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Required studies should be confined only to Refer to the high level/planning comments.
1 ci Any studies that are required should be completed as part of Block 1 SS, not to deferred to the Detailed Design what is required for Secondary Plan Level
ity/EXP . s
process. investigations. Draft Plans, ZBA and SPA
applications will follow later.
Various Sections of the draft report identify future study recommendations to be addressed during subsequent The.report.has befan updated to mclude. a Refer to the high level/planning comments.
. . . . . . : section which outlines subsequent studies
detailed design stages. Itis recommended that these items be summarized in a separate section. needed in support of Draft Plan Approval.
2 HCA Furthermore, it is suggested that this be expanded to also include additional items identified by HCA staff. Many of
these future studies will require review and approvals by various agencies. A listing of key future study requirements
from an HCA perspective are included below.
a. Development constraints (including environmental features and hazards) confirmed with design level Acknowledged. Surveys to be completed before
3 HCA topographical surveys. detailed design.
b. The status of HCA'’s Floodplain Mapping Updates project and determination of applicable flood hazard limits will Accepted.
4 HCA i . . . S
need to be reviewed at subsequent detailed design stages at the time of any application for development.
c. For Watercourse 6, any considerable differences between the flood levels developed by the Block 1 and Block 2 |The Block 2 floodplain delineation has been
(Aquafor Beech 2018) studies will be addressed at subsequent detailed design stages, in conjunction with any adopted for the purposes of this BSS. Further
required alterations to preliminary flood hazard limits (and development constraints) based on finalized findings of |floodplain study will be required in support of
HCA'’s Floodplain Mapping Updates project or other available information at the time of an application for planning applications and in conjunction with
S HCA development. HCA floodplain mapping.
If HCA staff continue to not support floodplain mapping assessments that includes controlled outflows from Subsequent to these comments, it has been
stormwater management features, at a subsequent detailed design stage a floodplain mapping assessment should |agreed that controlled flows are appropriate for
be completed to confirm that the proposed new street crossing of Watercourse 5 does not result in increased flood |floodplain mappina assessments
d. The proposed new street crossing of Watercourse 5 will require further review during detailed design, to confirm |Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan /
6 HCA WC5 . : : . o . . )
design requirements of fluvial geomorphology, aquatic ecology and wildlife passage are achieved. detailed design.
e. Regarding the proposed Watercourse 5 realignment, HCA staff will continue to review (as information is made  |Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan /
available throughout the subsequent detailed design stages) to ensure that the following assessments have been  |detailed design.
adequately completed:
Updated (as required) hydraulic impact assessment to evaluate potential impacts of the proposed works on peak
flows, water levels, floodplain lines and erosion potential;
- Natural channel design, including main channel meander, riffle / pool sequencing, low flow channel capacity
7 HCA WC5 design, etc . S . .
- Identification of design measures to avoid/mitigate the potential negative effects of the proposed stream
relocation on existing natural heritage features and functions. Potential changes to the existing hydrologic regime
are of particular concern as such changes could negatively impact wetlands located immediately upstream of
Sherwood Park Road;
- Input to incorporate aquatic habitat recommendations.
- Riparian corridor characteristics
- Planting and Vegetation
- Transitions to existina upstream and downstream channel confiaurations
f. Confirmation of the proposed Stormwater Management facilities designs under final development plans, as Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan /
required. This may include any updates to proposed drainage areas, imperviousness amounts, drainage slopes detailed design.
8 HCA and proposed major and minor drainage patterns, etc. to each facility, as these may alter the estimated proposed
runoff peak flow rates and runoff volumes to the facilities. This may also include confirmation of permanent pool,
forebay, extended detention and flood control designs, release rates and available storages.
g. Detailed Design of Stormwater Management Facilities — recommended actions and design criteria as per Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan /
9 HCA Section 7.6.0 Functional Design of Stormwater Management Facilities in the draft report Fruitland — Winona - detailed design.
Secondary Plan Area- Block 1 Servicing Strategies - VOLUME 1 (AMEC FW, August 2017).
10 HCA h. Detailed Stormwater Management Reports, including agency reviews. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan /

detailed design.
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11 HCA i. Stormwater Management facility Operation and Maintenance details. Qg;?;vglzigzdﬁ Will be addressed at draft plan /
j. Incorporation of LID measures should be considered in greater detail at the time of development of individual Acknowledge. LID features and lot level controls
blocks/sites. will be addressed at draft planning or detailed
design.
For areas which are unable to be serviced by the three Stormwater Management ponds, lot-level source controls
are proposed to be used to provide the necessary water quality, erosion and flood control. The SCUBE Monitoring will be continued. Ground water
Subwatershed Study also made recommendation for LID BMPs to be considered in a future Servicing Assessment. |monitoring is typically a requirement of Draft
12 HCA Section 8.6.2.1 details the recommended LID BMPs to be considered implemented during the next stage of design. |Plan Approval.
It is recommended that groundwater levels be monitored during the pre-construction and construction periods,
given the potential for groundwater levels to be higher than those recorded previously. Higher groundwater levels
would potentially have an impact on water balance, infiltration, LID design, building/foundation construction, etc.
Also, this monitoring will assess the amount of natural seasonal fluctuation and the effect of construction on the
groundwater levels at the property. During construction, it is recommended that any dewatering required for
construction of basements or utility trenches be measured in order to assess the effect of dewatering.
13 HCA k. Grading — recommended actions as per Section 7.2 Grading in the draft report Fruitland — Winona - Secondary |Acknowledged.

Plan Area- Block 1 Servicing Strategies - VOLUME 1 (AMEC FW, August 2017).
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City

General

Infrastructure Planning staff are requesting comments on the Block 1 Servicing Strategy Draft Report.
Sustainable Communities staff have been asked to review ensure consistency with the Fruitiand-Winona
Secondary Plan land uses and to advise of the status of the outstanding appeal within the Block 1
Servicing Strategy Area.

No Secondary Plan Appeals outstanding for Block except
one that is Stand alone (238 Jones Road) which does not
impact remainder of Block 1 lands.

Refer to the high level/planning comments.

City

Background:

The Block 1 Servicing Strategy is located within the Fruitiand-Winona Secondary Plan. The Servicing
Strategy is being completed by a private development group, with input from City staff and other
appropriate agencies. The servicing strategy also requires completion of and resolution of appeal of the
Gordon Dean Avenue Phases 3 and 4 EA.

Gordon Dean Avenue Phase 3 and 4 EA received
Provincial acceptance in December 2022. City of Hamilton
has received correspondence from MECP.

City

Policies

The following policies of the Fruitland Winona Secondary Plan are noted with regards to the
review of the Block Servicing Strategy:

City

7.4.7.2

Neighbourhood Park Designation

City

In addition to Section B.3.5.3 — Parkland Policies and Section C.3.3 — Open Space Designations of
Volume 1, the following policies shall apply to lands designated Neighbourhood Park on Map B.7.4-1 —
Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan — Land Use Plan:

City

2

Lands designated Neighbourhood Park shall be visible and accessible to the public with unobstructed
views provided to improve natural surveillance;

Acknowledged.

City

=

Neighbourhood Parks shall generally be square or rectangular in shape and have significant street
frontage. The specific location, size and shape of Neighbourhood Parks may vary subject to approval of
the City without amendment to this plan; and,

Acknowledged.

City

7.4.11

Natural Heritage System — General Policies

City

The Fruitland-Winona Natural Heritage System, identified on Map B.7.4-2 — Fruitland-Winona Secondary
Plan — Natural Heritage System, consists of Core Areas, Linkages, Vegetation Protection Zones and
Restoration Areas. The following policies shall apply to the Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan area:

City

74111

In addition to Section 2.0 — Natural Heritage System of Volume 1, the following policies shall
apply to lands within the Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan Area:

City

Wherever possible, development within the Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan Area shall promote a
healthy Natural Heritage System by restoring, enhancing, and linking habitat/Core Areas, vegetation
protection zones, linkages, and restoration areas;

Acknowledged.

City

All development within the Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan area shall comply with the Endangered
Species Act, 2007 or its successor legislation; and,

Acknowledged.

City

Protection and enhancement of natural heritage features that provide opportunities for corridors from the
Niagara Escarpment to Lake Ontario shall be encouraged.

Acknowledged.

City

7.411.2

Vegetation Protection Zones and Restoration Areas

City

Vegetation Protection Zones and Restoration Areas are identified on Map B.7.42 — Fruitland-Winona
Secondary Plan - Natural Heritage System.

Acknowledged.

City

74113

In addition to Section 2.0 — Natural Heritage System of Volume 1, the following policies shall
apply to lands identified as Vegetation Protection Zones and Restoration Areas:

City

Where possible, the Vegetation Protection Zone should restore or enhance the features and/or ecological
functions of the Core Area as recommended by an Environmental Impact Statement prepared in
accordance with Section F.3.2.1 of Volume 1, to the satisfaction of the City; and,

Acknowledged.

City

A

When new development or site alteration is proposed adjacent to or within a Restoration Area, the
Restoration Area shall be evaluated through an Environmental Impact Statement in accordance with the
SCUBE Subwatershed Studies where required by the City of Hamilton and shall require site specific
restoration or planting plans as per the completed Environmental Impact Statement.

Acknowledged.

City

74114

A portion of Watercourse No. 5, located north of Sherwood Park Road may be considered for
relocation and natural channel design reconstruction to the satisfaction of the City in
consultation with the Conservation Authority. (Under appeal as it applies to 238 and 252 Jones
Road:; 820 and 822 Barton Street East)

Acknowledged.

20

City

7.414

Block Servicing Strategy

21

City

The Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan area is characterized by a relatively flat topography which requires
specific grading and detailed servicing provisions to adequately service the future development area so
development proceeds in a coordinated and comprehensive manner. A Block Servicing Strategy shall be
required for the areas identified on Map B.7.4-4 — Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan — Block Servicing
Strateqgy.

Acknowledged.

22

City

7.4141

The following policies shall apply to lands identified as the “Servicing Strategy Area” as identified
on Map B.7.4-4 — Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan — Block Servicing Strategy Area Delineation:

23

City

L

The City of Hamilton shall prepare a Terms of Reference for a Block Servicing Strategy in consultation
with the Conservation Authority;

Acknowledged.

24

City

=

The City shall develop a Block Servicing Strategy for the Blocks identified on Map B.7.4-4 Fruitland-
Winona Secondary Plan - Block Servicing Strategy Area Delineation;

Acknowledged.

25

City

L

All development within the lands identified as the “Servicing Strategy Area” shall conform to the Block
Servicing Strategy;

Acknowledged.

26

City

Notwithstanding subsection (b) above, if a developer(s) wishes to proceed with development in advance
of approval of the City initiated Block Servicing Strategy, the developer(s) may undertake a Block
Servicing Strategy subject to the following:

Acknowledged.

27

City

The Block Servicing Strategy submission shall be to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the
Block Servicing Strategy Terms of Reference and shall include a minimum of one Block, as identified on
Map B.7.4-4 — Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan - Block Servicing Strategy Area Delineation.

Acknowledged.

28

City

=)

)

The Fruitiand-Winona Sub-Watershed Studies shall form the basis of all Block Servicing Strategies;

Acknowledged.
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A Block Servicing Strategy shall conform to the vision, objectives and policies of this Plan and shall
29 City g)|identify the land use designations, densities and natural heritage features, including Vegetation Protection
Zones and Restoration Areas, in accordance with this Plan; Acknowledged.
A Block Servicing Strategy shall have regard for existing development in accordance with Policy 7.4.3 (d)
. of this Plan by reflecting the general scale and character of the established development pattern in the
30 City h) . A . . . .
surrounding area by taking into consideration lot frontages and areas, building height, coverage, mass,
setbacks, privacy and overview; Acknowledged.
31 City i) A Block Servicing Strategy shall guide phasing within each Block area within the Fruitland-Winona
Secondary Plan; Acknowledged.
32 City j)|A Block Servicing Strategy shall include:
33 City i. The location and configuration of schools and parks; Acknowledged.
34 City ii. The detailed local road pattern and trail system; Acknowledged.
. iii. The process to determine the final alignment of the north-south Collector Road “A” shall fulfil the .
35 City Schedule ‘C’ Class EA planning process of the Municipal Class Environmental A nent. Gordon Dean Avenue EA has received MECP acceptance.
36 City iv. The boundaries of land use designation and density and distribution of housing types; Acknowledged.
37 City v. Meander Belt Width A ments for all watercourses; Acknowledged.
vi. A preliminary grading strategy, identifying and meeting existing grades along adjacent roads and
38 City ensuring that development within a Block area will not compensate for drainage shortfalls by
significantly raising the existing grade elevations; Acknowledged.
vii. A preferred servicing plan; Stormwater management strategy and functional design plan that The stormwater management strategy has been
39 City ensures regional stormwater conveyance to the Lake and drainage plans outlining the major and minor [implemented for the 100 year storm as this is the
systems and detailed flow limits at critical points; regulatory event.
. . . . . . Acknowledged. Draft plan application status unknown at
40 City Viii. lPIalns for phasing of development including the size ahd location of future draft plans of subdivision this time. BSS Report speaks to infrastructure installation
application to ensure the orderly development of the lands; sequence.
41 City ix. The identification and consideration of all areas regulated by the Conservation Authority’s
Development, Interference with Wetlands, and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation _|Acknowledged.
x. A scoped Air Drainage Analysis Brief, which has been prepared by a qualified environmental
42 City engineer, with additional information being provided by a climatologist, and agrologist who are
specialized in the field of tender fruit and grape production, to the satisfaction of the City. The Air
Drainage Analysis Brief shall include the following: Acknowledged.
1. A review of the existing conditions, including air photos, topography, thermal conditions, climate and
43 City air movement down the Niagara Escarpment and towards Lake Ontario, to evaluate the effects of the
proposed development on the existing microclimate and airflow; and, Acknowledged.
2. Where appropriate, proposed road layout and development patterns should be designed in a
44 City north/south alignment to minimize air drainage and minimize potential negative impacts on the tender
fruit area to the south. Acknowledged.
A baseline hydrogeological study has been provided with
45 City xi. A Hydrogeological investigation that includes: the BSS. In support of detailed design, site specific
hydrogeological studies will be undertaken.
46 City 1. Groundwater levels and flow path; Acknowledged.
47 City 2. Significant recharge and discharge zones; Acknowledged.
48 City 3. The impacts of development on the functions mentioned in Policy 7.4.14.1 (j), (xiii), 1 and 2 above; [Acknowledged.
49 City 4. The foundation drain flow rate based on groundwater and severe wet weather conditions; Acknowledged.
50 City 5. A recommendation for an appropriate sump pump design; and, Acknowledged.
51 City 6. A contingency plan to ensure that an appropriate mitigation strategy can be implemented where:
52 City a. An aquifer is breached during construction; Acknowledged.
53 City b. Groundwater is encountered during construction; Acknowledged.
54 City c. Continuous running of sump pump occurs; and, Acknowledged.
55 City d. Negative impacts occur on the water supply and sewage disposal system or any surface and
groundwater related infrastructure. Acknowledged.
. xii. A phasing strategy for external road infrastructure to ensure that the required upgrades are
56 City : . .
implemented to support growth subject to the following:
The current draft development charge background study
57 City 1. Approved capital budget funding for the road infrastructure project(s); indicates DC funding for improvements to all boundary
roads through 2031, including Gordon Dean.
Storm and sanitary outlets are studied in the Block study.
58 City 2. The availability of storm and sanitary outlets; and, Report has been updated to address which outlets are
eligible for DC funding.
59 City 3. The servicing needs of abutting developments are coordinated with the road project. Acknowledged.
60 City k)[Implementation of the Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan Urban Design Guidelines;
Where a Block Servicing Strategy is prepared by a developer(s), the Strategy shall demonstrate
61 City m)|consultation and general landowner support for lands within the subject Block Servicing Strategy area,
and be completed to the satisfaction of the City in consultation with the Conservation Authority; Acknowledged.
62 City n) A Block Servicing Strategy shall be used by the City to guide the review of planning applications within
the respective Block Servicing Strategy area; Acknowledged.
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Notwithstanding Policy F.1.4.7 of Volume 1, and in accordance with Policy 7.4.17.1 of this Plan, the
boundaries of the land use designations on Map B.7.4-1 — Fruitland —Winona Secondary Plan — Land Use
Plan, and the alignment of proposed collector roads identified on Map B.7.4-3 — Fruitland Winona
63 City o)|Secondary Plan — Transportation Classification Plan, are intended to be flexible and may be modified
within the Block Servicing Strategy to achieve a desirable urban pattern without amendment to this Plan,
provided the proposed change does not result in a decrease in the residential density for the Block area
or alter the intention and functionality of the collector road system:; Acknowledged.
64 City D) The recommendations of a Block Servicing Strategy shall be incorporated into the City's Staging of
Development Report as appropriate; Acknowledged.
65 City q)[The following shall apply to new road crossings:
66 City i. Where possible, road crossings shall avoid significant and/or sensitive natural features; Acknowledged.
ii. Where it is not possible for road crossings to avoid significant and/or sensitive natural features, road
67 City crossings may be located in previously disturbed watercourse reaches or in locations where the
disturbance or removal of riparian vegetation can be minimized; Acknowledged.
68 City iii. New roadway culverts and bridges shall have sufficient conveyance capacity to pass the Regulatory
flood event (larger of Hurricane Hazel and 100 year event) to avoid adverse backwater effects; Acknowledged.
iv. Where new roadway culverts and bridges cannot meet the requirements set out in Policy 7.4.14
69 City (q),(iii) above, Regulatory flooding depths on roadways shall be based on the standards within the
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Natural Hazards Technical Guides, latest version or its successor |Acknowledged.
70 City v. If a minor realignment of the stream channel is necessary to achieve the desired crossing
configuration, the new channel should be established using natural channel design principles. Acknowledged.
71 City " A Block Servicing Strategy, for the area identified as Block 1 on Map B.7.4-4 — Block Servicing Strategy
Area Delineation, shall determine the floodplains for the following two locations:
72 City 1. Along Watercourse 5.0, immediately downstream of Fruitland Road (between sections 2221 and Acknowledged.
73 City 2. Along Watercourse 5.0, halfway between Highway No. 8 and Barton Street (between sections
1693.967 and 1537.457). Acknowledged.
A Block Servicing Strategy, for the area identified as Block 2 on Map B.7.4-4 — Block Servicing Strategy
74 City s)|Area Delineation, shall determine the floodplains along Watercourse 6.0, downstream of Highway No. 8
(between sections 2232.182 and 1785.033); and, Acknowledged.
Landowners of holdings less than 8.0 hectares (20 acres) shall be encouraged to submit joint draft plans
75 City t)|of subdivisions with adjacent owners to ensure comprehensive planning and expedite their development
proposals. Acknowledged.
76 City 7.4.16 Stormwater Management
Stormwater management facilities have not been designated on Map B.7.4-1 - Fruitland-Winona
Secondary Plan - Land Use Plan. The size, number and location of stormwater management facilities
77 City shall comply with City’s Criteria and Guidelines for Stormwater Infrastructure Design and Policies, the
Fruitland Winona Sub-watershed Studies and the Block Servicing Strategy required in Section 7.4.14 —
Block Servicing Strategy of this Plan. Stormwater management facilities may be identified or relocated
through the Block Servicing Strategy and shall comply with the policies of this Plan.
Acknowledged.
78 City 74161 'fl'ar:;“ft?g:.wing policies shall apply to the location and design of new stormwater management
79 City a) Stormwater management facilities shall be located and designed to maintain ecological function of the
Natural Heritage feature; Acknowledged.
80 City b) Stormwater management facilities shall be located adjacent to the Barton Street Pedestrian Promenade
and other Open Space Designations where possible; Acknowledged.
81 City o) Stormwater management facilities along the Barton Street Pedestrian Promenade shall be designed to
promote public safety, and, where possible, shall not be fenced; and, Acknowledged.
82 City d) Stormwater management facilities shall be designed to provide visual attraction and passive recreation
where possible. Acknowledged.
i All applicable Secondary Plan policies noted in staff's previous
83 City Comments: comments continue to apply.
Appeal Status:
The Secondary Plan appeal for 238 Jones Road and 820/822 Barton Street remains outstanding. The
expected time of resolution is unknown. Page 12 of the report references the Colville Consulting EIS
84 City which states that the wetlands by watercourse 6 do not meet the definition of a wetland in the Urban
Hamilton Official Plan. The status of wetlands as noted in the Colville EIS is contested by the City and|Some of these appeals have been resolved, some have | The Secondary Plan appeal for 238 Jones Road remains
the CA. The identification of natural heritage system features within the Secondary Plan as it pertains to[not as per City email of Nov. 17, 2023. Drawings have outstanding. A hearing has been scheduled in October 2024 for
_lthe lands under appeal must still be resolved. been updated to reflect current appeals. this Secondary Plan appeal.
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85

City

The Development concept in Figure 3 shows some elements of the Secondary Plan land use
designations, and the Site Plan overlay in Figure 5 also shows the Secondary Plan land use designations.
In both maps, the Neighbourhood Park location has been moved further west than the Secondary Plan
mapping. Based on policies 7.4.7.2 b) and 7.4.14.1 o), this would not require an official plan amendment.
However, the change would need to be reviewed through the development application process. All other
land uses shown on Figure 5 appear to be consistent with the Secondary Plan.

Acknowledged.

of a minor shift in the location of the Neighbourhood Park within
Block 1, subject to meeting required criteria including size, shape
and road frontage. Additionally, staff requested confirmation of
support from any landowners impacted by the shift.

The proposed park site appears to be approximately 2.3
hectares in size, which meets the minimum park size standard.
Staff request confirmation of the size of the park. The park block
designated in the Secondary Plan is approximately 2.47 hectares
in size, which was sized to ensure that the parkland provision
ratios in the Official Plan are met. The proposed park shown in
the block servicing strategy should strive to maintain a size as
close as possible to the original.

The proposed park block is located outside of the watercourse
No. 5 channel and buffer area, is a square/rectangular shape,
and has road frontage along the easterly boundary of the park. It
is still located centrally within the same generally quadrant of the
Block 1 Servicing Strategy area. Information has also been
provided to staff to verify that all of the lands where the park
would be located are owned by the Landowner Group. Staff do
not have any further concerns with the park location and
dimensions as shown in the Block Servicing Strategy

TOR Reference

86

87

City

88

City

The proposed SWM pond #3 in the NE corner of the study area appears to encroach onto a core area
and vegetation protection zone, based on Map B.7.4-2 - Natural Heritage System of the Fruitland Winona
Secondary Plan. The pond placement and/or dimensions may need to be adjusted to avoid the woodland
at the rear of 798 Barton Street and ensure that the core area is appropriately buffered and protected.
Further review at the formal application stage will be needed.

We have adopted the Block 2 Floodplain. SWM Pond #3
has been revised to ensure no encroachment into the
floodplain.

comment on Natural Heritage matters. Natural Heritage staff
should confirm if the watercourse No. 5 channelization location
and proposed channel width are appropriate. Natural Heritage
staff should also confirm if the proposed SWM pond 3 is
appropriately located outside of core areas and vegetation
protection zones. The comment response from Urbantech notes
that the Block 2 Floodplain was identified and the SWM Pond 3
has been revised to ensure no encroachment into the floodplain.
However, staff note that the floodplain does not necessarily align
with Natural Heritage System core area boundaries and required
vegetation protection zones as per the City’s Official Plan
policies. The SWM pond design should ensure that it does not
encroach into these areas.

Page 11 of the Servicing Strategy notes that watercourse 6 may be a good candidate for future relocation
and enhancement. Additional study would need to be done to determine whether this is appropriate,
given core features that may be located within this area which are still under appeal. This need for further
study is acknowledged on Figure 3, Volume 2 of the report.

Acknowledged.

) L4
Space in the Development Concept Plan. Staff request
clarification of the rationale for this as it does not reflect the
Secondary Plan designation. Is this intended to recognize
development limitations due to core area designations (l.e.,
linkage areas, vegetation protection zones)? Since there is an
active appeal for these lands, if they were to be developed for
Medium Density residential uses, is that potential captured in the
servicing strategy? Please confirm.

Page 7 notes that population estimates will be compared with GRIDS 2 population estimates once they
are available. The GRIDS2 population estimates for the Council-endorsed no Urban Boundary Expansion
growth option have been completed and are available for review. The Block 1 area falls within Traffic|
Zones 5256 and 5077 as shown at the right.

Populations identified in the BSS are based on civil design
criteria for sewer pipe sizing and may differ from
populations reported in the GRIDS2 study.

Page 7 of the report continues to note that an update to the City-
Wide GRIDS Study is underway. This should be revised to note
that an update to the City-Wide GRIDS Study was recently
approved. Population forecasts by traffic zone areas are being
updated by the City to reflect the GRIDS2 approval and
subsequent Provincial approval of implementing Official Plan
changes. Please note that the traffic zone geography is not the
same as the boundary of the Secondary Plan, and includes
some of the Greenbelt lands to the south. If comparisons are
made, some assumptions would have to be made about the rural
lands to determine if population estimates are aligned.

89

90

The GRIDS2 Population Estimates are noted in the table below:

contemplated by the Secondary Plan within Block 1. Staff note
that “Employment Areas” should be removed from this list, and
“Local Commercial”, “Utility”, and “General Open Space” should
be added.

[NEW COTITENT, —SUSTENanie GOTITUUES STal TTave DEET
asked to reconfirm the need for the future elementary school site
shown within the Block 1 Servicing Strategy area, to ensure that
the Block Servicing Strategy appropriately plans for the servicing
of the lands. Staff have confirmed that the school site is required
by the Hamilton Wentworth District School Board. As such, the

Block Servicing Strategy should continue to plan for this use.

GRIDS 2 Population

Traffic Zone

[y2021




Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Secondary Plan, Block 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority,
First Submission dated May 2022

Second Submission dated May 2024

Compliance with the TOR

(to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd comments)

ID | COMMENT | REPORT | REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. | BY ‘ el aceSecticnTetic City Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024 EXP Review (incl. provided SWM examples, recent TOR Reference
Appendix | Drawing/Figure No. ts) - Sept. 12, 2024
5256 279
5077 291
Total 570

Sustainable Communities staff have no further comments.
(MP- 2022/08/03)



Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Secondary Plan, Block 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority,

First Submission dated May 2022

Second Submission dated May 2024

Compliance with the TOR
(to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd
comments)

ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY VBT, Rl City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 ‘ Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024 EXP Review (incl. provided SWM examples, recent |yqp pofarence
Appendix Drawing/Figure No. disc /comments) - Sept. 12, 2024
Wastewater Servicing
1 a) Catchment areas SW3, SW6, SW9, and SW10 BSS1 and will drain
a) Confirm how Areas SW3, SW8, SW9 and SW10 will be serviced. via Street C, then Street B, then Gordon Dean to Barton Street. An
Please add catchment ID labels to the sanitary design sheet. It is not Area ID column has been added to the sanitary design sheet.
City / EXP Vol 1 Section 4.2.1 clear where some of the south-western catchment areas are connected to
(for example, SW6). b) A new sanitary sewer on HWY8 would be required to service SW8.
b) Confirm if a new sewer on HWY 8 is required. SW8 should drain in a westerly direction towards Fruitland Road where
to EX MHSIO7A015. _See discussion in section 4.2.1.
a) For SAN-1, SAN-2, and SAN-3, please use different colours to show
the separation between the different sewersheds (i.e. Fruitland Rd in a) SAN-1, SAN_? and SAN-3 have been updated to show the
. sewersheds in different colours.
. . blue, Jones Rd in green) and ensure that a full extent of the sewersheds
2 City / EXP Vol 1 Section 4.2.2 . .
is shown on the drawings. . . o R
b) Identify which leg of existing sewer on Jones Road north of Barton b) The sewer legs that are exceeding City criteria have been highlighted
does not meet City design criteria in the design sheet and identified on Drawing SAN-2.
3 a) Confirm assumed density and ensure it matches sanitary drainage a) The assumed density has been verified and the sanitary drainage
plans. plan has been updated accordingly.
b) Confirm capacity utilization. As per the City's Comprehensive L )
Development Guidelines (Section E.1.7), trunk sanitary sewers (525 mm |P) Acknowledged that max utilizaiton of 525mm is 60%.
and greater) shall be designed to flow at a maximum of 60% full design
capacity of the pipe. c) Pipe Size increases are described in Section 4.2 and 4.3 for the
City / EXP Vol 1 Table 4-1 ¢) Confirm the extent of required pipe size increases. Ex. 375mm sewer |various development scanarios.
is already situated on Jones Road to HWY 8. o
d) A new sewer could be installed on Highway 8 if needed to serve Area |d) A new sewer within Highway 8 can be connected at Gordon Dean. It
EXT2. is suggested in Section 4.3 that this be detemined when land south of
e) General comment on Table 4-1 - Recommendations for sanitary sewer |Highway 8 are planned. Gordon Dean will deliver a sewer at sufficent
upgrades meeting City's design criteria require clarification based on depth to service north south og Highway 8. Say 5.0m cover.
future anticipated buildout.
a)Upstream drainage areas outside of the secondary plan have been
a) ltis stated "At the time of block planning for lands south of Highway 8, |delineated and assigned a population density of 110-125 people per
monitoring be undertaken in the Fruitland and Jones Road sewers to hectare. In the absense of land use plans, the proposed population
determine the actual capacity utilization of the existing sewers. By that |densities are considered conservative for planning purposes.
time Block 1 and Block 2 will be partially built out and actual flows will be . i . .
. ! known". This will not meet City's design criteria. The Proponent to B) The populations densities are from the City of Hamilton
4 City / EXP Vol 1 Section 4.3 ascertain upstream drainage area outside of the secondary plan and Comprehensive Development Guidelines and Financial Policies Manual
confirm population estimates. Section E.1.4 Design Flows. They have been outlined in section 4.1.1
b) Please provide sources for population density assumptions noted in of the BSS.
Table 4-1. Lands south of Hwy 8 between Fruitland and Jones are
outside of the Urban Boundary Area.
5 It is stated "The City may also consider financing sewer upgrades to The financing .Of ovlersllzmg gnd dgepmg will be estgbhshed l.n
accommodate future growth south of Highway 8 in a future DC updates.” _accordance with City financial pOI'C'eS. for both onsite or offsite
The proponent will be required to pay the full cost of sewer up to 450mm. |mptr0\:19mednts. Som?c\,/vorkls may q;uhfy for DC'iI. t():)thedrdworksdmat);:e
City / EXP Vol 1 Section 4.3 For sizes greater than 450mm, the City shall pay the over-size cost shared amongst developers. Financing will be addressed at the
L h A draft plan stage or later.
component on a flat rate basis in accordance with established rates.
Further explanation in the report is needed regarding the financing of
sewer upgrades.
Water Servicing
UET0725/2024-in 2079 the City replaced FUS as the standard with - Sy towe
PW19095 Fire Flow Design Policy. The Comprehensive Development Please select from Table 1 : Target Avallable Fira Flow
Guideline will be updated with this in the next iteration. Depending on Table 1: Target Available Fire Flow
the start date of this assignment and TOR, PW19096 may be the Land Use Target AFF (L/s)
o . o appropriate reference rather than FUS. If FUS is the standard as per Commercial 150
Reference the City's Comprehensive Development Guidelines and . )
E o aics Mam o Setton DA i e o shal TOR, then it would be appropriate to document the new PW19096 Small ICI (<1,800 m) 100
6 City / EXP Vol 1 Section 5.3 be determined i d ith th. 'F' Underwriters S FUS Reference to FUS added Policy and high subjective comparison. Industrial 250
1;999 ermined in accordance wi e Fire Underwriters Survey ( Institutional 150
) PW19096 identifies Target Fire Flows based on Landuse. Section 5.3 Residential Multi (greater than 3 units) 150
should be updated. see column H. Any future Form 1 or Development Residential Medium (3 or less units) 125
Application will be evaluated using this standard. Res!dentlal Single 75
Residential Single (Dead End) 50
T1800m? represents a maximum building volume that qualifies as “Small ICI"
The proposed watermain layout is not discussed. The water distribution . .
anal)‘/)sispindicates 200mm s)i/zing of the watermain on Street C which UE10/25/2024-all sizing shall be completed through pressure district
7 City / EXP Vol 1 Section 5 differs from the size indicated on Drawing WM-1 and Plan and Profile Street C sizing is 300mm. wide analysis as per MECP Form 1 requirements. NOTE- Section 5
Drawings. Confirm the sizing 9 introduction implies districtwide modelling was completed by WSP.




C li vith the TOR
Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Secondary Plan, Block 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority, Second Submission dated May 2024 (tszpgl:::o‘::mdi?v the June 21st & July 2nd

First Submission dated May 2022 comments)

ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY Volume/ | PagelSection/Table City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024 EXP Review (incl. provided SWM examples, recent |rop poference
Appendix Drawing/Figure No. disc /comments) - Sept. 12, 2024
UET0/25/2024-1f the TOR did not require modelling of the entire
The water servicing is drawing from existing watermains around the pressure district, then the EXP statement seems appropriate. Lessons
perimeter of the site, and servicing the interior lands out to 2031 Learned, no infrastructure should be sized without analysis at the entire
demands. The capacity of the Citys infrasture to,service adjacent lands |catchment/district scale.
8 City / EXP General The Water and Wastewater Servicing needs to account for the adjacent |in the future is not part of the water study. As noted in the report, the  [NOTE-if this BSS Study is to be used for pre-approval of subsequent
land uses/future servicing. new wastewater infrasturcture within the block limits has been sized to |sub-divisions/Site Plann applications, and Form 1 application (MECP
convey adjacent land uses and future servicing. Additional infrastrcture |Standards for Future Alterations), then the entire pressure district must
improvements required downstream of the block are not taken at this  |be considered in watermain sizing.
time if they are triggered by future servicing. NOTE- Section 5 introduction implies districtwide modelling was
completed bv WSP




Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Secondary Plan, Block 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority,

First Submission dated May 2022

GRADING & SERVICING

Second Submission dated May 2024

Compliance with the TOR

(to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd comments)

ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY Volume'/ Page/Se.ctlor.\ITabl City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 31, 2024 EX P R?Vlew (incl. provided SWM examples, recent
Appendix e Drawing/Figure discussions/comments) - Sept. 12, 2024
Grading + Road Works design, including Gordon Dean Rd
The details of grading between participating and |Refer to the high level/planning comments.
non-participating landowners will be dealt with at
the draft plan/detailed design stage.
. ) a) Confirm how the proposed grading modifications will impact existing dwellings. P ! '9 g
1] Cw/EXP Vol 2 Section 3.24 |y )will existing dwellings be demolished?
JWill existing dwellings be demolished? Existing dwellings will be demolished on
participating properties.
City has indicated roads will need to be at 0.75%,
developers may still advocate for reduced
2 City / EXP Vol 2 Section 3.2.6 Referepce Transpor.ta_tion Association of Canada (TAC) Qeom_etric De§ign Ggide for stapdard due t'o pract.icall constraints. On gther
Canadian Roads. Minimum road slope for local urban residential road is 0.75%. projects the City has indicated that they will
accept slopes at a minimum of 0.5% if it reduced
— i i i i i overall oroject earthworks i ___
3 City / EXP Vol 2 Section 3.3.1 Conﬁrr_n if reduction of ROW w_|d_th adheres to TAC Geometric Design Guide for ROW widths adhere to TAC design guidelines.
Canadian Roads and City's official plan.
. . a) The scale bar is important and should be shown
a) Show proposed grades at all corners of blocks, lots and easements. les(in%wledged. Will be addressed at detailed on the drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of
4 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing GRD-1 |b) Show scale Bar. an. the drawing.
. - o ) .
c¢) Revise road grades to minimum 0.75%. See Grading and Servicing comment 2 response. b) Please confirm .that the proposed regardlr?g of the
Barton Street profile to create a low point adiacent to
o o ) ) The scale bar is important and should be shown on the
a) Show limit of existing dwellings on section. drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
b) Clarify how the proposed grading fill will work with existing dwellings.
. . c) Show scale Bar. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft
5 City /EXP Vol 2 Drawing GRD-2 d) Indicate the rear lot line on section. plan/detailed design.
e) Clarify limit of grading - trim or extend section, as required, to provide clarity.
f) What is the return period of the indicated flood water surface?
a) Show limit of existing dwellings on section. The scale bar is important and should be shown on the
b) Clarify how the proposed grading fill will work with existing dwellings. drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
. . c) Show scale Bar. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft
6 City /EXP Vol 2 Drawing GRD-3 d) Indicate the rear lot line on section. plan/detailed design.
e) What is the return period of the indicated flood water surface?
f) Indicate the side slope of proposed grading fill.
7 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-1 a) Confirm maintenance hole spacing. Acknowlgdged. Wlll be addressed at draft The s.cale bar is nnportgnt and should b.e shown on the.
b) Show scale bar. plan/detailed design. drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
a) Confirm maintenance hole spacing. The scale bar is important and should be shown on the
. . g b) Show scale bar. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
8 City /EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-2 c) Revise sewer alignment so that it enters Pond block perpendicular to the street line. |plan/detailed design.
d) Show scale bar.
a) Storm sewer may need to start closer to the Fruitland Road/Street B intersection The scale bar is important and should be shown on the
where the CBs may be located. Or show low point further away from the intersection to drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
line up with manhole. .
9 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-3  |b) Confirm the WM size on Street C. 200mm dia. is indicated in the hydraulic study. | c<nowledged. Will be addressed at draft
) plan/detailed design.
c) Confirm offset of storm sewer from WM.
d) Confirm maintenance hole spacing.
e) Show scale bar.
- _ . . Acknowledged. Will be addressed at detailed
0,
10 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-4 Minimum road profile is 0.75% per the Comprehensive Development Guidelines and design. See Grading and Servicing comment 2

Financial Policies Manual. Show scale bar.

response.




Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Secondary Plan, Block 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority,

First Submission dated May 2022

GRADING & SERVICING

Second Submission dated May 2024

Compliance with the TOR
(to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd comments)

ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY Volume'/ Page/S?ctlor.\ITabl City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 31, 2024 EX P R?Vlew (incl. provided SWM examples, recent
Appendix e Drawing/Figure discussions/comments) - Sept. 12, 2024
Ex. crossing invert is 85.36 and the proposed storm sewer invert is 85.20.
a) Confirm proposed storm sewer inverts. Show scale bar.
11 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-5  |b) Confirm the HGL impacts of WC5 flows on Barton Street storm sewer and SWM Will be addressed at draft plan/detailed design.
Pond Facility #2 outflows.
c) Revise SWM Ponds #2 Facility outlet pipe to be perpendicular to Barton Street line.
a) Confirm maintenance hole spacing. Where 1.2m of cover is provided not provided The S,C"ﬂe bar is imp Ort?m and should b,e shown on the,
b) Show scale bar. over the twin 750mm storm sewer, insultation will drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
12 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-6  |c) Confirm cover requirement on twin 600mm storm sewer. be provided. Culvert information has been
d) Confirm existing culvert invert/proposed storm sewer invert. Existing culvert invert is |realigned to be visible. MH spacing and scale will
not legible (1300x1900) be addressed at detailed design.
. _ a) Confirm maintenance hole spacing and storm sewer offset from WM. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft The s.cale bar is importgnt and should b.e shown on the.
13 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-7  [b) Show scale bar. lan/detailed desian drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
c) Confirm storm sewer laterals for future blocks. pian an.
. . a) Confirm eqsement width for 1092x1727mm storm sewer. Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft The s.cale bar is importe.mt and should b.e shown on the.
14 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing PP-8 |b) Show section of the easement. lan/detailed desian drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
c) Show scale bar on drawing. pian an.
. . . The scale bar is important and should be shown on the
How will SW.8 and SW.3 be serviced? Will there be a sewer on HWY. 87?. drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
a) Show scale bar on drawing.
b) Show continuation of extent of sanitary drainage area on separate plan as required.
A future sanitary sewer on Hwy 8 will service
15 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing SAN-1 |How will SW.9 and SW.10 be serviced. Will there be a sewer on HWY. 8? SW8 and SW9. SW3, SW10 will be serviced off
c) Check population densities and ensure they correspond to official land uses. Street 'D'".
d) Show continuation of extent of sanitary drainage area on a separate plan as
required.
e) Show scale bar on drawing.
16 City / EXP Vol 2 Drawing WM-1 a) Confirm watermain size on Street C. 200mm dia size is indicated on hydraulic study Acknowlgdged. Will be addressed at draft The s.cale bar is importgnt and should b.e shown on the.
plan/detailed design. drawing, thereby allowing a proper review of the drawing
17 Figure 4 - Land The “ultimate” watercourse alignment/configuration is shown for
City / EXP Ownership Plan: Watercourse 5 (WC5); why is it not shown for Watercourse 6
(WCe6)?

18 There should be a drawing that shows options to address the
potential of the private properties not allowing construction of
the new watercourse WC5 across their properties.These
options should demonstrate how the development would
proceed in the absence of the hold-out private property
owners.

The options should show how the new watercourse
configuration would tie into the existing watercourse channel
upstream and downstream of the private properties. If
required, a temporary channel “going around” the private
properties on the developer-group lands should be included

19 There is a portion of Gordon Dean Avenue crossing the Marz

Figure 4 - Land

Ownership Plan:

lands that is not within the limits of the Marz property. Who
owns this sliver of future Gordon Dean Avenue and how does
it get constructed if that property owner does not allow for its
construction?




Compliance with the TOR
Study Report: Block 1 Servicing Strategy (1st Draft): Fruitland - Winona Sec_ondary PI_an,_BIock 1, prepared by Urbantech for the City of Hamilton and Hamilton Conservation Authority, Second Submission dated May 2024 (to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd comments)
First Submission dated May 2022

GRADING & SERVICING

ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY Volume'/ Page/S?ctlor.\ITabl City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 31, 2024 EX P R?Vlew (incl. provided SWM examples, recent
Appendix e Drawing/Figure discussions/comments) - Sept. 12, 2024
20 VOLI SWM-1 For the SWM pond off of Street "C” on the Marz lands, the CL

radius of the maintenance access road at the 4 corners of the
pond should be minimum 12m to enable large vehicles (like a
vac truck) to make the corners without tracking off of the road.
The same issue should be addressed where the access road
off of Street ‘C’ connects to the SWM pond maintenance

access road
21 VOLI1 SWM-3 For the SWM pond off of Gordon Dean Avenue on the Group

lands, the CL radius of the maintenance access road at the 4
corners of the pond should be minimum 12m to enable large
vehicles (like a vac truck) to make the corners without tracking
off of the road. The same issue should be addressed where
the access road off of Gordon Dean Avenue connects to the

SWM naond maintengnce access road

22 VOLI SWM-5 For the SWM pond off of Jones Road, the CL radius of the
maintenance access road at all corners of the pond should be
minimum 12m to enable large vehicles (like a vac truck) to
make the corners without tracking off of the road. The same
issue should be addressed where the access road off of Jones

Road cannects to the SWM nond maintenance access road
23 VOLI GRD-1/FP plans Show floodplain limits for both, existing and proposed

conditions.
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Second Submission dated May 2024

[Compliance with the TOR
(to support or modify the June 21st & July 2nd comments)

ID | COMMENT | REPORT | REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 Urbantech EXPICOH verification/acceptance (Sept. 12, 2024)
No. BY Volurs/Ji| Bage/Sectionabt Comments / October 7, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / Date City / EXP Comments / May 31, 2024 Urabantech Response / June 20, 2024 To Dos 7-2-24 Post June 21st & July 2nd Review
Appendix | e Drawing/Figure
+ Storm Servicing
Comments are still pending. The design criteria need to be clearly presented and verfied to confirm the targets, standards, and methodologies.
1| cmvEexe | volir General Design Criteria to be clearly presented and verified to confirm targets, standards, and Design Criteria to be clearly presented and verified to confirm targets, standards, and methodologies.
1 Cumenty. e PPE for aach pond is batow e creck 100y Water Surface Elevation. 1tis crucial © postion the Permanant |1 ILIS COMmon praciice (hroughout Hamion and muliple olher Jurisdicions (0 place e oullel for [SH owes samples-llem 1_tail waler fom pond up. |1 Note thal we have not yet agreed wih the ciaim thal It s common practce in Hamilton and ofher jurisdicions (o place the outle for SV ponds below the 100-year water
Fool Liavatont (PPE) abovo the ercskte 100-year wator Surface Elovation Love P SWM ponds below the 100 year water elevation in the receiving watercourse. Not iver. Mechanical spillway applies topnd 2 [elevation in the receiving watercourse.” While we acknowledge that a sample project will be provided to demonstrate that the pond's permanent pool elevation is below the creek's
e e B e T e et b oot 100-year Water Surface Elevation Level 2, Same as above. MECP recommendation is acknowledged however it is not a requirement. only. Size for no taliwater and test performance | 100-year water elevation, we have not received it yet. Furthermore, the statement "tailwater from pond up, not river" is acceptable only if the pond's permanent pool elevation (PPE)
WSEL) moy recuce the meed (or il b P o e ckuater olfomt throuahout the ot tworks whioh |3+ No 'mechanical" system if proposed as described in the peer reviewers comments. For clarity  |with tailwater. Don't want fo rely on TW for is above the creek's 100-year water elevation.
(mul d e)o’“:élje e e Sffontivonnan, Hno i e e Ao 0 oot this affoct winim e enant _|our designation of a 'mechanical spillway” simply means that the emergency flow spills to a piped | hydrauiic perfirmance of structure. City call.
desig rJ‘ w"mm - an" Change later woulr significanl igpa "t overall sits grading s“egsymm Se?\[icmg ity confits, and pond _[5/5teM: ot to the ground. SWM Ecamples from Urbantech: 4 SWM pond design examples (design drawings) have been received from Urbantech on Sept. 19th. However, only one example aplies to the City
e e e oo ot e o (it , vty ot (S |4 As described above. of Hamilton and a brief review of the design is provided under a separate cover (Review of Park Place Phase 2 SWM Pond and Outlet Structure ). The associated SWM report has
anilioe sbove the 100 e wator slevation of the recehing watercauree Piacing 5. The HGL analysis should be provided at the detailed design. This is a function of the proposed been obtained from COH.
3. We understand that eyacn ond will feature a Mechamca\gs illway installed in the outlet manhole, and designed to mitigate the |0r21t Plan: layout, etc. Itis acknowledged it will be required a detailed design. In summary, the Park Place Pond in Waterdown was provided by Urbantech as an example of a precedent that was to illustrate that City of Hamilton staff have accepted criteria other
o ackvator affect pamcmany"sme 'he pond's permanent pmﬂ’ o o wor than that of the orogk's mgea, Water burtace |6: Model does not require updating as itis not a mechanical system. All models will be updated than those highlighted above. However, the design criteria for the Park Place Pond are different than for Block 1 SS (stipulated in the OPA 2018 conditions) and are therefore not
Clovation Level (WSEL). We believe that electic support will be necessary 1 operate the mechanical systerm. If this is the case, | T0uah draft plan and detailed design. sppicable i Block 155, (Park Piaca Pond was designedto contro f rosion any. o foading):Nota tatthe Gityof Hamilon cannt alow the reek o verw intate Ford,
it is important that the electric powerhouse be located outside the Creek 100-year flood hazard limit . However, we lack clarity on such that the Pond would then back flow to the lots.
1"‘: 1‘1)‘???\,95”&[’"’:'“‘:E";rg:r"ci:'rg:‘l’; ?r:f:gg:s‘;"::‘:’::fg how this arrangement will function. Therefore, we recommend including a schematic depicting the potential location of the power > We acknowledge th nat MECP " ed b datory. b nat the pond design f fectively f hydrauli
The strategy for the outlet elevation of the SWM Facilities must be discussed through the CA and yr WS  We N house, along with details about the type of mechanical spillway, with a brief explanation in the report. /& acknowledge the statement that recommendations are recognized but not mandatory,” but we must ensure that the pond design funcions effectively from a hydraulic
2 | CITYEXP | Vol 172 VECP the importation of fil within the block. Consultant, City and %052 BT S8 Em Bat e e e provitied pond stage.atorage.discharge relationship. In the current perspeciive, even if it doesn't adhere to MECP guidelines. Please demonsirate how the pond will operate if the permanent pool elevation (PPE) is below the creek's 100-year water
: HCA to come to agreement on relationships between outlet design, the 100-year quantity control for each pond has been estimated based on a Control Manhole at the Pond Outlet with an elevation. We understand that no backflow preventer is proposed for the pond outlet, so how will creek water be prevented from entering the pond? In this scenario, the pond would
elevations and SWM facilities. Orifice (Pond 1: 145mm orifice, Pond 2: 130mm orifice, Pond 3: 104mm orifice). However, a Mechanical Spillway System is also function as an online SWM pond, with its active storage (the storage above the PPE) essentially becoming part of the creek's flood storage.
proposed to be installed in the Outlet manhole for each pond. It s unclear which system will govern at the Pond Outlet : Orifice ) ) ’ ) ) _ )
Gontrolor the Mecharical Spilway System. The curent analysisNVOH model uses the discharge.stage-storage-discharge 3. We acknowledge that no mechanical system will be proposed. Instead, an emergency spillway designed as a weir will be included and will discharge into the storm pipe system.
relationship for each pond based on Orifice Control. The VOH model needs to be updated to correctly represent either Orifice oo above 1283
control or Mechanical Spillway system. - See above 1.
5. Referring to Section 6.5.6 of Volume 1, we acknowledge that an HGL analysis will be completed during the detailed design o ’ ) ) ) ; ) :
cioge ot wee bolioe ey HEL analy‘;s o newwssag At tis point et s o o u:e‘sgsnem o 'behave'gurmg 5. We acknowledge that the Hydraulic Grade Line (HGL) analysis will be provided during the detailed design phase. However, since HGL is a critical design parameter for sizing both
2 100-year slorr‘n event, such as the backwater effect, major overland i)ond\ng devplh pipe surcharge, etc. We note that whether the pond and storm sewers, we require assurance from the consultant that the current sizing for both the pond and storm sewers will not undergo major changes as a result of the
Sutiot sontrol s through an Orifice Gortrol or a Meahanioal Spliway System, senducting an HOL (Hydraulc Gradient Ling) 100-year HGL analysis conducted during the detailed design phase. Therefore, a preliminary hydraulic assessment of the proposed SWM system, from the SWM pond outlet, should
analysis for 2 100-yesr storm is deemd necassary ' be provided to verify operation/functionality of the design. Potential design solutions to address / improve operation of the system, if required, should be identified, i.¢., would a larger
5. We suggest Updating the VOH model . relevant calculations and reports accordingly pond block area be warranted, would the roads profiles /infrastructure in vicinity of the SWM ponds require modifications?
6. We believe the model needs to be updated in accordance with the comments above.
REQUIREMENT to be MET for approval of Block 15S: 100-year water level in the channel needs to be lower than the permanent pool elevation in the POND.
(Hydraulic model to be checked/adjusted if needed), AND the WC 5.0 needs to be designed following the Natural Channel Design principles, reviewed, and approved by the Fluvial
Geomorphologist, City of Hamilton, and Hamilton Conservation Authority
Suggested potential design changes that could potentially achieve the highlighted City of Hamilton requirements are:
a.Storm or Land Development Design changes, i.., raising land gradefadd fil, lower the minimum slope of the road from 0.75 to 0.5 south of Street B
b.WC 5.0 - channel design changes e.g.: widen channel, increase wall height (3:1 ratio), etc.
.Combination of a & b.
3 | cImvEXP Vol 1 63 oy ST R TS [ e e s T el e W T I T s VT (Acknowledged - detailed design. NOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
detailing at detailed design stage.
4 | cimvExe Vol 1 63 P T 2 e T ) G B e e G i e G BTG | e ey -t G INOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
all inlet and outlet structures.
Revised drawdown times based on orifice sizing has been
The design should verify the impact downstream due to the longer drawdown time in the Pond, included in the submission; drawdown times now range from
5 | CITvEXe Vol ™ \which may not be able to handle back to back storms. 27-68 hours which is in line with industry standard of 24-72 | RESOLVED
hours.
N - = Wainienance access wiin e Stormwaler blocks shall have a 4.0 m wide foad (min). Please ensure [ o e
that the City's design cri are met.
T orviexe Vo2 o :‘n :s :‘l_xh_fﬁg—d_hinﬁ‘::r ow The proposed channel Tneracts Wil existng structures. Show existng stuctures on (o oottt S T e e
. . ’ [The functional design of the connection of proposed
8 | CITYEXP Vol 2 15 (Bt i S e i i e Siieed (e 5a FIR 1 EXm g 2 infrastructure to existing will be addressed in supportof  |NOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
1000mmx1860mm? ; e
detailed design.
e v A SO D TAMage T e Ta Ve DEe Upate; DUt ST are Sum Soe questons—— (3 A exisiing ditch on north side of highway 8 directs flows from calchment 580 inio pond, as such |UT to better describe of area 580. This will be addressed during the detailed design phase.
. Sub-catchment 580, with an area of 1.870 ha, depicted in the VOH model schematic (DWG. SWM 7, Volume 2 - Pg 28 of ::fs:’:\:f:::‘;z uf;’:aw'y‘a;:eg::;ﬂf:f Lelcopievedioielpendiitizanttioaisdiibaluil | Add not to drainage plan to reduce confusion.
1629) and in the Pond Weighted Imperviousness calculation (Pg 1397, Volume 2 report) as Draining to the SWM Pond 02. :
However, the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Page 20 - Volume 2 report) indicates that this area drains to the HY 8 existing " g o " P
e o ot o et 0 Croale ok Lot WA Pt 0. 2. Naming of the sub-catchments will be revised a part of a future submission.
2. Several sub-catchment IDs are not consistent between the VOH model Schematics (DWG SWM 7, Volume 2 - Pg 28 of ’ '
. Th the he , the 1.64 h: th i il Vi
1629) and the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 -report Vol 2), for example — 5682 ( DWG SWM 7) vs 568 ( DWG STM- 3m oo e se CERTED BFE 0o I E e i EhEs E B EE MDY
o | cmvexe Vo2 2 The catchment labels in Storm Drainage Plan (pg. 22) do not appear to match the hydrologic model [The storm drainage plan and schematic have been ;:[’52”5: g:oﬁoa‘;:zsfs’ g;oﬁggéuviza‘; 509, 5021 vs 502, 5202 vs 520, 5752 vs 575, 2582 vs 528, 6222 vs 622, 6232 vs 623,
schematic (32). Malching schematics will assist in HYMO model review. reviewed and updated to reflect latest modelling. 5 “Th afomof Subcténmont 8135 ot consisent between the VOH el Schemlics, ploase so0 - (WG No Wi 7, [+ 11 areain th schematl wzs a ypo he 1.26 ha onthe crainage lan was included i he VO
Vol 2 - Pg 28 of 1629) and the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 - Volume 2); 0.25ha (DWG SWM 7 versus 1.64ha( :
DWG STM-1). " y
4. The area of Subcatchment 6202/620 is not consistent between the VOH model Schematics, Please see (DWG SWM 7, gu;ﬁ‘::;f‘;;%i ?rea FEnCnE R e A e e D G e b [Fed
Vol 2 - pg. 28 of 1629) and the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 -Volume 2); 1.28ha versus 1.26ha. :
5. Several sub-catchments are not part of the model but are shown on the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 -report i )
Vol 2). We suggest removing them from the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 -Volume 2). For example these are : cakiatonaisvilbelicatedasisouiady
Catchment - 501,601,602, & 603.
W  sicdatioe. e O caodal_calowant W
[We wil provide 2 year water surface elevations on the requested drawings. Acknowledged
 The headwall has been moved back into the bank and the 1. We acknowledge that the headwall has been moved back to the bank of the creek to keep the pond outlet above the Creek 2-
0| orvexe Vo2 2 STMMH101 headwall should not be in the proposed channel. Outlet elevation should be above the  [2yr water surface elevation is contained in the low flow year WSEL. Please show 2-year creek WSEL on Drawing SWM Pond Sections Facily 1 (DWG SWM-2, Volume - Pg 23)
creek's 2-year design water level. channel. Therefore, the pond outlet elevation is above the 2 [2. Please show 2-year creek WSEL on Drawing SWM Pond Sections Facilty 3 - DWG SWM-6 ( Volume 2 - Pg 27)
yr WSEL.
More detail is required on the splitter structure of unlabeled MH before STM.HW1 and STM.HW1A.  The hydraulics of the flow splitting manhole will be - N .
1| CITvEXP Vol 2 23 Please clarify how the major flows will be diverted at STM MH27 to the pond main cell. at the detailed design stage. INOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
1. Please note that calculations were provided in Appendix H, not in Appendix G. 1. Apologies for providing the wrong Appendix name in the responses, references to Appendix H had Acknowledged
; 2. Inconsistency - Sub-catchment 580, with an area of 1.870 ha, is depicted in the VOH model schematic (WG SWM 7, Vol 2 - [been updated in the BSS1 report.
The areas in Table 6-8, formerly Table 6-7, are based on the | 5 g1 i the Pond Weighted Imperviousness calculation (Pg 1397, Vol 2 report) as draining into the SWM Pond 02
12| CITYEXP Vol 2 2 (Confirm contributing drainage areas listed in Table 6-7 against Vol. 1 pg. 66 i’a'r':v?;;'ﬁ‘a;”":‘;":'é The calculation behind this table |1 /o er the Storm Drainage Plan (Drawing STM-1, Pg 20 - Vol 2 report) indicates that it drains to the HY 8 existing storm 2. Please refer to response to comment 9, item 1.
P! PP sewer and ultimately discharges to the Creek WC-5, Please update relevant area including model and report.
1. Table 6-12 represents "WC5 Existing and Proposed Flows" and does not include "elevation and volume " 1. Noted. Acknowledged
2. Alternatively, we found Table 6-9, which represents flow and the required and provided storage volume for different storm 2. Noted. . X
, vonte 3. Table 6-9 will be revised to include the permanent pool elevation.
13 | CITYEXP Vol 2 24 The PP Elevation in table is not consistent with the pond sections (pg. 25 - 31). Iib'eri;i;‘iilzfﬂe: ';:’(iaa‘es‘f;::‘:":“’: ‘:‘:ﬂzf‘l‘r“"rz“;"d 3. We couldn't locate any mention of Permanent Pool Elevation (PPE) in the main body of the report ( Volume 1) , apart from its |- Table 6-9 provides the proposed outflow, provided storage and elevation for each of the storm
p . storag p Jepiction in the Pond section crawings (SWM -2,5WM -4 & SWM-6, Volume 2 ) events. The outlet design for the ponds will be provided as part of the draft plan and detailed design
4. We suggest include a stage-discharge curve, along with the PPE, for each pond within main body of the the report BICCESS]
14| CITYEXP Vol 2 24 Review the drop across inverts in all proposed MH's. :;fg'ff manhole invert drops will be resolved at defailed |\ - Gomments will be address during detail design
15 | _CITY/EXP Vol 2 % Ts it possible fo remove STMLMH267 Precise manhole will be resolved at detailed design. NOTED - Comments will be address during detal design
Maintenance access roads are required to provide access o all inlet and oullet structures, and the
16 | CITYEXP Vol 2 25,27 base of the forebay. Where feasible, two access points to the road allowance are required witha  [Acknowledged - detailed design. NOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
looped access road. I
The 100-year WSE of the channel is ~87.61 (pg. 23). The Permanent Pool (PP) elevation is 87.10m. Site is constrained from an elevation point of view. Please see responses to comment 2. 'SH owes samples Please see response of comment number 2 above
The outfall of the pond and PP elevation needs o be reviewed to ensure backwater from the ; ) )
17 | cmvexe Vol 2 % armal 4006 met nindior e funetion o (e S Faciity. The Pormanent bool dlevation shuld be | TS matter s o be addressed in conjunction with flems 2. [Please see response of comment number 2 above
and 10 above. It is recommended that impacts of tailwater
above the creek 100yr water level.
be ignored in the design of hydraulic control structures.
1 We acknowledge (at (e groundwater avel has boen depictod i tha Ghannel sections DWG GRD 2 and GRD 3. Refering to_ || ReGUIrements or Tners (1 Getermined Lo be required by the hyaro o consulant) wl be delermined Acknowledged - This will be addressed during the detailed design phase.
. ° picted in the Ghannel through the draft plan and detailed design process. We are not advocating for a liner at this time.
Section 2.1.1.2 of the SWM report specifies the need for an impervious liner within the channel bottom due to the high RSN Aot
level, and to be in the detail design phase. It is worth nofing that the installation of an impervious liner 9 P
Groundwater elevations have been shown on cross beneath an open channel is not standard practice, even when the groundwater level is high. Any proposal advocating for such a
18 | CITYEXP Vol 2 26 Groundwater elevations should be shown on cross sections. sections. Detailed investigations and channel liner design | measure should be supported by ional opinion from a i
will be undertaken at detailed design. 2. Currently, the report/drawing does not specify anything about the elevation and i liner associ
with the bottom of the pond. Please show the impermeable liner, if necessary, as well as the groundwater elevation for pond
sections (DWG-SWM 2, DWG-SWM 4, and SWM 6).
19 | CITYEXP Vol 2 2 Review fill and slopes behind the headwalls shown in sections for all SWM Facilities. E;?‘f: dssig;‘vzn:"e EEENE R R SRS |z
The 100 year WSE of the channel is ~87.57m. The Permanent Pool (PP) elevation is 86.0m. The Please see responses to comment 2. Please see response of comment number 2 above
20 | CITYEXP Vol 2 ] outfall of the pond and PP elevation needs to be reviewed to ensure backwater from channel does  |Discussed above. Please see response of comment number 2 above
Inot hinder the function of the SWM Facility. The Permanent Pool elevation should be above the
21 | CITYEXP Vol 2 29 An easement will be required for emergency overland flow route. [Acknowledged. NOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
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Appendix | e Drawing/Figure
- = ; ; : The 750mm pipe is the proposed "mechanical spilway” and is sized (o be 3 tmes the size of the 100 |MIH Acknowledged
2 | cmvexe Vol 2 25,27 z{a\(zv; stgem fvl‘l)e of the pond outlet pipe (DWG SWM-1: pond outlet 975mm & DWG SWM-3: pond ::; Z"mm pipe outlet sizes are shown on drawings SWM-1 ;Ip:‘;’e:m""l:b‘:’; ;:%2:::3{;?; rv‘ehr;f:l;\"gen:ailifﬂeur:‘ Lﬁl"n’?&?ﬁ :zgm‘h;:%inzha :::2 '??Swofaazp;?g:f the proposed 750mm [ B B I B e e v o Hremio,
23 | CITYEXP Vol 2 35 Review alignment of 1350mm to make HW2 orientation better. [Acknowledged - detailed design. NOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
Acknowledged, the storm sheat will be reviewed and updated as part of a future submission. Acknowledged - This will be addressed during the detailed design phase.
We acknowledge but please verify "Storm Sewer Design Sheet” for the followings:
1. Street B: from 571.3 to MH15 - storm 675mm @ 0.50% and MH15 to MH16 storm 675mm @ 0.50% - (deviates from Storm
Drainage Plan- DWG-STM-2).
2. Pond 1 Inlet: M27 to MH28, MH 28 - HW1A (inconsistent with Storm Drainage Plan- DWG-STM-2).
3. Street D - storm sewer sizing calculation is missing in sewer design sheat.
4. Please ensure there is no drainage contribution from existing parkland to the proposed Street C storm sewers.
5. Barton Street: MH 51 to MH 52 (it unclear why a Twin 750mm at 0.35% is proposed). Please review; we believe a single
900mm at 0.35% slope is adequate for conveying 5-year flow.
2 | cmvexe Vol 2 . Confirm STM pipe sizes against STM Sewer Design Sheet (pg. 2599). STM between MH15-MH16  |Pipe sizes have been updated such that the storm sheet (6. Jones Road: MH 60 to MH 61 (catchment Area ID is absent in Design sheet- area 6.77 ha),
for example. matches the drawings. 7. Gordon Dean Ave: MH 61 to MH 62 - (catchment area ID is missing Design sheet - area 5.30ha). Also, verify the runoff
coefficient; the design sheet and drainage plan are inconsistent: 0.73 vs. 0.75. Can we avoid using elliptical pipes?
8. Gordon Dean Ave: MH 62 to MH 63 - Can we refrain from using elliptical pipes?
9. Please verify the runoff coefficient for the storm sewer serving Pond 2 outlet (from MH225 to MH4 via Culvert). The runoff
coefficients for CB574 and CB526 appear inconsistent with the drainage plan STM-2 (0.75 vs 0.64, as stated on page 21,
Volume 2). Additionally, include the 100-year conirol flow from Pond 2 when sizing the Barton Street storm. Currently, the 100-
year control flows from Pond 2 are not included for sizing the Barton Street storm. Please provide a breakdown of the storm
sewer leg from MH225 to MH3 to MH4 to the Culvert.
5 | cvED - - Confirm why the allgnment of proposed WG-5 culvert under Barton does not match fhe existing NG improvements are proposed for he Barton CUVer al |\ orer oo e 2grecc o o coce
stream alignment. [WCS at this time. The future culvert has been shown
I Ep—— voi2 " Referto comment on page 36. STV betwieen MH51 and NF52 shown as twin 600mm. Design sheel |Pipe sizes have been updated such that the siomm sheet [0, " Ci m oo Ploase see responses (o comment 24 Please see response of comment number 24 above
shows 900mm. Confirm all pipes and update the design sheet. |matches the drawings.
27 | ciTvExP Vol 2 40 Review hydraulics of invert/obvert matching at STM.MHG1. joere e daeds:;g in the sewer profile. This will be optimized at |\ ¢y - Gomments will be address during detail design
2 | omviExe Vol 2 P Barton Street- upsized storm sewer is not shown in a profile or caloulations found for upsizing. [\We do not understand this comment. By referring to the Barton Street storm sewer upsizing, we actually meant the twin 750mm pipe between MH51 and MH52. Please see responses to comment 24. Please see response of comment number 24 above
Please see our response in Comment 24 (i 5)
20 | cirviexp | 20162018 Continue to be reviewed in further submissions to address all relevant items. RENATA
Comments
[A manning's of 0.035 was used in accordance the MTO
Drainage Management Manual Design Chart 2.01 for an
unlined open channel - earth, fairly uniform section with
A manning’s n value of 0.04 was used for main low flow channel along the length of the proposed  [grass, some weeds or dense weeds. A higher manning’s n
ol crEe Vol 1 Section 221 realigned channel; Please justify use of the Manning’s value. We recommend that appropriate of 0.08 was used for the overbank to account for future e
WC 5, page 22: |Manning's roughness coefficients considering overgrown vegetation should be used for the channel —[growth which is consistent with the Chart's proposed
Imodelling. Please also mention the type of flow regime used for HEC-RAS model analysis. manning's for medium to dense vegetation in floodplains
adjacent to streams. These values are consistent with the
parameters used in the SCUBE modelling provided by the
city.
Please refer (o response to comment 9, flem 1. Please see response of comment number 9 above
1. Most of the comment have been addressed
Section 6.2, Page |15 mentioned that the existing crainage fr al three watercourses isilsirated on Drawing ST 2. Additional Comments: Please verify the VOH model . Sub-catchment 580, with an area of 1.870 ha, is depicted in the VOH
31 CITY/EXP Vol 1 3 " please provide a table listing catchment area pararveters (Catchmsm‘ ID, areas, LGI, LGP, % imp, A table summarizing all the channel parameters has been model schsm.at\c (DWG. SWM 7, Volm 2 - Pg 28) and in the Ponq 2 Weighted Imperviousness calculation (Pg 1‘397, Volm2
Existing Gonditions: [TOP €12 of WCS, WCS.2 and WC 6 for catchment lusrated in Drawing STM-1 and also Drawing  [added to Appendix G report) as draining to the SWM Pond 02. However, the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Pg 20 - Volm 2 ) indicates that these
*|SWM 7 (Hydrologic Mode! Schematic, Existing SWM). area drains along HY 8 existing storm sewer and ultimately discharges to the Creek.
3. Please update the modelireport and Pond 2 design accordingly
Upland method 1s one of the common methods used for
calculating time to peak and is included in the VOB manual
Section 6.3, page and calculates Tp based on catchment slope and ground
32 | CITYEXP Vol 1 45: Please justify the use of Upland method for time to peak calculations. type. As the City of Hamilton guidelines do not specifya  |RESOLVED
Existing Land Use required method for time to peak calculations this method
was used as it takes into account the varying land uses
within the block as well as the elevation changes due to the
Section 64, | Itis mentioned that Drawing STM-3 ilustrate the total area for the contributing catchments to each
33 | CITYEXP Vol 1 Proposed Land [SWM pond; please show the drainage boundary of each pond with a legend for pond drainage Drawing STM-3 has been updated. RESOLVED
use, on page 46:_|boundary on the same plan .
Please refer (o response (o comment 9, ftem 1. Please see response of comment number 9 above
Itis mentioned that SWM ponds 1 and 2 have been sized to over-control the pond discharge flows | Area 569 is a park block, as such no onsite controls are
o accommodate uncontrolled areas; please provide justification why some of areas (catchments  |proposed. Catchment 508 area has been revised to direct all [While we understand that Catchment 508's area has been revised to direct all feasible drainage to the pond, but it is not consist
Section 6.5.1, Land [508 and 569) can't be serviced by the pond 1 and don't require onsite SWM. Uncontrolled areas feasible drainage to the pond, the entire catchment is not with model/pond design. Sub-catchment 580, with an area of 1.870 ha, depicted in the VOH model schematic (DWG. SWM 7,
34 | ciTvExe Vol 1 East of WCS5, on 570 and 567 mentioned in this section are not shown on Drawing STM-3. Areas that can't be able to be directed to the pond due to grading constraints. | Volume 2 - Pg 28 of 1629) and in the Pond Weighted Imperviousness calculation (Pg 1397, Volume 2 report) as Draining to the
page47: [serviced by the ponds, an adequate outlet including onsite quantity (allowable release rate, required |As 508 consists of existing home frontages on Fruitland [SWM Pond 02. However, the Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STM-1, Page 20 - Volume 2 report) indicates that this area drains to
storage volume) and quality control criteria for each drainage block should be determined and Road that would not be developed as one block, no one  [the HY 8 existing storm sewer and ultimately discharges to the Creek not to the SWM Pond 02.
included in the report, site storage is proposed.
Table 6-12 has been updated fo indlude the elevaion and
the provided volume, storage volume is provided in m3.
Table 6-11, page |F835@ review and confirm the unitof required storage volume in the table. Thistable should include
35 CITY/EXP Vol 1 61 ' total target release rate, ponding elevation for all storm events and provided volume. Inverts of the RESOLVED
ponds should be included in the table.
) ) ) . Total volumes and WS elevations are have been included in
Provided total volumes and corresponding WS elevations should be included in the Table. Please
36 | CITYEXP Vol 1 Table 612, page | o ta aroa and flows tha have besn used for uni release rats calculations for sach Table 6-12. Table 6-13, formally Table 6-12, hasbeen |pe g1 vep
62 ey revised to include the total area and flows used in the unit
- calculations.
TOTTT SBWer DESIgN SesY, DIgNET PgE 260T: T8 QESIgN IS8T STOW YOTaT 3Te 10 HvvS T Please se responses (o comment 24 Please see response of comment number 24 above
14.44ha, however drainage area to HW3 is 14.64ha as per Drawing STM-4 (Storm Drainage Plan  [The design sheets and drainage plans have been reviewed
37 | crmvexe Vol 2 Appendix H1 | Minor System for pipe sizing). Please review and confirm that drainage areas in the design sheet |and updated. Drainage IDs have been added to the storm  |Please see response of comment number 24 above
are consistent with the drainage areas on Drawing STM-4. The design sheet should include design sheet.
" N 2 <h the D
CITYEXP Vol 2 AppendixH6__| SWM Pond
2. Please dlarfly how the provided decanting area volumes (923m3 for pond 1, 600 m3 for pond 2 NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
38 | CITYEXP Vol 2 and 435m3 for pond 3 sown on digital page 2630, 2633 and 2636, respeciively) have been [Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan approval.
calculated.
5-FoTo GeSTg T UG PG 2625, 263 T A 2634 STIOW & TTOTe A TOTeDay STourT = -
not exceed one-third of pond surface area: however no information has been provided; please NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
39 | CITYEXP Vol 2 provide calculations for percentage of forebay area to permanent pool area and forebay volume to [Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan approval.
permanent pool volume as per MECP criteria (maximu forebay area: 33% of total permanent pool;
- 209 of 1ot o
c. Pond drainage area shown on the digital pages 2628, 2631 and 2634 are not consistent with the. INOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
40 | CITY/EXP |Vol1&Vol2 drainage area shown on Table 6-4, page 46 and total drainage areas to HW as in the Storm Sewer ~[Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan approval.
Design Sheet .
41| cITYEXP d. Please also provide calculation for minimum forebay bottom width as per MECP criteria. [Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan approval, | VO ED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
. A velocity check should be made using the entire forebay cross-sectional area o ensure that the NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
42 | cITvEXP average veloity in the forebay is less than, or equal to, 0.15 m/s which is empirically recognized as ~[Acknowledged. Will be addressed at draft plan approval.
the maximum permissible velocity before which erosion will occur in a channel. (MOECC, 2003).
7. Not clear, Sub-calehment 580, with an area of 1.670 ha, is depicted in the VOH model schematic (WG SWM 7, Voim 2- | Please refer fo response fo comment 9, ftem 1. Please see response of comment number 9 above
Page 28) and in the Pond Weighted Imperviousness calculation (Pg 1397, Volm2 ) as draining to SWM pond 02. However, the
. Pond Weighted Imperviousness: The table on digital page 2625 shows area of Calchment 5681s  [ga oo o0 Storm Drainage Plan (DWG STW-1, Page 20 - Volm 2) indicates that it drains along HY 8 existing storm sewer and ultimately
43 | cmvExe Vol 2 1.86 ha will drain to Pond 2, however Drawing STM-3 show the drainage area is 0.53ha which 8 has been rer - The p discharges to the Creek not to the SWM pond 02.
drains to the WCS; please clarify. weighted impervious table has been updated accordingly. 15 pigase update the Modelreport and Pond 2 design accordingly
CITY/EXP Drawing STM-3 | Storm Drainage Plan, for Hydrologic Model:
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Appendix | e Drawing/Figure
T_The proposed realignment of the wcxs is h.gmy dependent on consolidated land parcels. The landownership has not been [See response below, HCA/City to comment.
fully addressed in t cenarios. In fact, the Consultant's response
to COH/EXP comment #44 (SWM) mdlcalss thal this assessment is being deferred to future stages of approvals. In the previous
consultations and comments, the CAICOH/EXP expressed their concens related to the creek transitions from the proposed to
existing conditions.
a. Please review and confirm appropriate channel location from constructability perspective so that Please demonstrate feasibility of the creek under scenarios, potential impacts on the
ihere will be no impacts on the existing houses fronting Fruitland Road and existing building o (The block study recommends an optimal location for lhe existing properties along Fruitland Road (floodplain l"mtS) as well as the potential impacts on the adjacent Blocki#1 lands and
Grand Olympia. Please note that Fruitiand - Winona (SCUBE) Sub-watershed Master Plan channel, but does not address real estate ) ) )
a | crvexe recommended WC # 5 realignment from Sherwood Park Dr to Barton St in order to gain some non-participating land owners or interim conditions needad 2. Proposed Watercourse WCS is shown crossing private property. Has the developer group obtained permission/ownership of
development land. However, Block Servicing study considers this realignment from existing culvert |to mitigate non-participants. Through draft planning, the the land where the WCS5 corridor encroaches onto private property? If not, how can the watercourse be constructed?
lon Fruitland Rd to Barton St. Please review all applicable CA and Provincial AC/regulations including [extents to which the channel may be constructed and the ~ |3- Where the proposed WCS corridor crosses private property, will an easement in favour of the City be provided? If ownership
MECA document to determine the process to be followed for a realignment on multiple privately final placement will be resolved by the land owners. is required, and the developer group is unable to obtain ownership, then the proposed WCS corridor alignment will have to be
lowned lands, and of those who are not participating in this block Servicing study. shifted to not encroach onto private property.
4. We recommend including a clear statement in the main body of the report to demonstrate that there are no adverse impacts
on the existing GO property resulting from the realignment of Creek WC5 and the development of proposed Block
2. We suggest generating a cross-section along the Grand Olympia property and including this section within the HEC RAS
model, integrating the realignment of Creek WC-5. This will clearly illustrate whether the GO property is affected by the
realignment of WC-5 Creek or by the creek's 100-year high water level.
NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
Drainage areas have been based on the anticipated grading
45 | CITY/EXP b. Please describe and justify the basis of delineating the boundary of each catchment area. fo"sas:a“;fe' :’l::’;f""cro'gfﬁ;'g::‘s aé;z:;::g"x‘; LZ":G‘EZ:;Z
further during draft plan approval.
26 | cmvexe E :svr;d 3 catchmen area (calchment D 626, area 0.53ha) is smaler than the pond footprint; please 5o oo oot RESOLVED
i . .. |RESOLVED
a7 | emvexe d. The plan shows that drainage from upstream land will convey to pond 1 through private land Street C will be dedicated as a public right of way along with
downstream (Street C); Joint use agreement will be required to for the conveyance. a block for the pond outfall and overland flow route.
[The secondary plan provides the general locations for the |NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan approval
48 | CITYEXP . Pond locations should be consistent with the secondary plan (el PR 170 Bl Al (e i i
locations based on more detailed information including
roposed drainage areas and detailed grading.
Drawing STN-4_|Storm Drainage Plan, for pipe sizing: [The hydraulic grade line imposed by the 100yr ponding level [NOTED - Comments wil be address during detail design
40 | crvexe Vol 2 (pg. 23) , SWM-6 ( |As per the current design, 100yr ponding will extend to the storm sewer on Jones Road as 100year  [will flood out the upstream storm sewer. In support of
pg. 30) operating level at pond 3 is 87.50m; 100yr ponding should not extend to the storm sewer on Jones  |detailed design the hydraulic grade line in the storm sewer
Road. will be studied in with the City of Hamilton
Drawing SWM-1 _[Plan shows pond access through private land (Street C); pond should be access through public land |11 connection from Street C to the pond will be dedicated ~ INOTED - Comments will be address during detail design
as a block along with a block for the pond outfall and
50 | CITY/EXP Vol2 | (SWM Pond Plan - [or an adequate easement will be required. Street C should have adequate capacity to convey 100 o flow ronte. It il bo anpropiatoly sized to contain
Facility 1, Pg. 25) [year uncontrolled overland flow to the pond 1 PRI SOCLEIET LT D E
the overtand flow and municipal sewers, minimum 9m as
- MTAEUATE DIOCK TAMa TTOMT STEET G T0-FOM T, GOTa0T Dear AVENUE 10 FOnia Z a0 JOTes STeer NOTED- Gomments wil be address at the draft plan stage
Drawing SWM-1 [to Pond 3 should be provided for storm sewer easement and overland flow conveyance. We require
(Pg. 25), SWM- [that at detail design stage, a total capture inlet will be considered at the low point of the immediate |Appropriately sized blocks will be dedicated where needed
51 | CITYEXP Vol2  |3(Pg. 27) & SWM-5 |upstream of these blocks to capture 100yr flow; an easement for 100yr overland flow conveyance  |to connect pond blocks to public right of way. This will be
(Pg.-29) - SWM |from the roads to the pond wet cells is stil required. 100 year flows from all upstream drainage areas |resolved at the draft plan stage.
Pond Plan:  |should be conveyed overland through road conveyance to the ponds; please confirm the road
it for 100 upar £
Drawings SWM-2, [, s . o Gity's current practice the top of pond perimeter berm elevation shall be established ata  |Noted. A minimum 0.3m freeboard will be provided for the | \OTED- Comments will be address at the draft plan stage
SWM-4 & SWM 6 |/ 1 ol ) reet ;
52 | CITY/EXP (SWM Pong _|TINMum 0.3 m above the maximum water elevation on the emergency spilway; please confim. —|pond perimeter berm. This willbe detailed at draft plan
Sectiong.__|Further discussion is required for the proposed emergency spilway sizing. stage.
[ p— b. Pond 2 should have a mechanical emergency spillway from the pond to receiving /A mechanical spilway will e designed to convey 2 fimes _|Please see fesponse of comment number 2 above Please see responses to comment 2. Please see response of comment number 2 above
as flooding on an arterial road (Barton street ) is not permitted per City's’ th 100yr discharge from the pond.
54 | CITYEXP . Pond 3 outlet through other land to the east should be documented. Land assembly as it refates to Pond 3 and its outlet will be | y1ep _ comments will be address during detail design
at the detailed design stage
55 | oviEXP Drawing - Property |Please provide a drawing overlying pond boundary on the property fabric to identfy the land from | Proposed design has been added to the land ownership e ver
individual property required for the ponds. drawing, Figure 4.
Maintenance access provisions are required throughout the length of the watercourse, and in
56 | crmviexe wes particlar at the pond outlet to the WC. The details of which are outlined in the City's Comprehensive (The watercourse design provides for an access road along | orc o vep
development guidelines, and the reference documents contained within it. Serviceability can be the east side of the channel.
Jaddressed by provision ofloca roads to adequately service and/or no hinder ulure serviceabilly.
We confirmed that the approach should clarify that it is likely that a In ion with draft plan approval, the precise the
57 | cITvExP access road to the watercourse will not likely be needed, but rather access and maintenance channel access points can be determined if the road is not  |NOTED- Comments will be address at the draft plan stage
at key points. to be
Maintenance access provisions are required throughout the length of the watercourse, and in
58 | CITY/EXP particular at the pond outlet to the WC. The details of which are outlined in the City's Comprehensive [Addressed in item 56. RESOLVED
development guidelines, and the reference documents contained within it
[As per the City's requirements, serviceability of the local oads, public or private, should be Consideration has been given to accommodate the
59 | CITY/EXP addressed. A statement should be made in the report that requires to adequately service the s of all Tands within the blook |Acknowledged. To be verified as per related comments.
propertis without hindering future serviceabilt servicing needs of all lands e blodl
of of Critical Prope to the Drainage and Stormwater Management [The intent of the block plan is provide a comprehensive
Plans. functional design of engineering works irrespective of real
The proposed stormwater management includes features and creek realignments on property not  [estate obstacles. Itis that
currently part of the land ownership group undertaking the Block 1 Block Servicing Study. This there are unresolved land assembly issues to be addressed
60 HCA includes properties at the downstream end of the proposed development (near Barton Street), at the draft plan and detailed design stages. To be dicusseed w/city/HCA
whose lack of participation may require significant alterations to the designs in the future. To be of
optimal value, it should be confirmed that the land ownership group undertaking the Block 1 Block
Servicing Study has consulted with key property owners and that agreeance to the proposed
drainage and stormwater management plans is expected.
TRequested Stacked Storm Assessments due to Brolonged TiFes from
Management Ponds:
The stormwater management pond drawdown times are significantly greater than guidelines. Revised drawdown times based on orifice sizing have been
61 HCA Additional assessment is requested of the potential impacts due to this prolonged drawdown period, ~ [included in the submission; drawdown times now range from
using an assessment of stacked storms. Where the drawdown time exceeds 72 hours, HCA 27-68 hours.
to design ponds for the 2-year stacked storm over the next
72 hours in addition ta the 100-vear
Conimmation il Sio Control s Visbie n [dortied Areas: [Areas designated as uncontrolled have been modelled as
Please confirm whether the stormwater management ponds designs have assumed controlled or  [such in the VOB modelling and the ponds have been sized
62 HCA ff from the various Uncontrolled Development Areas. If controlled runoff has been  [to account for said uncontrolled flows.
assumed, itis requested that these areas be reviewed to assure the viability of providing onsite
Models
During draft planning, the stage-storage discharge curves [NOTED- Comments will be address at the draft plan stage
63 | CITY/EXP | OTTHYMO More information s required on how reservoir stage-storage-discharge curves were developed. will be further refined based on detailed grading for the
ponds as well as the use of orifices.
61 | CITYEXP | OTTHYMO The uncontrolled areas do not appear (o be represented in the model. Q\‘I‘ ':rnaltrr\;g\? areas dszlown on drawing STM-1 and STM-3 are |Please see response of comment number 9 above See response above Please see response of comment number 9 above
NOTED - Comments will be address during draft plan/detail design
65 | cmviexe | peswam Future submi should the of the ponds particularly the Will be addressed at draft plan/detailed
inlet and splitter structures. design.
Table 2-2, Table 2- | .. inciude Node numbers from Hydrologic model for corresponding Flow Node locations in e el e e e BN AR RESOEYED)
66 | CITY/EXP 5, Table 2-7 and . numbers from the hydrology modelling.
respective tables.
Table 2-9
" - i [Acknowledged. The effort and use of the SCUBE model is also recognized. To allow for completion of our review, please refer to
&7 | cmvexe Appendix G ay‘f:g;gu:::d Hydraulic Analysis: Please provide HEC-RAS model geometric data schematic in |, 1c cpaS cross sections have been included in Appendix G. [tho mgh.|evge\ nd othor roloted commonts. 9 P P
Request for the Report to include Model D ization & Details . | The approved SCUBE hydrology modelling was received on |We acknowledge current updates and change in the modelling approach. UT to provide parameters per last meeting
. HoA A new hydrologic model was developed for the Block 1 assessment, in order to support the design. ~|anuary Sth 2023 which was used to support the design as
It is asked that the report provide full details regarding this modeling, including model development ~ [3PProved with the City. The model was updated to reflect
information, catchment parameterization, and model calibration. the Block 1 conditions.
Comparison of Peak Flows to the SCUBE Subwatershed Study & Block 2 Study: [The approved SCUBE hydrology modelling was received on
6 HeA As part of additional model validation, it is requested that a comparison be included of peak flows [January Sth 2023 which was used to support the design as
and flood levels at key locations between the current study versus SCUBE Subwatershed Study approved with the City. The model was updated to reflect
(Aquafor Beech 2013) and Block 2 Study (Aquafor Beech 2018). the Block 1 conditions.
7 HoA Justification for Unexpected Findings Related to Peak Flow Changes:
Please provide justification for the following unexpected findings related to peak flow changes:
- HoA 2. For Watercourse 5 — There was a much larger increase in peaks flows between Barton Street | The approved SCUBE hydrology modelling was received on
and Arvin Avenue, compared to between Fruitiand Road and Barton Street. | January 9th 2023 which was used to support the design.
= — b. For Watercourse 6 — There was a much larger increase in peaks flows between Barton Street _[The approved SCUBE hydrology modelling was received on
and CPR, compared to between Highway 8 and Barton Street. | January Sth 2023 which was used to support the design
Final Hydrology and Hydraulics Modeling Files to be Provided: Modelling files have been provided as part of the
73 HCA Once the study is completed, please provide a digital copy of the finalized versions of all modelling ~ [submission.

[files, including output files, for future reference.

Onsite Water Balance + LIDs
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ID | COMMENT | REPORT | REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 Urbantech EXPICOH verification/acceptance (Sept. 12, 2024)
No. BY ::;:’:;’K ':’g:ﬁ’i::;’;;’:' Comments / October 7, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / Date City / EXP Comments / May 31, 2024 Urabantech Response / June 20, 2024 To Dos 7-2-24 Post June 21st & July 2nd Review
L1Ds will be implemented at the individual site or subdivision Section 6.8.2 of the BSS oullines possible LID features that could be implemented. As referenced in_|retention vs infilration. Best efforts in infilration. _|Acknowledged. However, we anticipate that more details wil be provided during he detailed design phase.
level and will be addressed at draft plan. The infitration deficit between the pre- and post-development stages (without mitigation measures) is noted as 160,986 m3/yr. :glassist::‘f::{o‘?.?gf;,o;j e e R LTl #vcabiyof poctses.Fisaton an retenton n
Report refers to the infilration deficit between the pre- and post-development (without mifigation We acknowledge that this issue will be addressed during the detailed design of the subdivision. However, we suggest including a
74 | CITYEXP Sec.6.9 |measures) as 160,986 m3/yr. ltis not clear how and where on site this water volume is to be paragraph in the main body of the report detailing the applicable Low Impact Development (LID) features that may be considered
mitigated. Please address. during the detailed design to mitigate the deficit volume of 160,986 m3/yr. Additionally, outline any constraints, such as high
groundwater elevation or in-situ soil permeabilty, that may hinder from compensating for the deficit water balance volume.
sl Incorporation of LID measures should be considered in greater detail at the time of development of ~[Acknowledged. Wil be addressed at draft plan/detailed
individual blocks/sites. design.
For areas which are unable {o be serviced by the three ponds, lot-level ppropri and ical reporting will be
source controls are proposed to be used to provide the necessary water quality, erosion and flood |undertaken in support of draft plan design.
control. The SCUBE Subwatershed Study also made recommendation for LID BMPs to be
considered in a future Servicing Assessment. Section 8.6.2.1 details the recommended LID BMPs to
be considered implemented during the next stage of design.
. Itis recommended that groundwater levels be monitored during the pre-construction and
construction periods, given the potential for groundwater levels to be higher than those recorded
Higher levels would potentially have an impact on water balance,
infilration, LID design, building/foundation construction, efc. Also, this monitoring will assess the
lamount of natural seasonal fluctuation and the effect of construction on the groundwater levels at
the property. During on, itis that any required for on of
or utilty trenches be measured in order to assess the effect of
77 Erosion Control -SCUBA Target 1. The erosion threshold w‘as 85‘8b|l§hed based t‘)n a site specific erosion ss‘sessmsnt undertaken by | UT to dt?cumen( SCUBE math matter for bullet 3. |Acknowledged. However, we expect that a more detailed explanation will be provided during the detailed design phase.
1. Referring to Table 6-10 of the report (Volume 1), for Pond 1: The erosion control rate of 0.70 L/siha exceeded the SCUBA GEO Morphix as required by the City, refer to BSS report section 6.7.3.2. Asterix at table. We r not relying on SCUBE
Target Rate of 0.60 L/s/ha. Please review. o e o anyways.
Table 6-10, Table 6 2. Referring to Table 6-10 of the report (Volume 1), for Pond 3: The 100-year release rate of 43.60 L/s/ha exceeded the SCUBA | 2 This is correct, as also shown in this table a significantly smaller area is being directed to Pond 3.
CITY/EXP Target Rate of 40.60 Lis/ha. Please review. Additionally, as shown in table 6-11 the release rate from Pond 3 is 415 L/s less than SCUBE, and
3. Also, please check the numbers in Table 6-11 of the same report. For example, in Table 6-10, for Pond 1, the SCUBA Target otelibdlng el andeluibCns il ElEe et S
e D et S e S0l MR BT || o e e i i OO DG pep ety em
~ N ,CUBE Table 5-2.
78 [The materials wil be reviewed and updated Acknowledged
In Section 6.5.4 of Volume 1, itis stated that " 1) a 0.90x1.80 culvert that will outlet towards WCB. 2) A new twin 600mm
CITY/EXP Section 6.5.4 storm sewer on Barton Street that also outiets to WC.... " . However, upon reviewing the drainage plan (DWG STM-2, Pg 19,
Volm 2) and the Storm Sewer Design Sheet (Pa 1393, Volume 2), we did not find the above-mentioned culverts or sewers.
79 [There is a discrepancy between the main body of the report and the drawings. For instance, in Table 6.9 of the report, for Pond | The materials will be reviewed and updated Acknowledged
T rable 6.9 1, the 100-year water level is stated as 88.72m, whereas in DWG SWM-2, it is 88.90m. Similarly, for Pond 2, the 100-year water
levelis listed as 87.32m i the report, but in DWG SWNI-4, it is 87.50m. Additionally, for Pond 3, the 100-year water level is
indicated as 87.29m in the report, while in DWG SWM-6, it is 87.50m:
ISSUE/Discussion
80 (Channel Liner. References to a channel lining will be removed from the BSS. The final channel desigin will be Acknowledged.
reviewed with the project soils engineer as it relates to
& Area 610 from SCUBE has been found to concentrate south of Barton Street as opposed (o the Acknowledged
New Item Drainage Area 610-HCA CNR. This is based on an Urbantech Review of existing drianage patterns and infrastructure. This
to SCUBE has been presented in the BSS modeling.
62 - Urbantech agreed (o provide parameterization tables of the enfire SCUBE model where BSST is Acknowledged
arametrization Tables-HCA
located. This will provide for easier review by future plan reviewers.
83 HCA requested that a table be included in the BSS of “future studies”. Itt has been acknowledged Acknowledged.
that during draft plan and design approvals, refinements to current studies or new studies may be
Future Studies. Table. HCA/City needed to support draft plans. Urbantech agreed to including a table in BSS1 outlining future studies.
[ This will be added to Section 8.
54 City Requested that UT review the profile of WC5 with GEO Morphix with a view (o removing an Acknowledged.
FP-3 -review drop at street B, coordinate with Geomorphix. City abryupt :\svauon change u/s of StreZt B. Urbatech to resolve wms GEO Morphix. ¢ N
85 UT to coordinate with GEO Morphix about channel built in shale. City identified a concern about Acknowledged.
FP-4 / Fluvial-flows-City transition between over burden and Shale. Urbantech will discuss this matter with Geomorphix and
update the BSS findings if necessary.
86 This is a continuation of Item 44 above. Both»Clty and HCA ireinforced concerns about the The owners acknowledge that there are real estate obstacles to implementing the entire MH Review/address in the context of all applicable comments (floodplain - icing, fi
implmentation of the WC5 improvements as it relates to real estate. HCA expressed a concern !
‘ ” ° channelization from Barton to Fruitland. These obstacles are:
about premitting logistics and the desire to permit the creek in meaninul sections.
- Grand Olympia
~Holdouts North of Street B where natural Channel may need fo be and
~South of the Benemar lands o Fruitiand Road.
Ttis proposed to update the implementafion portion of the Study to present a fall back conceptual
design i the event that real estate matters cannot be over come as follows:
- Do-nothing or a piped approach within the Grand Olympia lands. These will be interim
- A design concept to install the permanent works from the City lands to the south of Benemar with
the integration of the existing condition in the vicinity of the holdout. This will accomplish permanent
improvement for 60% of the creek improvements between Barton and Fruitiand which is a
amount of the Creek to permit per HCA interests.
57 Tn support of draft plan approvals, the minufia of the above fall back works wil b6 fully detailed
including needed_changes to land plans and hydraulics of the creek
B The owners acknowledge that it s their responsibility to assemble the lands needed for the complete A phasing and implementation plan o be developed.

channelization and that the channel location may need to be moved to lands controlled by the
developers. Land assembly will play itself out over time and draft plans will be developed that speak

to the real estate realities.
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Appendix | Drawing/Figure No.
Existing structures have been addeded to channel sections Existing structures are NOT in the existing and proposed run. Only in ultimate and Please note that the existing and proposed "rip" add readme files for clarity about scenarios
1 City / EXP Vol 2 10 Channel Sections. Channel sections should also include existing structures. D PERES EEt) 2:&1?;2:&%? if:{]rr;ljlrzzrjg r:tﬁ:;%z:(/jh;rc]:t:r:se
modelling.
Existing structures have been added to FP-1 and FP-2
2 City / EXP Vol 2 12 Existing structures should be added to the exhibits.
. Fluvial geomorphology review to be addressed prior to final approval of the floodplain Acknowledged.
3 City / EXP S
modifications.
2016.2018 Previous Comment 2. Any culvert crossing Barton Street needs to be designed with the Culvert c(:jroshsmgslahre ngt prop_oszdt. The futu:: cu:lllt\)/grt attthe - ;I/'\I;:ehultlmdatedmodel fhows l?artonr(t)vertopplng inab5 year. Acknowledged.
4 City / EXP 2730 emergency overflow from the ponds in mind. Should these weirs activate, they should not proposed channel has been sized fo convey the yrstorm 't ponds does not seem fo overtop.
Comments o VD BT SeE without pressurization. At detailed design and in consultation with « No EX or PR structures.
. the City. the culvert size can be modified to convey additional flows
) In future submissions, please provide the surface that the XS were cut from and the Terrain ﬁle§ for the existing and proposed condition for Block 1. No "terrain" or inundation polygons provided. Apologies, this can be provided.
5 City / EXP [HEC-RAS Model fioodlines are mapped against to assist in review. Cross sections for the lands outside of Block 1 have not been
i modified from the SCUBE model as it is the best available
. EX conditions Review XS1439.675. Confirm that there is a levee/high point at 117.26m. Confirm if Topography has been reviewed and highpoint has been removed. |Acknowledged.
6 City / EXP [HEC-RAS Model ~ .
(WCO05) topography supports high point.
7 Gi EX conditions X$1320.692 does not appear to represent the parking lot or building at Grand Olympia. Topography has been reviewed and cross section elevations shown [Acknowledged.
ity / EXP |HEC-RAS Model ) : .
(WCO05) Confirm the topography. is consistent with survey for the area.
All cross sections outside of Block 1 were from the SCUBE model |+ Still many XS with levees. Particularly where the XS do not contain the floodplain.  [Levees have been included where there are spots with |use term ineffective flow. Levees mean ineffective flows. This is
; ; q : B and are considered to be the best available information/approach for high points to ensure that the water does not show not official FP mapping which will eventually correct modeling
8 City / EXP [HEC-RAS Model nMeoCsetscsr:;s S T s (RS e e e [ I I (el those cross sections. Cross sections within Block 1 have been flooding in adjacent areas prior to overtopping the high |techiques. This applies to WC6.
’ reviewed and modified. point. No changes were made to the modelling outside
EX conditions of Block1
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were See comment 8. This cross section is located outside of Block1, as
o | city/Exp |Heoras vose XS918.3739 - XS518.7136 do not contain the 100 year Water Surface Elevation (WSE). de"?:;"’;?hastﬁa” of SCU?E- 'fthesiUBEtte:;a'é‘ file were to be '”d'ca‘tej 'l;‘ ‘hte "‘hie"”gd"? Jt‘:]“e 10& *I'I_CA dofs_d”"‘ .
Y EX conditions Consider extending cross section to contain floodplain per HEC-RAS manual. provided the the cross sections could be extended. expect Urbantech to update the modelling outside o
Block 1.
(WCO05)
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were See comment 8. Refer to response to comment 9.
10 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model[ EX conditions Review the Junction at QEW:J1. XS170 does not contain the WSE. developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
(WC05) provided the the cross sections could be extended.
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Within WC6 only where there are spots with high points
developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be to ensure that the water does not show flooding in
11 City / EXP [HEC-RAS Model Confirm the need for a levee in XS2096.869. provided the the cross sections could be extended. adjacent areas prior to overtopping the high point. No
EX conditions changes were made to the modelling outside of Block1.
(WCO06)
" Were the cross points in this reach "cleaned"? The XS geometry appear to be very simple. | The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Cross section was not cleaned and was developed
12 | City/EXP |HEC-RAS Model a(ggg)d't"’“s For example, in XS1785.033 there is a 40m section that is flat which is unlikely in a developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be based on available topography, the cross section has
wooded section. Please confirm geometry against surface. provided the the cross sections could be extended. been revised such that the flat spot is not included.
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Refer to response to comment 9.
13 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model[ EX conditions Review or justify the levees in XS1501.817. developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
(WC06) provided the the cross sections could be extended.
S . : The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Refer to response to comment 9.
’ " Confirm the building in XS1501.817 is flooded in the 100year. Are there any other Py
¥ Sy 24P | [FES RSz (E\,i,%gg;j e structures that see repetitive flooding and are these being mitigated? sfg\ig’g;?hzstr?:':rgfsfggciilsfégiliigiizzzldn. ills W o b
EX conditions There are two (2) ninety degree bends in the channel between XS1334.030 and The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Refer to response to comment 9.
15 City / EXP [HEC-RAS Model (WC08) XS$1037.318. The downstream overbank reach lengths do not appear to account for the  [developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
bends. Consider adjusting or adding XS to account for the bends. provided the the cross sections could be extended.
. . . The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Response does not address comment. Refer to response to comment 9.
16 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model[ EX conditions Ezvls\;vdl'?ﬂ Slilp CESRR. Dess ity auliell enier i snzs @ e elier sk e developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
(WC06) ) provided the the cross sections could be extended.
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were Refer to response to comment 9.
17 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model[ EX conditions X$8502.0329 - XS480 doe not contain the WSE. developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
(WC06) provided the the cross sections could be extended.
Geometry files has been resaved. This error occurs when a different |Acknowledged. N/A
18 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model Review geometry file. Project opens with hTab errors. Reset to defaults for review. version of the model is used than what the model was original
PR conditions created with, but does not have an effect on the results.
19 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Model The cross sections do not appear to be meeting the top width of 40m and bottom width of [Cross sections have been revised based on the latest channel Acknowledged, but appears to be a much smaller cross section. N/A
1ty °“®|PR conditions 23m. configuration.
lie]
Itis not clear from the model or exhibits how the new channel will interact with existing This cross section is Ioca@d outside of Block 1 and is not affected XSZQ44.707 i§ drawn on top of tvyo structures with 11m of space betwelen them. The |ltis acknqw!edged that thgre are'existing strulctures UT to coorrect buildings are in owenrship.
20 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Model structures. For example, the two buildings in XS2006.337 have ~23m between them. How from the pre to post condition. nominal top width of the channel is 30m. The structures are not shown in EX or PR |located within the floodplain at this cross section, the

PR conditions

will the proposed channel squeeze between the structures?

models. Not sure how this section is NOT affected because there is new channel
being proposed.

HECRAS model shows the ultimate channel
configuration.
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Appendix | Drawing/Figure No.
All cross sections outside of Block 1 were from the SCUBE model |Even though it is outside of Block 1, some consideration needs to be given to fixing [Refer to response to comment 9.
21 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model| PR conditions Explain the use of a levee in XS2388.964. and are considered to be the best available information/approach for|glaring errors in the model.
(WCD05) _ those cross sections.
2 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Mol PR conditions Please review thg XS around XS1394.04. The right side of cross sections show a deep Cross section has been reviewed and modified. Acknowledged. N/A
(WCO05) hole Please confirm.
23 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Model PR conditions Explain why XS1394.04 is interpolated. The _comrr_1ent in cross sectlon is basec_i on the proposed channel Acknowledged. N/A
(WC05) _ configuration. References to interpolation have been removed.
24 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Mocel PR conditions Confirm if structures in XS918.3739 see repetitive flooding in larger events. XS918.3739 is located outside of B‘Io_ok 1, anq !he proposed 100- HCA comments related to portions of the model outside of Block 1. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05) year floodplain does not exceed existing conditions.
The cross sections are located outside of Block 1 and were HCA comments related to portions of the model outside of Block 1. Refer to response to comment 9.
25 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model| PR conditions XS918.3739 - XS665 do not contain the flow. developed as part of SCUBE. If the SCUBE terrain file were to be
(WC05) provided the the cross sections could be extended.
All cross sections outside of Block 1 were from the SCUBE model [HCA comments related to portions of the model outside of Block 1. Refer to response to comment 9.
26 City / EXP |HEC-RAS Model[ PR conditions Explain the levee in XS2096.869. and are considered to be the best available information/approach for
(WC06) _ those cross sections.
27 City / EXP | HEC-RAS Model PR conditions Review Structure 1094. Does it have a swale on top? The cross section are located outS|d§ of Block 1 and was developed [HCA comments related to portions of the model outside of Block 1. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05) as part of SCUBE, current geometry is assumed to be correct.
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate |Levees and XS's that do not contain flow. Levees and XS's that do not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate Review structure 655 culvert in profile. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate Profile shows 2240.61 WC5-7 shows overtopping in the 100 yr. This is correct, no changes are proposed to the existing
(WC05) culvert.
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate Profile shows 1307.692 5-6 Crossing Barton overtops in the 100 yr. Acknowledged, 1307.692 overtops in the without pond
(WCO05) scenario.
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 1071.48 needs ineffective flow area to the left. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05)
City / EXP  [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 1316.508 does not contain floodplain. Section 1316.508 will be reviewed and extended.
(WCO05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 1291.617 needs ineffective flow area. 1291.617 ineffective flow areas have been provided.
(WC05)
City / EXP  [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 1071.48 needs ineffective flow area. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 951.8970 needs |.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5$6 BSS1 Ultimate Review XS 942.8887 Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS931 needs I.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 918.3739 and downstream does not contain floodplain. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO05)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate Levees in XS upstream of Barton St. Why? Levee is in the model to ensure that the flows reach the
(WCO06) point in the cross section prior to showing water entering
the lower areas to the east and west.
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 1414.879 needs |.F.areas. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 947.3374 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 910.4732 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 730.3979 needs |.F. areas Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 634.0483 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 586.5527 needs I|.F. areas Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 654.4214 needs review Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 533.8168 - 480 do not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M(5%6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 350 needs I.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
(WCO06)
City / EXP [HEC-RAS M{5$6 BSS1 Ultimate XS 280 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
(WC06)
City / EXP |HEC-RAS M{WC56 - BSS1 with Similar geometry to Ultimate. Same comments as ultimate.
ponds
City / EXP |HEC-RAS M(Flows Some narrative about the change in flows for each run should would Section 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.2.4 in the BSS1 document
be useful (or see the hydrology report) outline the differences in flows between the two
HCA Confirmation that Development is Expected to Result in Negligible Impacts on Flooding & Levees and XS's that do not contain flow. Sections within Block 1 will be reviewed to ensure no
28 General Erosion unnecessary levees are included and that flow is
contained within all sections.
29 HCA 1. Detailed Review that the Proposed Land Use Impervious Values are Consistent with the: Review structure 655 culvert in profile. Refer to response to comment 9.

Fruitland Winona Secondary Plan:
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HCA As requested by HCA in the email correspondence dated May 12th, |Profile shows 2240.61 WC5-7 shows overtopping in the 100 yr. This is correct, no changes are proposed to the existing
2023, the following scenarios have been prepared for the floodplain culvert.
mapping:
Scenario 1 — For all lands, including the proposed development
lands - Ultimate development land uses that are consistent with the
a. The ultimate development land use conditions used to determine official floodplain currently adopted Official Plan, without any flow reductions from
30 mapping are based on the SCUBE S_ubwatershed Stud)_/ (Aquafor Beech 2013) and Storm Water Management facilities (SWMF)
Fruitland Winona Secondary Plan. It is therefore essential that the proposed land use
impervious values be consistent with these documents. Scenario 2 — For the proposed development lands - Proposed land
uses and percent imperviousness, accounting for flow reductions
from Storm Water Management facilities (SWMF). For all lands
other than the proposed development lands - Ultimate development
land uses that are consistent with the currently adopted Official Plan,
withonit anv flaw radiictinne fram Qtarm \Natar M t foiliti
HCA b. Currently proposed land use impervious values appear to be considerably different Refer to response above. Profile shows 1307.692 5-6 Crossing Barton overtops in the 100 yr. Acknowledged, 1307.692 overtops in the without pond
31 from the SCUBE Subwatershed Study. It is requested that the report provide detailed scenario.
review confirming that the proposed development is fully consistent with the SCUBE
Subwatershed Study and Fruitland Winona Secondary Plan.
HCA The erosion threshold was determined for a the most erosion- XS 1071.48 needs ineffective flow area to the left. Refer to response to comment 9.
sensitive channel section downstream of the pond outlet and within
the development lands. The erosion threshold was determined from
detailed survey data but was also compared rationally to the unitary
values of other proximal thresholds, which suggests that a
conservative value was determined. Maintaining upstream bias to
2. Requested Erosion Threshold Analysis for Critical Downstream Reaches: the pond outlet is also preferable, as extending the analysis further
It is requested that the erosion threshold analysis be extended to include a focus on downstream inherently makes abstracting the potential impacts of
32 critical watercourse reaches downstream of the proposed development. This focus is due [the pond from external sources more difficult. Further, the channel
to the fact that proposed stormwater management may result in prolonged elevated flows [within the development lands appears to have been subject to the
from the development area (compared to existing conditions), which may increase erosion |least amount of historical modification, and as such, the channel
potential downstream. geometry is expected to best reflect the underlying flow regime of
the watercourse system. We therefore do not foresee that extending
the analysis further downstream would provide additional value, nor
is it expected to change the initial finding of the analysis.
HCA As outlined in the HCA email correspondence dated May 12th, 2023,(XS 1316.508 does not contain floodplain. Section 1316.508 will be reviewed and extended.
3. HCA Currently Does Not Support Accounting for Flow Attenuation within Proposed HCA is willing to consider the use of proposed SWM ponds to
Stormwater Management Features for Official Floodplain Mapping: mitigate potential increases in downstream FPM.
HCA staff currently do not support official floodplain mapping that accounts for controlled
33 outflows from stormwater management features, even for areas such as this where the
regulatory event is the 100-year design storm. HCA staff have consistently supported
floodplain mapping assessments based on uncontrolled and ultimate development runoff.
Consideration should be given to revising the provided preliminary floodplain mapping and
initial determination of flood hazards.
34 HCA 4. Floodplain Mapping Updates at Subsequent Detailed Design Stages: XS 1291.617 needs ineffective flow area. 1291.617 ineffective flow areas have been provided.
HCA a. HCA staff would like to re-iterate that the approach undertaken is appropriate for a Noted, the scope of this study was to use the current model XS 1071.48 needs ineffective flow area. Refer to response to comment 9.
35 preliminary determination of flood hazards and related development constraints within the |provided by the City of Hamilton, as agreed to with the City and
Block 1 site. However, it is not considered official floodplain mapping and is not in HCA.
accordance with HCA Floodplain Mapping standards.
HCA b. An ongoing HCA study to update official floodplain mapping for this area will eventually [Noted, the scope of this study was to use the current model XS 951.8970 needs I.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
supersede associated floodplain estimations from the Block 1 study. It is HCA staff's provided by the City of Hamilton, as agreed to with the City and
36 expectation at this time that any changes as a result of this work will be minor in nature HCA.
and would result in at most small revisions to the flood hazard or development constraints
determined as part of the Block 1 study.
HCA c. The status of floodplain mapping and determination of applicable flood hazard limits will [Noted, the scope of this study was to use the current model Review XS 942.8887 Refer to response to comment 9.
37 need to be reviewed at subsequent detailed design stages at the time of any application  |provided by the City of Hamilton, as agreed to with the City and
for development. HCA.
HCA 5. Inconsistency in Watercourse 6 Floodplain Mapping Between Current Study and Block |Approved hydrology and HECRAS modelling for WC 6 was provided [XS931 needs I.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
2 study: on January 9th, 2024, it is noted that HCA's Floodplain Mapping will
For Watercourse 6, any considerable differences between the flood levels developed by  |be the final floodplain.
38 the Block 1 and Block 2 (Aquafor Beech 2018) studies will be addressed at subsequent
detailed design stages, in conjunction with any required alterations to preliminary flood
hazard limits (and development constraints) based on finalized findings of HCA’s
Floodplain Mapping Updates project or other available information at the time of an
The riparian storage is based on the full floodplain, including both XS 918.3739 and downstream does not contain floodplain. Refer to response to comment 9.
6. Confirmation That Riparian Storage Assessment Included Full Floodplain: the overbanks and the main channel. Section 2.2.1 of the report has
The Watercourse 5 channel realignment and design could potentially alter existing flood  |been updated for clarity.
storage between Highway 8 and Barton Street, thus affecting flooding conditions
39 HCA Wes downstream of Barton Street. To evaluate this, the proponent undertook a Riparian
Storage nent. This nent found that the proposed channel storage volume
is greater than the existing channel storage volume.
To ensure that HCA’s understanding is correct, please confirm our expectations that by
“channel” you are referring to the full floodplain and not just the main channel.
HEC-RAS Model 5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) Levees in XS upstream of Barton St.Why? Levees were used where there are spots with high points
40 to ensure that the water does not show flooding in
adjacent lower areas prior to overtopping the high point.
41 HEC-RAS Model 5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WC06) XS 1414.879 needs |.F.areas. Refer to response to comment 9.
42 HEC-RAS Model 5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WC06) XS 947.3374 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
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43 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 910.4732 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
44 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WC06) XS 730.3979 needs |.F. areas Refer to response to comment 9.
45 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 634.0483 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
46 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 586.5527 needs |.F. areas Refer to response to comment 9.
47 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 654.4214 needs review Refer to response to comment 9.
48 HEC-RAS Model 5%$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WC06) XS 533.8168 - 480 do not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
49 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 350 needs |.F. area Refer to response to comment 9.
50 HEC-RAS Model 5$6 BSS1 Ultimate (WCO06) XS 280 does not contain flow. Refer to response to comment 9.
51 HEC-RAS Model WC56 - BSS1 with ponds Similar geometry to Ultimate. Same comments as ultimate. Refer to response to comment 9.
50 HEC-RAS Model Flows Some narrative about the change in flows for each run should would be useful (or see |Section 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.2.4 in the BSS1 document
the hydrology report) outline the differences in flows between the two
There are inconsistencies between the main body of the report and the Floodplain 1. Table 2.2 and 2.3 show the flow inputs into the
Map (DWG FF-1 & FF-2). For example: HECRAS model, flows are inputted into the model
1. The HEC-RAS cross-section numbers shown in Table 2.2 & 2.3 (Report Volume 1) [ypstream. Therefore the flows associated with Barton
indicate Storm XS-2388.964/NYHD 101 at Barton, whereas Floodplain Map DWG FF-|were added to the model upstream at Fruitiand Road.
2 depicts Storm XS-2388.964 at Fruitiand. This was the approach that had been used in the
53 2. The HEC-RAS culvert cross-section numbers for Fruitland & Barton Street shown (SCUBE model.
in Table 2.1 (Report Volume 1) are not consistent with the depiction in the Floodplain
Map (DWG FF-1 & FF-2). 2.In Table 2.1, cross section the Fruitland crossing
2440.61 should actually be 2240.61, this can be
updated. Crossings are not currently shown on the
floodplain mapping.
The 100-year flood elevations for WC5 — 5 depicted in Floodplain Map DWG FP-2 do
54 not align with the elevation provided in Table 2-4, Summary of WC5 HEC-RAS Model [Acknowledged, FP-2 will be revised.
Results (Proposed Condition), within the main body of the report.
The 100-year flood elevations and HEC RAS river station numbers for WC— 6
depicted in the Floodplain Map DWG FP-2 do not align with the data provided in . .
55 Table 2-9, Summary of WC6 HEC-RAS Model Results (Proposed Conditions), within |Acknowledged, FP-2 will be revised.
the main body of the report.
56 Exp/City TOR Please verify if any local flooding is occurring at 688 Barton Street
(private property) and provide remediation measures if needed.
57 Exp/City TOR Please verify if any local flooding is occurring at 728 Barton Street
(private property) and provide remediation measures if needed.
58 Exp/City TOR Address the area / creek located South-West of Fruitland Rd at
HYWS.
59 Exp/City [VOL1 GRD-1/FP plans Show floodplain limits for both, existing and proposed conditions.
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Watercourse 5 Staging and Assessments Related to the Proposed Realignment of Watercourse 5:
The report notes the City of Hamilton Watercourse 5 Class EA (2007) identifies realignment and Acknowledged. Refer to the high level/planning comments.
1 HCA channelization as the preferred alternative. It is HCA staff's understanding that this Class EA study
was not finalized and that this is not the identified preferred alternative from the draft study. HCA
suggests the statements in this section in relation to the Class EA should be reviewed and revised.
Notwithstanding the above, the potential relocation of Watercourse 5 between Sherwood Park Acknowledged.
Road and Barton Street was identified in the SCUBE Phase 3 Implementation report (Aquafor
Beech, May 2013). HCA staff understand the proposed realignment of Watercourse 5 identified
2 HCA through the SCUBE study was intended to facilitate development/increase developable area east of
creek, and to provide floodplain and stormwater servicing benefits. No realignment of the
watercourse upstream of Sherwood Park Road was contemplated through SCUBE given natural
heritage features and constraints in this area.
Conceptual channel drawings are provided in the
HCA understands the objective of the realignment proposed through SCUBE was to provide a second submission. The existing channel is
stable, naturalized stream, including a minimum 15m wide VPZ along each side of creek, that morphologically limited with homogenouse aquatic
provides warmwater fish habitat and has the capacity to convey flood flows without impacting the  |habitat. The proposed realignment provides a wide
adjacent roads or development lands. The Block 1 report proposes realignment and channelization |range of hydroperiods and flow conditions within the
3 HCA of the entire reach of Watercourse 5 through the entire Block. Further comment/rationale should be |channel to improve geomorphic and ecological habitat
provided in the report for the proposed approach and extension of the realigned creek south of conditions for warmwater fish species. The channel
Sherwood Park Road. HCA staff suggest it should also be clarified that natural channel design realignment extends from Fruitland Road to Barton
principles will be required. It may be helpful to illustrate this conceptually, along with adjacent Street to allow for a seemless tie in at the road culverts.
VPZ/natural areas and restoration areas. The existing channel within this area provides limited
habitat and ecological function.
Conceptual channel drawings are provided in the
HCA has concerns regarding the proposed design and approach to the realignment of Watercourse [second submission to provide a visualizaiton of the
5. Staff note it is not clear that all recommendations from the fluvial geomorphological report proposed design. Objectives of the design are provided
4 HCA (Appendix E) have been incorporated into the preliminary design in the Block 1 report completed by |in Section 6, which provide description of the propsed
Urbantech. Further, in reviewing the fluvial geomorphological report, it's not clear to staff to what design and the improvements to the ecological habitat.
extent ecological criteria were used in determining the recommended design. Habitat feature included in the desgin have been added
to the brief and details are provided in Section 6 4
Additional detail design work will be required to ensure the following assessments have
Watercourse 5 .
been adequately completed to support the proposed realignment of Watercourse 5:
6 HCA a. Updated (as required) hydraulic impact assessment to evaluate potential impacts of the Acknowledged. Will be addressed at detailed design.
proposed works on peak flows, water levels, floodplain lines and erosion potential
Conceptual natural channel design drawings provided
with second submission for WC5. This is covered in the
7 HCA b. Natural channel design, including main channel meander, riffle / pool sequencing, low flow drawings, which include long-profile, planform, cross-
channel capacity design, etc. sections, details, and an associated design brief
discussing the technical considerations including
bankfull channel capacity.
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This is outlined in the technical design brief. The
design proposed will restore the physical form of the
channelincluding planform and in-channel
characteristics; ensure channel stability and
o . S _ _ function during low flow periods; create low-flow
C. Ident|f|cat|or? of design measures to a\./0|'d/m|t|gate th.e potgntlal neggtlye effects of thg proposed channel that accommodates the bankfull discharge
8 HCA stream relocation and changes to the existing hydrologic regime on existing natural heritage . . .
features and functions to improve the function of the channel corridor and
increase interactions with the floodplain; create a
floodplain that includes interconnected wet meadow
and linear wetland features of variable depth, shape,
and hydroperiod; and provide a mix of coarse and
fine sediment sources throughout the low-flow
The design proposed riffle pool sequences which allow
for a more diverse habitat compared to existing
conditions. Increasing the morphological and
9 HCA d. Input to incorporate aquatic habitat recommendations sedimentological diversity of the channel allows for a an
increase diversity of habitat for resident fish species.
Woody riparian plantings are also proposed along the
banks to provide shadina and temperature requlation
e. Riparian corridor characteristics. Staff note that earlier natural heritage assessment work Wetland creation and enhancement are provided on the
completed for the Block identified the potential for wetland enhancement and creation along conceptual design drawings.
10 HCA Watercourse 5 as part of the proposed realignment and naturalization of this feature. HCA notes
there is some discussion in the fluvial geomorphological report regarding this, which should be
incorporated into the design proposed in the block study report
11 HCA f. Planting and Restoration Plans PIan.tmg and. restoration plans will be provided at
detailed design.
Aquatic ecology detail has been added to the design
. - report. The channel was designed to ensure fish
12 HCA . Aquatic ecology and wildlife passage ) :
9- A9 e P 9 passage and provide a range of habitats to support the
life cycle of resident fish species.
. . . Monitoring is recommended for 3 years following
h. Monitoring plan/program. The fluvial geomorphology report does not currently provide any .
13 HCA recommendations for monitoring time frames f:hannel construptpn. The report ha been updated to
include the monitoring time frame.
The conceptual channel design is propsoed to tie-in to
14 HCA i. Transitions to existing upstream and downstream channel configurations culverts which allows for seemless transitions to
upstream and downstream reaches.
15 HCA j- Staging / Phasing of Watercourse 5.0 re-alignment, with respect to staging / phasing of site
development
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With respect to channel design and staging, HCA has previously commented that a comprehensive [HCA's recommendation that a comprehensive approach
approach to the design and realignment of Watercourse 5 would be required. In reviewing the be undertaken have been identified in Section 8.1 of the
report, staff note the realignment of the watercourse is proposed in stages, given constraints report which recommends that said report be developed
16 HCA associated with current land ownership and development timeframes. HCA suggests such an through further consultation between HCA and the
approach is problematic from an ecological perspective and should not be supported. HCA has developers at the draft plan approval stage.
previously noted construction of the entire Watercourse 5 channel should occur prior to
development to allow the channel to stabilize. Additional assessment work may be required through
the block study to further advance the desian for Watercourse 5.
The report notes that Phase 1 of development is anticipated to include the proposed channelization | The intent of the block plan is provide a comprehensive
of Watercourse 5 from Barton Street to Street B. In reviewing the land ownership map provided, functional design of engineering works irrespective of
17 HCA HCA notes that the landowner(s) at the downstream (Barton St) section of the creek are not part of |real estate implimentation obstacles. It is
the current group supporting the Block 1 study. Without participation of all affected land owners, a [acknowledged that there are unresolved land assembly
comprehensive/coordinated approach to realignment of the creek does not seem possible. This issues to be addressed at the draft plan and detailed
issue requires further consideration in the Block study report. desian stages
Confirmation that the Existing Culvert Crossing of Watercourse 5 on Grand Olympia Property was |The existing culvert in the Grand Olympia property was
included in the Assessments: included in the modelling.
18 HCA It would be appreciated if confirmation was provided that the existing culvert crossing of
Watercourse 5 on the Grand Olympia property has been accounted for. It was not clear to HCA
staff from the report or drawings.
Corridor Sizing
The channel corridor was sized to address the erosion
HCA requests further clarification regarding any ecological principals that were used in the hazard associated with a constructed channel. Given
19 HCA determination of the Watercourse 5 channel corridor, or if the approach was entirely empirical. Staff [the channel is design to be generally stable it is unlikely
suggest design safety factors should account for potential lack of future channel maintenance and |that significant migration will occur. A 6 m erosion
ecological activities such as debris dams and beaver activity. access easment is also provided a the top of bank on
the south side if emeraencv repairs are reaquired
Erosion Hazard Limit (Meander Belt)
20 HCA WC6 Watercourse 6 Alignment Verification:
The meander belt allowance may define the development constraint limit for some areas adjacent |Hazard delineation for watercourse 6 has been
21 HCA to Watercourse 6. This may include some reaches where the main channel geometry and creek provided in a separate report.
alignment were previously unverified due to site access limitations.
HCA staff would like to confirm that the additional topographical information provided by HCA was |Field observations were completed on a section of
29 HCA sufficient to adequately define the main channel geometry and creek alignment in these areas, as |watercourse 6, which provided adequate information on
this information has the potential to alter the meander belt extents and thus the development geometry and alignment to determine the meander belt
constraints limits. width for this section of creek.
Field observations were completed on a section of
23 HCA If the additional topographical information provided by HCA was not sufficient to adequately define |watercourse 6, which provided adequate information on
the main channel geometry and creek alignment, additional site survey is expected to be required. [geometry and alignment to determine the meander belt
width for this section of creek.
HCA WC5 & WC6 Meander Belt Delineation
The block study report has provided an updated erosion hazard (meander belt) assessment and Hazard delineation for watercourse 6 has been
delineation for Watercourse 5, based on work completed by Geo Morphix in 2022 (Appendix E). In [provided in a separate report.
o4 HCA reviewing the submitted materials it’s not clear that the erosion hazard for Watercourse 6 is
discussed/included. HCA staff note earlier work by Parish Geomorphic had defined the erosion
hazard for both Watercourse 5 and 6. Discussion regarding the Watercourse 6 erosion hazard
should be included and illustrated in supporting figures.
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o5 HCA Discussion and delineation of the erosion hazard for Watercourse 5 and 6 should include The design brief and subsequent memo defines the

consideration of a 6m erosion access allowance. meander belt width for Watercourse 5 and 6.

For both Watercourse 5 and 6, HCA has previously noted the development constraint limit should 'tl)'he %FOPO?Ed char][ne: block fgr WC5 \i[vag (tdesAgn_Td
26 HCA be based on the combined greatest extent of the erosion hazard limit, floodplain limit and ecological E}S? ‘1” WSSQreaI e?hgovemlgg Ct;)r}tst:alnbs. S i

buffer/VPZ. Hazard and natural heritage limits should be reflected on the appropriate figure(s) in relates o » only the meander bell has been

' confirmed. Other constraints will be subject to further
the final report. o ) . :
studv and utilized to define the appropriate corridor
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GEOTECHNICAL

ID COMMENT | REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE

No BY Volume/ | Page/Section/Table
) Appendix | Drawing/Figure No.

Second Submission dated May 2024

City / EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024

Acknowledged. Will be addressed at darft plan / detailed [No new comments at this time.

No geotechnical investigation report was provided to EXP for review and a design.

1 CITY/EXP geotechnical investigation will be required to facilitate the design and construction.

Acknowledged.
Based on the limited borehole information provided in the AMEC hydrogeological

report, publicly available geological/geotechnical data, and EXP’s experience in the
project vicinity, the native soils are generally expected to consist of stiff to hard silty
clay/clayey silt overlying shallow bedrock. The bedrock in the area consists of
Queenston Shale and is anticipated to be encountered at depths ranging from
about 1 to 3 m below existing grades.

2 CITY/EXP

Acknowledged. Will be addressed at darft plan / detailed

No significant geotechnical concerns were identified at this time. The shale is design

typically highly weathered near the surface and can be excavated using
conventional excavators equipped with rock teeth. The shale becomes more sound
3 CITY/EXP with depth (typically about 2 m below rock surface, but coring and sampling would
be required to confirm this) and can contain limestone lenses, requiring the use of
rippers and/or pneumatic hammers. This will result in more costly excavations for
stormwater ponds, services, and basements.

Acknowledged. Will be addressed at darft plan / detailed

Significant grade raises are planned in areas of the site and this additional load can dosi
esign.

result in consolidation settlement of the underlying clay layer which could impact the
4 CITY/EXP construction schedule; while this is not expected to be of significant concern at this
site given the condition of the clay, additional boreholes and testing would be
required to confirm this.

Acknowledged. Will be addressed at darft plan / detailed

The use of synthetic or compacted clay liners should be anticipated for the desi
esign.

5 CITY/EXP
stormwater ponds.

Acknowledged. Will be addressed at darft plan / detailed
No support issues for services founded in native soils or bedrock are expected. Low |gesign.

to mid-rise structures with conventional shallow footing foundations supported on

6 CITY/EXP the native soils or engineered fill are feasible. High rise construction is also possible
in the sound shale, below the highly weathered rock. The seismic site classification
is considered Site Class C or better.
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REPOR

ID T REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE REFERENCE
Vohl‘me Page/Section/Table L I
No. 9 . . CITY /| EXP Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 e Drawing/Figure |City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024
Appen | Drawing/Figure No. No
dix )
EXP
Under the Traffic and Transportation section, the description of the development says: In Section 4.8 the remedial measures do not
"The development concept is expected to be built-out in two phases by Year 2027; the first work for the intersection of Fruitland Road
phase is expected to be built-out between Year 2023 and Year 2026 and generally includes the and Barton Street in 2036. Please include
lands north of the southerly Street 'C' connection to Gordon Dean Ave. The second phase for additional measures they could alleviate the
the remaining lands is expected to the built-out between Year 2025 and Year 2027." (Page 71) delay and capcity issues experienced in the
a) Please provide some descriptions to the horizon years that the traffic study is looking ahead AM and PM peaks.
Secondary Plan - [to assess the impacts in the future.
1 Urbantech: Page 71; |b) Please revise the text and the remaining of the report to include Phase |, Phase Il (build-out Section 4.8
TIS report - Paradigm|year), and 5-years post build-out.
c) Even though report says there are two horizons, all site traffic has been assigned at 2027
horizon and carried through. 2027 and 2032 horizons are not reasonable as that would assume
Phase 1 is built out in 2022 and Phase 2 is built out in 2027.
d) Incremental impacts by horizon are not properly assessed, identified or outlined and mitigation
measures not provided (other than to say City is responsible).
e) Strateaic staaing and phasing missing.
The City does not want to provide dual left
Can you provide a summary of the traffic operation / performance for each of the analysis year, turn lanes as they move towards Vision Zero.
Secondary Plan - . - ) . e . h . .
. . |and identify how does the traffic results trigger the mitigative measures shown in the list? When . Is there an alternaitve solution that could be
2 Urbantech: Page 73; . . . . Section 4.7 . .
.’ |compared to Pages iv and v, in the TIS report produced by Paradigm, the remedial measures done to avoid having more than 300 plus
TIS report - Paradigm . . . s
are not consistent. vehicles making a left turn within the network.
Some of the references are not sited
. o . o correctly. Please make sure any web links
3 Page il Exgi:utlvte Summary: the second bullet refers to Collector 'B'. Please clarify whether it is Collector General can be accessed by copying them correctly.
or Street.
Executive Summary: In the previous page, it is mentioned that the site will be developed in two Resolved
4 Page i phases. In the Site Trip Generation, no mention was made regarding the two construction phase.
9 Please revise the text and the remaining of the report to include Phase |, Phase Il (build-out
year), and 5-years post build-out.
. . . . . Resolved
5 Page i Executive Summary: this section of the report does not mention what years are the horizon
9 years. Please revise accordingly.
Resolved
. Executive Summary: purpose of the Sensitivity Analysis was not described in this Section of the
6 Page iv . .
report. Please revise accordingly.
Resolved
Table of Content, Table 4.7 to Table 5.2, Please clarify the difference between the two '2032
7 Page viii ) L
total traffic analysis'.
. . . . . . Resolved
Introduction: Can you describe the land development that is being proposed in Block 1 lands in
8 Page 1 )
the first paragraph?
. . Show the existing traffic within the study area. However, "0" volume and arrows are shown at the Resolved
Section 2.5 Figures . . - )
9 proposed intersection. Please remove the arrows and zeros to only show the existing traffic

26 & 2.7
volumes.




a) Report used base year 202T when It should have been updated to Z0Z22Z SInce report was
prepared in April 2022.

b) Some counts date to 2017 (report says: "was like the 2017 data")

c) Was 2017 and 2021 data provided for the intersection referenced above?

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

10 Section 2.5 d) Why did they only mention 2017 as being "like" when they also used 2018 and 2020 data -
was this approved?
e) Used a variety of growth rates from the Highway 8 EA (dated 2020), please clarify.
f) Please select one average growth rate for the area.
Traffic Operations: please include all City requirements for traffic operation analysis to include
HCM delay threshold, Synchro modelling inputs, lane widths, saturation flow rate, peak hour
factor (PHF), etc.
a) Used Synchro 10 with HCM 2000. Should have used Synchro 11 (released Feb 11, 2022).
b) Incorrectly stated critical threshold for unsignalized intersection as LOS E or F when it should
11 Section 2.6 also include LOS D as per City TIS guidelines.
’ c) Did not identify that TIS guidelines state signalized intersections with a v/c ratio of 0.85 or
greater should be identified.
d) The guidance indicates that "Peak hour factor (PHF) is to be 0.92 unless a calculation based
on actual traffic counts demonstrates another value is more appropriate." Please revise the
Synchro settings or provide assumptions made to the study.
e) Please indicate, in the report, the saturation flow used in this study.
This comment aligns with the 1st comment:
a) Development Phasing / Build-out Years;
12 Section 3.0 b) Development is expected to occur in two phases: Phase 1 between 2023 and 2026; Phase 2
’ between 2025 and 2027. Need to adjust horizon years;
c) Development stats should be broken down by phase / horizon years, but they were all
grouped together.
Description: "The concept plan proposes three new roads: It seems like Collector 'B' and Street
'B' may be the same (An east / west road that extends easterly from Sherwood Park Road into
Block 2 to the east of the site)"
13 Section 3.1 In the Secondary Plan, the roadway is identified as Collector 'B'. Please revise the Site Concept
Plan to show 'Collector B'.
The report refers to Collector 'B' and Figure 3.1 says Street 'B' and Collector 'B'. Please clarify
whether it is Collector or Street and revise text and figures accordingly.
Please update the Table to show both Phases of construction and a description of the various
14 Table 3.1
Land uses.
For the Trip Generation, the report says 10th edition trip generation manual rates were utilized -
should have been 11th edition.
Trip Generation is incorrect for the following reasons:
a) Used 10th edition rates;
b) Used equation rates for residential uses when average should have been used since number
15 of units exceeds range of rates for use of equation;
c) They assumed a 40% reduction in school trips to account for internal capture; however, not
reflected in calculations (only showed end result). This is incorrect since trip generation
inherently accounts for internal capture and alternative modes (walking / cycling);
d) Should have used equation rates for shopping center trips since all criteria for their uses were
. met; and
Section3.2 1) Underestimated trips by 330 in the AM and 293 in the PM.
a) Please indicate what was the driving factor behind the 40% reduction in trips.
16 b) Was an internal capture evaluation conducted?
c) Please show the analysis and results.
The report specified that no adjustments were made for pass-by trips as all commercial
driveways are assumed to be located between study area intersections.
17 From the City's TIS Guidelines, Pass-by Trips represent intermediate stops on a trip already on

the road network, i.e. a motorist stopping into a service station on their route to/from work.
a) We may assume that the proposed trips for this study are destination trips.
b) Please revise the report to show the correct definition.

Resolved

Resolved




18

19

Table 3.2

Please update the Table to show both Phases of construction for each Land use.

Resolved

Please verify the numbers or units shown under the column of variable (600 units) and provide
the numbers of students as the input to the trip generation equation. Please provide the school
trip reduction assumption and analysis.

Resolved

20

Table 3.3

For the Trip Distribution, the report did not note what assumptions were made regarding street
network and what was in place when (Gordon Dean, Street B and Street C) in assignment.

a) The City's guidelines specifies that Trip distribution assumptions should be supported by TTS
and the Existing/anticipated travel patterns. In the report the distribution used TTS without
considering the existing traffic patterns.

b) Appendix D does not provide clear details and methodology used to arrive to the proposed
distribution.

c) The trip distribution to/from South through Fruitland Road is shown as 0% in the table, Please
explain in greater details that there will be no site generated trips assigned to/from the south.

d) As Jones Road is another gateway for the site traffic going to/from north and south directions,
Can you provide more assumptions to include that?

e) On Highway No. 8, the traffic volume from/to east is not too different from the west. However
there is a great difference between the values.

f) The study assumed that the entire street network was in place for 2032 horizon. Please
correct.

g) Outbound volumes are higher than trip generation (163 in the AM and 229 in the PM);
therefore, all future traffic forecasts are incorrect.

h) Please revise the directional distribution to consider the existing travel patterns.

Resolved

21

Figures 3.2 & 3.3

Please update Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 to include the updated trip generation and the
directional distribution of traffic.

Resolved

22

Figures 4.1 t0 4.8

Please update Figure 4.1 to Figure 4.8 to include the updated trip generation and the directional
distribution of traffic.

Resolved

23

24

Section 4

Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.5, and 4.6 show the background traffic within the study area. However, "0"
volume and arrows are shown at the proposed intersection. Please remove the arrows and zeros
to only show the projected traffic volumes.

Resolved

For future traffic conditions, assumed all surrounding road network improvements (Barton & Hwy
8) were in place for future horizons of 2027 and 2032.

Did not clearly state if any changes were assumed to study area left-turn lane storage lengths
based on EAs, etc. or if they were to be confirmed via EA.

Resolved

25

Section 4.1

a) It seems like the projected traffic volumes include only expected year of build-out and 5-years
post build-out. Please remove the arrows and zeros to only show the projected traffic volumes.
b) Based in the initial assessment, there are two Phases of construction. Please revise the text
and the remaining of the report to include Phase I, Phase Il (build-out year), and 5-years post
build-out.

c) 2027 assumes Phase 1 will be built-out in 2022 which is not going to happen. It is not clearly
stated exactly what is going to be built out at Phase 1 and Phase 2. Assumed Block 2 will be
fully developed at 2027 - is this reasonable?

Resolved

26

Page 24, Section 2.6

Based on City of Hamilton's TIS guideline, the analysis must highlight unsignalized intersections
or movements where Level of Service, based on average delay per vehicle or individual
movements is LOS "D" or greater. Please follow the City's criteria for the level of service
assessment.

Resolved




DAURYIuuUTnu UpTrdtivulico VU4t .

a) Study used Synchro 10 with HCM 2000. Revise study to use Synchro 11 (released Feb 11,
2022).

27 Section 4.2.1 b) Did not identify that Fruitland and Barton is forecast to operate with an overall v/c of 0.85
during the PM peak hour at 2027.
c) Did not provide analysis for integral roads (Gordon Dean, etc.), only external road
Under the summary of total traffic operations, the critical movements have been identified with
the comparison to the background traffic operation, for example, at Barton Street and Fruitland
28 Road: "It is reiterated that under background conditions, the 95" percentile queue length is
forecast to exceed the current available storage length by approximately 16m during the PM
peak hour." Can you elaborate what may trigger the excessive queue for these critical
Total Operations 2027:
Section 4.2.2 a) Used Synchro 10 with HCM 2000. Revise study to use Synchro 11 (released Feb 11, 2022).
b) Did not identify that Barton and Fruitland overall intersection operations have a v/c > 1 during
29 both peaks (1.21 and 1.47 respectively to be exact). Identify locations with v/c>1.
c) Did not give any justification on use of only two-way stop control on all internal intersections
(Gordon Dean & Street C, Collector B & Street C, etc.). Please justify.
d) Did not identify that Hwy 8 & Fruitland is forecast to have an overall intersection v/c of 1.04
(threshold for critical value is 0.85). Please correct.
30 Section 3.6.1 TIS Guidelines specifies that for large developments that will be phased in over time, the trip
aeneration table should identifv each sianificant bhase separatelv
Background Operations 2032:
31 Section 4.3.1 a) Used Synchro 10 with HCM 2000. Revise study to use Synchro 11 (released Feb 11, 2022).
o b) Did not identify that Barton and Fruitland overall intersection operations are forecast to have a
v/c of 0.97 (threshold for critical value is 0.85). Please correct.
32 Section 4.3.2, Table Please reformat the tables in Section 4 to be consistent with Table 4.1 / Table 4.2
4.7, Table 4.8
Please provide clarifications to the below:
"Table 4.7 and Table 4.8 summarize the level of service conditions for the AM and PM peak
hours, respectively. Increases in delay and queueing are expected from the addition of the site-
33 generated traffic. The following additional critical movements are caused by site generated
traffic: "
For 2032 horizon year, it is understood that the add-on of traffic should be the growth to the
background traffic while the site generated traffic should remain the same as the build-out year
Section 4.3.2 Total Operations 2032:
a) Used Synchro 10 with HCM 2000. Revise study to use Synchro 11 (released Feb 11, 2022).
b) Did not identify that Barton and Fruitland overall intersection operations have v/c >1 during
both peaks (1.46 and 1.84 respectively to be exact). Please correct.
34 : : S . . .
c) Did not give any justification on use of only two-way stop control on all internal intersections
(Gordon Dean & Street C, Collector B & Street C, etc.). Please update.
d) Did not identify that Hwy 8 & Fruitland is forecast to have an overall intersection v/c of 1.26
(threshold for critical values is 0.85). Please update.
It is understood that the left-turn warrant assessment has been performed at all potential
locations and, a lane configuration diagram is provided to include all proposed future
intersections and demonstrate which segment are being assessed.
35 Section 5.1 a) The eastbound left-turn lane on Highway No.8 at Jones Road is existing, Please revise the
diagram.
b) Left turn warrants should be broken down by horizon, but since all site traffic was assigned at
2027, incremental left-turn lane storage lengths are not correct and warrants should be updated
Traffic Control Signals:
a) Why did they run warrants when all unsignalized intersections were forecasted to operate with
36 Section 5.2 acceptable levels of service? Please justify.

b) Also used OTM warrants when our guidelines clearly state that Hamilton Signal warrant is to
be used. Please update.

Results tables were repopulated and consistent format was used.

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved




"The study area intersection operational analysis followed the same methodology used for 2032
total conditions. Figure 5.1 illustrates the remedial measures identified above. In addition, signal
timings have been optimized."

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

37 The rationale for the intersection operational analysis should be consistent through all years'
analysis, please revise to show the same methodology.
Also, Figure 5.1, Please revise the figure to reflect the remedial measures only, the green arrows
show all the future proposed movements but not the remedial measures indicated in this section.

38 Can you provide a summary of the traffic operation / performance for each of the analysis year,
and identify how does the traffic results trigger the mitigative measures shown in the list?

Section 5.3 "The following storage lengths are recommended to accommodate forecast traffic volume."

39 Can you provide a comparison between queue length and storage length proposed in the list in
a tabular form?
Total Traffic Ops with Remedial Measures:
a) Barton & Fruitland - did not do a reasonableness check to see if recommended left-turn lane
storage lengths can be accommodated without overlapping intersections / driveways, etc.
b) Why are internal intersections two-way stop controlled? Warrants for all-way stop control

40 should have been undertaken. Please update.
c) At the very least, all-way stop control should have been assumed at Gordon Dean & Collector
B (by school / community centre / park). Please update.
d) Cannot accept remedial measures since they do not reflect accurate trip generation, horizons
or up-to-date analysis tools. Please update.
Block 1 Roadways - Future Road Characteristics
a) Only looked at bike lanes for Gordon Dean as per OTM Book 18. They did not consider MUP
or any other active transportation option.
Assumed Gordon Dean & Collector B are collector roads and all other will be local roads. Please
update.
b) Recommended that Gordon Dean is a two-lane road - what is this based on? Does the
analysis indicate this? Is it based on future total traffic volumes that are in line with collector
roads and typical volumes per hour per lane, etc.? Please update.
c) No reasoning provided for two-way stop control on Collector B at Gordon Dean, Fruitland and
Jones. Please update.

41 Section 5.4 d) Collector C - no reasoning provided for two-way stop control at Gordon Dean and Collector B
(also should be STREET C, not collector C). Please update.
e) CoH Official Plan not considered within report; especially pertaining to recommended road
characteristics (ROW width, etc.). Please update.
f) Used TAC guidance for lane widths - should have asked City for preferred/required. Please
update.
g) Used OTM guidance for bike lane widths - should have asked City for preferred/required.
Please update.
h) Future ROW width for Fruitland Rd not discussed within report. Please update.
i) Recommended road characteristics and ROW widths provided for Gordon Dean, Collector B,
Street C and Interior | ocal Roads. Please update
Sensitivity Analysis - Gordon Dean Ave Extension
a) Why are they considering removing Gordon Ave connection to Hwy 8 at full build-out? No
reasoning provided within report. Please update.

42 Section 5.5.1 This also leads the reader to believe that they have assumed Gordon Dean to Collector B but

that the extension to Hwy 8 would be on an as-needed basis, which they supported the need
through the sensitivity analysis.

b) Did not identify v/c 1.01 for Hwy 8 at Fruitland in text, or issues with Hwy 8 & Jones Rd (SB
left-turn = v/c 1.26 at PM) (threshold for critical values is 0.85). Please clarify.

Resolved

Resolved




Tnterim Condition - Gordon Dean Ave Extension says underiaken to determine when Gordon
Dean needed to alleviate congestion but then in next sentence is says "Only the intersection
affected by the removal of Gordon Dean Ave connection to Hwy 8 were assessed".

a) Which is it and why was this analysis undertaken? Is it assuming Only Collector B will be
provided at outset?

Resolved

Resolved

Resolved

43 Section 5.5.2 b) What was motivation behind assuming school and retail/commercial constructed but number
of residential units is yet to be determined?
c) Say about 60% of residential can be constructed, but does not say when we hit 60% - at what
phase, number of units, horizon, etc.
a) Planning review assumed existing volumes plotted correctly. Report assumed future cycling
network as per cycling master plan:
- Planned bike lane on Fruitland;
- Planned multi-use trail on Barton, from Fruitland east to east of Winona;
- Planned bike lane on Barton west of Fruitland.
b) Did not undertake full check of background or future total traffic volumes.
c) Did not do a deep dive on Synchro.
44 General d) Complete streets guidelines were not considered within report.
e) CoH Official Plan not considered within report; especially pertaining to recommend road
characteristics.
f) Future transit needs / service was not considered for Block 1.
g) No specific consideration given for school / rec centre and how to best move people to / from
this area. Did not discuss sidewalks, ped crossing, etc.
h) According to the City's TIS documentation and reporting guidance, did not provide safety
considerations, access requirements including visibility check.
Based on the background information that City has provided, below are the future road
improvement alternatives that will correlate with the traffic study implications for the full build-out
/ future scenarios:
a) Road widening on Baron Street: City considers a preferred alternative of 40m ultimate ROW
width to accommodate a 4-lane cross-section in Block 1 study area;
b) Road widening on Highway 8: City's Hwy 8 EA has included a traffic analysis to require that
Hwy 8 west of Fruitland Rd to Dewitt Rd to be a four-lane road, the road profiles and cross-
45 General sections are in process;
c) Intersection controls throughout for Gordon Dean, with future collector, Barton and Highway 8
have been considered to be signalized; and
d) Road narrowing on Fruitland Road: Block 1 SS development group has requested that City to
consider narrow the road to e.g. 30 or 26m. City has requested the TIS for Block 1SS to consider
that possibility.
Please revise the recommendations when considering the updated operation study.
Please re-investigate your analysis results and conclusions to reflect the overall network
development that would affect the Block 1 study
Based on Transportation Association of Canada, MTO Design Supplement for TAC Geometric
46 General Design Guide for Canadian Roads, we can implement dual left turn lane when the volumes

exceed 300 vehicles per hour (vph). The geometric modification is required at the intersection.
Please update the report accordingly.

Resolved
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CITY/EXP

Vol 2

Appendix B
Hydrogeological
Investigation Report

The hydrogeological investigation report prepared by Wood Environment &
Infrastructure Solutions dated April 2022 has addressed the general guidelines pointed
out by the City Memorandum dated August 3, 2022 section 7.4.14.1 xi).

Noted

The following points are recommended to include in the hydrogeological report:

a. Cross sections of the Site along the north-south and east-west directions.

b. In-situ infiltration tests are recommended to assist LID designs on site based on the
in-situ percolation tests.

c. Further groundwater and surface water measurements prior to construction and
during construction to confirm local artesian conditions and delineate areas with high
groundwater table.

d. Groundwater test results can be compared with the City of Hamilton Sewer Use By-
Law in addition to PWQO in order to determine the need of treatment for suitability of
discharge to sanitary and/or storm sewers.

Cross sections were produced and have been
included in the revised report

Comments a and b are addressed in the WSP
HG Report dated March 2024. Please address
comments ¢ and d.

Iltems ¢ and d will be addressed at draft plan and
detailed design stage.

HCA

Impacts of Proposed Development on Groundwater:

It does not appear that the following 2018 previous comment has been addressed.
“Given groundwater levels were recorded close to ground surface in some locations,
HCA suggests it would be useful for the report to comment further on the potential for
development of the block to impact groundwater flow patterns and groundwater inputs
to surface water features downstream of the Block”.

Some additional text has been added to the
revised report regarding impacts on groundwater
inputs to downstream water features

No comments at this time.
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ID COMMENT REPORT REFERENCE COMMENT / RESPONSE
No. BY Volume/ Appendix Page/_Sectl_oanabIe Comments / October 21, 2022 Consultant's Team Response / April 2024 City / EXP Comments / May 15, 2024
Drawing/Figure No.
It has been noted that a first submission was made to the City and Hamilton Conservation|Noted
1 City Volume 1: Page 1: Authority (HCA) August 2017. This submission was prepared by AMEC Foster Wheeler.
The statement provided does not note that there has been a change in consultants.
Specific land uses have been identified. The description is missing Natural Open Space,|Noted. Update Land Use mapping accordingly.
2 City Page 6: which is associated with Watercourse 6.0. Lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still
under appeal.
Noted. Additional field data collected in 2023 and
It has been stated “the report also addresses specific concerns raised by City of Hamilton|incorporated into updated report.
staff...”. This does not take into consideration that additional studies were required because
the data was outdated (completed in 2015 and 2016; over 5 years old). As with all 3 Block
3 City Page 10: Servicing Strategies, field work information was to be completed via standard City
equivalent information in order to expedite development. When completing natural
inventories within the City of Hamilton, guidance is provided through specific Council
adopted Guidelines (revised March 2015).
i. It has been identified that a 15 metre vegetation protection zone (VPZ) is to be provided|Noted. Clarified in updated report.
4 City Page 11: for the watercourse. It is important to note that this is to be on both sides of the
watercourse. This has not been clearly identified.
ii. It has been identified that 2 wetlands have been identified along Watercourse 6.0 and T:;Zg'Riggerergczrtto al{;eraet;?vsegr}rfri ﬁ?:
5 Cit that the wetlands do not meet the definition of a wetland within the UHOP. There is concern report property
y with this analysis since the lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still under appeal. port.
This information is to be revised.
ii. It has been identified that Watercourse 6.0 is a good candidate for relocation. There is|Noted. Reference to relocation of watercourse 6
6 City concern with this analysis since the lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still under[removed from report due to ongoing appeal.
appeal.
. VoIgmeZ Figure 1 Lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still under appeal. This should be clearly Noted. 238 Jones Road property clearly marked
7 City (Drawings and . . . ) as under appeal.
Figures): (Site Location Plan): |labelled on the figure.
Figure 3 It has been identified that the limit of development associated with Watercourse 6.0 is|Noted. Reference to any features on the 238
8 City (Development Concept |subject to future detailed studies. Since the lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still[Jones Road property removed from the report.
Plan): under appeal, the notation is to be revised to include this information.
Fiqure 5 The stormwater management pond east of Jones Road appears to be located within the|Noted. SWM ponds discussed in updated report.
9 Cit (Secor?da Plan Vegetation Protection Zone (VPZ) and Linkage (as identified on the FWSP Natural Heritage
y Y System Map B.7.4-2. It is important to note that this facility should not impact the features
Overlay) . .
and functions of the Natural Heritage System.
10 Cit In addition, lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still under appeal. These lands have|Noted. 238 Jones Road property clearly marked
y not been clearly labelled. as under appeal.
Vollume 2 Overall, there is concern with the analysis that has been provided. At this time, Natural Noted.
(Appendix C-Natural . . . o
. . Heritage Planning staff cannot support/approve the Natural Heritage Characterization
11 City Heritage , . e " .
i Report. The key issues have been identified below. In addition, several technical comments
Characterization ; -
have been identified.
Report):
The focus of Natural Heritage Planning comments will be on the Natural Heritage|Noted.
12 City Characterization Report prepared by Colville Consulting found in Appendix C of Volume 1,
however, comments have also been provided on information in Volume 1 and Volume 2.




13

City

a. Relocation of Watercourses 5.0: It has been identified that Watercourse 5.0 will be
relocated. As per previous comments (Dec. 6, 2017), there was concern that details (even
at a high-level) had not been provided with regards to the relocation of this watercourse
(implementation, use of Natural Channel Design). There is concern that this has not been
adequately addressed within the revised report.

Noted. High level recommendations for the
relocation of Watercourse 5.0 included in report.

14

City

Policy B.7.4.14 n) within the FWSP states “a block servicing strategy shall be used by the
City to guide the review of planning applications within the respective Block Servicing
Strategy”. Providing high level discussion allow for an understanding of the expectations
required at the development stage. As a result, high-level discussions with regards to
Natural Channel Design and implementation (including restoration plantings) is to be

Noted. High level discussion included in updated
report.

15

City

WC6

b. Lands Associated with Watercourse 6.0: Lands associated with Watercourse 6.0 are still
under appeal. This has not been taken into consideration within the report. Information
has been included within the report (e.g., relocation of Watercourse 6.0, wetlands do not
meet definition) that may have implications on the appeal.

Noted. Reference to relocation of watercourse 6
removed from report due to ongoing appeal.

16

City

c. Proposed Concept Plan: Characterizing the study area is important, however, the
information is to be reviewed to determine how the change will impact the features and their
functions. Discussions with regards to the proposed Concept Plan are very limited. Missing
elements from the discussion include stormwater management, natural channel design
(including the width of the Watercourse 5.0 block) and Low impact Development. In
addition, a Concept Plan has not been provided within the report. At this time, it is difficult
to understand how/if the features and their functions will be impacted by the change in use

Noted. Concept plan and high-level assessment
included in updated report.

17

City

d. Impact Assessment. The impact assessment provided is limited. It does not consider
the following:

18

City

i. Impacts on Locally Rare/Uncommon Species: Locally uncommon/rare species have
been observed within the study area. These species include Necklace Sedge, Pear
Hawthorn, Broad-leaved Frosted Hawthorn, Northern Dewberry and Scarlet Hawthorn. In
addition, a provincially vulnerable (S3) species (Hairy Sedge) has been observed. These
species have not been taken into consideration since discussion on how development will
impact them have not been provided.

Noted. Additional high level discussion regarding
locally rare and uncommon species incuded in
updated report.

19

City

ii. Stormwater Management Facilities: A stormwater management facility is proposed
adjacent to Watercourse 6.0. It appears that this facility will be located within the VPZ and
Linkages. This has not been discussed in detail within the report.

Noted. Additional discussion added to updated
report.

20

City

In addition, the impacts of the stormwater management facilities in general have not been
discussed within the report.

Noted. Additional discussion added to updated
report.

21

City

iii. Grading: In previous comments (Dec. 6, 2017), there was concern that grading was to
occur within the 15 metre VPZ. This concern has not been adequately addressed. The
impacts of grading on the natural features and functions have not been discussed.

Noted. High level discussion regarding grading in
the VPZ discussed in the report.

22

City

e. Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures provided are limited. A range needs to
be explored. This includes:

23

City

I.vegeldlor Frotecuort £0re (viE4L) Fidling rFidarl. A VEZ 15 10 Protect Lore Areds drid
their functions from the impacts of the proposed activities that will occur before, during and
after construction. Generally, permitted uses within a VPZ shall be limited to low impact
uses, such as vegetation restoration, resource management and open space (UHOP
Volume 1 policy C.2.5.12). In addition, the VPZ should remain in or be returned to a natural

otatn

Noted. Additional discussion added to updated
report.

24

City

WC5

It has been identified that a VPZ of 15 metres will be provided for Watercourse 5.0. It is
important to note that this is to be provided on both sides of the watercourse.

Noted.

25

City

In previous comments (Dec. 6, 2017), there was concern that grading was to occur within
10 metres of the staked limits of features. This concern has not been adequately
addressed. Grading is not to occur within the VPZ.

Discussion regarding grading in proximity to the
VPZ included in updated report.

26

City

In addition, there is concern that a high-level discussion on how the VPZ will be planted has
not been provided. As noted above, providing high-level discussions allows for an
understanding of the expectations required at the development stage.

Noted. High level discussion included in updated
report.

Within the Concept Plan and the Natural Heritage
Report, the focus has been on Watercourses 5 and
6. The Concept Plan and Natural Heritage Report
does not consider that a Natural Heritage System
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27

City

ii. Invasive Species Management: Invasive species have been observed within the study
area. There is concern that this has not been considered within the mitigation measures. A
high-level discussion on the location these species, removal and monitoring is to be
provided. This will provide guidance for future development applications.

Noted. High level discussion included in updated
report.

28

City

iii. Locally Rare/lUncommon Species: Locally uncommon/rare species have been observed
within the study area. These species include Necklace Sedge, Pear Hawthorn, Broad-
leaved Frosted Hawthorn, Northern Dewberry and Scarlet Hawthorn. In addition, a
provincially vulnerable (S3) species (Hairy Sedge) has been observed. Measures to
mitigate impacts have not been included within the discussion.

Noted. High level discussion included in updated
report.

29

City

WC5 & WC6

iv. Restoration Plans: Within the FWSP, restoration areas have been identified along
Watercourses 5.0 and 6.0. A Restoration Area has been defined as “vacant or degraded
lands adjacent to Core Areas where natural habitat has been altered, degraded, or
destroyed. These areas provide opportunities to enhance and extend habitat of core
areas. With proper habitat restoration, Restoration Areas will contribute to the function of
the Natural Heritage System”.

Noted. Restoration area adjacent to Watercourse
6.0 is subject to appeal and not included in the
report. Restoration areas adjacent to Watercourse
5.0 discussed in updated report and need to be
considered in the context of settlement agreement.

30

City

There is concern that a high-level discussion on the location of restoration areas (as
identified in the Secondary Plan and possible new areas) has not been provided. Since the
canopy of Green Ash in the hedgerows, forests and wetlands within the study area is
declining due to Emerald Ash Borer, these areas should be considered for restoration. It is
important to be included this discussion because it will provide guidance that can be
applied through specific development applications.

Noted. Restoration areas considered in the context
of relocation of Watercourse 5.

31

City

Parkland Areas

Any open watercourse and it's associated setbacks/floodplain adjacent to planned parkland
shall not form part of the parkland calculation.

Noted. To be be addressed by others.

32

City

Parkland Areas

Any piped watercourse proposed to run through planned parkland would be considered an
encumbrance and would require an easement. We would ask that piped water courses be
routed around planned parkland as their presence impacts the development potential of the
parkland above and limits how the park can be designed.

Noted. To be be addressed by others.

33

HCA

Figure 2

In reviewing the Natural Heritage Characterization Assessment (Colville Consulting, May
2022), HCA staff suggest Figure 2 is misleading. The title indicates that figure 2 is “all
mapped natural heritage features on the subject lands” but indicates only watercourses and
significant woodland. The information being shown and its source should be clarified. In
addition, there appear to be two shades of green on this figure, yet only one shade in the
legend. This should also be clarified.

Noted. Figure clarified in updated report.

34

HCA

HCA would recommend that an access map of where the surveys have occurred over the
last 7 years be included in the EIS. It is not clear from the EIS where permission was
granted for various surveys and how a lack of access might result in a lack of knowledge in
regards to the form and functions of the natural heritage features in this block.

Noted.

35

HCA

Figure 4

The title to Figure 4 is unclear. Figure 4 title is “significant wildlife and vegetation monitoring
and observations on the subject lands”. Please clarify the title of this figure as HCA notes
there is no vegetation monitoring shown on Figure 4. Additionally, the colours used to
depict Barn Swallow and Bobolink are very similar and hard to distinguish. Finally, the
Dewberry is the only regionally rare plant species shown, while Appendix A (vascular plant
list) indicates there are other locally rare species found on the subject lands.

Noted. Figure clarified in updated report.

36

HCA

Table 2

Please update Table 2 as the surveys for Western Chorus Frog indicate incorrect codes for
the Marsh Monitoring Program Protocols. At a call code level of three the number of frogs
calling cannot be distinguished and as such it is labelled as a full chorus. Either the table
should have codes 2-10 or be a full chorus depending what the field results were at the

Noted. Clarified in updated report.

37

HCA

HCA suggests the report should include a figure which overlays the recommended natural
heritage system and associated buffers/VPZs with the concept plan.

Noted. Included on Figure 5..

38

HCA

General

Assessment of Significant Natural Heritage Features

CUIISISUIIE Ul WU L MELUs {ebey YU LLT LU 3L,
significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat,
significant habitat of threatened and endangered

species, wetlands), associated vegetation
protection zones, linkages and restoration areas
has been identified within the Fruitland Winona

Secondary Plan. Specifically, there is concern that

linkages and restoration areas have not been
considered.



39

HCA

Section 4.1.1

Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species, notes that Barn Swallow were
observed foraging above the study area in 2015, 2018, 2019 and 2021. The report
indicates that none of the outbuildings were providing nesting habitat for the Barn Swallows
and the subject lands only provide opportunistic foraging habitat for this species. This is
somewhat contrary to how this species was discussed in the Fruitland-Winona Block 1
Servicing Strategy Environmental Assessment & Natural Heritage System Plan (Dougan
and Associates, 2017) which indicated that much of the study area would be category 3
regulated habitat for Barn Swallows. The description in the Dougan report (2017) is more
conservative and focuses on species conservation in the larger block plan. HCA would
recommend that this rational be used within the block plan and in consultation with MECP

Designation of Barn Swallow modified since
comment. Report updated to reflect current
management.

40

HCA

The report further indicates that Bobolink are likely breeding within the block 1 study area.
Despite this finding further study of how development might impact the habitat of this
species across the block study area has been recommended to future assessments. HCA
suggests the approach to assessing and planning for the habitat of species of conservation
concern, including Bobolink, Barn Swallow and Eastern Meadowlark, requires a more
comprehensive approach. Staff recommend that habitat for successional/open country
birds should be incorporated into the natural heritage system. HCA would recommend that
MECP be engaged to ensure important habitats are conserved for these three species.

Updated breeding bird surveys completed in 2023.
Results of surveys incorporated and discuss in
report.

41

HCA

Section 4.2.4

Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern considered Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)
lists the four habitats to be considered as candidate SWH. HCA reviewed this list in
comparison to the descriptions in the 7E SWH Criterion tables (Government of Ontario
2015) and recommend that the criteria for Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat
be reviewed for this block natural heritage characterization assessment. In reviewing the
Colville report, Brown Thrasher, Field Sparrow and Willow Flycatcher were all found on the
subject lands in the breeding bird surveys in 2021. These are all indicator species of
Shrub/Early successional bird breeding habitat as stated on page 34 of the 7E criterion
tables. It is unclear from Appendix C, Breeding Bird Survey results, where these species
were observed and if they were observed within the same habitat.

Updated breeding bird surveys completed in 2023.
Results of surveys incorporated and discuss in
report.

42

HCA

Section 4.6,

Wetlands, notes that wetland habitat has been mapped along Watercourse 6. HCA notes
these features may be regulated. HCA also understands there may be on-going appeals
concerning lands associated with Watercourse 6. As such, it is recommended the existing
natural heritage features, including the identified wetlands, be included in Figure 5, Refined
Extent of Natural Heritage Features. HCA also suggests the water balance should consider
the presence of these wetland features.

Noted. Reference to any features on the 238
Jones Road property removed from the report.

43

HCA

WC5 & WC6

Section 6.0,

Recommended Core Areas and Natural Heritage System, indicates that Watercourses 5
and 6 as well as the potential habitat for open country birds are significant habitat features.
As noted, HCA staff are of the opinion that the significance of this habitat feature for open
country birds and Species at Risk should be better defined at this stage in the planning for
the development of the block lands. This will allow for habitat mapping across multiple
landowners and a more conservative habitat assessment.

Noted.

44

HCA

General

Impact Assessment and Mitigation

45

HCA

HCA staff suggest the impact analysis and mitigation measures presented in the report are
very high level, and that further details regarding the impacts of development and the
potential mitigation measures should be provided.

Noted.

46

HCA

WC5

HCA notes a trail is proposed within the creek channel block on the east side of
Watercourse 5. HCA suggests trails and infrastructure should be located outside the
vegetation protection zone for the realigned creek corridor, and that the creek block remain
primarily a natural heritage feature.

Noted.

47

City

WC5

I's our understanding that the WC5 runs adjacent to a proposed park block. Please clarify
the basis/source for the above noted trail initiative and confirm if the intend for it to be part
of the park block.

Noted. To be be addressed by others.




