage functions between 
habitats present on adjacent properties, as well as 
between this woodland and off-property portions of the 
contiguous PSW. 

Noted. 

32 Review of Impact Assessment 
The large majority of the Significant Woodland is proposed 
to be retained and protected by construction and 
development mitigation measures. Specifically, the Core 
Greenlands portion containing the PSW will be protected in 
large measure through the implementation of a 15m 
variable buffer.  
However, encroachment into edge areas of the 
woodland is proposed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aboud EIS 



33 Section 5.5.4 of the County of Wellington’s Official Plan 
provides the following with respect to the protection of 
Significant Woodlands, which are relevant to this 
application: 
“Significant woodlands will be protected from development 
or site alterations which would negatively impact the 
woodlands or their ecological functions.” 

Noted. 

34 The Scoped EIS correctly references this policy within 
Section 5.1. However, Section 6.3 Legislation and Policy 
Compliance should be updated to reflect consideration of 
this policy in order to address policy implications of the 
Significant Woodlands and Greenlands Policies. 
Section 6.3 currently only addresses policies regarding 
protection of wetlands. As encroachment into edge areas 
of the Significant Woodland are proposed, the feature is 
not protected from development or site alterations, nor is a 
buffer proposed to offer such protections. In our opinion, 
the proponent should discuss the avoidance and mitigation 
measures proposed in relation to this policy. 

Aboud EIS 

35 The Scoped EIS correctly identifies that the development 
will result in impacts to the existing natural features, and 
further provides the opinion that through the 
implementation of proposed mitigation measures, the 
impact will be minor to none. The Scoped EIS provides a 
detailed assessment of each potential impact, analysis of 
cumulative effects, corresponding mitigation measures, 
final impact rating, and proposes monitoring where 
warranted. In our opinion, further clarification of the 
existing Significant Woodland dripline and characterization 
of the specific areas proposed to be impacted are required 
to present a thorough assessment of potential impacts and 
consideration of effects to the Significant Woodland and its 
ecological functions. 

Aboud EIS 

36 Similarly, adjacent trees located off-site should be 
inventoried or assessed, as the tree inventory only 
documented trees located on the subject property. As 
grading is proposed up to the property boundary within the 
Significant Woodland in several locations, impacts to the 
critical root zones of off-site trees should be considered. 

Aboud Trees 

37 “No Negative Impacts” Test 
It is our opinion that the level of detail collected and 
documented within the Scoped EIS could be further 
discussed to provide sufficient justification to determine if 
the proposed development meets the "no negative impact" 
test in order to allow the removal of a portion of the 
Significant Woodland present onsite. Provincial policies, as 
noted in the EIS, as well as the County's 
Official Plan provide direction on what is consider to be a 
"negative impact," which is: 

Aboud EIS 



In regard to other natural heritage features and areas, 
degradation that threatens the health and integrity of the 
natural features or ecological functions for which an area is 
identified due to single, multiple or successive 
development or site alteration activities 
(PPS 2014 and County of Wellington Official Plan 2019) 

38 As well, the Natural Heritage Reference Manual Section 
13.2 states: 
To determine negative impacts on a significant natural 
heritage feature or area, the cumulative negative impacts 
from development or site alteration activities (e.g., impacts 
that adversely affect the stability of the feature and its 
ability to continue) must be considered against the integrity 
of the feature. The current and future ecological functions 
of the natural feature or area as they relate to the 
surrounding natural heritage system (e.g., connectivity) 
must be considered as well. 

Aboud EIS 

39 Section 13.5.2.9 of the Reference Manual further clarifies 
how to identify whether impacts are 
considered “negative impacts” as per the PPS: 
The EIS should clearly identify residual impacts and 
include discussion of their significance, severity and 
longevity. The impact assessment should conclude with a 
statement indicating whether the proposed development 
will have any negative impacts on the natural heritage 
features or on the ecological functions for which an area is 
identified 

Aboud EIS 

40 Based on these definitions, the "no negative impacts" test 
must identify the cumulative residual impacts the 
development will have on a natural feature or its functions. 
The test must then assess whether those cumulative 
residual impacts will have negative impacts on the health 
and integrity of a natural feature and/or its ecological 
functions. 

Aboud EIS 

41 No information is presented in the EIS regarding the 
current health and integrity of the Significant Woodland 
portion that is currently proposed for removal, or the 
ecological functions the edge proposed for removal 
provides at its current level of health. As we observed on 
our site visit, the woodland edge proposed for removal 
contains several trees in poor condition. 
Furthermore, the current draft grading and lotting plan 
takes advantage of existing gaps in canopy. Additional 
discussion regarding the use of existing canopy gaps and 
minimization of impacts to the woodland edge could be 
provided to support the determination that the proposed 
development will result in no negative impact to the 
woodland and its ecological functions. 

Aboud EIS 

42 The Scoped EIS states that the 15m variable buffer from 
the PSW will require rehabilitation and planting of native 

Aboud EIS 



species. Significant Woodlands are typically protected by a 
minimum 10m buffer from the woodland edge, but in this 
case, encroachment into the Significant Woodland is 
proposed. Added discussion surrounding the reason for 
encroachment and a lack of buffer should be provided, in 
consideration of demonstrating avoidance first principles. 
The proponent should consider similar appropriate 
compensation for removal of edge portions of the 
Significant Woodland, and discuss the ecological functions 
and value provided by such a rehabilitation plan relative to 
the no negative impact test if removal continues to be 
proposed. 

43 In our opinion, some additional analysis is needed to 
satisfy the relevant policies of the County Official Plan, 
which could be further supported through additional 
discussion of the concepts presented above. Additional 
discussion and analysis could be provided to determine 
whether the residual impacts may act cumulatively to the 
point where the health and integrity of the Significant 
Woodland or its ecological functions are negatively 
impacted, and if so what change to the proposed 
development and other mitigation measures are required 
to address these negative impacts. Specific recommended 
steps to address these aspects in the Scoped EIS are set 
out below. 

Aboud EIS 

44 Recommendations 
Based on our review of the Scoped EIS, it is our opinion 
that the following steps are required to complete the 
Scoped EIS for the proposed development and adequately 
address the policy direction in Section 5.5.4 of the County 
of Wellington’s Official Plan: 
• Appropriately refine and map the dripline of the 
Significant Woodland in consideration of the surveyed tree 
canopies as discussed on-site, in relation to the preliminary 
grading plan to allow for a complete understanding of the 
extent of impact to woodland edge proposed; 

Aboud EIS 

45 • Clarify how the proposed plan makes appropriate use of 
tree canopy gaps and in consideration of woodland health 
in these areas; 

Aboud EIS 

46 Conduct a tree inventory or other suitable characterization 
of tree quantity and quality of the adjacent off-site trees 
with the potential to be impacted by the proposed grading 
plan should encroachment into the Significant Woodland 
continue to be proposed; 

Aboud Trees 

47 • Provide mitigation measures to minimize potential 
impacts to bats and confirm the approach with the Ministry 
of Environment, Conservation and Parks. Mitigation 
measures may include a stipulation for trees to be 
removed during the winter, prior to the bat maternity 
roosting season; 

Aboud EIS 



48 • Provide a statement regarding how the Significant 
Woodland will be protected from negative impacts related 
to development or site alterations that specifically relates to 
Section 5.5.4 of the County of Wellington’s Official Plan; 

Aboud EIS 

49 • Re-evaluate the results of the “no negative impacts” test 
as outlined above, by identifying the residual impacts and 
associated compensation, and determining whether 
residual impacts may act cumulatively; 

Aboud EIS 

50 • Complete an updated Scoped EIS or addendum and 
propose recommendations based on the foregoing, 
including presenting any required changes to the draft 
grading plan, potential reduction of extent of removal of 
forested areas, and other mitigation or restoration 
measures to minimize negative impacts as warranted. 

Aboud EIS 

 


	Comments to be Addressed Prior to Consideration of Draft Plan Conditions:

