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Figure 3: CDP Study Area  
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CDP Purpose & Objective 

This CDP process  represents  a prime opportunity  to  guide  future development  to  achieve  the policy 
directions of the Mixed Use Centre land use designation, permit appropriate density to support planned 
transit infrastructure, and ensure sensitive interface with adjacent development. The Study Area for the 
CDP includes some of the surrounding Employment Area lands so that an appropriate CDP Boundary and 
Mixed Use Centre boundary can be explored through the planning process. The Study Area Boundary is 
not  intended to define the future Mixed Use Centre boundary.   The CDP will achieve a comprehensive 
vision  and  servicing  strategy  to  create  a  complete  community with  a mix  of  uses  and  jobs  focused 
around the future transit stations. The collaboration involved in the process ensures that the vision and 
priorities  of  the  local  community  are  incorporated  into  the  plan  and  transit‐oriented  development 
realized. The EUC Mixed Use Centre CDP  is a  landowner  initiated and funded project that  is supported 
by the City of Ottawa.  

CDP Roles 

The CDP planning process will  involve  the participation of many players  in  the process,  including  the 
landowners, City Staff & Council, Provincial Agencies and Ministries, and residents of Ottawa.   Various 
members of each group are further refined below: 
 

City of Ottawa Staff & Council 

 

• Ward Councillors & Staff 
• Urban  Design  and  Area 

Planning  (internal  project 
manager) 

• Infrastructure Planning 
• Environmental 

Management 
• Infrastructure Approvals 
• Parks Planning 
• Transportation Planning 

 

• Forestry  
• Public Health 
• Traffic and Parking Operations 
• Parks and Recreation Branch 
• Infrastructure Services 
• Utility Services Branch 
• Transit Services (OC Transpo) 
• Development Approvals 
• Economic Development 
• Rural Affairs Office 

Landowners 

 

• Richcraft Homes 
• Shenkman Corporation 
• Minto Land Development 

Corporation 
• The Builder’s Warehouse 

Inc. 
• Mantha, Laurenda Estate; 

Mantha, Juliette Estate 
• Estate of Lucille Groulx 

 
 
 

• Innes Shopping Centres 
Limited 

• McGiac Realty Corporation 
• Santé Montfort 
• Tamarack Corporation 
• City of Ottawa 
• A number of small lot 

landowners along Mer Bleue 
Road 
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Responsibility
D
eliverable / Event

CITY
T1

T2
T3

T4
T5

T6
T7

T1 = Project Initiation;                                                          
T2 = U

nderstanding objectives and challenges;             
T3 = Com

pletion of dem
and assessm

ent;                        
T4 = Prioritize Issues and Solutions;                                  
T5 = D

raft options for solutions;                                        
T6 = Finalize stratefy and im

plem
entation plan;            

T7 = Com
plete final report. 

1.1
Landow

ners' m
eeting

Landow
ners

M
1

Land O
w
ners M

eeting

2.1
D
raft Consultation Strategy

CPT
D
raft Consultation Strategy

2.1
Final Consultation Strategy

CPT
▲

Final Consultation Strategy

3.1
Project Initiation M

eeting
CPT

3.2
Identify  problem

s/opportunities/needs
CPT

3.3
Confirm

 studies to be undertaken
CPT

3.4
Consultant Team

 Conference Call 
CPT

TA
SK 4 ‐ Existing Conditions &

 Constraints

4.1
Confirm

 the problem
/opportunity/need

Consulting Team

4.2
Confirm

 Background D
ocum

entation &
 Field W

ork
CPT

4.3
CPT W

orkshop #1 (Existing Conditions &
 G
uiding Principles) 

CPT
M
1

CPT W
orkshop # 1

4.4
U
pdate Existing Conditions M

apping Presented to CPT
CPT

4.5
Circulate  U

pdated Existing Conditions M
apping to TA

C
FO

TEN
N
/ City Staff

4.6
TA

C M
eeting #1 (Existing Conditions M

apping &
 D
raft VO

T ‐ see Task 5.3)
TA

C
M
1

4.7
Present D

raft Existing Conditions Report to CPT
FO

TEN
N

TA
C M

eeting #1

4.8
CPT W

orkshop #2 to Refine Vision, O
bjectives and Targets and Baseline conditions.

CPT
M
2

CPT W
orkshop #2

4.9
Circulate D

raft Existing Conditions Report to TA
C 

FO
TEN

N
/City Staff

4.10
TA

C M
eeting #2 (Review

 Existing Conditions Report for Finalizing)
TA

C
M
2

TA
C M

eeting #2

4.11
Finalize Existing Conditions Report

Consulting Team
▲

Final Existing Conditions Report

TA
SK 5 ‐ V

ision, O
bjectives &

 Targets

5.1
Circulate VO

T to CPT
FO

TEN
N

5.2
Circulate D

raft VO
T to TA

C
FO

TEN
N
/City Staff

5.3
TA

C M
eeting #1 (D

raft VO
T) (A

s Per 4.6 above)
TA

C
M
1

TA
C M

eeting #1 contd. 

5.4
Public Consultation O

pen H
ouse #1 (Process, Existing Conditions, VO

T, EA
)

Consulting Team
/  City 

P1
Public O

pen H
ouse #1

5.5
CPT W

orkshop #2 to Refine VO
T (A

s Per 4.8 above)
Consulting Team

/  City 
M
2

CPT W
orkshop #2 contd.

5.6
TA

C M
eeting #2  to finalize VO

T (A
s Per 4.10 above) 

Consulting Team
/  City 

M
2

TA
C M

eeting #2 contd.

5.7
Finalized  VO

T
Consulting Team

▲
G
uiding Principles

TA
SK 6 ‐ A

lternative Concept Plans &
 Prelim

inary D
esign G

uidelines

JU
L

A
U
G

2015
REV

ISED
 SCH

ED
U
LE

A
PR

2014
M
A
Y

JU
N

CO
M
PLETIO

N
 D
A
TE

FEB
M
A
R

A
PR

JA
N

O
CT

N
O
V

D
EC

Municipal Election  (No Public Meetings)

Public  Meetings at discretion of Staff

JU
N

M
A
Y

SEP
JU
L

A
U
G

CITY O
F O

TTA
W
A
 EM

PLO
YM

EN
T LA

N
D
 STU

D
Y TIM

ELIN
E            

TA
SK 3 ‐ CD

P Start‐U
p

TA
SK 2 ‐ Consultation Strategy

TA
SK 1 ‐ Landow

ners' appointm
ent of agent(s)

6.1
CPT W

orkshop #3 to D
evelop D

raft A
lternative Concept Plans &

 Prelim
 D
esign G

uidelines
Consulting Team

M
3

CPT W
orkshop #3

6.2
Circulate D

raft A
lternative Concept Plans &

 Prelim
 D
esign G

uidelines to TA
C 

Consulting Team

6.3
TA

C M
eeting #3 to D

evelop D
raft A

lternative Concept Plans &
 Prelim

 D
esign G

uidelines
Consulting Team

M
3

TA
C M

eeting #3

6.4
Public W

orkshop and/or O
pen H

ouse  # 2 (D
raft Concept Plans, G

uidelines, EA
)

CPT
P2

Public W
orkshop / O

pen H
ouse #2

6.5
A
ssessm

ent and Evaluation of A
lternative Solutions

Consulting Team
Form

al Com
m
ents

TA
SK 7 ‐ Preferred Concept Plan, D

em
onstration Plan &

 D
etailed D

esign G
uidelines

7.1
CPT W

orkshop # 4 to select Preferred Concept Plan &
 refine D

esign G
uidelines

Consulting Team
 / TA

C
M
4

CPT W
orkshop #4

7.2
Refine  Preferred Land U

se Plan w
ith Prelim

inary D
esign G

uidelines &
 Preferred A

lternative Solutions
Consulting Team

▲
Refine Preferred Concept Plan

7.3
TA

C M
eeting # 4 to Review

 Preferred Concept Plan and D
esign G

uidelines
TA

C
M
4

TA
C M

eeting #4

7.4
Public O

pen H
ouse #3 (Preferred Concept Plan, D

em
onstration Plan, G

uidelines, EA
)

City / Consulting Team
P3

Public W
orkshop / O

pen H
ouse #3

TA
SK 8 ‐ Final Com

m
unity D

esign Plan

8.1
CPT M

eeting #5 to review
 Final D

raft CD
P and Supporting D

ocum
ents

CPT
M
5

CPT W
orkshop #5

8.2
Prepare of Final D

raft CD
P and Supporting D

ocum
ents &

 circulation to TA
C

Consulting Team
▲

8.3
TA

C M
eeting #5 to review

 Final D
raft CD

P and Supporting D
ocum

ents
TA

C
M
5

TA
C M

eeting #5

8.4
Prepare Final CD

P and Supporting D
ocum

ents
FO

TEN
N
/Consulting Team

▲
Land U

se Plan

TA
SK 9 ‐ Im

plem
entation

9.1
Prepare D

raft Im
plem

enting O
PA

 &
 ZBLA

 &
 FIP

FO
TEN

N
 / CPT

▲
9.2

Circulate D
raft O

PA
 &
 ZBLA

 &
 FIP for com

m
ent 

FO
TEN

N
 / City

9.3
Prepare Final O

PA
 &
 ZBLA

 &
 FIP

FO
TEN

N
 / CPT

▲
Final O

PA
 and Secondary Plan

9.4
Planning  Com

m
ittee ‐ Final D

raft CD
P, O

PA
 &
 ZBLA

 and Class EA
 (Public M

eeting #4) 
FO

TEN
N
 / City

9.5
Revisions (as required) and Final CD

P, O
PA

 &
 ZBLA

 and Class EA
  circulated

FO
TEN

N
 / CPT

▲
Final O

PA
 and Secondary Plan w

 Revisions

9.6
City Council Review

 ‐ CD
P, O

PA
 &
 ZBLA

  and Class EA
City

9.7
Passage of By‐law

s, N
otice of D

ecision &
 A
ppeal Period

City
▲

A
ppeal Period Expired. CD

P and SP In force.

LEG
EN

D
CD

P = Com
m
unity D

esign Plan
CPT = Core Project Team
EA

 = Environm
ental A

ssessm
ent

FIP = Financial Im
plem

entation Plan
M
 = M

eeting
O
PA

 = O
fficial Plan A

m
endm

ent
PC = Planning Com

m
ittee

P = Public Consultation
T# = Task as listed in the Em

ploym
ent Study Term

s of Reference  
TA

C = Technical A
dvisory Com

m
ittee
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EAST URBAN 
COMMUNITY - 
PHASE 3 AREA 
COMMUNITY 
DESIGN PLAN

OTTAWA
396 Cooper St, Suite 300
Ottawa, ON  K2P 2H7
T 613.730.5709

34. DRAFT 12.07.2020

33. DRAFT 05.12.2020

32. DRAFT 03.19.2020

31. DRAFT 04.17.2019

30. DRAFT 03.12.2019

29. DRAFT 02.25.2019

28. DRAFT 02.12.2019
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICING STUDY CHECKLIST 

        

DSEL©  i 

*Extracted from the City of Ottawa-Servicing Study Guidelines for Development Applications 

4.1 General Content 

☐ Executive Summary (for larger reports only). N/A 

☐ Date and revision number of the report. Title Page 

☐ 
Location map and plan showing municipal address, boundary, and layout of 

proposed development. 
Drawing 1 

☐ Plan showing the site and location of all existing services. Drawing 7 

☐ 

Development statistics, land use, density, adherence to zoning and official plan, 

and reference to applicable subwatershed and watershed plans that provide 

context to applicable subwatershed and watershed plans that provide context 

to which individual developments must adhere. 

Section 7 

☐ Summary of Pre-consultation Meetings with City and other approval agencies. Section 3 

☐ 

Reference and confirm conformance to higher level studies and reports (Master 

Servicing Studies, Environmental Assessments, Community Design Plans), or in 

the case where it is not in conformance, the proponent must provide 

justification and develop a defendable design criteria. 

All sections 

☐ Statement of objectives and servicing criteria. Section 1 

☐ 
Identification of existing and proposed infrastructure available in the immediate 

area. 

Sections 9, Section 10, and 

Section 11 

☐ 

Identification of Environmentally Significant Areas, watercourses and Municipal 

Drains potentially impacted by the proposed development (Reference can be 

made to the Natural Heritage Studies, if available). 

Section 4 

☐ 

Concept level master grading plan to confirm existing and proposed grades in 

the development. This is required to confirm the feasibility of proposed 

stormwater management and drainage, soil removal and fill constraints, and 

potential impacts to neighbouring properties. This is also required to confirm 

that the proposed grading will not impede existing major system flow paths. 

Drawing 2 

☐ 

Identification of potential impacts of proposed piped services on private 

services (such as wells and septic fields on adjacent lands) and mitigation 

required to address potential impacts. 

To be addressed in at detailed 

design. 

☐ 
Proposed phasing of the development, if applicable. N/A.  Depends on landowners’ 

preferred timing 

☐ Reference to geotechnical studies and recommendations concerning servicing. Section 4 & Section 11 

☐ 

All preliminary and formal site plan submissions should have the following 

information:  

-Metric scale 

-North arrow (including construction North) 

-Key plan 

-Name and contact information of applicant and property owner 

-Property limits including bearings and dimensions 

-Existing and proposed structures and parking areas 

-Easements, road widening and rights-of-way 

-Adjacent street names 

Drawing Package 

   

4.2 Development Servicing Report: Water 

☐ Confirm consistency with Master Servicing Study, if available 
Section 9.2.2, 9.3.2, 9.4.2 & 

9.5.2 

☐ Availability of public infrastructure to service proposed development 
Section 9.2.1, 9.3.1, 9.4.1 & 

9.5.1 

☐ Identification of system constraints 
Section 9.2.2, 9.3.2, 9.4.2 & 

9.5.2 

☐ Identify boundary conditions Section 9.1 & Appendix B 

A26



DEVELOPMENT SERVICING STUDY CHECKLIST        

ii  DSEL© 
*Extracted from the City of Ottawa-Servicing Study Guidelines for Development Applications 

☐ Confirmation of adequate domestic supply and pressure Section 9.6 & Appendix B 

☐ 

Confirmation of adequate fire flow protection and confirmation that fire flow is 

calculated as per the Fire Underwriter’s Survey. Output should show available 

fire flow at locations throughout the development. 

Section 9.6 & Appendix B 

☐ 
Provide a check of high pressures. If pressure is found to be high, an assessment 

is required to confirm the application of pressure reducing valves. 
Section 9.6 & Appendix B 

☐ 
Definition of phasing constraints. Hydraulic modeling is required to confirm 

servicing for all defined phases of the project including the ultimate design 

N/A.  Depends on landowners’ 

preferred timing 

☐ Address reliability requirements such as appropriate location of shut-off valves N/A.  High level analysis. 

☐ Check on the necessity of a pressure zone boundary modification MSU. 

☐ 

Reference to water supply analysis to show that major infrastructure is capable 

of delivering sufficient water for the proposed land use. This includes data that 

shows that the expected demands under average day, peak hour and fire flow 

conditions provide water within the required pressure range 

Section 9.6 & Appendix B 

☐ 

Description of the proposed water distribution network, including locations of 

proposed connections to the existing system, provisions for necessary looping, 

and appurtenances (valves, pressure reducing valves, valve chambers, and fire 

hydrants) including special metering provisions. 

Drawing 6, Section 9.2.2, 9.3.2, 

9.4.2 & 9.5.2 

☐ 

Description of off-site required feedermains, booster pumping stations, and 

other water infrastructure that will be ultimately required to service proposed 

development, including financing, interim facilities, and timing of 

implementation. 

Section 9.2.2, 9.3.2, 9.4.2 & 

9.5.2  

☐ 
Confirmation that water demands are calculated based on the City of Ottawa 

Design Guidelines. 
Section 9.1 

☐ 
Provision of a model schematic showing the boundary conditions locations, 

streets, parcels, and building locations for reference. 
Appendix B 

   

4.3 Development Servicing Report: Wastewater 

☐ 

Summary of proposed design criteria (Note: Wet-weather flow criteria should 

not deviate from the City of Ottawa Sewer Design Guidelines. Monitored flow 

data from relatively new infrastructure cannot be used to justify capacity 

requirements for proposed infrastructure). 

Section 10.1 

☐ 
Confirm consistency with Master Servicing Study and/or justifications for 

deviations. 

Section 10.2.2, 10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 

10.5.2 

☐ 

Consideration of local conditions that may contribute to extraneous flows that 

are higher than the recommended flows in the guidelines. This includes 

groundwater and soil conditions, and age and condition of sewers. 

Section 10.1 

☐ 
Description of existing sanitary sewer available for discharge of wastewater 

from proposed development. 

Section 10.2.1, 10.3.1, 10.4.1 & 

10.5.1 

☐ 

Verify available capacity in downstream sanitary sewer and/or identification of 

upgrades necessary to service the proposed development. (Reference can be 

made to previously completed Master Servicing Study if applicable) 

Appendix D. Section 10.2.2, 

10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

☐ 

Calculations related to dry-weather and wet-weather flow rates from the 

development in standard MOE sanitary sewer design table (Appendix ‘C’) 

format. 

Section 10.1 

☐ 
Description of proposed sewer network including sewers, pumping stations, and 

forcemains. 

Drawing 5, Appendix D, Section 

10.2.2, 10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

☐ 

Discussion of previously identified environmental constraints and impact on 

servicing (environmental constraints are related to limitations imposed on the 

development in order to preserve the physical condition of watercourses, 

vegetation, soil cover, as well as protecting against water quantity and quality). 

Section 10.2.2, 10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 

10.5.2. 
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICING STUDY CHECKLIST        

DSEL©  iii 
*Extracted from the City of Ottawa-Servicing Study Guidelines for Development Applications 

☐ 
Pumping stations: impacts of proposed development on existing pumping 

stations or requirements for new pumping station to service development. 

Appendix D, Section 10.2.2, 

10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

☐ 
Forcemain capacity in terms of operational redundancy, surge pressure and 

maximum flow velocity. 

Appendix D, Section 10.2.2, 

10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

☐ 

Identification and implementation of the emergency overflow from sanitary 

pumping stations in relation to the hydraulic grade line to protect against 

basement flooding. 

Appendix D, Section 10.2.2, 

10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

☐ 
Special considerations such as contamination, corrosive environment etc. Appendix D, Section 10.2.2, 

10.3.2, 10.4.2 & 10.5.2. 

   

4.4 Development Servicing Report: Stormwater Checklist 

☐ 
Description of drainage outlets and downstream constraints including legality of 

outlets (i.e. municipal drain, right-of-way, watercourse, or private property) 

Section 11.2.1, 11.3.1, 11.4.1 & 

11.5.1 

☐ 
Analysis of available capacity in existing public infrastructure. Appendix E, Section 11.2.2, 

11.3.2, 11.4.2 & 11.5.2 

☐ 
A drawing showing the subject lands, its surroundings, the receiving 

watercourse, existing drainage patterns, and proposed drainage pattern. 
Drawing 4 & Figure 2 

☐ 

Water quantity control objective (e.g. controlling post-development peak flows 

to pre-development level for storm events ranging from the 2 or 5 year event 

(dependent on the receiving sewer design) to 100 year return period); if other 

objectives are being applied, a rationale must be included with reference to 

hydrologic analyses of the potentially affected subwatersheds, taking into 

account long-term cumulative effects. 

Section 11.2.4, 11.3.4, 11.4.4 & 

11.5.4 

☐ 

Water Quality control objective (basic, normal or enhanced level of protection 

based on the sensitivities of the receiving watercourse) and storage 

requirements. 

Appendix E, Section 11.2.2, 

11.3.2, 11.4.2 & 11.5.2 

☐ 
Description of the stormwater management concept with facility locations and 

descriptions with references and supporting information 

Drawing 4, Appendix E, Section 

11.2.2, 11.3.2, 11.4.2 & 11.5.2 

☐ Set-back from private sewage disposal systems. N/A 

☐ Watercourse and hazard lands setbacks. Section 4.5.3 

☐ 
Record of pre-consultation with the Ontario Ministry of Environment and the 

Conservation Authority that has jurisdiction on the affected watershed. 
Section 3.0, Appendix A 

☐ 
Confirm consistency with sub-watershed and Master Servicing Study, if 

applicable study exists. 

Appendix E, Section 11.2.2, 

11.3.2, 11.4.2 & 11.5.2 

☐ 

Storage requirements (complete with calculations) and conveyance capacity for 

minor events (1:5 year return period) and major events (1:100 year return 

period). 

Appendix E, Section 11.2.4, 

11.3.4, 11.4.4 & 11.5.4 

☐ 

Identification of watercourses within the proposed development and how 

watercourses will be protected, or, if necessary, altered by the proposed 

development with applicable approvals. 

Section 4.5.2 

☐ 

Calculate pre and post development peak flow rates including a description of 

existing site conditions and proposed impervious areas and drainage 

catchments in comparison to existing conditions. 

Appendix E 

☐ 
Any proposed diversion of drainage catchment areas from one outlet to 

another. 
Appendix E 

☐ 
Proposed minor and major systems including locations and sizes of stormwater 

trunk sewers, and stormwater management facilities. 

Drawing 5, Appendix E, Section 

11.2.2, 11.3.2, 11.4.2 & 11.5.2 

☐ 

If quantity control is not proposed, demonstration that downstream system has 

adequate capacity for the post-development flows up to and including the 100-

year return period storm event. 

N/A 

☐ Identification of potential impacts to receiving watercourses Section 4.0 
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICING STUDY CHECKLIST        

iv  DSEL© 
*Extracted from the City of Ottawa-Servicing Study Guidelines for Development Applications 

☐ Identification of municipal drains and related approval requirements. N/A 

☐ 
Descriptions of how the conveyance and storage capacity will be achieved for 

the development. 
Appendix E 

☐ 

100 year flood levels and major flow routing to protect proposed development 

from flooding for establishing minimum building elevations (MBE) and overall 

grading. 

Drawing 2, Appendix E 

☐ Inclusion of hydraulic analysis including hydraulic grade line elevations. Appendix E 

☐ 
Description of approach to erosion and sediment control during construction for 

the protection of receiving watercourse or drainage corridors. 
N/A at MSS level 

☐ 

Identification of floodplains – proponent to obtain relevant floodplain 

information from the appropriate Conservation Authority. The proponent may 

be required to delineate floodplain elevations to the satisfaction of the 

Conservation Authority if such information is not available or if information 

does not match current conditions.  

Section 4 

☐ 
Identification of fill constraints related to floodplain and geotechnical 

investigation. 
N/A 

   

4.5 Approval and Permit Requirements: Checklist 

☐ 

Conservation Authority as the designated approval agency for modification of 

floodplain, potential impact on fish habitat, proposed works in or adjacent to a 

watercourse, cut/fill permits and Approval under Lakes and Rivers Improvement 

Act. The Conservation Authority is not the approval authority for the Lakes and 

Rivers Improvement ct. Where there are Conservation Authority regulations in 

place, approval under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act is not required, 

except in cases of dams as defined in the Act. 

Section 13.3 

☐ 
Application for Certificate of Approval (CofA) under the Ontario Water 

Resources Act. 
Section 13.3 

☐ Changes to Municipal Drains. N/A 

☐ 
Other permits (National Capital Commission, Parks Canada, Public Works and 

Government Services Canada, Ministry of Transportation etc.) 
Section 13.3 

   

4.6 Conclusion Checklist 

☐ Clearly stated conclusions and recommendations Section 15.0 

☐ 

Comments received from review agencies including the City of Ottawa and 

information on how the comments were addressed. Final sign-off from the 

responsible reviewing agency. 

N/A – first submission 

☐ 
All draft and final reports shall be signed and stamped by a professional 

Engineer registered in Ontario 
Section 15.0 
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Rideau Valley Conservation Authority       613-692-3571  
3889 Rideau Valley Drive        1-800-267-3504 
PO Box 559, Manotick, Ontario 
K4M 1A5 

Watershed Science and Engineering Services - Technical Review Memorandum 

 

 

February 11, 2019 

 

To: Jamie Batchelor 

 

From: Terry K. Davidson 

 

Subject: Slope Stability Assessment  

Reach 7 and 12 

Storm Water Management Pond Block 

3490 Innes Road 

Ottawa, Ontario 

 

As requested, I have reviewed the report “Slope Stability Assessment” by Golder Associates 

dated June 2018 (Report No. 1660030-03). 

 

The report appears to have been completed primarily for the purpose of determining the stability 

of the existing slope along ravines and establishing a Limit of Hazard Lands for developable 

lands.  The analysis and supporting field work have been carried out an appropriate level of 

detail for that purpose.  The report has documented the present geometry of the slope in 

sufficient detail, and suitable methods have been used to characterize the soil characteristics The 

report from the consultant makes reference to reviewing, the lands along the slope as “Hazard 

Lands, as defined by  the “MNR Technical Guide for River and Stream Systems: Erosion Hazard 

Limit” as the primary technical reference for delineating hazard lands and addressing the natural 

hazards provisions of the Provincial Policy Statement under the Planning Act.  

 

The report from the consultant indicates that they analyzed the site at seven (7) locations. The 

results of the analysis indicated a Factor of Safety less than 1.5. 

The consultant has indicated the Limit of Hazard Lands for two areas as follows: Reach 7 and 

Reach 12 as identified on the Site Plan by Golder date June 7, 2018. 

For Reach 7, the consultant has indicated the Limit of Hazard Lands as a 11 metre setback, and 

was based on the following: 

1. A stable slope allowance based on stability analysis using the Morgenstern Price method 

of 6 metres. 
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Date: 07/03/2019          page  2/2 

Reviewer 

 

2. A toe erosion allowance of 5 metres was determined based on “Table: Minimum Toe 

Erosion Allowance” of the “Natural Hazards Technical Guide”.   

3. No 6 metre access erosion allowance was required. However, the RVCA is not 

prepared to accept this assumption as no legal property survey was provided 

indicating development restrictions or setbacks at this time. 

4.  

For Reach 12, the consultant has indicated the Limit of Hazard Lands as a 3 metre setback, and 

was based on the following: 

1. A stable slope allowance based on stability analysis using the Morgenstern Price method 

of 2 metres. 

2. A toe erosion allowance of 1.0 metres was determined based on “Table: Minimum Toe 

Erosion Allowance” of the “Natural Hazards Technical Guide”.  The consultant indicated 

there was no evidence of active erosion on August 28, 2017. 

3. No 6 metre access erosion allowance was required. However, the RVCA is not 

prepared to accept this assumption as no legal property survey was provided 

indicating development restrictions or setbacks at this time. 

 

In summary, the Report No. 1660030-03 and the Site Plan dated June 7, 2018 by GOLDER 

Associates has not provided the Limit of Hazard Lands which would include the 6 metre Access 

Allowance.  

 

Also, the policy of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority is to require a minimum 15 metre 

setback from the crest of the slope for conservation of land, therefore the consultant should be 

required to delineate this on the Site Plan. 

 

I trust this is satisfactory for your present purposes.  Please call if you have any questions. 

 

Terry K. Davidson, P.Eng. 

terry.davidson@rvca.ca 
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GEMTEC Consulting Engineers and Scientists Limited 

32 Steacie Drive 
Ottawa, ON, Canada 

K2K 2A9 

 
613.836.1422 
ottawa@gemtec.ca 
www.gemtec.ca 

 

experience  •  knowledge  •  integrity 
 

April 5, 2019 File: 64850.02 

City of Ottawa 
110 Laurier Avenue West 
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1P 1J1 
 

Attention: Mr. Michel Kearney, P.Geo. 

Re: Third Party Review of Geotechnical Investigation 
East Urban Community Mixed Use Centre (EUC MUC) Master Servicing Study 

INTRODUCTION 

This letter provides a technical review of the following documents: 

• Geotechnical – Existing Conditions Report for the EUC MUC CDP, prepared by Paterson 
Group, dated June 28, 2018, Report # PG3130-2 Revision 1. 
 

• Section 4.2 and Appendix G (EUC Phase 3, Area CDP, by Paterson Group Memorandum, 
Report #PG3130-MEMO.02) of the Draft Master Servicing Study for East Community 
Phase 3, Area Community Design Plan, Richcraft Homes, prepared by DSEL, dated 
October 2018, Project #14-733. 

 

• DSEL Drawing #2 (Grading Plan showing grade raises) and Drawing #3 (trunk sewer 
profiles showing depth of infrastructure)  
 

• Slope Stability Assessment, Reaches 7 and 12, Strom Water Management Pond Block, 
prepared by Golder, dated June 2, 2018, Report #1660030-03. 

COMMENTS  

Geotechnical – Existing Conditions Report (June 28, 2018) 

 Section 5.0 indicates that the report provides preliminary design information and a detailed 
geotechnical investigation is recommended once the proposed design is finalized.  Is it 
possible that there may be other softer silty clay areas, which will only be identified with 
further investigation?  Could these affect the permissible grade raise? Should this be 
identified as a possible risk to the development? Comments should be provided on 
whether the guidelines and recommendations could change as more information becomes 
available during future investigations. 
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 The legend for Drawing No. PG3130-7 is missing the symbol for the boreholes advanced 
as part of the current investigation (PG3130).  
 

 The legend for Drawing No. PG3130-7 is missing the symbol for the boreholes advanced 
by others.  
 

 Drawing Nos. PG3130-6 and PG3130-7 show the location of test pits advanced by the 
Paterson Group (PG0961).  The logs for these test pits are not included in the report.   
 

 Drawing No. PG3130-7 shows a grade raise restriction of 2 metres within the northern 
portion of the site.  In this area, the subsurface conditions generally consist of surficial 
organic soil underlain by silty sand and/or clayey silt followed by shallow bedrock.  With 
the exception of few test holes in the northeast corner, sensitive silty clay deposits were 
not encountered within this area.  It is our opinion that further review/discussion of the 
permissible grade raise restriction for the northern portion of the site is needed.    
 

 Section 4.2 states that unacceptable settlements could be induced by significant lowering 
of the groundwater level. For preliminary design purposes, it is understood that a post-
development groundwater lowering of 0.5 metres was assumed; however, the report 
states that consideration should be given to accounting for a larger groundwater lowering 
in order to reduce potential long term liabilities.  It is our opinion that further 
review/discussion of the assumed groundwater drawdown used in the analysis is needed.  
In particular, the following should be addressed:  

a) Is the assumed amount reasonable given the high groundwater conditions, 
foundation drainage measures around conventional foundations (in some areas, 
the drained basements may extend below the groundwater level), and the site 
servicing and drainage requirements?   

b) What are the potential risks if the groundwater drawdown is actually in excess of 
the assumed amount?  

c) Does the assumed groundwater drawdown include the effects of seasonal 
fluctuations (lows) in groundwater levels?   

d) Comment should be provided on whether groundwater level monitoring is required 
for the development and in particular near the stormwater management pond.  

 

 Section 4.2 of the report indicates that clay dykes can be placed within service trenches 
to reduce the impacts of the proposed development on the long term groundwater level.  
Given the relatively high groundwater levels, the groundwater drawdown due to foundation 
drains, and the need to prevent groundwater drawdown in excess of that assumed in 
design, are any special measures required for the clay dykes (e.g., decreased spacing)?  
Are there any specific requirements for the water tightness of new sewers?  Are additional 
measures required to limit infiltration at manhole connections? 
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 Expansion of an existing stormwater management pond is proposed for the development.  
The invert of the inlet will be about 6 to 7 metres below existing grade, well below the 
groundwater level. Significant groundwater drawdown should be expected near the pond.  
Comment should be provided on whether the assumed amount of groundwater drawdown 
is suitable near the ponds, and whether the permissible grade raise should be reduced for 
structures, services and roads near the proposed pond?  Should development be set back 
from the proposed pond and, if so, how far?  Comment should be provided on the effects 
of the proposed pond on existing developments. 

 

 Institutional and commercial developments are also planned for this area.  Preliminary 
design bearing values for commercial and residential buildings are presented in Table 1 
of the report. Comment should be provided on the feasibility of supporting institutional and 
commercial buildings on spread footings, including foundation options where spread 
footing foundations are not feasible.  

 

 The report does not comment on roadway pavement design considerations.  Does the 
grading restrictions impact on the design and construction of the roadway pavement 
structures? What pavement component thicknesses are anticipated for local and collector 
roads? 

 

 The City of Ottawa’s Geotechnical Investigation and Reporting Guidelines for 
Development Applications states that the stress increase in clay soils be maintained below 
about 80 percent of the available preconsolidation (i.e., overconsolidation).  This guideline 
accounts for the phenomenon of secondary compression whereby a clay soil will start to 
creep and compress even at stress levels slightly below, but close to, the preconsolidation 
pressure. This guideline also provides a margin against uncertainty in the evaluation of 
the current stress level in the ground, the predicted future lowest sustained groundwater 
level, and the estimated or measured preconsolidation pressure, which could vary across 
the site.  Section 4.2. of the report states that the stress increase on the soil should not 
exceed the available preconsolidation.  Was the allowable stress increase due to grade 
raise filling, foundation loads, and groundwater lowering calculated assuming that the 
stress increase on the soil cannot exceed 80 percent of the available preconsolidation?  

DESL Drawing #2 and #3  

 The profiles show that portions of the trunk sewers will be installed at the minimum 
permissible slope (i.e., 0.1 percent).  Sewers installed at the minimum permissible slope 
are sensitive to total and differential settlements.  It is our opinion that further 
review/discussion of the settlement of the services is needed (e.g., is it feasible to maintain 
the minimum slope given the subsurface conditions at the site).  
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Paterson Group Memorandum, Report #PG3130-MEMO.02 

 The memorandum provides a review of the DESL Drawing No. 2 dated July 2018.  The 
memorandum, and attached plans, should be updated to reflect the grading plan dated 
October 2018. 
 

 The memorandum states that EPS or preloading/surcharging could be considered for the 
proposed roadways, where the grade raises exceed the preliminary permissible grade 
raise.  It is our opinion that further discussion on the use of EPS within the City of Ottawa 
Right-of-Way is needed.   

   

 The memorandum provides plans outlining the anticipated LWF/Surcharge areas.  On 
Plan G4, should the highlighted area within the southwest corner of the site be extended 
further to the west, to connect with the isolated area identified within the northwest corner 
of the site?  

 

 The memorandum includes 3 attached plans. Is the plan showing the LWF/Surcharge 
areas with an additional 0.5 metres above the proposed grades missing for the portion of 
the site west of the hydro corridor? 

Section 4.2 of the Draft Master Servicing Study  

 Section 4.2 states that bedrock ranges from 1 to 25 metres below ground surface. The 
results of the investigation indicate that inferred bedrock was encountered at depths 
greater than 25 metres.  

Slope Stability Assessment  

 Section 5.2.2 states that the subsurface stratigraphy used in the analysis was based on 
boreholes 16-19 and 09-Q24. Boreholes 16-19 and 09-Q24 indicate that the stiff 
weathered crust extends to 3 metres depth; however, Figures 9 to 12 indicate that the 
subsurface stratigraphy was modelled using a 4 metre thick layer of stiff weathered crust.  
It is our opinion that further review/discussion of the subsurface stratigraphy used in the 
analysis is needed. 

 

 Section 5.2.2 states that a horizontal seismic coefficient of 0.19 was used for the analyses.  
It appears that the amplification of earthquake accelerations was considered when 
selecting this coefficient. Confirmation of the Site Class used to determine the horizontal 
seismic coefficient should be added to the report.  

 

 As indicated in Section 5.2.3, a 5 metre Erosion Allowance was considered for Reach 7.  
The MNR guidelines state that a minimum Erosion Allowance of 5 to 8 metres is required 
for clay soils where there is evidence of active erosion.  It is our opinion that further 
review/discussion of the Erosion Allowance is needed (e.g., why the more conservative 
Erosion Allowance of 8 metres was not considered?).   
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 As indicated in Section 5.2.3, a 1 metre Erosion Allowance was considered for Reach 12, 
since no active erosion was observed along Reach 12 at the time of the site 
reconnaissance.  Section 5.2.1 states that evidence of active erosion was observed at the 
toes of the slopes, particularly in the areas of Sections A-A, C-C, F-F, and G-G.  The areas 
of the site where active erosion was observed should be clarified (e.g., was active erosion 
observed at the toes of all slopes, with erosion being more pronounced in the areas of 
Sections A-A, C-C, F-F, and G-G?).  

 

 Section 5.2.3 states that an Erosion Access Allowance is not required where an 
“unobstructed corridor” for equipment access is provided.  Since an Erosion Access 
Allowance is by definition an “unobstructed corridor”, it is our opinion that additional 
discussion on the Erosion Access Allowance is warranted.  Based on our interpretation of 
Section 5.2.3, the report suggests that development (e.g., construction of the SWMP) 
within the Erosion Access Allowance is permitted, provided that the development does not 
restrict access to the slope (i.e., provided that a 6 metre wide, unobstructed access 
corridor is maintained).   

We trust that this letter is suitable for your current requirements. If you have any questions or 
comments, contact the undersigned. 

 
Johnathan A. Cholewa, Ph.D., P.Eng. 
Senior Geotechnical Engineer 
 

 

Brent Wiebe, P.Eng. 
Vice President Operations - Ontario 
 

 

P:\0. Files\64800\64850.02\64850.02_LTR01_V01_2019-04-05.docx 

 

A42



 

     
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
3889 Rideau Valley Drive, P.O. Box 599   Tel:  613-692-3571 
Manotick, Ontario, K4M 1A5 Fax:  613-692-0831 

 

File: 19-GLO-OPA 
January 17th, 2019 
 
City of Ottawa 
Planning, Infrastructure and Economic Development Department 
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor 
Ottawa, ON  K1P 1J1 
 
Attention:  Robin Van de Lande 
 
Subject:  Official Plan Amendment D01-01-19-0002 
  Community Design Plan EUC Phase 3 
  Environmental Assessment 
  Master Servicing Study EUC Phase 3  
 
Dear Mr. Van de Lande: 
 
The Conservation Partners Planning and Development Review Team has completed a review of 
the most recent community design plan for EUC Phase 3.  We offer the following comments for 
your consideration. 
 
Community Design Plan EUC Phase 3 
 
Section 4.1 Study Area Constraints Pg. 11. 
 
The slope stability constraints of the study area have been referenced in this section.  The 
paragraph which references the slope stability constraints relies on the findings of the report 
“Slope Stability Assessment – reaches 7 and 12 Storm Water Management Pond Block, 3490 
Inness Road Development” dated June 2019, prepared by Golder Associates Ltd. 
 
The RVCA has completed a review of the report referenced.  The review was completed by 
Terry K. Davidson, P.Eng, RVCA Director of Regulations and Engineering.  As part of the 
review, discrepancies were noted between the Limit of Hazard Lands calculated in the report 
and that in the summary text and in Figure 1 for reach 12 (see memo attached).  
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In addition, Figure 1 illustrates a portion of the stormwater management facility within the Limit 
of Hazard Lands for reach 12.  Based on the drawings in the MSS, it is our understanding that 
the pond location illustrated in the geotechnical report is no longer valid and the location of the 
stormwater management pond is a significant distance from the identified Limit of Hazard 
Lands.  Therefore, the geotechnical report should clarify the discrepancies and update Figure 1 
to reflect the current stormwater management pond design. 
 
Master Servicing Study EUC Phase 3 
 
The RVCA has completed a review of the latest draft for the master servicing study (MSS).  
Please note that South Nation Conservation may provide comments separately as it pertains to 
the MSS. 
 
Headwater Drainage Features 
 
As part of the Community Design Process headwater drainage features were identified and 
management recommendations were given for each tributary.  Some of the tributaries were 
given a management recommendation of Mitigation.  Within Appendix (H) of the MSS, an 
explanation is provided on the Mitigation measures proposed for the MSS.  While this 
explanation is acceptable, the RVCA recommends that this information also be represented in 
Section 11 of the MSS for ease of reference. 
 
EUC Pond 1  
 
The report has indicated that the proposed pond expansion will provide enhanced treatment 
(80% TSS removal) for all areas that are to be treated by the new North Forebays.  The report 
has also indicated that the combined performance of the EUC Pond 1 will be an average 
blended rate of 76% average long-term annual TSS removal.  The RVCA accepts the proposed 
water quality targets based on the existing infrastructure in place, previous approvals and the 
enhanced water quality targets for the North Forebays. 
 
North East Quadrant Preferred Stormwater Management Plan 
 
The report makes reference to the existing erosion issues on Bilberry Creek and cites the need 
for mitigation measures at a watershed scale.  The report recognizes that the water quantity 
control targets already established may be reviewed by the City or RVCA relative to the 
established erosion thresholds and erosion characteristics of Bilberry Creek outlined in the 
Bilberry Creek Geomorphic Systems Master Implementation Plan (GHD, May 2014) and the 
findings of the Eastern Subwatersheds Stormwater Management Retrofit Study (Morrison 
Hershfield, December 21, 2018).  While the information provided in these reports may provide 
some information on the Bilberry Creek system, any findings in the reports which were dated 
prior to 2017 may no longer be valid.  In 2017, there were several slope failures within the 
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Bilberry Creek valley lands which resulted in significant remedial measures required to render 
portions of the valley lands stable.  The slope failures are an indication that any assumptions 
made by the Geomorphic Systems Master Implementation Plan and the Eastern 
Subwatersheds Stormwater Management Retrofit Study may no longer be valid.  Therefore, 
there needs to be recognition that existing conditions may warrant further study of erosion 
thresholds.  It is recommended that the following wording be added to the MSS (underlined): 
 
“As noted in Section 4.4, there are identified erosion…..and any additional studies submitted by 
the proponent may be reviewed by the City and the RVCA relative to the estimated erosion 
thresholds and erosion characteristics of Bilberry Creek outlined in the Bilberry Creek 
Geomorphic Systems Master Implementation Plan (GHD, May 2014) and the findings of the 
Eastern Subwatersheds Stormwater Management Retrofit Study, (Morrison Hershfield, 
December 21, 2018) and existing conditions that have changed since previous studies were 
conducted.  Such conditions may require additional studies to determine any new erosion 
thresholds.”  
 
The report acknowledges that Vanguard Drive is expected to act as a drainage split, so that the 
area to the south may be directed to McKinnon’s Creek instead of Bilberry Creek.  This will 
require further input from South Nation Conservation. It is also understood that a detailed 
stormwater analysis may be required for the North East Quadrant for storage requirements for 
the major system.   These items could be clarified by the inclusion of the following wording 
(underlined): 
 
” The City has indicated that Vanguard Drive is expected to act as a drainage split, so that the 
area to the south may be directed to McKinnon’s Creek, instead of Bilberry Creek as previously 
proposed in background studies. This may involve incorporating infiltration measures, surface or 
underground storage measures, etc., within the lands in the North East quadrant. Regardless of 
the measures, it is understood that the City is planning to address outlet eligibility and 
stormwater management requirements through Planning Act approvals for development 
applications within this area, in conjunction with RVCA, SNC, and affected landowners.  
Detailed stormwater analysis is expected to be required in the North East quadrant as part of 
development applications under the Planning Act.” 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the Conservation Partners have no objection to the CDP in principle.  We have 
identified some minor issues/amendments related to the supporting documents of the CDP 
which should be addressed prior to finalization of the CDP document. 
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The RVCA has no objection to the MSS in principle subject to the minor wording changes 
recommended in this letter.  If you have any questions do not hesitate to contact me.  Please 
keep us informed on the status of these applications.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jamie Batchelor, MCIP, RPP 
Planner, Planning and Watershed Science 
Rideau Valley Conservation Authority 
613-692-3571 ext. 1191 
Jamie.batchelor@rvca.ca 
 
Cc: James Holland: South Nation Conservation 
 Laura Maxwell: DSEL 
 Julie Carrara: FoTenn Consultants 

Fairouz Wahab: Richcraft 
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Rideau Valley Conservation Authority       613-692-3571  

3889 Rideau Valley Drive        1-800-267-3504 

PO Box 559, Manotick, Ontario 

K4M 1A5 

Watershed Science and Engineering Services - Technical Review Memorandum 

 

 

February 16, 2020 

 

To: Jamie Batchelor 

 

From: Terry K. Davidson 

 

Subject: Slope Stability Assessment  

Reach 7 and 12 

Storm Water Management Pond Block 

3490 Innes Road 

Ottawa, Ontario 

 

As requested, I have reviewed the report “Slope Stability Assessment” by Golder Associates 

dated June 2019 (Report No. 1660030-03 Rev 6). 

 

The report appears to have been completed primarily for the purpose of re-evaluate the stability 

of the existing slope along ravine to establishing a Limit of Hazard Lands for the SWMP.  The 

analysis and supporting field work have been carried out an appropriate level of detail for that 

purpose.  The report has documented the present geometry of the slope in sufficient detail, and 

suitable methods have been used to characterize the soil characteristics The report from the 

consultant makes reference to reviewing, the lands along the slope as “Hazard Lands, as defined 

by  the “MNR Technical Guide for River and Stream Systems: Erosion Hazard Limit” as the 

primary technical reference for delineating hazard lands and addressing the natural hazards 

provisions of the Provincial Policy Statement under the Planning Act.  

 

The report from the consultant indicates that they analyzed reach 7 and 12, and both reaches 

indicated a Factor of Safety greater than 1.5. 

For Reach 7, the consultant has indicated the Limit of Hazard Lands as a 11 metre setback, and 

was based on the following: 

1. A stable slope allowance based on stability analysis using the Morgenstern Price method. 

2. A toe erosion allowance of 5 metres was determined based on “Table: Minimum Toe 

Erosion Allowance” of the “Natural Hazards Technical Guide”.   

3. A 6 metre access erosion allowance was required 
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For Reach 12, the consultant has indicated the Limit of Hazard Lands as a 9 metre setback, and 

was based on the following: 

1. A stable slope allowance based on stability analysis using the Morgenstern Price method. 

2. A toe erosion allowance of 1.0 metres was determined based on “Table: Minimum Toe 

Erosion Allowance” of the “Natural Hazards Technical Guide”.  The consultant indicated 

there was no evidence of active erosion in May of 2019. 

3. A 6 metre access erosion allowance was required.  

 

However, this setback adds up to 7 metres versus the 9 metres in the summary text and 

indicated on Figure 1.  

 

In summary, the Report No. 1660030-03 Rev 6 needs to address the inconsistency of the Limit of 

Hazard Lands setback for Reach 12. 

 

The policy of the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority regarding the encroachment of the 

SWMP into the Limit of Hazard Land as indicated on Figure 1 “Site Plan” dated May 2, 2019 

will be to deny this encroachment at time of permitting under Section 28 of the Conservation 

Authority’s Act. 

. 

I trust this is satisfactory for your present purposes.  Please call if you have any questions. 

 

Terry K. Davidson, P.Eng. 

terry.davidson@rvca.ca 
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 38 Victoria Street Tel:  613-984-2948 
 Finch, ON K0C 1K0  

January 28, 2020 
 
Mr. Robin Van de Lande 
City of Ottawa  
Planning, Infrastructure and Economic Development Department  
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor  
Ottawa, ON K1P 1J1  
 
Dear Mr. Van de Lande: 
 
The Conservation Partners Planning and Development Review Team completed a review of OPA 
D01-01-19-0002 and the Community Design Plan, and Environmental Assessment for Phase 3 
of the East Urban Community on January 17, 2020.  The letter noted that additional comments 
may be provided by South Nation Conservation on the Master Servicing Study.   
 

i. Master Servicing Study for East Urban Community Phase 3 Area Community Design 
Plan.  Prepared by DSEL.  Dated October 2019 (2nd Submission).   

The above study notes that the outcome of the Vanguard Drive Environmental Assessment and 
potential diversion of the North East quadrant to McKinnon’s Creek may affect grading strategies.  
It further states that the “City is planning to address outlet eligibility and stormwater management 
requirements through Planning Act approvals for development applications within this area,” and 
“a detailed stormwater analysis may be required for the North East quadrant as the design 
process continues to prove storage requirements are met.” (page 77).   
 
If a diversion of lands in the EUC Phase 3 North East quadrant is to be pursued, it must be 
demonstrated how any increased volumes to the Neighbourhood 5 pond or McKinnon’s Creek 
downstream of the pond will be addressed.  These studies must address the following: 
 

1. Impacts to McKinnon’s Creek floodplain, including updating the recently completed 

McKinnon’s Creek Floodplain model to reflect the proposed increase in catchment area. 
2. Impacts to erosion hazard allowances which examine toe erosion, slope stability, erosion 

access, and fluvial geomorphological considerations (meander belt width). 

Studies addressing these impacts must consider the current SWM design servicing Neighborhood 
5 (NH5), future expansion of NH5, future development downstream of NH5 and runoff 
contributions from the Orleans Family Health Hub at 225 Mer Bleue Road and Blue Sea Village 
Mer Bleue at 2159 Mer Bleue Road. 
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It is also recommended that consultation be undertaken with stakeholders of future development 
relying on the NH5 SWM pond and/or the current floodplain study of McKinnon’s creek. 
 
I trust the above is to your satisfaction.  If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call 
me at 1-877-984-2948 x227. 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
 
James Holland, MSc RPP 
Watershed Planner 
South Nation Conservation 
 
Cc:   Laura Maxwell, DESL 
        Jennifer Ailey, DESL 
        Peter Deir, IBI   
        Jamie Bachelor, Rideau Valley Conservation Authority 
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