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SUBDIVISION:

AVG. DAILY FLOW / PERSON = 350.00  l/p/day COMMERCIAL 50,000 L/d/Ha

DATE: 0.60  m/s MIXED USE 50,000 L/d/Ha

REV: 0.013 INSTITUTIONAL 35,000 L/d/Ha

DESIGNED BY: FILE NUMBER: 1604-00402/20 4.0 INFILTRATION 0.28 l/s/Ha

CHECKED BY: 2.4 RESIDENTIAL HARMON PEAKING FACTOR PERSONS/UNIT = 4.0

Peaking Factor Industrial: 1.5

Peaking Factor Comm. / Inst.: 1.5

LOCATION RESIDENTIAL AREA AND POPULATION COMM MIXED INDUST. C+M+I

FROM TO AREA UNITS POP. PEAK PEAK AREA ACCU. AREA ACCU. AREA ACCU. PEAK TOTAL ACCU. INFILT. TOTAL DIST DIA SLOPE CAP.

M.H. M.H. AREA POP. FACT. FLOW AREA AREA AREA FLOW AREA AREA FLOW FLOW (FULL) (FULL) (ACT.)

(ha) (ha) (l/s) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (l/s) (ha) (ha) (l/s) (l/s) (m) (mm) (%) (l/s) (m/s) (m/s)

        

Exist. Didsbury Sewer 
1

Exist SAN15 102.31   54.44 58.650 113.09 103.0 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.88

 

Roger Neilson

Transitway/S

T-2/D SAN19 SAN18 2.23 2.23 0   1.44 1.44 1.25 3.67 3.67 1.028 2.28 35.0 250 0.40 39.78 0.78 0.35

Roger Neilson E2 SAN18 SAN17 2.23 0   2.89 4.33 3.76 2.89 6.56 1.837 5.60 79.7 250 0.40 39.78 0.78 0.45

Roger Neilson SAN17 SAN16 2.23 0   4.33 3.76 0.00 6.56 1.837 5.60 47.1 300 0.40 63.51 0.87 0.44

Roger Neilson E1 SAN16 SAN15 2.23 0   1.39 5.72 4.97 1.39 7.95 2.226 7.20 116.1 300 0.40 63.51 0.87 0.48

 

Didsbury SAN15 EX.SAN7 1.66 3.89 0 5.72 59.41 1.66 9.61 61.341 120.75 100.0 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.90

EX.SAN7 EX.SAN6 3.89 5.72 59.41 9.61 61.341 120.75 100.0 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.90

EX.SAN6 EX.SAN5 3.89 5.72 59.41 9.61 61.341 120.75 95.0 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.90

EX.SAN5 EX.SAN4 3.89 5.72 59.41 9.61 61.341 120.75 38.0 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.90

 

Exist. Campeau Sewer 
2

Exist EX.SAN4 25.54 25.54 22.17 25.54 25.54 7.151 29.32 250 0.38 38.76 0.76 0.74

 

EX.SAN4 SAN4 3.89 31.26 81.58 35.15 68.492 150.07 6.5 450 0.25 149.24 0.91 0.96

 

Campeau West of Carp 
3

FUT SAN8 57.05 3252 57.05 3252 3.412 45.54 55.56 55.56 65.40 65.40 87.99 178.01 178.01 49.843 183.37 35.8 675 0.20 391.14 1.06 0.89

 

On-site C SAN10 SAN9 0.00 0   2.43 2.43 2.11 2.43 2.43 0.680 2.79 42.9 250 0.65 50.49 0.99 0.44

On-site SAN9 SAN8 0.00 0   2.43 2.11 0.00 2.43 0.680 2.79 31.0 250 0.40 39.78 0.78 0.38

 

Campeau

A2/Campeau 

Drive SAN8 SAN7 1.55 58.60 3252 3.412 45.54 57.99 2.87 2.87 65.40 92.60 4.42 184.86 51.761 189.90 47.8 675 0.20 391.14 1.06 0.90

Campeau SAN7 SAN6 58.60 3252 3.412 45.54 57.99 2.87 65.40 92.60 0.00 184.86 51.761 189.90 70.8 675 0.20 391.14 1.06 0.90

Campeau SAN6 SAN5 58.60 3252 3.412 45.54 57.99 2.87 65.40 92.60 0.00 184.86 51.761 189.90 55.3 675 0.20 391.14 1.06 0.90

Campeau B SAN5 SAN4 58.60 3252 3.412 45.54 6.27 64.26 2.87 65.40 98.04 6.27 191.13 53.516 197.10 68.8 675 0.20 391.14 1.06 0.91

 

Didsbury SAN4 SAN3 62.49 3252 3.412 45.54 64.26 34.13 65.40 179.62 0.00 226.28 122.008 347.17 94.2 750 0.16 465.12 1.02 0.99

Didsbury A1 SAN3 SAN2 62.49 3252 3.412 45.54 4.69 68.95 34.13 65.40 183.69 4.69 230.97 123.322 352.55 96.0 750 0.16 465.12 1.02 0.99

Didsbury SAN2 SAN1 62.49 3252 3.412 45.54 68.95 34.13 65.40 183.69 0.00 230.97 123.322 352.55 92.1 750 0.16 465.12 1.02 0.99

Didsbury SAN1 SANMH 62.49 3252 3.412 45.54 68.95 34.13 65.40 183.69 0.00 230.97 123.322 352.55 35.2 750 0.55 861.84 1.89 1.52

1   Existing Didsbury sanitary sewer currently conveys wastewater flow from existing developed areas south of Hwy 417.  See the Kanata West Master Servicing Study's Fig. 4.2-2 and drawing S-1.

2  Existing Didsbury sanitary sewer north of Campeau Drive currently conveys wastewater flow from existing developed areas east of Ddisbury Rd.  See the Kanata West Master Servicing Study's Fig. 4.2-2 and drawing S-1.

3  Future wastewater flows from development west of Carp River per Kanata West Master Servicing Study's Fig. 4.2-1 and drawing S-1. 

4 Missing drainage area information for SANMH north and west inlet pipes (375mm dia. SAN @ 0.30% and 375mm dia. SAN @ 0.15% respectively). Pipes assumed to be flowing at full capacity. Flows (100.32L/s and 70.68L/s) added to total flow column.

SANITARY SEWER

DESIGN SHEET

11-Nov-11

(City of Ottawa)

Taggart / LPL

KW - North of 417

STREET / LOCATION

INFILTRATION

CUMULATIVE

MIN PEAK FACTOR =

VEL.

6-Jun-13

aml

tw

MAX PEAK FACTOR =

DESIGN PARAMETERS

MANNINGS n =

MINIMUM VELOCITY =

PIPE

1 of 1

As of 6/11/2013

san_160400402_2013-06-06_modified.xls

W:\active\160400402(591)\design\analysis\SAN\
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DESIGN PARAMETERS

I = a / (t+b)
c

(As per City of Ottawa Guidelines, 2004)

DATE: 1:5 yr 1:10 yr

DWG REV: a = 998.07 1174.184 MANNING'S  n = 0.013

DESIGNED BY:  FILE NUMBER: 1604-00402 b = 6.053 6.014 MINIMUM COVER: 2.00  m

CHECKED BY: c = 0.814 0.816 MIN TC 10  min

AREA ID / FROM TO AREA C
1

ACCUM. A x C ACCUM. AREA C ACCUM. A x C ACCUM. T of C I5-YEAR I10-YEAR Q5-YEAR Q10-YEAR QTOTAL LENGTH PIPE SLOPE QCAP QACT VEL. VEL. TIME OF

DESCRIPTION M.H. M.H. AREA AxC AREA AxC (CIA/360) (CIA/360) (CIA/360) SIZE (FULL) QCAP (FULL) (ACT) FLOW

(ha) (-) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (-) (ha) (ha) (ha) (min) (mm/h) (mm/h) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (m) (mm) % (L/s) (-) (m/s) (m/s) (min)

CBMH123 CBMH123 CBMH122 0.118 0.67 0.118 0.079 0.079 10.00 104.19 122.14 22.9 0.0 22.9 60.4 300 1.24 112.3 0.20 1.54 1.00 1.01

CBMH122 CBMH122 CBMH121 0.122 0.67 0.240 0.082 0.161 11.01 99.15 116.21 44.3 0.0 44.3 58.4 300 1.42 120.2 0.37 1.65 1.28 0.76

CBMH121 CBMH121 CBMH120A 0.240 0.161 0.424 0.67 0.424 0.284 0.284 11.77 95.70 112.14 42.7 88.5 131.2 46.0 450 0.61 232.3 0.56 1.41 1.25 0.61

CBMH120A CBMH120A CBMH120 0.069 0.67 0.309 0.046 0.207 0.424 0.284 12.38 93.11 109.09 53.5 86.1 139.6 52.7 450 1.44 356.9 0.39 2.17 1.73 0.51

CBMH120 CBMH120 CBMH119 0.105 0.67 0.414 0.070 0.277 0.424 0.284 12.89 91.07 106.69 70.2 84.2 154.4 54.3 525 0.45 301.0 0.51 1.35 1.16 0.78

DICB119 and CBMH119 CBMH119 CBMH118 0.293 0.46 0.707 0.134 0.411 0.424 0.284 13.67 88.13 103.23 100.7 81.5 182.1 77.7 600 0.33 368.0 0.49 1.26 1.08 1.20

CBMH118 CBMH118 STM117 0.295 0.67 1.002 0.198 0.609 0.424 0.284 14.87 83.99 98.36 142.0 77.6 219.7 98.9 600 0.35 379.0 0.58 1.30 1.16 1.42

STM117 ExSTM_MH 1.002 0.609 0.424 0.284 16.29 79.62 93.22 134.6 73.6 208.2 9.8 600 0.30 350.9 0.59 1.20 1.08 0.15

11.77   

Total Area 1.002 ha 0.609 0.424 0.284

Notes:

1) Land coverage was known therefore the Runoff Coefficient was calculated based on percent 'soft' and 'hard' areas (C=0.20 'soft' & C=0.90 'hard'). 

10-year

DRAINAGE AREA

npc

23-Jul-12

REV 4

KANATA WEST - TAGGART

Didsbury North of Campeau

LOCATION PIPE SELECTION

STORM SEWER

DESIGN SHEET
(City of Ottawa)

5-year

Page 1 of 1

As of 7/22/2012 at 1:20 PM stm_160400402_2012-06-27-didsbury_north_dct.xls, 5 yr Design

Appendix p13



DESIGN PARAMETERS

SWM Pond Drainage Area I = a / (t+b)
c

(As per City of Ottawa Guidelines, 2004)

DATE: 1:5 yr 1:10 yr

DWG REV: a = 998.07 1174.184 MANNING'S  n = 0.013
DESIGNED BY:  FILE NUMBER: 163600402 b = 6.053 6.014 MINIMUM COVER: 2.00  m
CHECKED BY: c = 0.814 0.816 MIN TC 10  min

AREA ID / FROM TO AREA C ACCUM. A x C ACCUM. AREA C ACCUM. A x C ACCUM. T of C I5-YEAR I10-YEAR Q5-YEAR Q10-YEAR QTOTAL LENGTH PIPE SLOPE QCAP QACT VEL. VEL. TIME OF

DESCRIPTION M.H. M.H. AREA AxC AREA AxC (CIA/360) (CIA/360) (CIA/360) SIZE (FULL) QCAP (FULL) (ACT) FLOW

(ha) (-) (ha) (ha) (ha) (ha) (-) (ha) (ha) (ha) (min) (mm/h) (mm/h) (L/s) (L/s) (L/s) (m) (mm) % (L/s) (-) (m/s) (m/s) (min)

CAMPEAU 4/5
1C,4B

STM116 STM115 0.421 0.70 0.421 0.295 0.295 10.00 104.19 122.14 0 100 100 56.8 525 0.20 192.3 0.52 0.89 0.77 1.23

CAMPEAU 3
4B

STM115 STM114 0.270 0.70 0.691 0.189 0.484 11.23 98.09 114.96 0 154 154 72.9 525 0.25 215.0 0.72 0.99 0.95 1.28

CAMPEAU 2
4B

STM114 STM113 0.199 0.70 0.890 0.139 0.623 12.51 92.55 108.44 0 188 188 53.3 600 0.25 307.0 0.61 1.09 0.99 0.90

13.42

CAMPEAU 1
1C, 4B

STUB STM113 0.636 0.70 0.636 0.445 0.445 10.00 104.19 122.14 0 151 151 10.0 450 1.75 372.4 0.41 2.36 1.90 0.09

10.09

A1/A2
1D, 2, 3, 4C

STUB STM113 7.558 0.79 7.558 5.942 5.942 17.00 77.61 90.86 1281 0 1281 24.8 1200 0.20 1743.6 0.73 1.54 1.48 0.28

17.28

STM113 STM112 7.558 5.942 1.526 1.068 17.28 76.85 89.97 1268 267 1535 17.4 1200 0.30 2135.4 0.72 1.89 1.80 0.16

B 4C- TAGGART STM112 STM111 6.298 0.86 13.856 5.416 11.358 1.526 1.068 17.44 76.42 89.46 2411 265 2677 42.9 1500 0.35 4182.0 0.64 2.37 2.18 0.33

C 4B- TAGGART STM111 STM110 2.438 0.84 16.294 2.048 13.406 1.526 1.068 17.77 75.57 88.46 2814 262 3077 91.7 1500 0.35 4182.0 0.74 2.37 2.28 0.67

STM110 STM109 16.294 13.406 1.526 1.068 18.44 73.88 86.47 2751 257 3008 66.9 1500 0.35 4182.0 0.72 2.37 2.26 0.49

Transitway 1&2 STM109 STM103 16.294 13.406 0.951 0.700 2.477 0.666 1.734 18.93 72.69 85.07 2707 410 3117 52.8 1500 0.35 4182.0 0.75 2.37 2.28 0.39

19.32

CBMH 108
1A,4A

CBMH108 STM107A 0.101 0.67 0.101 0.068 0.068 10.00 104.19 122.14 20 0 20 33.8 300 0.50 68.0 0.29 0.97 0.70 0.81

10.81

EXT-1 STM107A STM107 0.101 0.068 2.792 0.690 2.792 1.926 1.926 19.40 71.60 83.79 13 448 462 22.9 900 0.10 572.5 0.81 0.90 0.89 0.43

STM 107
4A

 / STREET 2 - 3
4B

 / E1
4C

STM107 STM106 1.766 0.61 1.867 1.073 1.141 2.792 1.926 19.83 70.63 82.65 224 442 666 112.1 1050 0.10 863.5 0.77 1.00 0.97 1.92

STREET 2 - 2
4B

STM106 STM105 0.081 0.60 1.948 0.049 1.190 2.792 1.926 21.75 66.62 77.95 220 417 637 50.6 1050 0.10 863.5 0.74 1.00 0.96 0.88

STREET 2-2a / STREET 2-1
4B

 / E2
4C

STM105 STM104 3.187 0.60 5.135 1.912 3.102 2.792 1.926 22.63 64.95 75.99 560 407 966 82.3 1050 0.20 1221.2 0.79 1.41 1.38 0.99

23.63

EXT-2 B2 STM104 0.000 0.000 0.908 0.800 0.908 0.726 0.726 10.00 104.19 122.14 0 246 246 24.5 600 0.25 307.0 0.80 1.09 1.07 0.38

10.38

STM104 STM103 5.135 3.102 3.700 2.653 23.63 63.18 73.91 544 545 1089 105.0 1200 0.12 1350.6 0.81 1.19 1.18 1.49

25.11

Total flow into STM 102

D - FUTURE DEV.
4B

STM103 STM102 1.520 0.80 22.949 1.216 17.724 6.177 4.387 25.11 60.71 71.01 2989 865 3855 128.0 1800 0.16 4597.9 0.84 1.81 1.81 1.18

25mm event flow to forebay

STM102 STM101 0.000 26.29 58.91 68.89 0 0 1100 17.5 1050 0.25 1365.4 0.81 1.58 1.55 0.19

STM101 POND 0.000 0.000 26.48 58.63 68.56 0 0 1100 19.5 1050 0.25 1365.4 0.81 1.58 1.55 0.21

26.69

STM102 STM102-2 Flow bypassed at STM102 = 3855L/s -1100L/s

STM102-2 POND2 26.29 58.91 68.89 0 0 2754.5 117.2 1650 0.25 4557.2 0.60 2.13 1.94 1.01

26.48 58.63 68.56 0 0 2754.5 10.5 1650 0.25 4557.2 0.60 2.13 1.94 0.09

26.69

Total Area 22.949 ha 17.724 6.177 4.387

Notes:

1) Time of Concentration for upstream areas were determined as follows:

A) Area CBMH 108 - Assumed initial Tc of 10 minutes per City of Ottawa Design Guidelines.

B) Transitway - Assumed initial Tc of 10 minutes per City of Ottawa Design Guidelines.

C) Campeau Drive - Assumed initial Tc of 10 minutes per City of Ottawa Design Guidelines.

D) A1/A2 - Assumed initial time of concentration of 10 minutes plus travel within future storm sewers (longest path approx. 425m) at approx 1.0m/s = +/- 17mintues

2) Outlet pipe from Area's A1/A2 was sized to convey peak pump rate of 150L/s.  Downstream sewers are sized to accommodate unrestricted release from A1 / A2.

3) Runoff coefficient evaluated based on a weighted average of A1 4.691ha at C=0.90 and A2 2.867ha at C=0.20 per KWMSS

4) Runoff coefficients were assigned to the areas as follows:

A) Land coverage was known therefore the Runoff Coefficient was calculated based on percent 'soft' and 'hard' areas (C=0.20 'soft' & C=0.90 'hard'). 

B) A Runoff Coefficient per City of Ottawa Design Guidelines was assigned, since proposed land use results in higher runoff coefficient value than provided by KWMSS.

C) A Runoff Coefficient per KWMSS was assigned, since suggested C value is greater than specified by City of Ottawa Sewer Design Guidelines for proposed land use.

D) Runoff Coefficient for Transitway Lands was calculated based on percent 'soft' and 'hard' areas (C=0.30 'soft' & C=0.90 'hard'). 

5) Subcatchment areas from non-transitway road were interpreted in the following way

A) W4 was designed to capture at the 10 year rate as Terry Fox Dr is assumed to be an arterial road. Earl Grey sag contributing areas (W2,W3) also assumed to be serviced to 10-year rate

B) J2 was designed to capture at the 10 year rate as Highway 417 off ramp is assumed to be an arterial roadway

C) I2, I3 and G10 were designed to capture at the 10 year rate as Terry Fox Dr and Highway 417 off ramp is assumed to be an arterial roadway

6) Includes transitway area west of local drainage area (A2 - C2), previously directed to STM107.

5-year 10-year

pw

aml

LOCATION DRAINAGE AREA PIPE SELECTION

Bypass structure installed in STM 102 to 

divert flows greater than 25mm event 

(1100L/s) to pond maincell

Pond 3 Network - Scenario A / B: Richcraft lands not included

KANATA WEST - TAGGART STORM SEWER

DESIGN SHEET
7-Jun-13 (City of Ottawa)

Page 1 of 1

As of 6/13/2013 at 5:42 PM REVISEDstm_160400402_2013-06-03_cntrld_pond-dct.xls, Scenario A or B



Calculation of Velocity Factors for Partially Filled Pipes d/D

θ

A (m
2
) X n Rh Q (m

3
/s) V(m/s) Q/Qf V/Vf

0 0 0 1 0.014478 0 0 0 0 0

manning's n varies with depth as per Camp 1944 0.01 0.40067 0.001077 0.99 0.014673 0.005972 0.000120774 0.112165 0.000133 0.078833

formulae taken from "Explicity solutions of the Manning equation for partially filled circular pipes" -Omer Akgiray 0.02 0.567588 0.003036 0.98 0.014856 0.011888 0.000532281 0.175306 0.000588 0.12321

0.03 0.696332 0.005561 0.97 0.015028 0.017747 0.001258888 0.226375 0.001391 0.159104

0.04 0.805432 0.008536 0.96 0.015188 0.02355 0.002308644 0.270473 0.002551 0.190097

A= flow area (m
2
) 0.05 0.902054 0.011892 0.95 0.015338 0.029296 0.003684075 0.309794 0.00407 0.217734

d= depth of flow (m) 0.06 0.989868 0.015584 0.94 0.015478 0.034985 0.005385129 0.345558 0.005949 0.24287

D= pipe diameter (m) 0.07 1.071053 0.019576 0.93 0.015607 0.040617 0.007410441 0.378539 0.008187 0.266049

n= manning's n at flow depth=d 0.08 1.147026 0.023842 0.92 0.015728 0.046192 0.009757964 0.409268 0.01078 0.287647

nf= manning's n at full flow 0.09 1.218771 0.02836 0.91 0.015839 0.051709 0.01242532 0.438135 0.013727 0.307935

Qf= full flow (m
3
/s) 0.1 1.287002 0.033109 0.9 0.015942 0.057168 0.01540999 0.465432 0.017025 0.327121

Rh= hydraulic radius 0.11 1.352261 0.038075 0.89 0.016037 0.062569 0.01870943 0.491389 0.02067 0.345364

S= Slope of energy grade line 0.12 1.414966 0.043242 0.88 0.016124 0.067912 0.022321126 0.516189 0.02466 0.362794

Vf= Full velocity (m/s) 0.13 1.475452 0.048599 0.87 0.016203 0.073197 0.02624263 0.539979 0.028992 0.379515

X= 1-(d/D) 0.14 1.533988 0.054135 0.86 0.016275 0.078423 0.030471565 0.562882 0.033664 0.395612

0.15 1.590798 0.059839 0.85 0.01634 0.08359 0.035005622 0.585002 0.038674 0.411158

θ= surface angle 0.16 1.646067 0.065701 0.84 0.016398 0.088698 0.039842558 0.606422 0.044017 0.426213

0.17 1.699955 0.071714 0.83 0.016451 0.093746 0.044980172 0.627218 0.049693 0.440829

0.18 1.752596 0.077869 0.82 0.016497 0.098735 0.050416295 0.64745 0.055699 0.455049

values and constants used for calculations 0.19 1.804107 0.084159 0.81 0.016538 0.103664 0.056148767 0.667174 0.062032 0.468911

nf = 0.013 0.2 1.85459 0.090577 0.8 0.016573 0.108532 0.062175418 0.686435 0.06869 0.482449

S= 0.25 % 0.21 1.904135 0.097117 0.79 0.016604 0.11334 0.068494049 0.705274 0.075671 0.495689

D= 0.9 m 0.22 1.952821 0.103772 0.78 0.016629 0.118088 0.07510241 0.723725 0.082972 0.508657

Af= 0.636 m
2

0.23 2.000718 0.110537 0.77 0.01665 0.122774 0.081998183 0.741819 0.09059 0.521374

Qf= 0.905 m
3
/s 0.24 2.047891 0.117405 0.76 0.016666 0.1274 0.089178966 0.759583 0.098523 0.533859

Vf= 1.423 m/s 0.25 2.094395 0.124372 0.75 0.016679 0.131963 0.096642248 0.777039 0.106769 0.546128

0.26 2.140283 0.131433 0.74 0.016687 0.136465 0.104385402 0.794209 0.115323 0.558196

0.27 2.185602 0.138583 0.73 0.016692 0.140905 0.11240566 0.81111 0.124184 0.570074

0.28 2.230395 0.145816 0.72 0.016693 0.145282 0.120700106 0.827757 0.133347 0.581774

0.29 2.274702 0.153129 0.71 0.016691 0.149596 0.12926566 0.844164 0.14281 0.593305

0.3 2.318559 0.160516 0.7 0.016686 0.153847 0.138099064 0.860343 0.152569 0.604676

0.31 2.362 0.167975 0.69 0.016678 0.158034 0.147196873 0.876303 0.162621 0.615894

0.32 2.405057 0.1755 0.68 0.016668 0.162158 0.156555446 0.892055 0.17296 0.626965

0.33 2.447759 0.183087 0.67 0.016654 0.166218 0.166170932 0.907605 0.183583 0.637894

0.34 2.490134 0.190733 0.66 0.016639 0.170213 0.176039269 0.92296 0.194485 0.648686

0.35 2.532207 0.198434 0.65 0.016621 0.174142 0.186156173 0.938126 0.205662 0.659345

0.36 2.574004 0.206186 0.64 0.0166 0.178007 0.196517133 0.953106 0.217109 0.669874

0.37 2.615548 0.213985 0.63 0.016578 0.181806 0.207117406 0.967906 0.22882 0.680276

0.38 2.656861 0.221828 0.62 0.016554 0.185539 0.217952016 0.982529 0.24079 0.690553

0.39 2.697964 0.22971 0.61 0.016529 0.189205 0.229015749 0.996976 0.253013 0.700707

0.4 2.738877 0.23763 0.6 0.016501 0.192804 0.240303151 1.011251 0.265483 0.71074

0.41 2.77962 0.245582 0.59 0.016473 0.196335 0.251808529 1.025355 0.278194 0.720652

0.42 2.820211 0.253564 0.58 0.016442 0.199799 0.263525951 1.039289 0.291139 0.730445

0.43 2.86067 0.261572 0.57 0.016411 0.203194 0.275449245 1.053053 0.304311 0.74012

0.44 2.901013 0.269603 0.56 0.016378 0.20652 0.287572005 1.066649 0.317705 0.749675

0.45 2.941258 0.277654 0.55 0.016344 0.209777 0.299887587 1.080077 0.331311 0.759113

0.46 2.981421 0.285721 0.54 0.016309 0.212964 0.312389121 1.093337 0.345122 0.768432

0.47 3.021521 0.293801 0.53 0.016273 0.21608 0.325069505 1.106428 0.359131 0.777633

0.48 3.061571 0.301891 0.52 0.016235 0.219125 0.337921415 1.119351 0.37333 0.786716

0.49 3.10159 0.309987 0.51 0.016197 0.222099 0.350937311 1.132104 0.387709 0.795679

0.5 3.141593 0.318086 0.5 0.016159 0.225 0.364109436 1.144688 0.402262 0.804523

0.51 3.181595 0.326186 0.49 0.016119 0.227828 0.377429824 1.157101 0.416978 0.813248

0.52 3.221614 0.334282 0.48 0.016079 0.230583 0.390890308 1.169343 0.431849 0.821852

0.53 3.261665 0.342372 0.47 0.016037 0.233263 0.404482518 1.181414 0.446865 0.830336

0.54 3.301764 0.350452 0.46 0.015995 0.235868 0.418197894 1.193311 0.462018 0.838698

0.55 3.341927 0.358519 0.45 0.015953 0.238398 0.432027681 1.205035 0.477297 0.846938

0.56 3.382172 0.366569 0.44 0.01591 0.240851 0.445962942 1.216585 0.492692 0.855055

0.57 3.422515 0.3746 0.43 0.015866 0.243226 0.459994555 1.22796 0.508194 0.86305

0.58 3.462974 0.382609 0.42 0.015821 0.245524 0.474113216 1.23916 0.523792 0.870921

0.59 3.503566 0.390591 0.41 0.015776 0.247742 0.488309442 1.250182 0.539476 0.878668

0.6 3.544308 0.398543 0.4 0.01573 0.24988 0.502573569 1.261027 0.555234 0.886291

0.61 3.585222 0.406462 0.39 0.015684 0.251937 0.516895751 1.271694 0.571057 0.893788

0.62 3.626324 0.414345 0.38 0.015637 0.253912 0.531265956 1.282183 0.586933 0.901159

0.63 3.667637 0.422188 0.37 0.015589 0.255804 0.54567396 1.292492 0.602851 0.908405

0.64 3.709181 0.429987 0.36 0.01554 0.257611 0.560109338 1.302621 0.618799 0.915524

0.65 3.750978 0.437738 0.35 0.015491 0.259333 0.574561454 1.312568 0.634765 0.922515

0.66 3.793052 0.445439 0.34 0.015441 0.260968 0.589019446 1.322334 0.650738 0.929379

0.67 3.835426 0.453085 0.33 0.015391 0.262515 0.603472205 1.331918 0.666706 0.936115

0.68 3.878128 0.460673 0.32 0.015339 0.263972 0.617908359 1.341317 0.682654 0.942721

0.69 3.921185 0.468198 0.31 0.015287 0.265338 0.632316238 1.350533 0.698572 0.949198

0.7 3.964626 0.475656 0.3 0.015234 0.266611 0.646683845 1.359562 0.714445 0.955544

0.71 4.008483 0.483044 0.29 0.01518 0.26779 0.660998814 1.368403 0.73026 0.961758

0.72 4.05279 0.490357 0.28 0.015126 0.268872 0.675248364 1.377056 0.746003 0.967839

0.73 4.097583 0.49759 0.27 0.01507 0.269856 0.689419239 1.385517 0.761658 0.973786

0.74 4.142902 0.504739 0.26 0.015013 0.270738 0.703497644 1.393784 0.777212 0.979596

0.75 4.18879 0.5118 0.25 0.014955 0.271518 0.717469166 1.401854 0.792647 0.985268

0.76 4.235295 0.518767 0.24 0.014897 0.272193 0.731318674 1.409724 0.807948 0.990799

0.77 4.282467 0.525636 0.23 0.014837 0.272759 0.745030211 1.417389 0.823096 0.996186

0.78 4.330364 0.5324 0.22 0.014775 0.273213 0.758586861 1.424843 0.838073 1.001425

0.79 4.37905 0.539056 0.21 0.014713 0.273553 0.771970586 1.43208 0.85286 1.006512

0.8 4.428595 0.545595 0.2 0.014649 0.273774 0.785162034 1.439093 0.867433 1.011441

0.81 4.479078 0.552013 0.19 0.014584 0.273873 0.798140308 1.445871 0.881771 1.016205

0.82 4.530589 0.558304 0.18 0.014517 0.273844 0.810882685 1.452405 0.895849 1.020797

0.83 4.58323 0.564459 0.17 0.014449 0.273683 0.823364262 1.458679 0.909638 1.025207

0.84 4.637118 0.570471 0.16 0.014379 0.273384 0.835557533 1.464679 0.923109 1.029423

0.85 4.692388 0.576334 0.15 0.014308 0.27294 0.847431839 1.470383 0.936228 1.033433

0.86 4.749197 0.582038 0.14 0.014235 0.272344 0.858952686 1.475768 0.948956 1.037218

0.87 4.807733 0.587573 0.13 0.01416 0.271587 0.870080847 1.480804 0.96125 1.040757

0.88 4.868219 0.59293 0.12 0.014084 0.270658 0.880771191 1.485455 0.973061 1.044026

0.89 4.930924 0.598098 0.11 0.014006 0.269545 0.890971104 1.489674 0.984329 1.046991

0.9 4.996183 0.603064 0.1 0.013925 0.268233 0.900618301 1.493405 0.994987 1.049613

0.91 5.064415 0.607813 0.09 0.013843 0.266703 0.909637736 1.496575 1.004952 1.051841

0.92 5.136159 0.61233 0.08 0.013758 0.264932 0.917937027 1.499089 1.014121 1.053608

0.93 5.212132 0.616596 0.07 0.013672 0.262889 0.925399435 1.50082 1.022365 1.054824

0.94 5.293317 0.620589 0.06 0.013583 0.260533 0.931872457 1.501594 1.029516 1.055369

0.95 5.381132 0.624281 0.05 0.013492 0.257806 0.937147967 1.501165 1.035345 1.055067

0.96 5.477754 0.627637 0.04 0.013398 0.254621 0.940924337 1.499154 1.039517 1.053654

0.97 5.586853 0.630611 0.03 0.013303 0.250831 0.942724181 1.494937 1.041505 1.05069

0.98 5.715597 0.633136 0.02 0.013204 0.246163 0.941676716 1.487321 1.040348 1.045337

0.99 5.882516 0.635096 0.01 0.013103 0.239918 0.935693178 1.47331 1.033737 1.03549

1 6.283185 0.636173 0 0.013 0.225 0.905155576 1.422815 1 1
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1.0 Potable Water Analysis  

1.1 BACKGROUND 

Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) has undertaken a hydraulic assessment of the potable water 

servicing for a proposed commercial development located adjacent to the intersection of 

Didsbury Rd. and Campeau Dr. in the former City of Kanata regional boundary.  Figure 1.1 

shows the location of the proposed subdivision.  The proposed development is located within 

the City of Ottawa (the City) water distribution Pressure Zone 3W.  This zone is supplied by 

water from Pressure Zone 2W through the Glen Cairn Pumping Station.  An elevated water 

storage tank on Hazeldean Road (Stittsville Tank) provides floating storage to Zone 3W.  

Figure 1.1: Proposed Taggart-Loblaws Subdivision location 

 

Proposed Taggart 

Loblaws 

Subdivision 
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1.2 ALLOWABLE PRESSURES 

The City has until recently followed the 1991 Regional Municipality of Ottawa Carleton (RMOC) 

Water Distribution Design Guidelines.  In late May 2010, the City of Ottawa’s Infrastructure 

Services Department issued its own Design Guidelines for Water Distribution, dated as July 

2010.  This report uses the new July 2010 City of Ottawa Water Distribution Design Guidelines 

for the analysis of the water distribution system.  

The Guidelines state the design objective for system pressures in section 4.2.2 of the document 

(p.4.2): 

• Normal operating pressures to be between 345 kPa (50 psi) and 552 kPa (80 psi) under 

maximum daily flow.  

• In accordance with MOE Guidelines, pressures to be not less than 276 kPa (40 psi) 

under maximum hourly demand.  

• Under fire flow analysis, the combination of maximum day and fire flow demand shall not 

reduce the residual pressure at any point in the distribution system below 140 kPa (20 

psi.)  

• In accordance with the Ontario Code & Guide for Plumbing, the maximum pressure at 

any point in the distribution system in occupied areas outside of the public right-of-way 

shall not exceed 552 kPa (80 psi.)  

• The maximum pressure at any point in the distribution system in unoccupied areas shall 

not exceed 689 kPa (100 psi.)  

• Feedermains, which have been provided primarily for the purpose of redundancy, shall 

meet, at a minimum, the basic day plus fire flow demand.  

Appendix p22



TAGGART - LOBLAWS SUBDIVISION - POTABLE WATER SERVICING ANALYSIS 

 
Potable Water Analysis 

March 31, 201 

al w:\active\160400402(591)\design\analysis\wtr\2012-03-12_version3\rep_2012-03-15_taggart_loblaws_npc.doc 1.3  

1.3 GROUND ELEVATIONS 

The ground elevations of the proposed development range from approximately 93.7 to 99.0m.  

The elevations shown in Figure 1.2 were assigned to the nodes in the hydraulic model. 

Figure 1.2: Ground elevations (m) in area of proposed development 

 

1.4 EXISTING & PROPOSED WATERMAIN NETWORK 

As shown in Figure 1.3, the proposed subdivision will be serviced from an existing single feed 

406mm diameter watermain on Campeau Drive that increases to a 610mm diameter watermain 

300m upstream.  It is noted that the portion of watermain identified as 406mm diameter is 

anticipated to be upsized to a 610mm diameter watermain as part of the Campeau Drive 

redevelopment project being carried out by others.  Furthermore, it is noted that the proposed 

development is located at the eastern boundary of the future Kanata West Community (KWC).  

As part of and in order to service the KWC, the large diameter watermain on Campeau Drive will 

be extended to the west towards Huntmar Road where it will loop into a larger north-south 
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diameter watermain.  As such, the interim single feed is considered to be temporary until the 

remainder of the KWC is developed in the near future.  

Figure 1.3: Existing and proposed watermain network (diameters in mm) 

 

(Note: the watermains shown were created in the previous version of this report and show a diameter of 

203mm.  The models have been re-run using 204mm as the diameter, as per the 2010 City of Ottawa 

Water Distribution guidelines).

Proposed 

watermain 

Existing Campeau Dr. 

406mm to be upgraded to 

610mm dia. by others 
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A hydraulic model was created using H2OMAP software to represent the proposed watermains.  

Hazen-Williams carrying capacity coefficients were applied to the new watermain in accordance 

with the July 2010 Watermain Design Guidelines, which state in section 4.2.12 of that 

document: the following “C” values shall be used for the design of water distribution systems 

regardless of pipe materials: 

Pipe Diameter (mm)  C-Factor 

150     100  

200 to 250   110 

300 to 600   120 

over 600   130 

The Guidelines also specify the actual inside diameters that are to be used when nominal pipe 

sizes are used: 

Pipe Diameters to be used in modeling (in mm): 

Nominal Size 
Allowed (C900 & 
C905 PVC Pipe) 

PVC, DI &C303 
 ID to be used for 

Modeling 

HDPE DR 11 
 ID to be used for 

Modeling 

50 50 NA  

100 108 92 

150 155 136 

200 204 177 

250 250 220 

300 297 261 

400 393 328 

 

Pipe diameter for two-foot diameter watermain is not shown, therefore a diameter of 610 mm 

was used. 

As shown in Figure 1.3, the proposed water distribution network of the Taggart Loblaws 

development consists of a 610mm diameter watermain along Campeau Drive that will loop into 

the KWC in the future along with an internal 204mm diameter looping watermain that will 

connect to the Campeau Drive watermain in two locations.  

1.5 BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 

The City of Ottawa provided Stantec the following boundary conditions on June 18th, 2007 which 

were used in previous submissions of this report. Revised boundary conditions were requested 

and received by Stantec on February 3, 2012. 
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The following are revised boundary conditions, HGLs, for hydraulic analysis of the Taggart 
Development.  They can be applied at the end of the 406mm at the corner of Campeau and 
Didsbury.  The fire flow value applied was 15,000Lpm. 

• Max_Day + FF = 150.5 m  
• Peak_Hour = 155.8 m  
• Average Day / High Pressure Check = 163.4 m 

1.6 WATER DEMAND 

The proposed servicing area covers an area of approximately 13.17ha of commercial lands 

along with an existing church with an approximate seating capacity of 300 persons.  The various 

consumption rates are estimated using the City of Ottawa design guidelines as discussed 

below. Note that commercial demands were applied to gross area and not building area as: 

 

For Commercial Shopping Centres, an average daily demand of 25,000 L/ha/d is applied to 

the 13.17ha of proposed commercial/retail lands.  

 

For maximum day demands a factor of 1.5 times average day was applied.  

For peak hour demands, a peak demand of 1.8 times maximum day was applied.  

Demands for the existing church were estimated using the Ontario Building Code (OBC) design 

flow for a church with kitchen facilities (36 litres per seat), see OBC Table 8.2.1.3.B.  

Table 1.1 provides a summary of the demands that were applied for the various demand 

scenarios.  

Table 1.1: Demand projections for proposed Taggart - Loblaws development 

Service Area Land Area 

or # of Seats 

Average Day 

L/s (Lpm) 

Maximum Day 

L/s (Lpm) 

Peak Hour 

L/s (Lpm) 

Commercial 13.17ha 3.81 (228.6) 5.72 (343.0) 10.29 (617.3) 

Church 300 seats 0.13 (7.5) 0.19 (11.3) 0.34 (20.3) 

Total  3.94 (236.1) 5.91 (354.3) 10.63 (637.6) 

 

1.7 JUNCTION AND PIPE IDS 

Figure 1.4 provides the IDs of each of the proposed junctions and pipes inputted into the 

hydraulic model.  These IDs are used to present the results in tabular format in the following 

sections.  
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Figure 1.4: Junction & Node IDs 
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1.8 HYDRAULIC MODEL RESULTS 

The software package used to carry out the analysis was H20MAP Water by MWHSoft.  The 

model was tested under three different demand conditions: average day (AVDY), peak hour 

(PKHR) and maximum day steady state plus fire.  

1.8.1 Average Day Demand – Typical Conditions 

The results of the AVDY analysis are presented in Table 1.2.  The boundary condition used for 

typical conditions is the same HGL as observed during peak hour (155.8m), which results in 

local pressures ranging from 557 to 609kPa (81 to 88 psi) based on the local ground elevations 

and pipe head loss.  While these pressures are within the allowable pressure range of 276kPa 

to 689kPa (40 to 100 psi) as recommended by the City of Ottawa’s (formerly RMOC) design 

guidelines, it is noted that for services that are expected to exceed 552kPa (80psi), Section 

7.6.3.3 of the Ontario Plumbing Code requires a pressure reducing valve (PRV) be installed on 

each dwelling service to limit maximum pressures.  Based on the modeling results all 

services within the Taggart development will require PRVs to meet the Ontario Plumbing 

Code requirements.  

Table 1.2: Average Day Demand – Typical Conditions Model Output 

Average Day Demand - Typical (HGL 155.8m) Node Results 

ID 
Demand 

(Lpm) 
Elevation 

(m) Head (m) 
Pressure 

(kPa) 
Pressure 

(psi) 

J10 28.56 95.92 155.80 587 85 

J12 28.56 99.00 155.80 557 81 

J14 28.56 97.07 155.80 575 83 

J16 28.56 96.38 155.80 582 84 

J18 7.50 95.63 155.80 590 86 

J20 28.56 95.33 155.80 593 86 

J24 28.56 93.90 155.80 607 88 

J26 28.56 93.66 155.80 609 88 

J28 28.56 95.01 155.80 596 86 

 

Average Day Demand - Typical (HGL 155.8m) Pipe Results 
   

ID 
From 
Node 

To 
Node 

Length 
(m) 

Diameter 
(mm) 

Rough
ness 

Flow 
(L/s) 

Velocity 
(m/s) 

Headloss 
(m) 

HL/1000 
(m/km) 

P11 J10 J12 90 204 110 0.78 0.02 0.00 0.01 

P13 J12 J14 210 204 110 0.54 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P15 J10 J12 90 204 110 0.78 0.02 0.00 0.01 

P17 J12 J14 210 204 110 0.54 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P19 J14 J16 114 204 110 0.6 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P21 J16 J18 90 204 110 0.13 0 0.00 0.00 

P23 J18 J20 141 204 110 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

P25 J20 J24 111 204 110 -0.47 0.01 0.00 0.00 

P27 J24 J26 154 204 110 -0.95 0.03 0.00 0.01 
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Average Day Demand - Typical (HGL 155.8m) Pipe Results 
   

ID 
From 
Node 

To 
Node 

Length 
(m) 

Diameter 
(mm) 

Rough
ness 

Flow 
(L/s) 

Velocity 
(m/s) 

Headloss 
(m) 

HL/1000 
(m/km) 

P29 J26 J28 132 610 130 -1.43 0 0.00 0.00 

P31 J28 J10 118 610 130 -1.9 0.01 0.00 0.00 

P33 7000 J10 33 610 130 3.93 0.01 0.00 0.00 

 

1.8.2 Average Day Demand – High Pressure Conditions 

The City provided a “high pressure check” boundary condition to be used to verify that 
maximum pressures did not exceed allowable limits.  Using the low demand average day 
scenario, the high-pressure check was carried out for the proposed development.  As shown in 
the results presented in Table 1.3, if the HGL in the development increases to 163.4m, there 
are a couple of nodes that will experience pressures just under 689kPa (100 psi).  Regardless, 
based on the typical average day conditions, noted in Section 1.8.1, pressure reducing valves 
will be required for each service in order to meet Building Code requirements.  
 

Table 1.3: Average Day Demand – High Pressure Conditions Model Output 

Average Day Demand - High Pressure Check (HGL 163.4) Node Results 

ID 
Demand 

(Lpm) 
Elevation 

(m) Head (m) 
Pressure 

(kPa) 
Pressure 

(psi) 

J10 28.56 95.92 163.40 661 96 

J12 28.56 99.00 163.40 631 92 

J14 28.56 97.07 163.40 650 94 

J16 28.56 96.38 163.40 657 95 

J18 7.50 95.63 163.40 664 96 

J20 28.56 95.33 163.40 667 97 

J24 28.56 93.90 163.40 681 99 

J26 28.56 93.66 163.40 683 99 

J28 28.56 95.01 163.40 670 97 

 
Average Day Demand - High Pressure Check (HGL 163.4) Pipe Results 

ID 
From 
Node 

To 
Node 

Length 
(m) 

Diameter 
(mm) 

Rough 
ness 

Flow 
(L/s) 

Velocity 
(m/s) 

Headloss 
(m) 

HL/1000 
(m/km) 

P11 J10 J12 90 204 110 0.78 0.02 0.00 0.01 

P13 J12 J14 210 204 110 0.54 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P15 J10 J12 90 204 110 0.78 0.02 0.00 0.01 

P17 J12 J14 210 204 110 0.54 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P19 J14 J16 114 204 110 0.6 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P21 J16 J18 90 204 110 0.13 0 0.00 0.00 

P23 J18 J20 141 204 110 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

P25 J20 J24 111 204 110 -0.47 0.01 0.00 0.00 

P27 J24 J26 154 204 110 -0.95 0.03 0.00 0.01 

P29 J26 J28 132 610 130 -1.43 0 0.00 0.00 

P31 J28 J10 118 610 130 -1.9 0.01 0.00 0.00 
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Average Day Demand - High Pressure Check (HGL 163.4) Pipe Results 

ID 
From 
Node 

To 
Node 

Length 
(m) 

Diameter 
(mm) 

Rough 
ness 

Flow 
(L/s) 

Velocity 
(m/s) 

Headloss 
(m) 

HL/1000 
(m/km) 

P33 7000 J10 33 610 130 3.93 0.01 0.00 0.00 

  

1.8.3 Peak Hour Demand 

The results of the PKHR analysis are presented in Table 1.4.  The boundary condition used for 

the peak hour condition is (155.8m), which results in local pressures ranging from 557 to 

609kPa (81 to 88 psi) based on the local ground elevations and pipe head loss.  These 

pressures are within the allowable pressure range of 276kPa to 689kPa (40 to 100 psi) as 

recommended by the City of Ottawa’s (formerly RMOC) design guidelines. 

Table 1.4: Peak Hour Demand Model Output 

Peak Hour Demand -  (HGL 155.8m) Node Results 
 

ID 
Demand 

(Lpm) 
Elevation 

(m) Head (m) 
Pressure 

(kPa) 
Pressure 

(psi) 

J10 77.16 95.92 155.80 587 85 

J12 77.16 99.00 155.80 557 81 

J14 77.16 97.07 155.79 575 83 

J16 77.16 96.38 155.79 582 84 

J18 20.28 95.63 155.79 590 85 

J20 77.16 95.33 155.79 592 86 

J24 77.16 93.90 155.79 606 88 

J26 77.16 93.66 155.80 609 88 

J28 77.16 95.01 155.80 596 86 

 
Peak Hour Demand - (HGL 155.8m) Pipe Results 

  

ID 
From 
Node 

To 
Node 

Length 
(m) 

Diameter 
(mm) 

Rough 
ness 

Flow 
(L/s) 

Velocity 
(m/s) 

Headloss 
(m) 

HL/1000 
(m/km) 

P11 J10 J12 90 204 110 2.1 0.06 0.00 0.04 

P13 J12 J14 210 204 110 1.46 0.04 0.00 0.02 

P15 J10 J12 90 204 110 2.1 0.06 0.00 0.04 

P17 J12 J14 210 204 110 1.46 0.04 0.00 0.02 

P19 J14 J16 114 204 110 1.63 0.05 0.00 0.03 

P21 J16 J18 90 204 110 0.34 0.01 0.00 0.00 

P23 J18 J20 141 204 110 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 

P25 J20 J24 111 204 110 -1.28 0.04 0.00 0.02 

P27 J24 J26 154 204 110 -2.57 0.08 0.01 0.06 

P29 J26 J28 132 610 130 -3.85 0.01 0.00 0.00 

P31 J28 J10 118 610 130 -5.14 0.02 0.00 0.00 

P33 7000 J10 33 610 130 10.63 0.04 0.00 0.00 
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1.8.4 Maximum Day + Fire flow Results 

The City’s design guidelines for water distribution systems require a minimum pressure of 140 

kPa (20 psi) to be maintained at all points in the distribution system under fire flow conditions.  

For this commercial/retail development, the City is recommending a fire flow of 15,000 Lpm 

(250L/s) as a guideline for sizing watermain.  A fire flow analysis was carried out using the 

hydraulic model to determine the distribution network’s ability to convey this fire flow under 

maximum day demand conditions.  

The fire flow results in Table 1.5 show that the minimum required fire flow of 15,000 Lpm can be 

supplied to all nodes within the proposed local network while maintaining a residual pressure 

greater than 140kPa (20 psi).   

Table 1.5: Maximum Day and Fire Flow Analysis Model Output 

Maximum Day Demand and Fire Flow Analysis - (HGL 150.5m) Node Results 

ID Static 
Demand 

(Lpm) 

Static 
Pressure 

(kPa) 

Static 
Head (m) 

Fire-
Flow 

Demand 
(Lpm) 

Residual 
Pressure 

(kPa) 

Residual 
Pressure 

(PSI) 

J10 42.90 535 150.5 15,000 534 78 

J12 42.90 505 150.5 15,000 446 65 

J14 42.90 524 150.5 15,000 373 54 

J16 42.90 530 150.5 15,000 275 40 

J18 11.28 538 150.5 15,000 246 36 

J20 42.90 541 150.5 15,000 254 37 

J24 42.90 555 150.5 15,000 330 48 

J26 42.90 557 150.5 15,000 554 80 

J28 42.90 544 150.5 15,000 542 79 
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1.9 WATER QUALITY 

A water age analysis for the local watermain in the proposed subdivision was conducted.  

Figure 1.5 shows that the age of water within the proposed network can reach up to 17 hours 

based on the projected average day demands.  It is noted that the proposed development is 

anticipated to be fed from a single feed source in the interim until the looping network of the 

Kanata West Community are in place.  Although the local watermain in the Taggart 

development will be looped to help ensure the flow of water, old water is a possibility.  

Furthermore, the design guidelines sometimes overestimate actual flows and as a result if lower 

flows were used in the age of water analysis, an increased age of water would be observed.  

It is therefore recommended that in the interim an automatic flushing valve be 

considered to ensure the turnover of water and help to prevent water quality problems.  

Figure 1.5: Water Age Analysis - Taggart Subdivision - Zone 3W, AVDY 
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1.10 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The proposed commercial/retail development is located in an area of the City’s water 

distribution system that has sufficient capacity to provide both the required domestic and 

emergency fire flows.  Based on the modeling results and the boundary conditions provided, fire 

flows greater than 15,000 Lpm will be available within the watermain servicing the proposed 

development, it is noted that in order to achieve these high flows, a combination of two or more 

hydrants would likely be required.  Following construction and installation of the hydrants, it is 

recommended that the hydrants be tested in order to ensure the expected fire flows are 

achievable.  

The minimum observed pressure during the peak hour scenario of 557kPa (81 psi) is 

considered to be well within the acceptable pressure range.  

The maximum observed pressure under typical demand conditions of 609kPa (88psi) is within 

the allowable pressure range of 276kPa to 689kPa (40 to 100 psi) as recommended by the City 

of Ottawa’s design guidelines however it does exceed the 550kPa (79.8psi) threshold for 

maximum pressures, above which the Ontario Plumbing Code requires a pressure reducing 

valve (PRV) be installed on each dwelling service to limit maximum pressures.  Based on the 

modeling results all services within the Taggart development will require PRVs to meet 

the Ontario Plumbing Code requirements. 

The new development is proposed to be fed from a single feed large diameter watermain in the 

interim and looped internally.  The large diameter watermain along Campeau Drive is expected 

to become part of a larger looping network to service the Kanata West Community in the near 

future (assuming develop continues to proceed as anticipated).  Once the large diameter loop is 

completed, the proposed development area will have full redundancy in the event of a pipe 

failure.  

Due to the interim condition of a single feed large diameter watermain terminating in the 

proposed development, there is a concern that the age of water could result in the inability to 

maintain appropriate chlorine residuals.  Therefore it is recommended that the developer 

consider installing an automatic flushing valve at an appropriate location in the local network in 

accordance with the City of Ottawa design guidelines and specifications.  
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All of which is respectfully submitted; 

STANTEC CONSULTING LTD. 

 

 

 

 

Neal P. Cody, P.Eng.      

Water Resources Engineer 

Ph: (613) 724-4380 

Fx: (613) 722-2799 

neal.cody@stantec.com 

      

npc w:\active\160400402(591)\design\analysis\wtr\2011-10-27_version2\rep_2011-10-27_taggart_loblaws_npc.doc 
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Sanitary Sewer and Signature Ridge 

Pump Station Background Reports 
• Appendix C.1: Excerpts from Preliminary Design for 

the Signature Ridge Pumping Station – Final Report, 

R.V.Anderson, January 25, 2011 

• Appendix C.2: Excerpts from Signature Ridge Pump 

Station Hydraulic Grade Line Analysis, IBI Group, July 

2011 

• Appendix C.3: Excerpts from Kanata West Master 

Servicing Study, Stantec Consulting Ltd and IBI. 

Group, June 2006 

• Appendix C.4: Excerpts from Kanata West Pumping 

Station Agreement, Soloway Wright, May 18, 2007. 
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Excerpts from Preliminary Design for the Signature 

Ridge Pumping Station – Final Report, R.V.Anderson, 
January 25, 2011 
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Excerpts from Signature Ridge Pump Station 

Hydraulic Grade Line Analysis, IBI Group, July 2011 
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West.  The alignment of this minor collector sewer in a north-south direct along the east limit of 
the development area also allows the internal sanitary sewer system to parallel the storm sewer 
system throughout the development area.  This is a critical element in providing a coordinated 
and cost effective servicing scheme, which can accommodate the phased development of the 
KWCP over several years.  The location of this sewer also facilitates the decommissioning of 
the Palladium Siphon and avoids placing this sewer in an area of significant fill.  It also places 
the sewer in a designated corridor that can be graded to provide a minimum of 1.5 meters of 
freeboard between the 1:100 year flood level of the Carp River and the top of the covers in the 
access chambers.  All pond outlets to the Carp River are above the 1:100 year flood plain, as 
well as the water elevations associated with the historical storm events analyzed in the Flood 
Characterization and Flood Level Analysis, prepared on CH2MHill. A designated corridor width 
of 20 meters is recommended for this sewer between Maple Grove Road and Palladium Drive. 
 
Drawing S-1 also illustrates the overall major sanitary sewer system for the entire KWCP 
including tributary areas, pipe sizes, external pumping stations, which are to be 
decommissioned, and the proposed outlet location for these existing systems.   
 
A profile of the trunk sanitary sewer system is included in the appendices of this report.  These 
profiles illustrate the proposed elevation of the sanitary sewers relative to the storm sewers 
demonstrating the coordinated design of these two systems. 
 

4.4 Design Criteria 

The following City of Ottawa design guidelines were used in the preparation of the sanitary 
sewer analysis provided in this report: 
 
Residential Average Daily Flow Rate 350 L/P Day 
Residential Peak Factor Modified Harmon Formula 
Business Park Flow Rates 35,000 L/Ha/Day 
Employment Area Flow Rate 50,000 L/Ha/Day 
Business Park / Employment Peak Factor 1.5 
Infiltration Rate 0.28 L/Sec/Day 

4.5 Construction Phasing 

It is anticipated that the build out of the KWCP will take many years.  The high capital cost of the 
associated infrastructure dictates that a phased construction approach will be required. 
Servicing studies completed previously for the area have provided the framework for the phased 
construction of the wastewater system, which included the use of residual capacity in the 
existing sanitary sewer system in Stittsville.  The following is a brief description of the proposed 
construction phasing plan, which builds on previous studies, incorporates recent construction 
proposals for the developers group, and incorporates additional, detailed analysis of the existing 
Stittsville sanitary system. 
 
Figure 4.2-5 illustrates the area identified as Phase I in terms of wastewater servicing.  Area “A” 
includes the area, which will be tributary to the Signature Ridge Pumping Station in the short 
term. This drainage area ultimately requires the expansion of the Signature Ridge Pumping 
Station to 400 l/sec, assumes that the lands south of Highway 417 currently draining to this 
pumping station will continue to do so in the short term, and that these lands will build out.  This 
scheme also accommodates build out of the Broughton/Richardson and Interstitial Lands as 
part of Phase I (see Figure 4.2-2 for details of this analysis).  A regular flow monitoring program 
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Excerpts from Kanata West Pumping Station 
Agreement, Soloway Wright, May 18, 2007. 
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Lynch, Amanda

From: Whittaker, Damien <Damien.Whittaker@ottawa.ca>
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2012 10:05 AM
To: Cody, Neal
Subject: RE: Water main boundary condition request Taggart-Loblaws

Neal, 

 

Please find a boundary condition response below. 

 

Max Day + FF = 150.5 m while assuming a fire flow of 250 L/s 

 

 

Minimum HGL during Peak Hour = 155.8 m  

 

 

Max Pressure Check HGL = 163.4 m 

 

 

Regards, 
  
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng. 
Project Manager 
  
Development Review Suburban Services Unit 
West Branch 
110 Laurier Avenue West 
613-580-2424 x16968 
 

 

From: Cody, Neal [mailto:Neal.Cody@stantec.com]  

Sent: January 26, 2012 1:03 PM 

To: Whittaker, Damien 
Subject: RE: Water main boundary condition request Taggart-Loblaws 

 

Hi Damien, 
 
Marie-Gen gave me a call to confirm the requested fire flow rate in the email below. I can confirm that the required fire 
flow is 15,000 LPM as per the FUS calculation method. Please forward this email to Gen for confirmation. 
 
Thanks, 
Neal 
 

From: Cody, Neal  
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2012 10:43 AM 

To: 'Damien.Whittaker@ottawa.ca' 

Cc: Wilkie, Tim 
Subject: FW: Water main boundary condition request Taggart-Loblaws 

 

Hi Damien, 
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Tim asked me to forward you the revised boundary conditions request for the Taggart Loblaws subdivision. These 
demands are taken from section 1.6 of our Potable Water Servicing Analysis (which formed part of our Servicing Report), 
dated November 11, 2011: 

Table 1.1: Demand projections for proposed Taggart - Loblaws development 

Service Area Land Area 

or # of Seats 

Average Day 

(L/s) 

Maximum Day 

(L/s) 

Peak Hour 

(L/s) 

Commercial 13.17ha 3.81 5.72 10.29 

Church 300 seats 0.13 0.19 0.34 

Total  3.94 5.91 10.63 
 
Please apply these demands at the end of the 406mm at the corner of Campeau and Didsbury. 
 
The previously-cited fire flow from the City was 15,000 LPM. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
Neal 
 
 
Neal Cody, P.Eng, LEED Green Assoc. 

Water Resources Engineer 

Stantec 

1505 Laperriere Avenue 

Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 

Ph: (613) 724-4380 

Fx: (613) 722-2799 

neal.cody@stantec.com 

stantec.com  
  

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except 

with Stantec's written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately. 

 

� Please consider the environment before printing this email.  

From: Wilkie, Tim  

Sent: Monday, January 23, 2012 1:30 PM 
To: Cody, Neal 

Subject: FW: Water main boundary condition request 

 

Can you please respond? 
 

From: Whittaker, Damien [mailto:Damien.Whittaker@ottawa.ca]  

Sent: Monday, January 23, 2012 12:11 PM 
To: Wilkie, Tim 

Subject: Water main boundary condition request 

 

Tim, 

 

The City is unable to confirm the previously provided boundary conditions for the Taggart-Loblaws subdivision of June 

18
th

, 2007.  Please re-submit the previously sent request. 

 

Please feel free to ask for clarification, or further information, on any of the items above. 
  
Regards, 
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Lynch, Amanda

Subject: FW: RE: TAGGART - Kanata West

 

From: Wilkie, Tim  

Sent: Tuesday, October 05, 2010 9:59 AM 
To: 'Jeff Parkes' 

Subject: RE: TAGGART - Kanata West 
 
Hi Jeff 
 
Larry had a great meeting with the City and Don Moss last week. In general it looks like we now have some direction: 
 

1. The City is amenable to consider a land swap to avoid moving the proposed SWM pond back another 3.8 m. We 
will need to do volume calculations to demonstrate that the land being exchanged will account for the volume loss 
by leaving the pond where currently indicated. 
 

2. The design criteria to calculate the stormwater drainage remains pre-development or 170 m3/ha, whichever 
proves to be the worst case scenario. The entire drainage area for the pond must be used in the calculation. Don 
Moss and City staff recommended to start with the volume of storage there would be between normal water level 
and full pond. Anything exceeding what the pond can accommodate could then be made up through on-site 
measures such as roof and parking lot storage at each of the development projects in the drainage area of the 
pond. 

 
3. The matter of the outlet sewer invert to the pond being below the Carp River was not deemed to be an issue 

provided that the 100 year level of the Carp did not impact the sewer. The sewer as it is has an invert below the 
normal water level of the pond; therefore it is a matter to determine where the 100 level will reach. It was also 
acknowledged that most of the development within the drainage shed would be slab on grade buildings and that 
surcharged sewers would have no impact to them. The only exception could be the existing church. It is unknown 
whether it has a basement. 

 
4. The City and Don Moss indicated that the SWM pond would be deemed an interim one until such time that the 

monitoring and modeling results for the Carp River had been finalized to the satisfaction of the approval agencies, 
and the Carp River Rehabilitation Plan had cleared the Part 2 Orders with the MOE. It was acknowledged that it 
would be highly unlikely that the outcome to the above two conditions would impact your pond.  
 
 
I suggest that we do an overall review of the SWM design to see if we can make sure the Site can work based on 
the above criteria.  
 
Jeff the only other item that still needs to be resolved is the Signature Ridge Pump Station issues with capacity. 
 
I will call you to discuss. 

 
 
Tim Wilkie 
Senior Project Manager 
Stantec 
1505 Laperriere Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 
Ph: (613) 724-4081 
Fx: (613) 722-2799 
tim.wilkie@stantec.com 

stantec.com  

  
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any 
purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us 
immediately. 
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Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
1505 Laperriere Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 
Tel: (613) 722-4420 
Fax: (613) 722-2799 

 

August 14, 2012  
File:  160400402-10 

City of Ottawa                                                                                                                                                             
Infrastructure Approvals Division                                                                                                                             
110 Laurier Ave, 4th floor 
Ottawa, Ontario KlP1J1 

Attention: Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 
Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban 
Services) Planning and Growth Management Department 

Dear: Mr. Whittaker 

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment: June 4, 2012 

The following summarizes Stantec’s response to e-mail comments received from the City of Ottawa 
(dated June 27th, 2012) on the current submission of the Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision drawings 
package dated June 2012 and submitted in support of Arcadia Phase 1 MOE Submission for 
Approval: 

General 
 

1. The floodplain compensation for the project is integral and requires documentation. 

Response: A discussion of the floodplain compensation requirements and rationale is included 
in Section 5.0 of the SWM report and Section 3.7 of the Servicing Report. Calculations are 
included on Drawings DET-1 to DET-3. 

 
 
Servicing Report 
 

1. Sub-Section 3.6 – HGL above grade is not acceptable. Please raise the road grade. The 

consultant is reminded that overland flow paths, if any exist, must be maintained. 

Response: Road grade along Didsbury Road has been raised to show HGL below proposed 
road grade. Refer to Drawing GP-1 . 
 
2. Subsection 4.4 – HGL at or near grade is not acceptable. Please raise the road grade. As 

above, the consultant is reminded that overland flow paths must be maintained. 

Response: The road grade has been raised but please note that the HGLs and road grades 
presented in Servicing Report Table 4-3 are from an excerpt from the “Signature Ridge Pump 
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August 14, 2012  
 

Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 2 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Station Hydraulic Grade Line Analysis” prepared by IBI Group, July 2011, the proposed road 
grades have been raised. 
 
3. Sub-section 5.2 – Figure 3, reviewed in collaboration with the section does not clearly show 

existing and proposed water pipes. 

Response: Figure 3 has been re-printed in colour to better show the distinction between existing 
and proposed water pipes. 
 

Appendix A – Sewer Design Sheets/Calculations 
1. There are differences between the sanitary design sheets and plan SAN-1. 

Response: Sanitary design sheets have been revised to match plan SAN-1. 
 
2. There may be an accumulation error in the storm sewer design sheet; the second 0.203 ha 

area addition does not correlate with SWM-1. 

Response: The second 0.203 was a typographical error and has been removed. 
 
3. The pipe data presented in the storm sewer design sheet “SWM Pond Drainage Area” 

between STM104 and STM 103 could not be verified on plan SWM-1. 

Response: STM pipe labels have been moved so as to not overlap with Drainage Area 
boundaries on SWM-1. See Drawing SWM-1. 

 
Stormwater Management Facility Design Report 
 

1. Please provide a calculation for the sediment storage area. 

Response: Discussion of sediment storage calculations is included in SWM Report Section 3.5. 
Sediment volume calculations are included in the pond design calculations in Appendix E. 
 

Section 2 – Stormwater Management Design 
1. Sub-section 2.4.3.1 refers to minimum and maximum infiltration rates. The rates should be 

referred to as initial and final. 

Response: Section 2.4.3.1 has been revised. 
 
2. The decay constant presented in sub-section 2.4.3.1 does not appear to agree with 5.4.5.5 

of the Sewer Design Guidelines. Comment is required for deviations from the Guidelines. 

The City is not opposed to deviation, rather deviation without discussion. 
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August 14, 2012  
 

Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 3 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Response: The units have been added to the decay constant, it is noted that the different value 
was simply due to a unit conversion from seconds to hours. 
 
3. Section 2.3.6 states that sediment will be included in pipes with standing water, namely 

those pipes with inverts below the permanent water level, but section 2.5.3 states that the 

HGL for STM MH 107 is not of concern because its elevation is above the permanent pond 

elevation. Please clarify the conflicting statements. 

Response: The initial model was built such that the “sedimented” scenario showed sediment in 
all pipes rather than only those with inverts below the permanent pool. The present models for 
this submission have been revised such that only pipes below (or with sections of pipe below) 
the permanent pool have were modeled with sediment. 
 
4. It is not sufficient that modeling is “roughly equal” to the MVC 1983 flood level. Modelling is 

required to start at least at that elevation as stated in section 2.7 of the report. 

Response: Dynamic boundary conditions obtained from the Carp River modeling have peak 
elevations higher than the MVC 1983 flood level. Additionally, use of the dynamic boundary 
conditions allowed for the adjustment of the time of peak based on the duration of the storm 
event. 
 
5. Sub-section 2.5.1 details highly unstable model results. It is not sufficient to merely state 

such a result. The result should be better defined and more modeling work should be 

performed to remove instabilities. 

Response: Modeling has been revised to improve model results. See revised section 2.5.1 and 
Section 2.4.6.  

 

6. Sub-section 2.6 should determine alternative infiltration techniques rather than closing by 

stating that it is doubtful that infiltration targets will be achieved. The consultant is reminded 

that site plan developers will look to the consultant’s subdivision documents for direction. 

Response: Sub-section 2.6 has been revised to include discussion of the infiltration 
requirements for the pond block area as well as provide general direction on infiltration 
approaches for future development areas. Example calculation spreadsheets for water balance 
calculations and infiltration basin design are included on the CD attached with the report.  
 
7. Sub-section 2.6.2.1 on page 2.13 appears to be repeated on page 2.14. 

Response: The repeated text has been removed. 
 
8. Sub-section 2.7 includes two ‘Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.’ Entries 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 4 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Response: The error has been removed and replaced with the proper table reference. 
 

Section 3 – Detailed Facility Design Components 
1. Please correct the spelling of Manoeuvrability in sub-section 3.5. 

Response: The spelling of Manoeuvrability has been revised. 
 

Section 5 – Operations and Maintenance 
1. Please state how pond water levels will be monitored, as stated in section 5.1.2. 

Response: A discussion has been added noting that water levels will be monitored using a 
continuous recording level logger installed within the outlet structure. 
 

Appendix E – Pond Design 
2. There are no units assigned to the Total MOE Volume columns. 

Response: Units have been added to the Total MOE volume. 
 
3. Please confirm and qualify the value of 134.4m3/ha for the Water Quality Volumetric 

Requirements table in Appendix E. 

Response: The value of 134.4m3/ha is was obtained from interpolation based on the average 
runoff coefficient for the site and the 70% removal requirement. 
 
4. The second reference for the Water Quality Volumetric Requirements directs to Table 3.1 of 

the Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual, 2003, Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment. It is suggested that the reference may be intended for Table 3.2. 

Response: The reference has been revised to reference Table 3.2. 
 
5. The frame at the bottom right of the Detailed Outlet Structure Discharge Calculations page, 

in Appendix E is not legible and the explanation of Pw appears to extend past the printing 

margins. 

Response: The print margin has been extended so that the full explanation of Pw is legible. 
 
6. Appendix E, page 5 of 5 “Sediment Forebay Sizing Calculations” does not confirm that the 

settling length is satisfactory. 

Response: Both the required forebay length and actual length are indicated in the calculation 
sheet. A comment has been added stating that the actual length is satisfactory. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 5 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

7. The velocity calculation, within Appendix E, page 5 of 5, shows a velocity of 0.14m/s, 

compared with a target velocity of 0.15m/s, but then states that the calculated velocity is 

higher than preferred. 

Response: The statement has been revised to confirm that the velocity meets the target. 
 
8. The pond outflow hydrographs are not satisfactory. Please refer to previous instability 

comments. 

Response: Revised pond outflow hydrographs have been included. 
 

Appendix F – Background Reports and References 
 

1. The pond outflow hydrographs are not satisfactory. Please remove the instabilities. 

Response: The hydrographs included in this appendix are from third party background reports 
and modeling and are not from our present models. 
 
2. The report requires that a comparison is made between the Third-Party hydrographs and 

the proposed hydrographs – with comment on any discrepancies. 

Response: Section 2.6.2 compares the third party target hydrographs for the SWMF and the 
total site area to the modeled post-development hydrographs. 
 

Appendix G- Correspondence 
 

3. The section does not have a divider. 

Response: A divider has been added to this section. 
 
4. Infiltration is a Conservation Authority requirement as per the Kanata West Master Servicing 

Study. The City can convene a meeting between the two parties in the absence of infiltration 

techniques. 

Response: Stantec has conversed with the MVC regarding infiltration requirements and has 
provided additional infiltration calculations for the proposed SWMF as well as example water 
balance calculations and infiltration basin calculations for use in the detailed design of the future 
development areas. See report Section 2.7. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 6 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Drawings 
 

1. A 97.972 proposed grade appears on plan GP-3 right next to a 97.12, on Didsdbury, just 

north of the intersection with Roger Nielson Way. 

Response: Grading has been revised, see DWG GP-3. 

2. The major system drainage path proposed at the intersection of Didsbury with Roger 

Nielson Way shown on GP-3 is conducive to the major system flow shown on GP-3 not 

SWM-1. 

Response: Grading has been revised, see DWG GP-3 and PP-3. 

3. The grade of 96.15 just above the label of Roger Nielson Way, on Plan GP-3 appears to 

outlet overland flow before flowing to the pond. 

Response: The overland flow elevation will be the high point (gutter) at 96.12. 

4. Please include the sanitary HGL defined in section 4 of the Servicing Report, on appropriate 

drawings, for example PP-1. 

Response: Sanitary HGLs have been included on the appropriate plan and profile drawings. 

5. As per OPSS 407, subsection 407.07.14, clause 6 of the “Storm and Sanitary Sewers” 

notes on drawing DS-1 should be amended to state that storm manholes shall be benched 

to obvert. 

Response: Notes have been revised, see DWG DS-1, however benching should be installed as 

per OPSD 701.021. 

6. Please correct the spelling of “service” at the end of note 17 of the “Storm and Sanitary 

Sewers” notes on drawing DS-1. 

Response: Notes have been revised, see DWG DS-1 

7. The cross-section of Campeau Drive shown may not agree with the proposed design for 

works on the west side of Carp River that show a super-elevated road. 

Response: Cross-section has been revised as per latest available details from Stantec 

Transportation. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 7 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

8. A number of labels are hidden underneath sub-catchment lines, on drawing SWM-1. 

Response: Labels have been moved to eliminate overlap, see DWG SWM-1. 

9. Drawing SWM-1 shows the MVC regulatory flood leader pointing to both a thin dashed line 

and a thick solid line. 

Response: Leaders have been revised to point to the correct lines, see DWG SWM-1 

10. Drawing SWM-1 and drawing POND-1 show the pond maintenance road crossing through 

the sediment storage area. 

Response: The pond maintenance road has been moved. 

11. Drawing POND-1 shows the drawdown pipes at the pond bottom elevation. The pipes 

should be raised from the bottom of the pond. 

Response: The drawdown pipes have been raised, see DWG POND-1. 

12. The font size presented on SAN-1 and SWM-1 for the manhole and pipe labels needs to be 

larger. 

Response: The font size has been increased, see DWGs SAN-1 and SWM-1. 

13. Please correct the spelling of “development” on plan SWM-1. 

Response: Spelling has been corrected on all plans. 

14. In accordance with the comments included in the Servicing Report. Appendix B, section 

1.8.1 please add a note to all grading plans, the servicing plan and the notes on drawing 

DS-1 regarding the required used of PRVs. It is anticipated that pressures will not change 

with the future watermain works: it is left to the consultant to decide to include a note on the 

plans saying same and that PRVs may need adjusting in the future. 

Response: Notes have been added to all the required drawings. 

15. The floodplain compensation plans should be part of the drawing set for the project. 

Response: Floodplain compensation drawings have been included as part of the drawing set. 

16. A note of inclusion of pressure reducing valves shall be placed on the servicing plan. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 8 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Response: As per comment 14 above, a note has been added to the servicing plan. 

Pond Drawings 

General 

1. Please show flow direction arrows for all structures. 

Response: Flow direction arrows have been added to all structure details, see POND-2. 

2. A City standard headwall detail and road width is forthcoming. 

Response: No city standard detail is available yet and so MOE, OPSD standards have been 

used. 

Drawing Pond-2 

1. Please provide a 2.5 m (wide) x 2.5 m (long) x 0.5 m (deep) “sump” in front of the forebay 

exit pipe on Section D-D. 

Response: A sump has been provided as requested.  

2. The cover in Section D-D should be flush with finished level. 

Response: Cover in Section D-D has been revised. 

3. A 1.0 m wide elevation is required at the same level as the cover is required in Section D-D. 

The contours in the main frame on the sheet may need amending. 

Response: A 1.0 m wide elevation has been included. 

4. An additional clay seal is required in each section of sewer in Section D-D. 

Response: Additional clay seals have been included in Section D-D. 

5. Rodent grills are required at the pond connections in Section D-D.  

Response: Rodent grills have been added to the pond connections in Section D-D. 

6. Please specify the stem for the sluice gate to be “non-rising”. 

Response: Sluice gate stem has been specified as non-rising. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 9 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

7. The details of the drawdown chamber do not align. 

Response: Details have been revised. 

8. Please provide a keyhole in the drawdown chamber. Keyholes should be flush and should 

be either cored or set. 

Response: Keyholes have been provided. 

9. Please specify the sluice gate material as stainless. 

Response: Sluice gate material has been specified as stainless. 

10. Please provide NWL elevation on the Inlet Detail. 

Response: NWL has been provided on Inlet Detail. 

11. Please provide rip rap, at an appropriate size, at the entry to the forebay. 

Response: Rip-rap has been provided. 

Drawing Pond-3 

1. Please remove the access ladder detail as it is not used. 

Response: Access ladder detail has been removed 

2. Please remove the stop log lifting beam and cross-section as they are not used. 

Response: Stop log lifting beam and cross-section have been removed. 

3. Please include railings in Section A-A of the outlet structure sheet frame. 

Response: Railings have been included in Section A-A. 

4. The orifice valve box should be cored, or set, and be mounded flush.  

Response: orifice valve box has been revised. 
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Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 

Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 

Page 10 of 10  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
STANTEC CONSULTING LTD 
 
 
 
Tim Wilkie 
Senior Project Manager 
Tel: (613) 722-4420 
Fax: (613) 722-2799 
Tim.wilkie@stantec.com 

stantec.com  

 

cj w:\active\160400402(591)\design\correspondence\city comments\let_2012_08-
14_response_to_city_comments.docx 
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Fiszman, Eytan

From: Cody, Neal
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2012 5:49 PM
To: Fiszman, Eytan
Subject: FW: Taggart - Kanata West

FYI 
 

From: Whittaker, Damien [mailto:Damien.Whittaker@ottawa.ca]  
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2012 11:09 AM 
To: Wilkie, Tim 
Cc: Lynch, Amanda; Cody, Neal 
Subject: RE: Taggart - Kanata West 
 
Tim,   
 
Sorry for the late response- I have been off sick.  Please make the minor revisions to the SWM report and then the re-
submission can be forwarded to the third-party review. 
 
Regards, 
  
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng. 
Project Manager 
  
Development Review, Suburban Services - West 
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor 
613-580-2424 x16968 
damien.whittaker@ottawa.ca 
 

From: Wilkie, Tim [mailto:tim.wilkie@stantec.com]  
Sent: October 29, 2012 3:00 PM 
To: Whittaker, Damien 
Cc: Lynch, Amanda; Cody, Neal 
Subject: RE: Taggart - Kanata West 
 
Hi Damien: 
 
We have now coordinated with Aecom concerning the CRRP and Pond conflicts. ( Please see attached Email). I hope we 
can now move forward with the 3 third partly review process. Please let me know ASAP and we will make the minor 
revisions to the SWM report as requested and resubmit. 
 
Thanks 
 
Tim Wilkie 
Senior Project Manager 
Stantec 
1505 Laperriere Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 
Ph: (613) 724-4081 
tim.wilkie@stantec.com 

stantec.com  
  
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any 
purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us 
immediately. 
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 Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
 
 

This e-mail originates from the City of Ottawa e-mail system. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or 
the information it contains by other than the intended recipient(s) is unauthorized. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify me at the telephone number shown above or by return e-mail and delete this 
communication and any copy immediately. Thank you. 

Le présent courriel a été expédié par le système de courriels de la Ville d'Ottawa. Toute distribution, utilisation 
ou reproduction du courriel ou des renseignements qui s'y trouvent par une personne autre que son destinataire 
prévu est interdite. Si vous avez reçu le message par erreur, veuillez m'en aviser par téléphone (au numéro 
précité) ou par courriel, puis supprimer sans délai la version originale de la communication ainsi que toutes ses 
copies. Je vous remercie de votre collaboration. 
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Fiszman, Eytan

From: Wolter, Wolfgang <Wolfgang.Wolter@aecom.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2012 4:36 PM
To: Jeff Parkes; Wilkie, Tim
Cc: GCormier@JLRICHARDS.CA; k.willis@rogers.com; Gillis, Sheridan; Lynch, Amanda
Subject: RE: Taggart Kanata - West 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hello All 
 
With respect to the Taggart Pond, please note the following comments: 
 

 The Taggart Pond has been identified as being in potential conflict with the Carp River proposed plan 

 AECOM does not anticipate that adjusting the plan form of the Carp and the adjacent habitat pond would be an 
issue 

 Our concerns are related to ensuring that the cross sectional end area in the location of the pond does not 
adversely affect conveyance or flood storage 

 Email correspondence from both the City of Ottawa and staff at Stantec suggest an equivalent storage 
requirement is being provided in Taggart pond design drawings 

 
It is our understanding that KWOG, the City of Ottawa and Taggart Realty Management are in agreement for AECOM to 
make the design adjustment to accommodate the conflict on the Carp River design drawings, and accordingly AECOM 
agrees to make the change.   The change will affect the location of habitat pond 5 and a horizontal translation of the 
position of approximately three meander bends of the Carp.  The appropriate cross sections would be updated. 
 
If you have any questions, please call 
 
AECOM 
Wolfgang Wolter 
Water Resources Market Sector Manager, Canada East 
50 Sportsworld Crossing Road, Unit 290 
Kitchener, ON Canada 
N2P 0A4 
 
 

From: Jeff Parkes [mailto:jparkes@taggart.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 12:09 PM 
To: 'Wilkie, Tim'; Wolter, Wolfgang 
Cc: GCormier@JLRICHARDS.CA; k.willis@rogers.com; 'Gillis, Sheridan'; 'Lynch, Amanda' 
Subject: RE: Taggart Kanata - West  
 
Thanks, yes, this was the agreed approach.  We are really in a bind here so I’m hoping this can be dealt with quickly. 
 
Jeff 
Jeff Parkes 
Director of Leasing & Development 
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225 Metcalfe Street, Suite 708 
Ottawa, ON  K2P 1P9 
 
T: (613) 234‐7000 Ext. 235 
F: (613) 526‐7947 

www.taggart.ca 
 
 

 
 
 

From: Wilkie, Tim [mailto:tim.wilkie@stantec.com]  
Sent: October-25-12 9:59 AM 
To: wolfgang.wolter@aecom.com 
Cc: Parkes Jeff; GCormier@JLRICHARDS.CA; k.willis@rogers.com; Gillis, Sheridan; Lynch, Amanda 
Subject: RE: Taggart Kanata - West  
 
Hi Wolfgang: 
 
Further to my long voice message this week concerning the coordination of the Taggart Pond and the CRRP, the City is 
requesting something in righting from you before they will move forward with the 3 Party review process . At this point we 
are on hold! I am hoping you can help us move forward. 
 
In meeting with the representatives from KWOG (Kathleen Willis and Guy Cormier) they have no issues with us 
coordinating this with you as along as Taggart pays for any revisions. I understand that Amanda from our office have sent 
you your drawings. 
 
Let me if you need anything from us, KWOG or Taggart. 
 
Thanks 
 
 
 
 
 
Tim Wilkie 
Senior Project Manager 
Stantec 
1505 Laperriere Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 
Ph: (613) 724-4081 
tim.wilkie@stantec.com 

stantec.com  
  
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any 
purpose except with Stantec's written authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us 
immediately. 
 

 Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
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Fiszman, Eytan

From: Cody, Neal
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2012 3:52 PM
To: Fiszman, Eytan
Subject: FW: Taggart-Loblaws subdivision review comments

FYI 
 

From: Wilkie, Tim  
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 2:23 PM 
To: Cody, Neal; Lynch, Amanda 
Subject: FW: Taggart-Loblaws subdivision review comments 
 
Can you please review. 
 

From: Whittaker, Damien [mailto:Damien.Whittaker@ottawa.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2012 4:00 PM 
To: Wilkie, Tim 
Subject: Taggart-Loblaws subdivision review comments 
 
Tim, 
 
Please find comments in preparation of the third-party review below. 
 
Please define the trigger/s and the definition of Interim as it relates to the pond. 
 
Please explain the trigger/s and the definition of Final as it relates to the pond. 
 
Please provide detail and drawings showing how the pond will match into the CRRP for the interim and final conditions. 
 
 
 
 
Please find comments related to the general review of the application below. 
 
Servicing Report 

Section 5 ‐ Water Distribution 
1. Sub-section 5.2 – Figure 3, Please provide different dash linetypes so that if the page is photocopied it will

still be clear which are existing and which are proposed watermains. 

Stormwater Management Facility Design Report 

Please provide a calculation for the sediment storage area 
 
Section 2 ‐ Stormwater Management Design 

1. The minimum and maximum infiltration rates presented in Sub-section 2.4.3.1 are the same as section 5.4.5.5 
of the Sewer Design Guidelines, First Edition, Document SDG001, November 2004, City of Ottawa
(Guidelines), including Section 8, revised September 19, 2008, Technical Bulletin ISD-2010-1, September 28, 
2010, and Technical Bulletin ISDTB-2012-4, June 20, 2012.  The numbers in the Guidelines are actually 
reversed. 

2. Section 2.6.2 includes a hanging line. 
3. The spelling of manoeuvrability in section 3.5 is correct in the loose comments provided, but not in the report.
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Appendix E – Pond Design 
1. The second reference for the Water Quality Volumetric Requirements directs to Table 3.1 of the Stormwater

Management Planning and Design Manual, 2003, Ontario Ministry of the Environment.  It is suggested that 
the reference may be intended for Table 3.2. 

2. The frame at the bottom right of the Detailed Outlet Structure Discharge Calculations page, in Appendix E is
not legible. 

3. Please correct spelling of “ensure” in note 2 of section 3 of Appendix E.3 – Infiltration Calculations. 

Drawings 
1. There is a leader line without note at the interface between subcatchments TRANSITWAY 1 AND

TRANSITWAY 2 on drawing SWM-1. 
2. Please confirm that the road cross-section without super-elevation, shown on drawing DS-2 is correct. 

Pond Drawings 

Drawing Pond‐3 

1. Road width is not constant across drawing Pond-1and Pond-2. 

2. Please change reference of Holliday to Halliday on Pond-3. 

Please feel free to ask for clarification, or further information, on any of the comments above. 
  
Regards, 
  
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng. 
Project Manager 
 
City of Ottawa  
Development Review, Suburban Services - West 
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor 
613-580-2424 x16968 
damien.whittaker@ottawa.ca 
 

 
 

This e-mail originates from the City of Ottawa e-mail system. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or 
the information it contains by other than the intended recipient(s) is unauthorized. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify me at the telephone number shown above or by return e-mail and delete this 
communication and any copy immediately. Thank you. 

Le présent courriel a été expédié par le système de courriels de la Ville d'Ottawa. Toute distribution, utilisation 
ou reproduction du courriel ou des renseignements qui s'y trouvent par une personne autre que son destinataire 
prévu est interdite. Si vous avez reçu le message par erreur, veuillez m'en aviser par téléphone (au numéro 
précité) ou par courriel, puis supprimer sans délai la version originale de la communication ainsi que toutes ses 
copies. Je vous remercie de votre collaboration. 
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Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
1505 Laperriere Avenue 
Ottawa ON K1Z 7T1 
Tel: (613) 722-4420 
Fax: (613) 722-2799 

 

November 06, 2012  
File:  160400402-10 

City of Ottawa                                                                                                                                                             
Infrastructure Approvals Division                                                                                                                             
110 Laurier Ave, 4th floor 
Ottawa, Ontario KlP1J1 

Attention: Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 
Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban 
Services) Planning and Growth Management Department 

Dear: Mr. Whittaker 

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment: September 18, 2012 

The following summarizes Stantec’s response to e-mail comments received from the City of Ottawa 
(dated September 18, 2012) on the current submission of the Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision report 
packages dated November 06, 2012: “Taggart-Loblaws Subdivision, Kanata West Servicing 
Report" and the “Taggart – Loblaws Subdivision Stormwater Management Facility Design 
Report”. 

General 
 
Please define the trigger/s and the definition of Interim as it relates to the pond. 
Please explain the trigger/s and the definition of Final as it relates to the pond. 

R/ “Interim” refers to after the pond is built and before the CRRP is built.  
“Final” refers to after the pond is built and after the CRRP is built. 

 
 
Please provide detail and drawings showing how the pond will match into the CRRP for the interim and final 
conditions. 

R/ We have corresponded with AECOM, please see the correspondence file. AECOM has 
agreed to accommodate our current design in their plans, since this project will be 
constructed before the CRRP. See the servicing Appendix p267-270 and the stormwater 
management Appendix p284-287. 

 
 
Servicing Report 

Section 5 - Water Distribution 

1. Sub-section 5.2 – Figure 3, Please provide different dash linetypes so that if the page is 
photocopied it will still be clear which are existing and which are proposed watermains. 
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November 06, 2012  
 
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 
Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 
Page 2 of 4  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

R/ The existing and proposed watermain line colour was addressed by making each line a 
different line type. The existing watermain is now a dashed line, and proposed watermain is 
now a dashed-dotted line. 

Stormwater Management Facility Design Report 

Please provide a calculation for the sediment storage area.  

R/  Please refer to page 3.7, section 3.5, point 2 in the Stormwater Management Facility Design 
Report for further details (volume/depth=772m

3
/1m=722m

2
). 

 
Section 2 - Stormwater Management Design 

1. The minimum and maximum infiltration rates presented in Sub-section 2.4.3.1 are the same as 
section 5.4.5.5 of the Sewer Design Guidelines, First Edition, Document SDG001, November 
2004, City of Ottawa (Guidelines), including Section 8, revised September 19, 2008, Technical 
Bulletin ISD-2010-1, September 28, 2010, and Technical Bulletin ISDTB-2012-4, June 20, 
2012.  The numbers in the Guidelines are actually reversed. 
 
R/  The typo in the Sewer Guidelines was copied into this report, however the models always 

used the correct values. The typo has been addressed as follows: 
Final Infiltration Rate = 13.2 mm/hr 
Initial Infiltration Rate = 76.2 mm/hr 

2. Section 2.6.2 includes a hanging line. 
 
R/  Typo in the report. This has been addressed; the text from the hanging line now joins to the 

paragraph. 

3. The spelling of manoeuvrability in section 3.5 is correct in the loose comments provided, but not 
in the report. 
 
R/  Typo in the report. Spelling of “Manoeuverablity” has been corrected to “manoeuvrability”; the 

letter “e” has been removed. 

Appendix E – Pond Design 
1. The second reference for the Water Quality Volumetric Requirements directs to Table 3.1 of the 

Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual, 2003, Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment.  It is suggested that the reference may be intended for Table 3.2. 
 
R/  Typo in the report. This has been addressed by correcting “Table 3.1” to “Table 3.2” and 

“between 70% and 80%” was changed to “between 70% and 85%”. See the stormwater 
management Appendix p180. 

2. The frame at the bottom right of the Detailed Outlet Structure Discharge Calculations page, in 
Appendix E is not legible. 
 

Appendix p274

September 18, 2012 - Taggart-Loblaws Subdivision Review Comments - 4 of 6



 
 
 
 
 
November 06, 2012  
 
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 
Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 
Page 3 of 4  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

R/  Graphical error. This has been addressed by reformatting the Pw  frame to be legible. See the 
stormwater management Appendix p182. 

3. Please correct spelling of “ensure” in note 2 of section 3 of Appendix E.3 – Infiltration 
Calculations. 
 
R/  Typo in appendix. The spelling mistake has been addressed, “enusre” was changed to 

“ensure”. See the stormwater management Appendix p196. 

Drawings 
 

1. There is a leader line without note at the interface between subcatchments TRANSITWAY 1 AND 
TRANSITWAY 2 on drawing SWM-1. 
 
R/  Unnecessary leader line mistakenly placed in SWM-1 (1:1250 scale) drawing). This has been 

address by removing the leader line. 

2. Please confirm that the road cross-section without super-elevation, shown on drawing DS-2 is 
correct. 
 
R/  The road cross-section on drawing DS-2 been confirmed with the transportation group. The 

road cross-section provided is specific to station 2+420. 

Pond Drawings 

Drawing Pond-3 

1. Road width is not constant across drawing Pond-1 and Pond-2. 

R/  The road width in the Pond-3 drawing - “Asphalt Access Road” detail was incorrectly labelled 
as 3.5m. The label has been corrected to be 3.0m; 3.0m is consistent with the asphalt width 
in the Pond-1 and Pond-2 drawings. 

2. Please change reference of Holliday to Halliday on Pond-3. 

R/  Typo in the Pond-3 drawing. The spelling mistake has been addressed; “Holliday” has been 
changed to “Halliday”. 
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November 06, 2012  
 
Damien Whittaker, P.Eng 
Project Manager, Infrastructure Approvals, Development Review (Suburban Services) 
Page 4 of 4  

Reference: Taggart/Loblaws Subdivision - Response to City Comment 

Sincerely, 
 
STANTEC CONSULTING LTD 
 
 
 
 
 
Tim Wilkie 
Senior Project Manager 
Tel: (613) 722-4420 
Fax: (613) 722-2799 
Tim.wilkie@stantec.com 

stantec.com  
 
cn w:\active\160400402(591)\design\correspondence\city comments\let_2012_11_06_response_to_city_comments.docx 
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