























Attendees:

Pre-Application Consultation Meeting Notes

Property Address: 130 David Manchester Road
PC2020-0133
Tuesday, June 16, 2020; Online Zoom meeting

Sarah McCormick, City of Ottawa, Planner I
Sarah.McCormick@ottawa.ca

Kevin Hall, City of Ottawa, Senior Project Manager
Kevin.Hall@ottawa.ca

Sami Rehman, City of Ottawa, Environmental Planner Il
Sami.Rehman@ottawa.ca

Erica Ogden, Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority, Environmental Planner
eogden@mvc.on.ca

Stephen Kapusta, MTO
stephen.kapusta@ontario.ca

Rickson Outhet, Rickson Outhet Architect, applicant
roarch@rogers.com

Josiane, Rickson Outhet Architect, applicant
Doug Jones, Playvalue Toys Inc., owner
doug@playvaluetoys.com

Andy Naoum, CEGL, civil engineer
cegl@rogers.com

Regrets:

Mike Giampa, City of Ottawa, Transportation Engineer
Mike.Giampa@ottawa.ca

Subject: 130 David Manchester Road

Meeting notes:

Overview of Proposal

O

Original build was mixed use; retail (45%) and warehouse (50%); approximately
1,280m?2.

Worked with MTO for signage

Existing building is a cross laminated timber; proposed additional will be of the same
material.

The proposal is for a 1-storey warehouse addition of approximately 1,280m? to the
existing Playvalue building. This will double the footprint of the existing building, with all
warehouse, in order to accommodate more demand in online sales.

One additional loading bay will form part of the proposed addition.

No anticipated staffing changes; perhaps a couple of extra staff, but don’t anticipate
additional demand for water or septic.

The original civic drawings did account for a future phase, including the vehicular
entrance.

Requested slightly larger entrance width to accommodate the turning radius.

Preliminary comments and questions from staff and agencies, including follow-up actions:
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Planning

Engineering

Official Plan: Rural Natural Features (policies of the General Rural Area also

apply)

The property is designated Rural Natural Features in Schedule A of the
Official Plan.

As per policy 3.2.4(7); development and site alteration will not be permitted
for development in or within 120 metres of the boundary of a natural
heritage feature, unless an Environmental Impact Statement demonstrates
that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features within the
area.

Policies of the General Rural Area designation also apply to properties
designated Rural Natural Features

Current Zoning: Rural General Industrial Zone (RG)

Warehouse is a permitted use within the RG zone.
Please ensure the minimum parking and loading requirements of the
Zoning By-law are met.

Discussion

The application will need to demonstrate there is sufficient parking
provided for both the existing and the proposed uses. From the details
provided on the concept plan, based on a total building area of 2,795 sq
metres, and a 55%/45% split between warehouse and retail space, a
minimum of 55 parking spaces are required. Only 51 spaces are shown on
the site plan.

The Site Plan will require a full zoning table illustrating how the proposal
meets the zoning provisions of the RG zone.

Given Highway 416 is identified as a Scenic Entry Route in Schedule | of
the Official Plan, staff will be paying particular attention to the design of the
building.

The fagade of the building which faces the Highway should have more
architectural detail, particularly of a rural nature. A mix of materials,
including brick, finishes and colours are encouraged to break up the white
massing of the building.

The MTO will be circulated on the application. Approval from the MTO is
required in relation to various reports/plans (please see below).

Additional landscaping will be required.

The landscape plan will need to identify the existing landscaping as well as
the proposed. Please ensure the existing versus new landscaping can be
differentiated from each other.

The landscape plan will need to demonstrate that all landscaping from the
previously approved site plan application has been introduced on the
property. Where that landscaping has not been introduced, those plantings
will need to be implemented through this development. Missing
landscaping should be identified on the plan as new.

The proposed development will trigger a Standard Rural Site Plan.

Staff confirm that the Subject Property is not located within the Feedmill Creek
Study area, therefore the restrictive stormwater requirements are not application
for the site.



o Hydrog

The requirements of the Carp River Subwatershed Study will be required.

A Hydrogeological Report update will be required. Staff can also consider an
engineering memo to confirm the well can service the addition.

Similarly, staff will also required confirmation from an engineer that the septic
system has sufficient capacity for the proposed development.

Site lighting control (full cut-off) is required.

A Geotech Report will be required.

An ECA application from the MECP will be required.

eology

The Subject Property is identified as thin soils and potential/inferred karst.

The supporting documents will need to confirm the soil thickness and soil type
onsite to determine if the area is hydrogeologically sensitive.

A servicing report that identifies the water and septic demand compared to the
existing demand and existing capacity. The suitability of well water quantity and
guality is also required and can be a scoped analysis if demand is not changing.
If an increase in demand or a change to the well or septic system (i.e. if a new
well or septic system is installed) is required, then a complete hydrogeological
report and terrain analysis will be required.

It should be noted that the area is identified as thin soils and potential karst, so if
there are any changes to the well or septic, then hydrogeological sensitivity will
need to be confirmed onsite and additional mitigative measures will be required if
the site (i.e. extended well casing, increased separation distance between well
and septic, siting well and septic based on overburden thickness distribution and
groundwater flow direction, etc.).

The fact that the area is in a moderate to high recharge area is directly related to
it being hydrogeologically sensitive.

To account for the high recharge area, within the hydrogeological report (or
stormwater management report), measures must be identified to ensure clean
infiltration onsite.

Infiltration targets from the Carp Subwatershed Study must be met. As per the
Subwatershed Study, the applicant can alternatively prepare a local-scale water
budget to determine site-specific infiltration targets.

o Transportation

A Transportation Impact Assessment will not be required for the proposed
addition.

A Noise Study will not be required.

While the access is existing, there is a vertical curve on David Manchester Road
approximately 130 metres to the south. The applicant must demonstrate
adequate southerly sightlines on David Manchester to accommodate additional
WB-20 truck traffic. Vehicles travelling northbound around the curve must be able
to see an entering/existing WB-20 and be able to come to a stop, if necessary. If
this can’t be achieved, mitigation is required (flashing beacon, signage, tree
branch removal, etc.).

o Environmental

The property is located within the Rural Natural Feature designation and is
adjacent to significant woodlands.
There is also potential for habitat for Species at Risk.



It appears there are trees over 10cm in diameter, therefore a Tree Conservation
Report will be required.

There are no watercourses present on or near the site.

An Environmental Impact Statement will be required. The EIS will need to
address potential species at risk. The season for this study is right now.

There is identified habitat for species at risk further down avid Manchester Road;
the EIS will need to consider any potential impacts the proposed addition will
have on that habitat.

The additional projects into the existing trees; the applicant is encouraged to
preserve as much of the existing vegetation as possible. Staff will be looking for
enhancements where possible, including trees, shrubs and perennials.

Staff acknowledge that there was a report prepared for the Site Plan associated
with the existing building. Policies and regulations have changed since the
preparation and approval of that report with the field work being conducted
approximately 10 years ago. The previous report can be used in part, however a
new site visit(s) will be required and the report will need to be updated and
brought to standards.

o Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority

MVCA staff have confirm that this property does not fall within the area that
requires compensation related to Poole Creek.
MVCA'’s information sources do not identify any potential hazard features within
the scope of their review as being associated with the subject lands.
The subject property is not regulated under Ontario Regulation 153/06.
With regards to stomwater management:
e The subject property is located within the Carp River Watershed Study,
and has been identified as a mix of:
o Sand and gravel which has High Recharge and an infiltration
target of 262 mm/yr;
o Paleozoic Bedrock which has a Moderate Recharge and an
infiltration target of 104mm/yr;
o For sites located with a mix of soils types a weighted average
based on site conditions should be applied.
¢ An enhanced level of protection, 80% TSS removal, is required.
The initial stormwater management design for the site completed in 2012
included only normal levels of protection with 70% TSS removal and did not
include specific information regarding achieving infiltration targets.

An updated photometric plan must be completed demonstrating there is no light
spillover onto the highway right-of-way.

The MTO standards for stormwater management has not changed. New reports
will need to meet these standards.

A building and land use permit will be required from the MTO.

Any additional signs will require a permit from the MTO (on top of any permit or

permission required from the City).



Submission requirements and fees

o The proposal triggers a Rural Standard Site Plan application. The application form with
associated fees can be found here.

o Additional information regarding fees related to planning applications can be found here.

o Please refer to the accompanying required plans and studies list for all documents
required to form a complete Site Plan application.

o Please refer to the Guide(s) to Preparing Plans and Studies, found here.

Next steps

o The applicant is encouraged to discuss the proposal with Councillor, community groups
and neighbours.


https://ottawa.ca/en/planning-development-and-construction/developing-property/development-application-review-process/development-application-submission/development-application-forms#site-plan-control
https://ottawa.ca/en/city-hall/planning-and-development/information-developers/development-application-review-process/development-application-submission/fees-and-funding-programs/development-application-fees#fees-related-planning-applications
https://ottawa.ca/en/planning-development-and-construction/developing-property/development-application-review-process/development-application-submission/guide-preparing-studies-and-plans
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CALCULATIONS
PLAYVALUE TOYS - PHASE 2

130 DAVID MANCHESTER ROAD
November 30, 2020

ON SITE RETENTION FOR 5 YEAR STORM

AREA

RUNOFF

2.78 CA

DURATION

INTENSITY

PEAK FLOW

OUTFLOW

RETENTION

STORED

SOUTH DRAINAGE AREA (ha) COEFF. (min) (mm/hr) Us RATE(L/s) RATE(L/s) | YOLUME(m3)
0.660 0.70 1.28 5 141 181.32 21.00 160 48.10
0.660 0.70 1.28 10 104 133.82 21.00 113 67.69
0.660 0.70 1.28 15 84 107.32 21.00 86 77.69
0.660 0.70 1.28 20 70 90.23 21.00 69 83.07
0.660 0.70 1.28 25 61 78.21 21.00 57 85.82
0.660 0.70 1.28 30 54 69.26 21.00 48 86.87
0.660 0.70 1.28 35 49 62.31 21.00 41 86.76
0.660 0.70 1.28 40 44 56.75 21.00 36 85.80
0.660 0.70 1.28 45 41 52.18 21.00 31 84.19
0.660 0.70 1.28 50 38 48.36 21.00 27 82.08
0.660 0.70 1.28 55 35 45.11 21.00 24 79.57
0.660 0.70 1.28 60 33 42.31 21.00 21 76.72
ON SITE RETENTION FOR 100 YEAR STORM AREA RUNOFF 278CA | DURATION | INTENSITY | PEAKFLOW | OUTFLOW | RETENTION STORED
SOUTH DRAINAGE AREA (ha) COEFF. (min) (mm/hr) Us RATE(L/s) RATE(L/s) | YOLUME(m3)
0.660 0.79 1.45 5 243 351.80 24.50 327 98.19
0.660 0.79 1.45 10 179 258.82 24.50 234 140.59
0.660 0.79 1.45 15 143 207.12 24.50 183 164.36
0.660 0.79 1.45 20 120 173.87 24.50 149 179.24
0.660 0.79 1.45 25 104 150.53 24.50 126 189.04
0.660 0.79 1.45 30 92 133.16 24.50 109 195.59
0.660 0.79 1.45 35 83 119.70 24.50 95 199.91
0.660 0.79 1.45 40 75 108.92 24.50 84 202.61
0.660 0.79 1.45 45 69 100.09 24.50 76 204.09
0.660 0.79 1.45 50 64 92.70 24.50 68 204.60
0.660 0.79 1.45 55 60 86.42 24.50 62 204.35
0.660 0.79 1.45 60 56 81.02 24.50 57 203.47




STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CALCULATIONS

PLAYVALUE TOYS
CONT'D
ON SITE RETENTION FOR 5 YEAR STORM AREA RUNOFF 2.78 CA DURATION INTENSITY PEAK FLOW OUTFLOW RETENTION STORED
NORTH DRAINAGE AREA (ha) COEFF. (min) (mm/hr) L/s RATE(L/s) RATE(L/s) VOLUME(m3)

0.390 0.57 0.62 5 141 87.25 17.00 70 21.07
0.390 0.57 0.62 10 104 64.39 17.00 47 28.43
0.390 0.57 0.62 15 84 51.64 17.00 35 31.17
0.390 0.57 0.62 20 70 43.41 17.00 26 31.70
0.390 0.57 0.62 25 61 37.63 17.00 21 30.95
0.390 0.57 0.62 30 54 33.33 17.00 16 29.39
0.390 0.57 0.62 35 49 29.98 17.00 13 27.27
0.390 0.57 0.62 40 44 27.31 17.00 10 2473
0.390 0.57 0.62 45 41 2511 17.00 8 21.89
0.390 0.57 0.62 50 38 23.27 17.00 6 18.81
0.390 0.57 0.62 55 35 21.71 17.00 5 15.53
0.390 0.57 0.62 60 33 20.36 17.00 3 12.09

ON SITE RETENTION FOR 100 YEAR STORM AREA RUNOFF 2.78 CA DURATION INTENSITY PEAK FLOW OUTFLOW RETENTION STORED

NORTH DRAINAGE AREA (ha) COEFF. (min) (mm/hr) L/s RATE(L/s) RATE(L/s) VOLUME(m3)

0.390 0.64 0.69 5 243 168.41 20.20 148 44 46
0.390 0.64 0.69 10 179 123.90 20.20 104 62.22
0.390 0.64 0.69 15 143 99.15 20.20 79 71.06
0.390 0.64 0.69 20 120 83.23 20.20 63 75.64
0.390 0.64 0.69 25 104 72.06 20.20 52 77.79
0.390 0.64 0.69 30 92 63.75 20.20 44 78.38
0.390 0.64 0.69 35 83 57.30 20.20 37 77.91
0.390 0.64 0.69 40 75 52.14 20.20 32 76.66
0.390 0.64 0.69 45 69 47.91 20.20 28 74.83
0.390 0.64 0.69 50 64 4438 20.20 24 72.53
0.390 0.64 0.69 55 60 41.37 20.20 21 69.87
0.390 0.64 0.69 60 56 38.78 20.20 19 66.90




Winter Operation

In general, infiltration facilities are unsuitable for water quality treatment during the winter/ spring
period. They are subject to reductions in capacity due to freezing or saturation of the soil. If road
runoff is received, there is an increased likelihood of clogging due to high sediment loads and an
increased risk of groundwater contamination from road salt.

If infiltration practices are used as an all-season water quality treatment facility, then doubling the
design storage volume for surface infiltration devices to account for reduced infiltration rates is
recommended. Redundant pre-treatment (more than one pre-treatment device in series) is
recommended for all infiltration facilities receiving road runoff. A pre-treatment volume of about
15 mm/impervious hectare is recommended.

Technical Effectiveness

Centralized infiltration trenches have a poor historical record of success (Lindsey et al., 1992;
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 1992). This lack of success is attributable to
many factors:

*  poor site selection (industrial/commercial land use, high water table depth, poor soil
type);

* poor design (lack of pre-treatment, clogging by native material);

*  poor construction techniques (smearing, over-compaction, trench operation during
construction period); and

¢ large drainage area (high sediment loadings, groundwater mounding).

There are many reasons why an infiltration trench can fail. One of the main problems with
centralized infiltration trenches is that water from a large area is expected to infiltrate into a
relatively small area. This does not reflect the natural hydrologic cycle and generally leads to
problems (groundwater mounding, clogging, compaction).

Water quality enhancement can be achieved using infiltration trenches. However, care must be
taken to avoid degradation of groundwater quality. Trenches are ineffective quantity control
facilities unless substantial storage is provided and the soil conditions are optimum.

4.5.9 Grassed Swales

Grassed swales have historically been associated with rural drainage and have been constructed
primarily for stormwater conveyance. Stormwater management objectives have changed and
grassed swales are now being promoted to filter and detain stormwater runoff. Swale drainage
can be a useful technique in areas of low grade, as long as the distance that the flow is to be
conveyed is not too long.

The majority of swale systems in Ontario have been designed as “dry” swales. The guidance
provided below is for such systems. An alternate design, the “wet” swale, can also be useful in
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areas where there is sufficient space, especially where soils are not highly permeable, or where
there are low lying areas with a high water table.

Wet swales combine elements of dry swale systems and wetland systems. Wet swales are
typically wider than dry swales (e.g., 4 m - 6 m) and the check dams are used to create shallow
impoundments in which wetland vegetation is planted or allowed to colonize. Because of their
width, wet swales are not generally implemented along the front of residential properties, but
rather are included where overland flow routes use linear open space areas. Combined systems of
dry and wet ponds may be used. Wet swales have been implemented in several highway projects,
but monitoring results are limited. A schematic of a wet swale is provided in Figure 4.9.

Figure 4.9: Schematic of a Wet Swale
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Wet swales are ideal for treating highway runoff in low lying or flat terrain areas.

Source: Maryland Stormwater Manual, Volume 1, 1998.
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Design Guidance

Swale Cross-section

Grassed swales can be effective SWMPs for pollutant removal if designed properly. The water
quality benefits associated with grassed swales depend on the contact area between the water and
the swale and the swale slope. Deep narrow swales are less effective for pollutant removal
compared to shallow wide swales. Given typical urban swale dimensions (0.75 m bottom width,
2.5:1 side slopes and 0.5 m depth), the contributing drainage area is generally limited to < 2 ha
(to maintain flow < 0.15 m*/s and velocity < 0.5 m/s). Table 4.5 indicates drainage area
restrictions for various degrees of imperviousness, based on the assumptions given regarding
channel cross-section, slope and cover. The swales evaluated in Table 4.5 are indicative of swales
servicing an urban subdivision and not a transportation corridor.

Table 4.5: Grassed Swale Drainage Area Guidelines™

% Imperviousness Maximum Drainage Area (ha)
35 2.0
75 1.5
90 1.0

*Based on the following assumptions: trapezoidal channel, grassed lined (n = 0.035), slope of drainage area = 2%, 2.5:1 side
slopes, 0.75 m bottom width, 0.5% channel slope, max. allowable Q = 0.15 m?¥/s, max. allowable V = 0.5 m/s.

Grassed swales are most effective for stormwater treatment when depth of flow is minimized,
bottom width is maximized (> 0.75 m) and channel slope is minimized (e.g., < 1%). Grassed
swales with a slope up to 4% can be used for water quality purposes, but effectiveness diminishes
as velocity increases. Grass should be allowed to grow higher than 75 mm to enhance the
filtration of suspended solids.

Flow Velocity
As a general guideline, grassed swales designed for water quality enhancement should be designed

to convey the peak flow from a 4 hour 25 mm Chicago storm with a velocity < 0.5 m/s. This
guideline results in a requirement for wide, flat swales for larger drainage areas.

All grass swales must be evaluated under major system and minor system events to ensure that the
swale can convey these storms effectively.

Ditch and Culvert Servicing

Ditch and culvert servicing is viable for lots which will accommodate swale lengths > the culvert
length underneath the driveway (not just the driveway pavement width). The swale length should
also be > 5 m for aesthetic and maintenance purposes. This is generally achievable for small lots
(9 m) with single driveways or larger lots (15 m) with double driveways.

Winter Operation
Swale systems which receive road runoff may have their infiltration capacity diminished over time,
as salt effects on soil structure and clogging occur. Swale systems need to be maintained
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periodically (removal of accumulated sand and addition of mulch to the soil structure) in order to
maintain their ability to infiltrate.

Relatively few design modifications are warranted for swales in cold climates, primarily due to
their inherent simplicity. The following design modifications will tend to enhance their
performance:

¢ Culverts should have a minimum diameter of 450 mm and a slope of 1% or greater; and
¢ For swale systems with an underdrain system, the underdrain should have a minimum
diameter of 200 mm and should be bedded in gravel.

Performance Enhancements

In order to promote infiltration of stormwater and the settling of pollutants, permanent check
dams can be constructed at intervals along the swale system. These enhancements are best utilized
on large swales where the cumulative flow depth and rate is not conducive to water quality
enhancement (V > 0.5 m/s or Q > 0.15 m?/s during the 25 mm 4 hour storm). The distance
between check dams can be calculated based on the depth of water at the check dam and the
swale channel slope. For example, if a swale has a 1% slope and a check dam height of 0.3 m, the
distance between check dams should be 30 metres (or less). Figure 4.10 illustrates an enhanced
grassed swale design.

Figure 4.10: Enhanced Grass Swale

Grassed Swale Drainage
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The dam should be constructed out of durable material (wood) which blends into the
surrounding landscape. A rock check dam can be used if the swale is located in a remote area
which is not subject to vandalism. The dam should be configured in a V shape to help minimize
scour and erosion of the downstream swale banks (V points upstream). The dam should be
securely embedded in the swale banks and some rip-rap should be placed downstream of the
dam to prevent scour and erosion. The velocity of the design conveyance storm should be kept
to approximately 1 m/s whereby smaller stone sizes can be utilized (75 mm diameter).

In areas where the swales are separated by driveway culverts, the culverts can be raised such
that the driveway embankment (up to the invert of the driveway culvert) acts as the check dam.
This design is more aesthetically appealing and negates the need for rip-rap erosion protection.
The driveway culvert should be underdrained, however, to ensure that a permanent pool of
water is not created in the swale.

A low flow opening can be created in the check dam to ensure a drawdown time < 24 hours.
However, recognizing the potential for clogging of the low flow opening, it is recommended
that swales with check dams be underdrained in soils with poor infiltration potential

(e.g., clays).

Standard 100 mm perforated pipe (or larger) should be used in combination with a filter sock
in any type of underdrain system. Stone storage can be provided around perforated pipes that
are installed under swales as a secondary storage medium to promote exfiltration. The
appropriate depth of soil cover for the stone storage should be based on the surrounding soil
conditions and the potential for frost heave. Figure 4.4 indicates the recommended soil cover
based on the native soil type and trench depth.

All grass swales must be evaluated under major system and minor system events neglecting the
storage/conveyance below the overflow of any check dam to ensure that the swale can convey
these storms effectively.

Technical Effectiveness

The effectiveness of swale systems is highly dependent on their design and maintenance. It is
therefore recommended that they be used as part of a multi-component approach (i.e., one
measure in a series of stormwater quality measures). They may be used for pre-treatment or
polishing.
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