Manicipatity of

Trent Lakes Report to Council

To: Mayor & Members of Council

From: Adele Arbour

Date: April 7, 2026

Re: Interim Report Regarding Response to Public Meeting Comments

September 16, 2025
168 County Road 49 — Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments
Subdivision File 15T-23001 — Jeffery Homes Limited (2549099 Ontario Inc.)

Recommendation:

That Council receive the Interim Report from the Planner regarding Responses to Public
Meeting Comments September 16, 2025; and further

That Council direct staff to schedule a second Public Meeting on May 5, 2026, to present the
responses to public meeting comments received; and further

That the Public Meeting Notice be circulated to the broader circulation distance to Ellwood
Crescent, as required by the Council Resolution of September 16, 2025.

Financial Implications:

There are no financial implications as a result of this report.
Environmental Implications:

There are no environmental implications as a result of this report.
Background:

The lands are the subject of an application for a proposed Plan of Subdivision (58 residential
lots) to the County of Peterborough (File 15T-23001) and is also subject to the following planning
approvals in relation to the proposed plan of subdivision:

e a County of Peterborough Official Plan Amendment to include the northern portion of the
proposed plan of subdivision within a Settlement Area,

e a Trent Lakes Official Plan Amendment to re-designate the north portion of the site to the
Hamlet designation and a corresponding Zoning By-Law Amendment to zone the lands to
the Hamlet Residential (HR) and Environmental Protection (EP) Zones.

Planscape Inc., on behalf of Jeffrey Homes Limited, has submitted the required applications. The
proposed Plan of Subdivision is attached as Appendix A to this report.



Peterborough County is the approval authority for plans of subdivision and condominiums.
The applicant has submitted the following technical reports and studies in support of the
applications:

- Archaeological Assessment

- Environmental Impact Study

- Hydrogeological Assessment Report

- Geotechnical Study

- Planning Justification Report

- Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report

- Servicing Plans and Pre and Post Development Drainage and Erosion and Sediment
Control Plans

-Transportation Impact Study

The lands have been the subject of extensive technical assessments to address impacts
related to development and to confirm the lands are suitable to accommodate development.
These studies have been the subject of peer reviews by both independent professionals and
the KRCA. All Peer Reviews were initiated by the County of Peterborough.

A Public Meeting was held on September 16, 2025, to consider the Official Plan and Zoning By-
Law Amendment for a proposed Plan of Subdivision consisting of 58 residential lots. The
following Council resolution was made:

Resolution No. R2025-348

Moved by Councillor Braybrook
Seconded by Councillor Franzen

That Council receive the report from the Planning Technician for Zoning By-law Amendment
File No. 25-14 and Official Plan Amendment File No. 62; and further

That Council defer Zoning By-law Amendment File No. 25-14 and Official Plan Amendment
File No. 62 pending resolution of the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) assessment of the
barn located on lands north of the subject lands at 214 County Road 49; and further

That Council direct staff to address issues raised at the public meeting through a staff report
at a future meeting; and further

That Council direct staff to increase the circulation area of these files to include all residents of
Ellwood Crescent.

Carried.

The Planning Department received a submission from Planscape Inc. on December 3, 2025 in
response to the public comments received at the Public Meeting September 16, 2025. The



Planning Department provided a response in reply to this submission, in a letter dated January
14, 2026, which is attached as Appendix B to this report.

Further to the Public Meeting Minutes and notes taken by staff, the following is a summary of
comments and concerns that were raised:

The barn located at 214 County Road 49;

The potential impact of the development on speed limits on County Road 49;
Spreading of sewage on neighbouring lands;

Whether the hydrogeological study pertain only to the subject property or does it take
into consideration the surrounding area;

Stormwater drainage ditches and culverts may not be sufficient;

Why the entrance off of Moon Line Road intersects a wetland/watercourse;
Accessory dwelling units could double the residential occupancy;

Stormwater currently goes south to adjacent property;

Will there be fencing around the subdivision;

Why 1,000 litres per day is used as the basis for nitrate attenuation;

Whether hydrofracking would be required;

There is a plan of subdivision proposed nearby in Kawartha Lakes is it on private
services or municipal services; and,

¢ |s there another development in the County which has 100 homes with 100 wells.

The above comments and concerns are addressed in the submission attached at Appendix B
that has been prepared by the applicant’s planning consultant, however the Planning
Department wishes to provide the following comments with respect to the barn on the adjacent
property and the groundwater/well comments.

The Planning Department addressed the neighbouring vacant barn at the previous public
meeting and it was their conclusion based on a site visit that the barn is unlikely to be utilized
for livestock given its age and condition. Even if the barn were utilized for livestock, Planscape
Inc. has prepared an MDS calculation which would require a limited encroachment into the
rear yards of the proposed building lots abutting the northern property line. On this basis, the
Municipality could establish an increased rear yard on the affected lots if necessary.

As mentioned above, on January 18, 2026 Planscape Inc. submitted a response which
required some additional clarification and information requested by the Planning Department
and was discussed with Planscape on January 27, 2026. A revised submission was received
by the Municipality February 4, 2026 and is attached as Appendix C to this report.

As part of the response memo, the proponent drilled another test well and also conducted
additional test pumping on existing wells. This supplemental field work does not contradict the
conclusions of the original hydrogeological reports which have previously been peer reviewed
and found to be acceptable on this basis, an additional peer review does not appear to be
warranted.
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Municipaiity of

Trent Lakes

760 Peterborough County Road 36, Trent Lakes, ON KOM 1A0 * Ph 705-738-3800 Fax 705-738-3801

January 14, 2026

Planscape Inc.

104 Kimberley Avenue
Bracebridge ON

P1L 1Z8

Re: Supplementary Response to Comments Heard at the September 16, 2025
Public Meeting

Attention: Debbie Vandenakker

Thank you for providing the supplemental memo December 3, 2025 with respect to the
applications for Official Plan, Zoning By-law Amendment and Plan of Subdivision for lands
located at 168 County Road 49 in Part Lot 19, Concession 19 (Harvey). Trent Lakes planning
staff have had an opportunity to review and discuss this additional information with planning
staff from the County of Peterborough and the following is a summary of our comments and
direction at this time:

1. Please add a date and signature to the submission.

2. We would suggest the themes of concern be listed on Page 1 after the third paragraph
(or see summary of comments noted on Page 2 of this letter).

3. In the summary addressing MDS it should be noted that there are 4 barns in the vicinity
of the development and commentary should be provided with respect the 4" barn.

4. County and Municipal staff will be requesting the Hydrogeological peer review
consultant to review items in your submission, addressing the feature-based water
balance, well water quantity, well water fracking and the Reasonable Use Assessment
to confirm they are in agreement with the supplemental and/or revised submission. On
this basis it may be prudent to submit the original report or memo prepared by your
hydrogeologist that was used as the basis for the supplemental memo submission.

5. The memo states that the existing supply well is denoted as MW2 in Figure 1. Figure 1
illustrates 4 monitoring wells but none are denoted as MW2. Does this paragraph of the
report relate to a different figure?

6. The second paragraph of page 6 may have a typo in the reference to an increase in the
flow rate to 10 L/min.

7. Figure 1 does not appear to illustrate the location of the new test well denoted as TW3.



8. The summary of the pump test data appears to conclude the test wells can sustain

yields in compliance with Procedure D-5-5, with the exception of TW2 where storage is
recommended. Given that one of the concerns that was raised by neighboring
landowners is the potential impacts upon neighbouring wells, staff would suggest some
further analysis or commentary be provided to specifically address impacts to existing
wells proximate to the proposed development.

It would appear that the proposed inclusion of ARUs is creating additional potential
demands on water and septic servicing and it may help to mitigate this issue if ARUs
were not permitted at this time.

Staff have also reviewed the meeting minutes and notes and the following is our summary of
issues and comments that were raised:

The barn located at 214 County Road 49;

The potential impact of the development on speed limits on County Road 49;
Spreading of sewage on neighbouring lands;

Does hydrogeological study pertain only to the subject property or does it take into
consideration the surrounding area;

Drainage ditches and culverts may not be big enough;

Why does the entrance off of Moon Line Road go through a wetland/watercourse;
Accessory dwelling units could double the residential occupancy;

Stormwater currently goes south to adjacent property;

Will there be fencing around the subdivision;

Why is 1,000 litres per day used as the basis for nitrate attenuation;

Would hydrofracking be required,;

There is a plan of subdivision proposed nearby in Kawartha Lakes is it on private
services or municipal services; and,

Is there another development in the County which has 100 homes with 100 wells.

In order to ensure the supplemental submission responds directly to questions and comments
raised at the public meeting, staff would suggest the preparation of a table that lists the above
comments together a response, which in most cases can be referenced from the body of the
supplemental memo.

If you would like to meet to review our comments please feel free to call me.

Yours truly,

l'/] x/’\

I | Iy

L ( CZLZJ L’{ J’\-Z' o un
Adele Arbour, RPP MCIP
Planner



Supplementary Responses to Comments Heard at the September 16,
2025 Public Meeting

Project: Jeffery Homes Subdivision

Address: 168 County Road 49

Preparation Date: December 12, 2025 with additional information provided January 18, 2026 and
February 4, 2026 at the request of Township Staff

Prepared By: Planscape Inc., agent of Jeffery Homes with support from Technical Consulting Team

Purpose of this Communication:

At the statutory public meeting for the Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law amendment
for the residential development at 168 County Road 49 on September 16, 2025 there were
several questions raised by attendees at the meeting. To ensure the surrounding
neighbourhood and any interested members of the public are well informed about the technical
details of this project, this communication has been prepared.

We heard clearly several concerns about water quantity for wells south of the project site. We
understand that some wells were currently experiencing low volume. To give residents and the
municipality a greater level of confidence, an additional well was installed and pump tested and
two other wells were re-tested to be able to provide 2025 data for concerned residents. This
work is in addition to the hydrogeological work already conducted and peer reviewed as part of
the approvals process for this project.

Themes of concern were grouped together as follows and responses provided:

e Minimum Distance Separation Formula (MDS)

e Well Water Levels

e Feature Based Water Balance

* Well Water Quantity

* Well Water Fracking

e Stormwater Run-Off in the South Portion of Wetland

e Septic Calculations and Additional Residential Units

e Traffic Impacts

e Entrance off Moonline Road

e Additional Residential Units (ARUs) and Servicing Concerns

Overview of the Proposed Development:

A Plan of Subdivision is proposed on a property which is approximately 48.15 hectares in size to
create 59 total residential lots. An unevaluated wetland and associated buffer occupy
approximately 9.80 hectares of the subject property, leaving 38.35 hectares of the property
developable. The proposed lots range in size from 0.4 hectares in size to 1.3 hectares. This
development is divided into two phases, with the first creating 25 new lots and the second
creating 33.

In support of the proposed development, the following studies were undertaken to ensure the
appropriateness of the proposed development:



Supplementary Responses to Comments Heard at the September 16, 2025 Public Meeting

* Archaeological Assessment

e Environmental Impact Study

e Hydrogeological Assessment Report

e Geotechnical Study

e Planning Justification Report

e Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report

e Servicing Plans and Pre and Post Development Drainage and Erosion and Sediment
Control Plans

e Transportation Impact Study

e Minimum Distance Separation Report

Minimum Distance Separation Formula (MDS)

In Ontario's rural and prime agricultural areas, the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024, and
other provincial land use plans require that new land uses, including the creation of lots and new
or expanding livestock facilities, comply with the Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) formulae
and guidelines.

The MDS formulae and guidelines are land use planning tools that determine setback distances
between livestock barns, manure storages or anaerobic digesters and surrounding land uses,
with the objective of minimizing land use conflicts and nuisance complaints related to odour.
Demonstrating that an MDS setback can be met, may be required before a land use planning
approval or building permit can be issued.

MDS is comprised of two separate, but related, formulae that act reciprocally to help site either
new development or new/expanding livestock facilities:

MDS | setbacks are determined between proposed new development and existing
livestock barns, manure storages and/or anaerobic digesters.

MDS Il setbacks are determined between proposed new or altered livestock facilities
and/or anaerobic digesters and existing or approved development, lot lines and road
allowances.

Phase 1 of the subdivision is located within an approved settlement area; therefore, the MDS
Formulae does not apply. An MDS | calculation for Phase 2 was prepared with the results
provided in the Planning Justification Report. Barns in the vicinity of the subject property were
reviewed to assess the presence of livestock, manure storage, or anaerobic digesters and to
determine their respective influence areas.

There was one barn of interest in the MDS exercise and investigation. Since the time of the
public meeting, an application from that landowner for an Environmental Compliance Certificate
for approval to spread sewage has been received by the province. Through that review
process, the Township has requested that the zoning on that property be changed to reflect the
current commercial activities. Jeffery Homes has also provided a comment to the province
supporting the Township’s recommendation.

2|Page



Supplementary Responses to Comments Heard at the September 16, 2025 Public Meeting

Well Water Levels

Residential dwellings, wells, and septic systems will be constructed on each lot. Lots are sized
to accommodate wells and septic systems on the same lot and a hydrogeological study has
been undertaken and submitted as part of the complete application for this development.

The hydrogeological investigation and terrain analysis dated October 2021 was undertaken by
Jp2g which assessed the water supply and septic system suitability for the proposed
development based on private servicing. The report was prepared following the Ministries MOE,
MOEE, MOECC, MECP Hydrogeological Technical Information Requirements for Land
Development Applications. Geology maps, surrounding land uses, water well records of nearby
residences, drilling and testing of four on-site test wells, and a complete terrain analysis were
undertaken. Hydrogeologic information was taken from the test well information and from water
well records of nearby wells. Surrounding wells confirmed the varying depth of wells and
anticipated well yields, and all indicated the provision of a fresh water supply.

Cambium Inc. (Cambium) completed a Hydrogeological Assessment and Feature Based Water
Balance report, dated July 23, 2025, in support of the proposed development. This assessment
characterized the soil and groundwater conditions at the site, assessed the pre- and post-
development water balance to determine potential groundwater control requirements during
construction, and evaluated potential impacts on the surrounding natural environment as a
result of the proposed development. The subsurface conditions consisted of topsoil underlain by
glacial till containing a mix of sand, gravel, silt, and some cobbles. Groundwater levels in the
four on-site monitoring wells were measured between 0.12 and 4.38 metres below the ground
surface, corresponding to elevations between 283.50 and 299.46 metres above sea level.
Monitoring was conducted on November 10, 2023, and March 13, April 17, May 28, June 17,
and July 8, 2025. Over this period, groundwater levels in the piezometers ranged from 0.38
metres above to 1.58 metres below the ground surface, with corresponding elevations between
287.97 and 289.76 metres above sea level. Horizontal groundwater flow was directed toward
the southeast, while vertical flow gradients in the wetland fluctuated between upward and
downward depending on seasonal conditions, indicating that portions of the wetland are
groundwater-fed at certain times of the year. The pre- and post-development water balance
identified an infiltration deficit of approximately 19,600 m? per year (8,600 m? for Phase 1 and
11,000 m? for Phase 2). To maintain pre-development infiltration rates, the report recommended
low impact development (LID) measures such as roof downspout disconnections and three
infiltration galleries designed by D.G. Biddle and Associates (Biddle). The nitrate assessment
determined that wastewater from the proposed 59 estate lots would result in a nitrate
concentration of 8.14 mg/L at the property boundary, below the Ontario Drinking Water Quality
Standard of 10 mg/L. Dewatering may be required during construction where infrastructure
intercepts the groundwater table, and setback requirements prescribed by Kawartha
Conservation will be maintained to protect the on-site wetland and natural heritage features.

The hydro-geological study was undertaken as per provincial guidance. It inherently takes into
consideration surrounding lands as it determines if there is acceptable quantity and recharge on
site to support the proposed wells. By concluding that there is sufficient quantity and recharge,
the study indicates that no impacts are expected to surrounding wells.

3|Page
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Feature-Based Water Balance

A feature-based water balance is important to evaluate the potential development impacts on a
wetland feature and to ensure that the detailed stormwater management design will maintain
similar levels of surface water runoff to the wetland as well as not significantly disrupt the
existing hydroperiod of the wetland. The subject property has a mapped unevaluated wetland
which occupies much of the central and northeast portions of the property. The requirement for
a feature-based water balance is prompted when a proposed development has the potential to
alter the wetland catchment’s water balance either by adding or removing flow to the wetland
outside pre-development conditions. Phase 1 of the proposed development is located entirely
outside of Wetland 1 and the 30-metre setback, so no alterations to flow patterns are expected
post-development. Therefore, a feature-based water balance would not be required for Phase 1
of the development.

The feature-based water balance is underway and anticipated to complete in March 2026 to
better understand the hydraulic capacity of and inform site-specific mitigation strategies for the
wetland. This work does not impact the Draft plan proposal of 58 lots, rather it will help protect
the wetland function through mitigation measures.

The methodology for a feature-based water balance includes determining the function of the
wetland as being a groundwater recharge or groundwater discharge feature. This is currently
being assessed at the property. Cambium has installed three well nests in Wetland 1. The well
nests consisted of shallow and deep groundwater wells, which groundwater levels are currently
being measured from on a monthly basis. Using this data, the direction of vertical groundwater
flow (vertical gradients) in the wetland will be determined. At the conclusion of one year of
monitoring, the wetland will be determined as a recharge or discharge feature. As mentioned
previously, the intent of the year long study of the water levels within the wetland is to determine
its seasonal hydroperiod. Following this, the model assesses the variability in water levels
monthly and seasonally to calculate the range of sensitivity and significance of the hydroperiod.
Once the model is created for the wetland, it can be assessed and compared to the post-
development water balance, including any stormwater discharge, to determine if any impacts
may occur or possible methods for mitigation.

Well Water Quantity

The proposed development will be serviced for water and wastewater on-site. In Ontario, the
Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP) Procedure D-5-5 Technical Guideline
for Private Wells: Water Supply Assessment (MECP, 1996) provides technical guidance to
professionals in land development of the assessment of groundwater quality and quantity. Jp2g
completed a water supply assessment as per Procedure D-5-5 in the Hydrogeological
Investigation and Terrain Analysis Report. The Jp2g report was reviewed and referenced for
information to answer this concern.

With respect to water quantity, Procedure D-5-5 states that each future domestic well must
provide sufficient water for normal domestic purposes as determined from running pumping
tests in test wells. There were 4 test wells that were advanced into the underlying
limestone/dolomite bedrock aquifer at the subject property. The depths of the wells ranged from
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30 to 55 metres below ground surface. Two of the supply wells were advanced on the west side
of the wetland, and two wells were advanced on the east side of Wetland 1.

As per the Jp2g report tests were conducted on each of the 4 test wells at a pumping rate of
13.6 litres per minute (L/min) for 6 hours. The rate of 13.6 L/min is the minimum pumping rate
for a single detached dwelling as per Procedure D-5-5. When one test well was being pumped,
the others were used as monitoring wells to monitor water levels interference from the pumping
well.

Minimal drawdowns were recorded for the test wells ranging between 1.13 and 1.78 m, with
Jp2g noting that the test wells did not report well interference effects on the non pumping wells
while pumping the respective test wells. The available drawdown in the pumping wells ranged
between 16.61 and 30.25 m at the end of each test, indicating ample water remaining in each
well. Each test well recovered to 95% of pre-pumping static water levels in the test wells within 5
to 120 minutes, indicating a robust aquifer.

Additionally, Jp2g calculated the limestone bedrock transmissivities (aquifer’s capacity to
transmit water) for three of the test wells. The calculated transmissivity was considered high at
44 .1 to 142.9 m?/day. Considering the high transmissivity, the fast recovery rates, and low to
minor interference effects, Jp2g concluded that an adequate supply of groundwater from the
bedrock aquifer is available for Phase 1 of the development.

It is Cambium’s opinion that based strictly on the pumping tests data and water supply
assessment presented for Phase 1, the work of Jp2g adheres to Procedure D-5-5 and the water
supply can be adequately sourced without significant off site well interference.

Cambium completed supplemental hydraulic tests to validate the Jp2g water supply assessment
results at the Site. Cambium returned to Site November 4 and 5, 2025, to hydraulically test two
of the existing four wells on-site to confirm the conclusions outlined by J2Pg.

One well was tested on each of the wetlands. On the west side of the wetland, the existing well
located on proposed Lot 9 (Well ID A104942) was selected to test and denoted as TW1. The
existing supply well located on proposed Lot 5 (A104945) was used as a monitoring well and
denoted as MW1. On the east side of the wetland, the existing supply well located on the
proposed Lot 20 (A104944) was selected to test and denoted as TW2 during the hydraulic
pumping test. The existing supply well located on proposed Lot 13 (A104943) was denoted as
MW?2. The location of the test and monitoring wells are presented on Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Borehole Location Plan
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The pumping test for TW1 was conducted on November 4, 2025. The static water level prior to
testing was 13.41 mbgs. The test commenced at 9:30 and ran for a continuous 3 hours. A
constant rate of 20 L/min was maintained for the duration of the test, with the exception of the
flow rate being accidentally lowered to 14 L/min at 10:15 but was adjusted back to 20 L/min by
10:20. The pump was shut off at 12:40. A drawdown of 4.54 m was observed at the end of the 3
hours. The available drawdown at the end of the test was 23.12 m. The test well recovered to 95
% of pre-pumping static levels within 4 hours of the pump shut off. Water level were monitored
to MW1 throughout the hydraulic testing on TW1. There was no measurable response in MW1.

The TW2 pumping test was conducted on November 5, 2025. The static water level prior to
testing was 8.04 mbgs. The test commenced at 7:30 and ran for a continuous 3 hours. A
constant rate of 20 L/min was initially set for the pumping rate before the flow rate was lowered
to 14 L/min due to a substantial increase in drawdown. The flow rate was further increased to 10
L/min at the 87-minute mark to test the substantial rate of the supply well. The rate was reduced
back to 8 L/min from the 127-minute mark and maintained to the end of the test. The pump was
shut off at 10:30.

A maximum drawdown of 20.82 m during the test was observed before the flow rate was
lowered to 8 L/min for the first time. After the flow rate was increased to 10 L/min and then was
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reduced again to 8 L/min, recovery was observed during the test which continued into the
recovery period after the pump was shut off. TW2 recovered to 81% of pre-pumping static-level
within 1 hour of the pump shut off. Water levels were monitored in MW2 throughout the
hydraulic testing on TW2. There was no measurable response in MW2.

The results of the testing completed at wells TW1 and TW2 confirm the previous results (note —
TW2 was the lowest yielding of the four tested well in the Jp2g study) and the conclusions of the
Jp2g report. The results indicate that these wells can provide the minimum yield, on a daily
sustainable basis, as outlined by Procedure D-5-5. The hydraulic testing at TW1 indicated that
the well had no issues with supplying water at a rate of 20 L/min, with a 95% recovery within 4
hours of the test ending, without inducing a measurable response in the closed monitoring well
MW1. The hydraulic testing at TW2 indicated that the well was able to sustainably supply water
at a rate of 8 L/min, with 81% recovery within 1 hour of the test ending. While 8 L/min is the
steady pumping rate the well can produce in perpetuity, and this is below the 13.7 L/min
requirement of Procedure D-5-5, this well will be able to support a higher pumping rate for
shorter pumping intervals, which is more typical of water usage in a residence. It is noted that
the regular well is not continuous, and there was fast recovery in the well. If required, storage
can be added for this well to accommodate peak demand usage.

Pumping tests of TW1 and TW2 were completed on-site to validate the prior water supply
assessment of Jp2g, knowing one ARU is being proposed for each lot. The testing of well TW1
completed at a higher pumping rate of 20L/min compared to 13.7 L/min from the Jp2g
investigation to account for the ARU.

The testing showed that TW1 could supply water at a rate of 20 L/min, over 3 hours with a total
volume discharged of 3,750 L which. This was considered adequate for 2,740 L demand for a
residence with an ARU.

The testing of well TW2 indicated that the well had no issues with supplying water at 8 L/min.
While this rate is under the 13.7 L/min requirement for Procedure D-5-5, the well will be able to
support higher pumping rates for shorter intervals. Over 3 hours, a volume of 1770 L was
pumped. Additional storage can be provided to accommodate the higher demand of a residence
including the ARU of 2740 L.

Additionally, the Client installed one new test well on the north (Phase Il) side of the Site to meet
the test well requirement of Procedure D-5-5, for Phase Il submission. The new well was
denoted as TW3. The hydraulic test for well TW3 discharged a total volume of 9,450 L, which far
exceeds the estimated 2,740 L water demand required for a 4 bedroom house including an
ARU. Since the well can provide much higher yield on a daily basis that the minimum yield
outlined by Procedure D-5-5 and there were no significant influences for water supply for the
proposed residential dwelling including the ARU. Over the 3 hours of pumping TW1 and TW2,
approximately 3,750 L and 1,770 L respectively was discharged from the wells. TW1 had ample
available drawdown of 23.13m of the end of the test, and TW2 had 3.7 m of available drawdown
at the end of the test and notably had fast recovery. Overall, all of the tested wells except TW2
can support the higher pumping demand of a residence with an ARU of 2,740 L and storage can
be added to well TW2 to accommodate peak demand usage.
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flow is representative of the typical daily flow for the subdivision lots in order to assess the
nitrate contribution to the receiving aquifer system.

Cambium completed preliminary calculations to confirm feasibility of ARUs. Cambium made the
assumption for the nitrate calculations that each lot would have 1 ARU (58 ARUs total) at the
flow rate specified (490 L/day per ARU). It is noted that an ARU can be considered an in-law
suite or a detached building, as per Part 8 of the Ontario Building Cod, which would have
different sewage design flows. Our calculations show that 58 lots each with an ARUs (sewage
flow of 490 L/day) is feasible without exceeding a nitrate concentration limit of 10 mg/L at the
property boundary.

Cambium revised the nitrate attenuation calculations to include the Wetland 1 area from the
continued monitoring at the subject property, because it is known that shallow groundwater
flows through Wetland 1, and thus can be considered as dilution area for the assessment of
nitrate. The available dilution area was determined to be 476,000m? which is the difference
between the site area (481,000m?) and the stormwater pond (5,500 m?).

A sewage flow of 1,450 L/day was estimated based on the following:

« 1,000 L/day for the proposed single detached dwelling (Guideline D-5-4)
e 450 L/day for the additional residential unit (calculated using the flow equivalent to a 1-
bedroom apartment —i.e., 1.4 persons per unit at 350 L/p/d = 490 L/day per ARU).

Guideline D-5-4 assumes an average usage while septic systems are designed based on
maximum peak usage under the OBC.

Total nitrogen (all species) ultimately converts to nitrate through the wastewater treatment
process. Nitrate is considered to be the critical contaminant in sewage effluent. A nitrate loading
of 40 mg/L is used to determine the domestic effluent loading from conventional septic systems
on the receiving subsurface. To determine the concentration of nitrate at the property boundary,
a mass balance calculation was completed.

The nitrate concentration at the property boundary is estimated at 6.84 mg/L using conventional
wastewater treatment for 59 single detached residential dwellings, or 9.38mg/L for 59 single
detached residential dwellings each with an ARU. Therefore, the subject property could be
developed to accommodate the proposed 59 lots, including up to 59 ARUs without exceeding a
nitrate concentration limit of 10 mg/L at the property boundary.

Traffic Impacts

A Transportation Impact Assessment was undertaken in April of 2022 by Greer Galloway and
peer reviewed. The following Traffic Impact Study was undertaken by NexTrans in February of
2024 which addressed the peer review of the previously submitted Transportation Impact
Assessment.

The Greer Galloway Traffic Impact Assessment was undertaken to assess the potential effects
of traffic resulting from the proposed development and to identify any roadway improvements
required to ensure that roadways will continue operating at an acceptable level of service upon
the completion of the development.
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Appendix E - Cambium Letter Addendum - TW3 Pumping Test dated March 11, 2026

March 11, 2026

WATER QUALITY

Groundwater samples were collected from TW3 were compared against the
Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards (ODWQS). Certificates of lab analysis
e
CAMBIUM are provided as an attachment. Parameters reported at concentrations exceeding
ODWAQS criteria are outlined in Table 3.

Environmental
Table 3 Summary of Water Quality Parameters

Parameter ODWGQS Criteria TW3
Building Sciences Hardness 100 mg/L 347 mg/L

Geotechnical

1.  ODWQS Ciriteria are for Aesthetic/Operational objectives
Constfruction Testing

& Inspections Notably there were no E.Coli. or total coliform bacteriological detections in the
water sample. Hardness exceeded the aesthetic/operational objectives outlined
in the ODWQS. Hardness can be treated through the use of conventional water

Telephone Softening units.
(866) 217.7900

(705) 742.7900

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Facsimile

(roe) razTer It is concluded that test well TW3 is suitable for water supply for the proposed
Website

cambium-inc.com development.

Mailing Address . . . .

P.0. Box 325, The well is able to provide water at a rate of 26.5 L/min, which equates to a
Peterborough, Ontario

Canada, K9J 623 volume of 9,540 L/day. Procedure D-5-5 requires a rate of 13.7 L/min with a daily
Locations volume of 2,750 for a 4-bedroom dwelling with an ARU. Additional drawdown
Peterborough

Kingston was available at the end of the test, and recovery of 95% was recorded within an
iy hour of the end of the test.

Laboratory No significant influences from water withdrawal at TW3 were noted at adjacent
Peterborough wells. The water level responses that were noted are considered negligible as
there is ample wellbore storage in the wells. As such, there are considered to be
sufficient groundwater resources available at the Site to support the proposed

development.

The water quality was considered to be relatively good. The only parameter to

exceed ODWQS guidelines was hardness, which can typically be treated with

rofessional Engineers

APGO

commonly available residential grade water treatment equipment.
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Tel:({(705)-887-3331
Fax:{705)887-4788
E-Mail ghart@ghart.ca

WELL LOG

WELL TAG # :A415246

168 County Road 49, Bobcaygon,ON

General Colour Most Common Material Other Materials General Description | Depth From | Depth To
{Feet) (Feet)
liBlack Topsoil 0 4
Brown Silty sand & Gravel 4 21
Grey Clay & Gravel 21 23
Grey Broken Limestone 23 24
Grey Limestone 24 137
White & Black Limestone 137 164
Grey & Green Limestone 164 181
Grey & White Limestone 181 196
Grey & Red Limestone 196 198
Green Limestone 158 199
Green & Red Limestone 199 203.5
Grey Limestone 203.5 204
Green & Red Limestone 204 204.5
Red Limestone 204.5 205
Grey, Red & Green Limestone 205 206
Brown & Red Limestone 206 207.5
Red Limestone 207.5 214
Grey, Pink & Black Granite 214 240
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TECHNICAL RESPONSE

TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
JEFFREY HOMES
Pt Lot 19, Conc. 19 — 168 County Road 49
Bobcaygeon, Ontario

LEGEN

-$- Monitoring Well

-@- Test Well
' Pumping Test Discha
Direction

Wetland Boundary (D.G. Biddle
& Associates)

D Site (approximate)

Notes:
- This document contains information licensed under the Open Government
License - Ontario.

- Distances on this plan are in metres and can be converted to feet by
dividing by 0.3048.

- Cambium Inc. makes every effort to ensure this map is free from errors but
cannot be held responsible for any damages due to error or omissions. This
map should not be used for navigation or legal purposes. It is intended for
general reference use only.

194 Sophia Street
Peterborough, Ontario, K9H 1E5
Tel: (705) 742.7900 Fax: (705) 742.7907
www.cambium-inc.com
CAMBIUM
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Appendix E - Cambium Letter Addendum - TW3 Pumping Test dated March 11, 202ydrogeological Assessment Report Update
168 County Road 49, Township of Harvey, Ontario

Jeffrey Homes

Cambium Ref.: 17986-003

——
CAMBIUM
Figure 2: TW3 Pump Test - November 13, 2025
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