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APPENDIX B

Public Notice Intent



ESSEX REGION CONSERVATION AUTHGORITY
NOTICE OF STUDY COMMENCEMENT

UPPER LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN &
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction with the City of Windsor and the Town
of Tecumseh has initiated a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases 1 & 2 of the Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment (EA) process. This Study will determine the stormwater
management infrastructure requirements for the Upper Little River Watershed area to service
existing and future development.

If you have any questions or wish to be added to the study mailing list, please contact:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664

jwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes @stantec.com



ESSEX REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE No. 1

UPPER LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN & STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction with the City of Windsor and the Town of Tecumseh
has initiated a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases 1 & 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment (EA) process. This Study will determine the storm water management infrastructure requirements for
the Upper Little River Watershed area to service existing and future development.
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A Public Information Centre (P.I1.C.) will take place to provide further information to the public regarding the
project and to receive input and comments. Displays of study information will be available for review
introducing the project and outlining the Environmental Assessment requirements. Representatives from the
Essex Region Conservation Authority, the City of Windsor, the Town of Tecumseh, and Stantec Consulting will
be present to discuss issues and concerns.

The Public Information Centre (P.1.C.) No.1 is scheduled for Tuesday, May 29, 2012 at the Forest Glade
Community Centre — 3215 Forest Glade Drive from 3:00p.m. — 5:00p.m. & 6:00p.m. — 8:00p.m.

If you have any questions or wish to be added to the study mailing list, please contact:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664

jwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com



ESSEX REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE No. 2

UPPER LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN & STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction with the City of Windsor and the Town of Tecumseh
has initiated a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases 1 & 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment (EA) process. This Study will determine the stormwater management infrastructure requirements for
the Upper Little River Watershed area to service existing and future development.
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One Public Information Centre (PIC) (May 29, 2012) has already been held to introduce the project and outline
the alternatives and the evaluation criteria. Input received during this PIC was considered in the evaluation of the
preferred alternative. The purpose of the second PIC will be to review the preliminary preferred alternative for
stormwater management controls and to discuss the rehabilitation opportunities. Representatives from the Essex
Region Conservation Authority, the City of Windsor, the Town of Tecumseh, and Stantec Consulting will be
present to discuss issues and concerns.

The Public Information Centre (P.1.C.) No.2 is scheduled for Monday, October 22, 2012 at the Windsor
Christian Fellowship — 4490 7™ Concession Road from 3:00p.m. — 5:00p.m. & 6:00p.m. — 8:00p.m.

If you have any questions or wish to be added to the study mailing list, please contact:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664

jwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com
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Welcome to the
Upper Little River
Stormwater Master Plan
Class Environmental Assessment

Public Information Centre

May 29, 2012

Please sign in

Take an information sheet to record your thoughts
as you review the display material

City and Town staff and the study team are available
to discuss your questions and concerns

Public input will influence this study;
please take time to fill out a comment sheet

& Stantec



- =
O Mmoo

Study Purpose

Problem Statement
Future development is expected within the Upper
Litfle River Watershed in the near future. Stormwater
management infrasfructure will be required fo control
runoff from this future development such that there
are no adverse impacts to downstream areas due
fo flooding, erosion, or water quality. A Master
Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan is
proposed including both City of Windsor and Town
of Tecumseh lands to coordinate and guide future
development in this area. The preferred alternative
will provide a balance of relevant natural, social,
technical and economic criteria fo establish appropriate
drainage and stormwater management requirements
at a watershed level that meets the needs of area
stakeholders.
Project Objectives
The purpose of this Class EA process is o evaluate
options and defermine a preferred allemative for
the provision of stormwater management controls
for the developing lands within the Upper Little River
Watershed while allowing for future enhancement of
the watercourse and stream corridor. The objectives
of this project are:
+ To defermine a preferred option for stormwater
management infrasfructure within the Upper Litlle
River Watershed, while taking info account; flood
control, water quality, erosion control, aquatic
habitat, cesthetics, safety, and recreational uses
+ To carry out a Class Environmental Assessment
+ To complete a preliminary design for the
preferred option

Key Issues and Challenges

The current sfate of the watershed presents several key challenges

and opportunities:

« The watershed suffers from recurring flooding and sediment
build-up issues

» Waterfowl are attracted to typical stormwater management facilities,
increasing the probability of bird sfrikes af the Windsor Airport

+ Municipal Drains may be removed or modified in order fo
accommodate the proposed development plan, impacting fish habitat

+ Develop corridors and linkages to minimize fragmentation of the
natural habitat and recreational areas

& Stantec



Class EA Phase 1

ental Assessment

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) Process

Class EA Phase 2

Documentation

Background
Review

Identify Problem or
Opportunity

e Obtain and review
background documentation
and initiate agency contact

e |dentify Need

® |nitiate Consultations
- Community
- Agencies

e Establish Task Force
and Technical Steering
Committee

e |dentify data gaps to be
addressed during the site
invenrory/investigotions

Project
Initiation

Evaluation of
Alternatives

Site Inventory/
Investigation

e Complete impact
assessment

e Undertake natural heritage
investigation

e Undertake geotechnical/
hydrogeological
investigation

e |dentify alternatives

® Public Information Centre
(PIC) #1

* Undertake hydrology/ ¢ Evaluate alternatives

hydraulics investigation

. . e Select preferred alternative
¢ Aquatic habitat assessment

e Incidental wildlife surveys
® Fluvial geomorphology

e |dentify opportunities and
constraints

Field

Inventory

Opportunity/

Constraints PIC #1

February
2012

& Stantec

Preliminary Design/
Environmental
Study Report

® Implementation Plan
e Preliminary design of
preferred alternative

® Recommendations on
further study if required

® PIC #2

® Develop a monitoring,
mainfenance and
mitigation plan

Evaluation
& Selection

Environmental
Screening Report

e Prepare first draft ESR

e Revise and prepare second

draft ESR
® Finalize ESR
* Notice of Completion
e 30-day Public Review

e Approval by councils

Finalize EA/
Master Plan




Study Area
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ental Assessment

Description of Alternatives

Alternative #1

The “Do-Nothing” Approach

The "Do-Nothing” alternative includes no stormwater management controls for
the developing areas in the Upper Little River.

Alternative #2
Water Quality and Erosion Control Only, no Flood Control
For this allernative, the proposed development will have only water quality treatment
and erosion control, with no flood control. Many small water quality faciliies would
be scattered throughout the watershed.
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Alternative #3

Communal On-line SWM Facilities

This alternative analyzes the potential to minimize the number of stormwater
management facilities required fo serve the study area by consolidating

all water quality, erosion and flood controls at a few locations throughout
the watershed.
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ental Assessment

Description of Alternatives

Alternative #4 Alternative #5

Communal Flood Control and Distributed Water Distributed Stormwater Management Controls

Quality and Erosion Control This alternative considers the potential for stormwater management confrols

This dlfernative analyzes the scenario where a few large flood confrol facilities fo be distributed throughout the study area, and each facility would be required
are located within the study area (similar locations to Alternative #3), but many fo provide water quality, erosion and flood controls.

small water quality and erosion controls are distributed throughout the area
(similar locations to Allernative #2).
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ental Assessment

Description of Alternatives

Alternative #6
Grouped Stormwater Management Controls

|

o

This alternative considers the potential for stormwater management e | |
controls fo be grouped into stormwater management corridors. LB i+
E— T ?_”*v, ’ |

Each facility would be required to provide water qudlity, erosion
and flood confrols. The facilities are aligned to promote natural
corridors and recreational linkages.
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Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Methodology

For each dlternative the project team will:

« Apply the evaluation criteria using the measures outlined above
* The measures will be converted to an assigned score based on the rank of relative preferences of the alternatives
* The scores will then be totaled and normalized by category (so that each category is weighted equally) to provide an overall score

for each altemnative

« Alternatives with higher scores are considered more preferred or feasible than those with lower scores
« The initial evaluation will be based on an equal weighting of criteria categories
« A sensitivity analysis will be conducted to determine if the overall scoring of allernatives changes if criteria categories are assigned

a different weighting scheme
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Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan EA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Criteria

Natural Environment

‘ Description

‘ Measure

Terrestrial Resources, Vegetation, and
Wildlife Implications

The nature and extent of disturbance to terrestrial habitat,
vegetation communities, and wildlife resulting from the
construction/operation of the alternative. Alternatives that
maintain biodiversity and minimize disturbance to native
species, regionally significant species and species with specific
habitat requirements are preferred

o Nature of disturbance (direct vs. indirect)
e Area (ha) of habitat affected

 Nature, significance, and sensitivity of affected area
or species

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat
Implications

Implications of disturbance to fish habitat and/or features
that sustain habitat conditions resulting from the construction/
operation of the alternative. Alternatives that sustain a fishery
are preferred

Nature and extent of disturbance to fish habitat, including
opportunities for movement and potential spawning areas

Nature, significance and sensitivity of fish habitat affected

Nature and extent of any disturbance to features that sustain
fish habitat conditions, including flow regime, groundwater
seeps and riparian vegetation

Groundwater and Base Flow Implications

Impact of the alternative on groundwater levels and base flows
in the Upper Little River Watershed. Alternatives that maintain
or enhance groundwater and base flow are preferred.

Nature and significance of changes to base flow

Nature and extent of impact to groundwater levels and well use

Surface Water Quality

Impact of the alternative on in-stream water quality

Number of proposed stormwater management control
measures and their location within the study area

Nature and significance of changes to the overall water
quality system

Total Capital Cost

Relative overall capital costs, including restoration/enhancement
costs for the alternative. Lower cost alternatives are preferred

Capital costs of alternative relative to other alternatives

Total Maintenance Cost

Relative annual costs for operation & maintenance activities
for the alternative. Lower cost alternatives are preferred

Operation & maintenance costs of the alternative relative
to other alternatives

Ability to Provide Required Flood Protection

The ability of the alternative to maintain/enhance the existing
level of flood protection. Alternative must satisfy flood protection
requirements

Flood protection to required levels provided

Ease of Construction/ Implementation

The ability of the alternative to be easily implemented on a
technical, regulatory, and practical basis. Alternatives that
are easier to consfruct/implement are preferred

e Type of structure/construction required

Permitting/approval requirements

Difficulty of construction/implementation (access, site-specific
conditions, coordination between facilities)

Ability to Meet Agency Requirements

The ability of the alternative to meet MOE, Municipalities,
Essex Region Conservation Authority, Windsor Airport
requirements

Nature and location of controls

Nature and location of water bodies in relation to the Windsor
Airport

Social/Cultural Environment

Aesthetics

The ability of the alternative to maintain or enhance the
appearance of the existing and newly created local natural
areas and stormwater management control measures.
Alternatives that maintain or improve existing aesthetic values
are preferred

Nature and location of encroachment within existing
natural areas

Nature and location of stormwater management control
measures

Health and Safety

The potential risk or liability to community and operations
staff health and safety resulting from:

® Flood events
® Recreational use
e Operation and maintenance

Alternatives that maintain or improve safety are preferred

Nature and location of risk

Public accessibility to risk areas

Flood control operational requirements

Recreational Opportunities

The ability of the alternative to maintain, enhance, and manage
recreational opportunities within the study area. Alternatives
that maintain or enhance opportunities are preferred

Nature and location of stormwater management control
measures relative to recreational areas including trails,
sports fields, and other recreational infrastructure

Cultural Heritage/Archaeology

The ability of the alternative to protect potential archaeological
resources within the study area. Alternatives that avoid or
protect potential locations are preferred.

Proximity of stormwater management areas to existing
archaeological finds

® Nature of potential disturbance

& Stantec




The Next Steps

Comments from today's Public Information Centre
will be received untfil

June 15, 2012

The dlfernatives will be evaluated and @
preliminary solution will be recommended

June 2012 1o September 2012

Comments from reviewing agencies will be incorporated
info the decision making process

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #2
Fall 2012

Thank You for Attending

If you have any questions about this studly
feel free to ask any member of the Study Team.

& Stantec



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction
with the City of Windsor and the Town of Tecumseh has
initiated a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases

1 & 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
(EA) process. This Study will determine the stormwater
management infrastructure requirements for the Upper
Little River Watershed area to service existing and future
development. This information brief provides an overview
of the study, key activities and schedule.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Future development is expected within the Upper

Little River Watershed in the near future. Stormwater
management infrastructure will be required to control
runoff from this future development such that there are
no adverse impacts to downstream areas due to flooding,
erosion, or water quality. A Master Drainage and
Stormwater Management Plan is proposed including
both City of Windsor and Town of Tecumseh lands to
coordinate and guide future development in this area.
The preferred alternative will provide a balance of
relevant natural, social, technical and economic criteria
to establish appropriate drainage and stormwater
management requirements at a watershed level that
meets the needs of area stakeholders.

Class EA Phase 1

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The study will be in accordance with the Municipal
Engineers’ Association document entitled “Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment” October 2000, as
amended in 2007.

The Class EA process includes public and review agency
consultation, an evaluation of alternatives, an assessment
of the impacts of the proposed alternatives, and
identification of a preferred solution.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this Class EA process is to evaluate
options and determine a preferred alternative for the
provision of stormwater management controls for the
developing lands within the Upper Little River Watershed
while allowing for future enhancement of the watercourse
and stream corridor. The objectives of this project are:

* To determine a preferred option for stormwater
management infrastructure within the Upper Little
River Watershed, while taking into account; flood
control, water quality, erosion control, aquatic
habitat, aesthetics, safety, and recreational uses

® To carry out a Class Environmental Assessment

* To complete a preliminary design for the
preferred option

Class EA Phase 2 Documentation

Background
Review

Site Inventory/
Investigation

Identify Problem or
Opportunity

* Undertake natural
heritage investigation

 Obtain and review
background
documentation and
initiate agency contact

¢ |dentify Need

* Initiate Consultations
- Community
- Agencies

¢ Undertake geotechnical/
hydrogeological

4
A

Preliminary Design/
Environmental
Study Report

Environmental
Screening Report

Evaluation of
Alternatives

¢ Implementation Plan

* Prepare first draft ESR

* Revise and prepare
second draft ESR

® Finalize ESR

* Complete impact

GRS * Preliminary design of

* Identify alternatives preferred alternative

* Public Information Centre ® Recommendations on

® Establish Task Force
and Technical Steering
Committee

* |dentify data gaps to be
addressed during the site
inventory/investigations

investigation

* Undertake hydrology/
hydraulics investigation

(PIC) #1
* Evaluate alternatives

o Select preferred

further study if required
* PIC #2
¢ Develop a monitoring,

* Notice of Completion
® 30-day Public Review

* Aquatic habitat * Approval by councils

assessment

maintenance and
mitigation plan

alternative

¢ Incidental wildlife surveys

* Fluvial geomorphology

¢ |dentify opportunities and
constraints

We Are
Here

Finalize
EA/Master
Plan

Field
Inventory

Evaluation
& Selection

Opportunity/
Constraints

Project
Initiation

PIC #1 PIC #2

July
2012

November
2011

February
2012
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

THE STUDY AREA

The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan will focus
the portion of Little River located upstream of the E.C.
Row Expressway, including the Windsor Airport.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

A review of background information and field

reconnaissance has been completed. Some of the key

issues and challenges include:

* The watershed suffers from recurring flooding and
sediment build-up

* Waterfow! are attracted to typical stormwater
management facilities, increasing the probability
of bird strikes at the Windsor Airport

* Municipal drains may be removed or modified in
order to accommodate the proposed development
plan, impacting fish habitat

e Develop corridors and linkages to minimize
fragmentation of the natural habitat and
recreational area

A comprehensive list of stormwater management
alternatives has been generated and includes various
locations and levels of treatment. Enhancement
opportunities have also been identified and include
improvements to the watercourse, water quality, and
trail systems.

Evaluation criteria have been developed to measure the
relative benefit of each of the alternatives/opportunities
within the Study Area
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NEXT STEPS

e Comments from today’s PIC will be received until
June 15, 2012

e Comments received from review agencies and the
public will be incorporated into the decision-making
process

e Alternative solutions will be evaluated

o A preliminary preferred solution will be
recommended

e PIC #2 will be held to present preferred alternative

e Finalize EA Report

For additional information, please contact:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering
Essex Region Conservation Authority
360 Fairview Avenue West

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8

Tel: (519) 776-5209

Fax: (519) 776-8688
iwychreschuk@erca.org

& Stantec

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Project Manager

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

49 Frederick Street

Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@stantec.com



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1.

Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process?

[JYes [ JNO Please comment:

Are there other enhancement opportunities that should be considered through this processé

[JYes [ JNO Please comment:

The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and economic
considerations within the study area. Pleaser provide your comments, questions or concerns
with the proposed evaluation criteria.

Please comment:

It is proposed that the evaluation criteria categories (technical, natural, social/cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
weighting of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply).
[] I support the proposed equal weighting

[] I offer an alternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Category Proposed Equal Weighting | Please Consider This Alternative
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment 25%
Social/Cultural Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%

& Stantec



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

5. The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

[Jyes [ INO Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
[] Member of the general public
[ ] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
[[] Member of an Interest Group (please specify)

[] Agency representative (please specify)

7. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment:

8. Please provide your name and contact information (optional).

Are you on the project moiling liste  []YES [ ] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[ ] Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664
iwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.

& Stantec



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Pian Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1. Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process?

Cyes [INO Please comment:

2. Are there other enhancement opportunities that should be considered through this process?

[yes [[INO Please comment:

3. The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and economic
considerations within the study area. Please provide your comments, questions or concerns
with the proposed evaluation criteria.

Please comment: 1,““’\"‘ V(K _H/\Q WQ} qHéVLQ < W %Q/ WW

H e RAGES o A AUdorna bivel [0 mad?
Ko

It is proposed that the evaluation criteria categories {fechnical, natural, social/cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
weighting of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply}.
[J 1 support the proposed equal weighting

(] 1 offer an alternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Category Proposed Equal Weighting | Please Consider This Alternative
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment . 25%
Social/Cultral Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%

L{” g?%ﬁﬁg: & Stantec T/ \Ninisson




Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

5. The Upper Litile River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

Oyes [JNO Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your inferest in the study?
[0 Member of the general public
[7] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
[] Member of an Interest Group (please specity)
[] Agency representative (please specify)

7. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment:

8. Please provide your name and contact information {optional).

Are you on the project mailing list2  [] YES [[] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[J Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Walershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 5857282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664
jwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.

Lol & Stantec 7 Wiskon

D—;—

- {recwmnmy) )



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1. Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process2

{Jyes [ANO Please comment: A/chr “Q'I(/‘Ve.a % 6 IA ”g/g( /2
< ; : @ ugers 5 tone
;‘PC. !‘I.ﬂ)l 2z )

2. Are there other enhancement opportunities that should be considered through this process?

B/YES DNO Pleasecomment 'éﬁ. j'f féfiﬂéf //n% '(‘& £ di"ﬁ/# s I’p
er of ?ﬁ T ruS.

WMH@WJ/#

3. The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and economic
considerations within the study area. Please provide your comments, questions or concerns

with the proposed evaluation criteria. /
Please comment: / -

4. ltis proposed that the evaluation criteria categories (technical, natural, social/cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
weighting of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply).
mﬂl’support the proposed equal weighting

[] 1 offer an dlternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Category Proposed Equal Weighling | Please Consider This Alternative
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment 25%
Social/Cultural Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%

a3y
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

5. The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

[yes [VNo Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your inferest in the study?
[[] Member of the general public
[] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
E/Member of an Interest Group (please specify) -
[] Agency representative (please specify)

7. Do you have any additigral comments or information that you feel would be helpful ? the project team?

-ood . et ons 5 éazé

Please comment:

8. Please provi's - ' voE " “*jonal).
Are you on the project mailing list? ] YES o, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list /. %
not fure o please Pul My Hlame on (/5T

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in th€ Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

O Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664
iwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1. Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process2

e (ange popiorn-K el lo i)
 — I/MM fo de/'/m Naz..
s rioe (A

(e chm%f Cong el d Ooe <

ol o 5Cal(§
2. Are there other enhancement opﬁ;&ﬁles that should% considered thfough this process?

B(ES [ INO Please comment: / M'Vf 6?/(2‘:{/1. ’LW WM((/
}?ﬂu £ }ﬂﬂ,-n_‘?r Py S Mﬂw &W/gﬂbm,ﬁbﬂ-t‘?

ket

The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and ekbnomic Y /2 C.M

considerations within the study area. Please provide your comments, questions or concerns
with the proposed evaluation criteria.

{NO

Please comment:

Please comment:

4. ltis proposed that the evaluation criteria categories {fechnical, natural, social/cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
Wing of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply}.

| support the proposed equal weighting

[ 1 offer an dlternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Calegory Proposed Equal Weighting | Please Consider This Allernative
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment 25%
Social /Cultural Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

5. The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

Oyes ONO Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your inferest in the study?
[V Member of the general public
[0 Resident/landowner within the Study Area
MI Member of an Interest Group (please specih#
[V Agency representative (please specify)

7. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team@

Please comment:

8. Please prrid~ +=1- ~=mn ~nd cantart information (optional).

Are you on the project mailing list? ] YES [] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[J Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: {519) 776-5209 Tel: {519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664
iwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1. Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process?

@vyes [INO Please comment: SERPEN TINE [WETLAMY OECIQM BEWEEN
TME _ARPOLT  (Woopanlds (P, SiARCANT (WETLANOS)
PSWs AT ARPRT SMHIUL) RE  COUNECTED,

2. Are there other enhancement opportunities that should be considered through this process?

@yes [ NO Please comment: M EAND k’ﬂ..il\}é‘t STREAM Co UQCE- Vg TEA'[ﬂ
OF 90°4'a.  AnD  STAAIGWT 0045,

3. The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and economic
considerations within the study area. Please provide your comments, questions or concerns
with the proposed evaluation criteria.

Please comment:

4. ltis proposed that the evaluation criteria categories {technical, natural, social/cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
weighting of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply).
B | support the proposed equal weighting

(] 1 offer an alternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Category Proposed Equal Weighting | Please Consider This Alternative
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment 25%
Social/Cultural Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%

L_. IE..?::::};% oo % Stantec /1 \ikitsor




Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

5. The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

[Clyes E@NO Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
B Member of the general public
[] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
@ Member of an Interest Group (please specify)
(] Agency representative {please specify)

7. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment: I (Al EMALL.  commENTS 7o JMM C 1ATS o Below,

8. Plarca nravida vane nama and rantact information (optionql)_

Are you on the project mailing list2 il YES [] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

{_] Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: {519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585.7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-8664
iwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

Please take a few minutes to complete this brief comment sheet. Your contribution will assist the study
team with the collection of background information and in ensuring that all appropriate alternatives
and opportunities are considered and that the criteria to be used for the evaluation is appropriate.
Completed comment sheets will be carefully considered during the next stage of the study.

1. Are there other stormwater management alternatives that should be considered through this process@

[Jyes [INO Please comment:

2. Are there other enhancement opportunities that should be considered through this processe

(yes [INoO Please comment: _/Z/°/ : :
!Z: zh ? = 5 J . B

3. The proposed evaluation criteria include technical, natural, social/cultural and economic
considerations within the study area. Please provide your comments, questions or concerns
with the proposed evaluation criteria.

Please comment:

4. Itis proposed that the evaluation criteria categories (technical, natural, social /cultural and economic)
will be given equal weighting in the evaluation exercise. Please indicate your preference for an equal
weighting of evaluation criteria categories and/or provide another weighting scheme (check all that apply).
[] | support the proposed equal weighting

[J | offer an dlternative weighting for consideration by the project team

Evaluation Criteria Calegory Proposed Equal Weighting | Please Consider This Alternalive
Technical Environment 25%
Natural Environment 25%
Social/Cultural Environment 25%
Economic Environment 25%-
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmenta!l Assessment

5. The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan is following the process outlined for Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment studies. Do you have any questions, comments or concerns about the decision-making
process that is to be followed?

CJyes [INO Please comment:

6. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
(] Member of the general public
[] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
[J~Member of an Interest Group (please specify)

[] Agency representative [please specify)

7 Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment:

8. Please provide your name and contact information [optional).

Are you on the project mailing list? [ YES [[] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public af the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[ Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by June 15, 2012 to:

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West, Essex 49 Frederick Street

Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: {519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519} 579-8664
jwychreschuk@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Welcome to the
Upper Little River
Stormwater Master Plan
Class Environmental Assessment

Public Information Centre #2

October 22, 2012

Please sign in

Take an information sheet to record your thoughts
as you review the display material

City and Town staff and the study team are available
to discuss your questions and concerns

Public input will influence this study;
please take time to fill out a comment sheet

& Stantec
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Study Purpose

Problem Statement
Future development is expected within the Upper
Litfle River Watershed in the near future. Stormwater
management infrasfructure will be required fo control
runoff from this future development such that there
are no adverse impacts to downstream areas due
fo flooding, erosion, or water quality. A Master
Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan is
proposed including both City of Windsor and Town
of Tecumseh lands to coordinate and guide future
development in this area. The preferred alternative
will provide a balance of relevant natural, social,
technical and economic criteria fo establish appropriate
drainage and stormwater management requirements
at a watershed level that meets the needs of area
stakeholders.
Project Objectives
The purpose of this Class Environmental Assessment (EA)
process is to evaluate options and determine a preferred
allemative for the provision of stormwater management
controls for the developing lands within the Upper Little
River Watershed while allowing for future enhancement
of the watercourse and stream corridor. The objectives
of this project are:
+ To defermine a preferred option for stormwater
management infrasfructure within the Upper Litlle
River Watershed, while taking info account; flood
control, water quality, erosion control, aguatic
habitat, cesthefics, safety, and recreational uses
+ To carry out a Class Environmental Assessment
+ To complete a preliminary design for the
preferred option

Key Issues and Challenges

The current stafe of the watershed presents several key challenges

and opportunities:

« The watershed suffers from recurring flooding and sediment
build-up issues

+ Waterfowl are attracted to typical stormwater management facilities,
increasing the probability of bird strikes af the Windsor Airport

+ Municipal Drains may be removed or modified in order fo
accommodate the proposed development plan, impacting fish habitat

» Develop corridors and linkages to minimize fragmentation of the
natural habitat and recreational areas

» Future development will require stormwater management controls
and infrastructure

& Stantec



Class EA Phase 1

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) Process

Class EA Phase 2

Documentation

e

Background
Review

Identify Problem or
Opportunity

e Obtain and review
background documentation
and initiate agency contact

e |dentify Need

® Initiate Consultations
- Community
- Agencies

e Establish Task Force
and Technical Steering
Committee

® |dentify data gaps to be
addressed during the site
invenrory/investigotions

Project
Initiation

Evaluation of
Alternatives

Site Inventory/
Investigation

e Complete impact
assessment

e Undertake natural heritage
investigation

e Undertake geotechnical/
hydrogeological
investigation

e |dentify alternatives

® Public Information Centre
(PIC) #1

* Undertake hydrology/ ¢ Evaluate alternatives

hydraulics investigation

. . e Select preferred alternative
® Aquatic habitat assessment

e Incidental wildlife surveys
® Fluvial geomorphology

e |dentify opportunities and
constraints

Field

Inventory

Opportunity/

Constraints PIC #1

February
2012

& Stantec

Preliminary Design/
Environmental
Study Report

® Implementation Plan

e Preliminary design of

preferred alternative

® Recommendations on
further study if required

e PIC #2

® Develop a monitoring,

mainfenance and
mitigation plan

Evaluation
& Selection

PIC #2

Environmental
Screening Report

e Prepare first draft ESR

e Revise and prepare second

draft ESR
® Finalize ESR
* Notice of Completion
 30-day Public Review

e Approval by councils

Finalize EA/
Master Plan

Winter
2013
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Description of Alternatives

Alternative #1

The “Do-Nothing” Approach

The "Do-Nothing” alternative includes no stformwater management (SYWM| controls
for the developing areas in the Upper Little River.

Alternative #2

Water Quality and Erosion Control Only, no Flood Control
For this allernative, the proposed development will have only water quality treatment
and erosion control, with no flood control. Many small water quality faciliies would
be scattered throughout the watershed.

Alternative #3

Communal On-line SWM Facilities

This alternative analyzes the potential to minimize the number of stormwater
management facilities required fo serve the study area by consolidating

all water quality, erosion and flood controls at a few locations throughout
the watershed.

& Stantec
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Alternative #4

Communal Flood Control and Distributed Water
Quality and Erosion Control

This alternative analyzes the scenario where a few large flood control facilities
are located within the study area (similar locations to Alternative #3), but many
small water quality and erosion controls are distributed throughout the area
(similar locations to Alternative #2).

Alternative #5

Distributed Stormwater Management Controls

This alternative considers the potential for stormwater management confrols

fo be distributed throughout the study area, and each facility would be required
fo provide water quality, erosion and flood confrols.

Alternative #6

Grouped Stormwater Management Controls

This alternative considers the potential for stormwater management confrols
fo be grouped into stormwater management corridors. Each facility would
be required to provide water quality, erosion and flood controls. The faciliiies
are aligned to promote natural corridors and recreational linkages.



Fvaluation Criteria
Evaluation Methodology

For each dlternative the project team will:

« Apply the evaluation criteria using the measures outlined above
* The measures will be converted to an assigned score based on the rank of relative preferences of the alternatives
* The scores will then be totaled and normalized by category (so that each category is weighted equally) to provide an overall score

for each altemnative

« Alternatives with higher scores are considered more preferred or feasible than those with lower scores
« The initial evaluation will be based on an equal weighting of criteria categories
« A sensitivity analysis will be conducted to determine if the overall scoring of allernatives changes if criteria categories are assigned

a different weighting scheme

Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan EA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Criteria

Natural Environment

‘ Description

Terrestrial Resources, Vegetation, and
Wildlife Implications

The nature and extent of disturbance to terrestrial habitat,
vegetation communities, and wildlife resulting from the
construction/operation of the alternative. Alternatives that
maintain biodiversity and minimize disturbance to native
species, regionally significant species and species with specific
habitat requirements are preferred.

o Nature of disturbance (direct vs. indirect)
e Area (ha) of habitat affected

 Nature, significance, and sensitivity of affected area
or species

Fisheries Resources and Aquatic Habitat
Implications

Implications of disturbance to fish habitat and/or features
that sustain habitat conditions resulting from the construction/
operation of the alternative. Alternatives that sustain a fishery
are preferred.

Nature and extent of disturbance to fish habitat, including
opportunities for movement and potential spawning areas

Nature, significance and sensitivity of fish habitat affected

Nature and extent of any disturbance to features that sustain
fish habitat conditions, including flow regime, groundwater
seeps and riparian vegetation

Groundwater and Base Flow Implications

Impact of the alternative on groundwater levels and base flows
in the Upper Little River Watershed. Alternatives that maintain
or enhance groundwater and base flow are preferred.

Nature and significance of changes to base flow

Nature and extent of impact to groundwater levels and well use

Surface Water Quality

Impact of the alternative on in-stream water quality.

Number of proposed stormwater management control
measures and their location within the study area

Nature and significance of changes to the overall water
quality system

Total Capital Cost

Relative overall capital costs, including restoration/enhancement
costs for the alternative. Lower cost alternatives are preferred.

Capital costs of alternative relative to other alternatives

Total Maintenance Cost

Relative annual costs for operation & maintenance activities
for the alternative. Lower cost alternatives are preferred.

Operation & maintenance costs of the alternative relative
to other alternatives

Ability to Provide Required Flood Protection

The ability of the alternative to maintain/enhance the existing
level of flood protection. Alternative must satisfy flood protection
requirements.

Flood protection to required levels provided

Ease of Construction/ Implementation

The ability of the alternative to be easily implemented on a
technical, regulatory, and practical basis. Alternatives that
are easier to consfruct/implement are preferred.

e Type of structure/construction required

Permitting/approval requirements

Difficulty of construction/implementation (access, site-specific
conditions, coordination between facilities)

Ability to Meet Agency Requirements

The ability of the alternative to meet MOE, Municipalities,
Essex Region Conservation Authority, Windsor Airport
requirements.

Nature and location of controls

Nature and location of water bodies in relation to the Windsor
Airport

Social/Cultural Environment

Aesthetics

The ability of the alternative to maintain or enhance the
appearance of the existing and newly created local natural
areas and stormwater management control measures.
Alternatives that maintain or improve existing aesthetic values
are preferred.

Nature and location of encroachment within existing
natural areas

Nature and location of stormwater management control
measures

Health and Safety

The potential risk or liability to community and operations
staff health and safety resulting from:

® Flood events
® Recreational use
e Operation and maintenance

Alternatives that maintain or improve safety are preferred.

Nature and location of risk

Public accessibility to risk areas

Flood control operational requirements

Recreational Opportunities

The ability of the alternative to maintain, enhance, and manage
recreational opportunities within the study area. Alternatives
that maintain or enhance opportunities are preferred.

Nature and location of stormwater management control
measures relative to recreational areas including trails,
sports fields, and other recreational infrastructure

Cultural Heritage/Archaeology

The ability of the alternative to protect potential archaeological
resources within the study area. Alternatives that avoid or
protect potential locations are preferred.

Proximity of stormwater management areas to existing
archaeological finds

® Nature of potential disturbance
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Summary of Evaluation

Six alternatives were evaluated for the stormwater management opportunities using the evaluation
criteria presented at Public Information Centre #1 and:

Alternative 6 with grouped stormwater management controls located along
major transportation and environmental corridors is the preferred solution.

This allernative has the highest combined score as shown in the chart. It ranked highest by providing
all of the technical requirements for stormwater management and by providing a

central core for amenities and trails.

Evaluation of Alternatives

3
2 I
0 . . . .

Al T AlL2 A3 All 4 ‘ Al ‘ Alé

= Natural
== Economic
= Technical

= Social/Cultural

Sensitivity Analysis
The analysis shown above was based on an equal weighting of the four categories
of criteria as required for Class Environmental Assessment Studies:

o Natural Environment 25%
o Economic Environment 25%
e Technical Environment 25%

e Social/Cultural Environment  25%

To determine whether the preferred solution changed if the categories were weighted differently,
four sensifivity analyses were completed as follows:

1. Natural Environment as more important

Natural = 40%, Economic — 20%, Technical — 20%, and Social/Cultural — 20%

2. Economic Environment as more important

Natural = 20%, Economic — 40%, Technical — 20%, and Social/Cultural — 20%

3. Technical Environment as more important

Natural = 20%, Economic — 20%, Technical — 40%, and Social/Cultural — 20%

4. Social/Cultural Environment as more important

Natural = 20%, Economic — 20%, Technical — 20%, and Social/Cultural — 40%

In all cases, Alternative 6 was the preferred alternative.

& Stantec



Preliminary Preferred Alternative

Alternative #6

Grouped Stormwater Management Controls — : ]
This alternative considers the potential for stormwater management ‘ “ \ sl W%V
controls to be grouped into stormwater management corridors. E 13
Each facility would be required fo provide water quality, erosion

and flood confrols. The facilities are aligned to promote natural
corridors and recreational linkages.

o
13

|
UL T Ty ey

.
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Design Elements

Several key elements included in the proposed design are:

« Create continuity between exisfing/future woodlots,
parks, and sformwater management ponds to allow for
the movement of animals and people. These areas will
be located near each other to create a continuous
area linked by an infegrated trail network

Medification of the existing drainage nefwork. Some
drains will be enhanced, while others will be abandoned
in favour of storm sewers. Flow will be concentrated in
wider riparian channels with enhanced fish habitat

+ Due fo flat fopography across the site, approximately
half of the stormwater management ponds wil
likely require pumping to drain fo Litfle River

+ Due to the proximity of the site to the Windsor
International Airport, stormwater management ponds
will include design features to discourage use by
waterfowl including abundant shrubs and frees

* Increased base flow in Upper Litile River fo enhance

fish habitat

Reduced flood elevations created by wider conveyance
channels and sforage

PERMANENT POND

Legend
o TRAIL / ACCESS ROAD
- . CHANNEL

&

MOUND
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The Next Steps

Comments from today's Public Information Centre
will be received untfil

November 5, 2012

Comments from reviewing agencies will be incorporated
info the decision making process

Finalize Environmental Study Report and
File Class Environmental Assessment

Winter 2013

Thank You for Attending

If you have any questions about this study
feel free to ask any member of the Study Team.

& Stantec



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction
with the City of Windsor and the Town of Tecumseh has
initiated a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases
1 & 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment
(EA) process. This Study will determine the stormwater
management infrastructure requirements for the Upper
Little River Watershed area to service existing and future
development. This information brief provides an overview
of the study, key activities and schedule.

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Future development is expected within the Upper

Little River Watershed in the near future. Stormwater
management infrastructure will be required to control
runoff from this future development such that there are
no adverse impacts to downstream areas due to flooding,
erosion, or water quality. A Master Drainage and
Stormwater Management Plan is proposed including
both City of Windsor and Town of Tecumseh lands to
coordinate and guide future development in this area.
The preferred alternative will provide a balance of
relevant natural, social, technical and economic criteria
to establish appropriate drainage and stormwater
management requirements at a watershed level that
meets the needs of area stakeholders.

Class EA Phase 1

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The study will be in accordance with the Municipal
Engineers’ Association document entitled “Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment” October 2000, as
amended in 2007.

The Class EA process includes public and review agency
consultation, an evaluation of alternatives, an assessment
of the impacts of the proposed alternatives, and
identification of a preferred solution.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this Class EA process is to evaluate
options and determine a preferred alternative for the
provision of stormwater management controls for the
developing lands within the Upper Little River Watershed
while allowing for future enhancement of the watercourse
and stream corridor. The objectives of this project are:

* To determine a preferred option for stormwater
management infrastructure within the Upper Little
River Watershed, while taking into account; flood
control, water quality, erosion control, aquatic
habitat, aesthetics, safety, and recreational uses

® To carry out a Class Environmental Assessment

* To complete a preliminary design for the
preferred option

Class EA Phase 2 Documentation

Identify Problem or
Opportunity

Background
Review

Site Inventory/
Investigation

 Undertake natural
heritage investigation

® Obtain and review
background
documentation and
initiate agency contact

¢ Identify Need

* Initiate Consultations
- Community
- Agencies

® Establish Task Force
and Technical Steering
Committee

¢ Undertake geotechnical/
hydrogeological

* |dentify data gaps to be investigation

addressed during the site

* Undertake hydrol
inventory/investigations it liyetelagy

hydraulics investigation

* Aquatic habitat
assessment

¢ Incidental wildlife surveys
¢ Fluvial geomorphology

o Identify opportunities and
constraints

Project Field
Initiation Inventory

November
2011

& Stantec
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Preliminary Design/
Environmental
Study Report

Environmental
Screening Report

Evaluation of
Alternatives

o Prepare first draft ESR

® Revise and prepare
second draft ESR

* Finalize ESR

* Notice of Completion
* 30-day Public Review
® Approval by councils

* Complete impact
assessment

 Implementation Plan

o Preliminary design of

o Identify alternatives preferred alternative

® Recommendations on
further study if required

* PIC #2

* Develop a monitoring,
maintenance and
mitigation plan

* Public Information Centre

[PIC) #1
* Evaluate alternatives

* Select preferred
alternative

We Are
Here

Finalize
EA/Master
Plan

Evaluation

& Selection Al 2



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

THE STUDY AREA

The Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan will focus
on the portion of Little River located upstream of the
E.C. Row Expressway, including the Windsor Airport.

PROJECT ACTIVITIES

A review of background information and field

reconnaissance has been completed and the results

are documented. Some of the key findings include:

® Proximity of the site to the Windsor International
Airport and bird management concerns influenced
the preferred stormwater management solution

® Trails are well used and highly valued by the
community

* No endangered species were identified

® Some of the existing municipal drains will be
abandoned while others will be enhanced following
urban planning strategies

The list of alternatives identified previously has been

evaluated and a preliminary solution is proposed:

e Construct stormwater management facilities off-line
of Upper Little River to provide mitigation for future
development

® Group the facilities into corridors to promote natural
corridors and recreational linkages

e |dentify trail links to external areas

* Improve water quality and flood impacts along Upper
Little River

W
Nz W
R
R Y

TOWN OF TECUMSEH

| HIGHwWAY 401

STUDY AREA

_____ CITY OF WINDSOR BOUNDARY

NEXT STEPS

e Comments from today’s PIC will be received until
November 5, 2012

e Comments received from review agencies and the
public will be incorporated into the decision-making
process

e Finalize Environmental Study Report and File Class
Environmental Assessment

For additional information, please contact:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng.

Director of Source Water Protection
Essex Region Conservation Authority
360 Fairview Avenue West

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8

Tel: (519) 776-5209

Fax: (519) 776-4319
staylor@erca.org

& Stantec

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Project Manager

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

49 Frederick Street

Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@stantec.com



Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

1. The preliminary preferred solution is to construct stormwater corridors along major transportation and environmental
corridors off-line of Upper Little River Please provide your comments, questions or concerns below.

2. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
[] Member of the general public
[ ] Resident/landowner within the Study Area
[_] Member of an Interest Group (please specify)

[ ] Agency representative (please specify)

3. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment:

4. Please provide your name and contact information (optional).

Are you on the project m0i|ing liste [ ]YES [ ] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[] Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by November 5, 2012 to:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Source Water Protection Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-4319 Fax: (519) 579-8664
staylor@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.

& Stantec



COMMENT SHEET

1. The preliminary preferred solution is to constry  stormwat r corridorsbolong major transportation)and énvironmental
corridors off-line of Upper Littl R" er Please provide your comments, questions or concerns below.
A o onJ

—

2. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
3 Member of the general public
[J Resident/landowner within the Study Area
Member of an Interest Group [please specify)
[0 Agency representative {please specify)

3. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful 1o the project team?

Please comment:

4. Please provide unur nama and rontact information (opﬁoncl)'

Are you on the project mailing list2 YES [ NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[ Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by November 5, 2012 to:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Direcior of Source Water Protection Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: {519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-4319 Fax: (519) 579-8664
staylor@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.

Conservadion Stantec WikiGson
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

1. The preliminary preferred solution is fo construct stormwater corridors along major transportation and environmental
corridors off-line of Upper Little River Please provide your comments, questions or concerns below.

)’Lrn/ao,-af ontioas S % b6 4o Lacil tate Stermusgfo.
o -ﬂ'/ood:.{j h«m‘najémcﬂ'f

2. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
[(J Member of the general public
[ Resident/landowner within the Study Area
X' Member of an Interest Group (please specify)s
[ Agency representative (please specify)

3. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?
Pleasecommenr:_éggz /)0 V'é.fc’n-fa,#'r‘ Oh, ’h d,p,j‘ F J!ﬁj/@ i S

4. Please provide vour nama and rantact infarmnatian lantianall

Are you on the project mailing list? XTI YES [] NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[] Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the regisiration fable for this Information
Centre or you may send it by November 5, 2012 to:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A Sc., P. Eng.
Dirsctor of Source Water Protection Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519} 585-7282

Fax: {519) 776-4319 Fax: {519} 579-8664
staylor@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET
1. The preliminary preferred solution is to copstruct stormwater corridors along maijor transportation and environmental
corridors off-line of Upper Little River Pleasg prpvide your comments, qust}on or concerns below.
-] } [ - = . -

2. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
[l Member of the general public
O Resident/landowner within the Study Area
[1X” Member of an Interest Group (please specifyl »
[ Agency representative (please specify)

3. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?

Please comment:

4. Please provide vour name and contact information (optional).

—_———

Are you on the project mailing list? A YES [ NO, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

(1 Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by November 5, 2012 to:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Source Waler Protection Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-4319 Fax: (519) 579-8664
staylor@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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Upper Little River

Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental Assessment

COMMENT SHEET

1. The preliminary preferred solution is to construct stormwater corridors along maijor transportation and environmental
corrigors off-line of Upper Little River Please provide your comments, questions or concerns below.
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2. How would you describe the nature of your interest in the study?
(] , Member of the general public
MResident/ landowner within the Study Area
] Member of an Interest Group (please specify)
[ Agency representative (please specify)

3. Do you have any additional comments or information that you feel would be helpful to the project team?
Please comment: \.3'7‘“&4?/‘7’ Mﬁ//\/ /M/\/S AL Oz NS TR ST
LS ANBC AS Aptnensinde 2 EBESZiNgt. R LRS- o7
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4. Please provide your name and contact information {optional).

LIRS

Are you on the project mailing liste S/YES {7 No, please add my name and contact information to the mailing list

Your completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made public at the completion
of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have your comments included anonymously.

[J Please withhold my name and contact information from publication in the Class EA report.

You may leave this completed Comment Sheet in the box provided at the registration table for this Information
Centre or you may send it by November 5, 2012 to:

Stan Taylor, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Director of Source Water Protection Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Lid.

360 Fairview Avenue West 49 Frederick Street

Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Kitchener, Ontario, N2H 6M7
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519} 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-4319 Fax: (519) 579-8664
staylor@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

Thank you for your participation in this study.
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ONTARIO, CANADA

ESSEX REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
NOTICE OF STUDY COMPLETION

UPPER LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED MASTER DRAINAGE PLAN AND
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Study

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction with the City of Windsor and the
Town of Tecumseh has completed a Master Plan Study in accordance with Phases 1 and 2 of
the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) process. The preferred alternative includes
stormwater management facilities that provide controls for more than one property and are
located near other facilities along corridors.

Public Consultation

This study was completed in accordance with the
planning and design process of the Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment (June 2000,
as amended in 2007, 2011, and 2015) under
the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.
The Class EA process includes public and
review agency consultation, an evaluation of
alternatives, an assessment of the impacts of
the proposed alternative, and identification of a
preferred solution. Based on input received from
the public as well as from technical agencies
and other stakeholders, the Project Team has
prepared the Environmental Study Report
(ESR) for this study. The ESR is being placed
on the public record for a 30-day review period
at www.citywindsor.ca, www.tecumseh.ca, or by visiting the following locations during normal
business hours.

City of Windsor Town of Tecumseh

Office of the City Clerk Clerk’s Office

350 City Hall Square West, Suite 203 | 917 Lesperance Road
Windsor, ON, N9A 6S1 Tecumseh, ON, N§N 1W9

Interested persons should provide written comments related to this proposed undertaking by
October 30, 2017 (Note: The 30-day review period has been extended from the original end date of
October 24, 2017 to the new end date of October 30, 2017.). Comments should be directed to the
following individuals.

John Henderson, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Water Resources Engineer Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West — Suite 311 100-300 Hagey Boulevard
Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y6 Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 0A4
Tel: (519) 776-5209 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-6733
jhenderson@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

If concerns regarding this project cannot be resolved, a person or party may request that the
Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change make an order for the project to comply
with Part II of the Environmental Assessment Act which address individual environmental
assessments. Requests for a Part II Order must be received by the Minister of the Ministry of
the Environment and Climate Change at 77 Wellesley Street West, 11th Floor, Ferguson Block,
Toronto, Ontario, M7A 2T5 no later than October 30, 2017, including a copy submitted to the
project team members listed above. If no request is received, the Design Study will become the
guiding document for stormwater management controls on Upper Little River.




Tecumse
umseh
ONTARIO - CANADA
Essex Region Conservation Authority
Notice of Study Update
Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage and
Stormwater Management Plan

Master Plan

The Essex Region Conservation Authority in conjunction with the City of Windsor and the Town of
Tecumseh is completing a Master Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan for the Upper Little River
Watershed (Master Plan). The intent of the Master Plan is to determine general stormwater management
infrastructure requirements within the Upper Little River Watershed area to service existing and future
development.

Master Plan Process and Approach

As described in the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) document (Municipal Engineers
Association, 2000, as amended), there are four approaches that may be followed to complete a Master Plan
process. The Master Plan was originally undertaken following Approach #2 with a Notice of Study
Completion filed in October 2017. However, due to the overall duration of the project and changes to the
Class EA requirements over that time, the Master Plan was not finalized after the 30-day public review
period. The Master Plan will now be completed following Approach #1, which is a broader level of
assessment. This change in approach results in the requirement for additional detailed investigations at the
project-specific level in order to fulfill Class EA requirements for specific Schedule B and Schedule C
projects, which will be listed within this Master Plan. No changes have been made to alternatives considered
or general Master Plan recommendations.

Next Steps

The project team is currently completing revisions to the
Master Plan to address the change in approach and will
be issuing a revised Notice of Completion in the fall of
2019. The notice will provide details regarding the timing
of the minimum 30-day public review period for the
revised Master Plan and the opportunity for bringing
project concerns to the project team members below.

Please note that the revised Master Plan Approach #1 will
not be subject to Part Il Order (PIIO) requests to the
Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks.
Future individual Schedule B and Schedule C projects
identified within the Master Plan will be subject to further
review and Class EA requirements, including PIIO
requests.

For more information, please contact a member of the
project team below.

James Bryant, P. Eng. Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.
Water Resources Engineer Project Manager

Essex Region Conservation Authority Stantec Consulting Ltd.

360 Fairview Avenue West 100-300 Hagey Boulevard
Essex, Ontario, N8M 1Y8 Waterloo, Ontario, N2L 0A4
Tel: (519) 776-5209 ext. 246 Tel: (519) 585-7282

Fax: (519) 776-8688 Fax: (519) 579-6733
jbryant@erca.org jayson.innes@stantec.com

This notice issued on August 31, 2019.



Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Indigenous Communities Consultation TRACER

Contact Information

Date/Method of
Communication

Comment/Concern

Response/Commitment to Carry Forward

Aamijiwnaang First Nation

Chief Joanna Rogers

978 Tashmoo Avenue, Sarnia, ON N7T 7H5
519-336-8410 cplain@aamijiwnaang.ca

Nofice of Commencement via Canada Post - October
12,2011

Notice of PIC#1 via Canada Post — May 22, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #1 including display
boards via Canada Post - June 1, 2012

Nofice of PIC#2 via Canada Post — October 17, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #2 including display
boards sent via Canada Post - December 18, 2012

Letter response dated April 15, 2013 noted that the information package would be
forwarded to their Chief and Council for review and upon further direction from their
council, we will be contacted to inform us of the next step.

No additional information was received

Noftice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017

Follow up Phone Call October 26, 2017

Follow up Phone Call December 8, 2017

Follow up phone call - left message with Sharilyn Johnston to
confirm receipt of project information and identify any concerns.

Caldwell First Nation
Chief Louise Hillier
P.O.Box 388
Leamington, ON
N8H 3W3
cfnchief@live.com

Notice of Commencement via Canada Post - October
12,2011

Notice of PIC#1 via Canada Post — May 22, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #1 including display
boards via Canada Post - June 1, 2012

Nofice of PIC#2 via Canada Post — October 17, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #2 including display
boards sent via Canada Post - December 18, 2012

Letter Response dated November 27, 2012 requesting further consultation

A meeting was held with Caldwell First Nations on January 7, 2013 to
discuss the project. During the meeting the project overview and
history was presented. Outcomes of the meeting included a
request for black willow and milkweed plantings within the study
area and access to the black willow branches for harvesting.
Caldwell First Nations also requested a copy of the Final Report for
review.

Notice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017
Follow up Phone Call December 8, 2017

Follow up phone call - spoke with Mr. Delearly. Mr. Deleary
indicated that they received the information and are dealing with
political and organization issues with band council at the moment.
Would review files and respond back shortly if there are any
concerns.

Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation
Chief Tom Bressette

6247 Indian Lane

Forest ON

NON 1JO

Thomas.bressette@kettlepoint.org

Noftice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017

Follow up Phone Call November 22, 2017

Follow up Phone Call December 8, 2017

Not noted in November 23, 2011 letter from Ministry of Aboriginal
Affairs

Notice of Completion sent along with a USB stick containing the full
ESR.

Follow-up phone call message left with Valerie George to confirm
receipt of the project information and inquire if Chippewas of Kettle
and Stoney Point First Nation had any concerns.

Follow-up phone call message left with Valerie George to confirm
receipt of the project information and inquire if Chippewas of Kettle
and Stoney Point First Nation had any concerns.

Chippewa of the Thames First Nation

Fallon Burch

Consultation Coordinator

Kelly Riley, Lands and Environment

Rochelle Smith, (acting) Consultation Coordinator

Notice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017

Follow up Phone Call November 22, 2017.

Follow up Phone Call December 8, 2017.

Not noted in November 23, 2011 letter from Ministry of Aboriginal
Affairs.

Notice of Completion sent along with a USB stick containing the full
ESR.

Team Response and Commitment to Environmental Requirements




Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage and Stormwater Management Plan
Indigenous Communities Consultation TRACER

Contact Information

Date/Method of
Communication

Comment/Concern

Response/Commitment to Carry Forward

Follow up phone calls: Attempted to leave message with Kelly Riley
(voicemail was full).

Follow up phone call: left message with Richelle Smith — made
reference to notice of completion and USB stick dated October 16,
following up to discuss project and ensure COTTFN didn't have any
concerns with the project.

Delaware Nation (Moravian of the Thames)
Chief Greg Peters

Justin Logan

14760 School House Line RR3

Thamesville ON

NOP 2KO

gpeters@mnsi.net

loganju@xplornet.ca

Notice of Commencement via Canada Post - October
12,2011

Notice of PIC#1 via Canada Post — May 22, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #1 including display
boards via Canada Post - June 1, 2012

Letter Response dated June 13, 2012 stating that the project was evaluated and it was
recognized that this project will not require further consultation

Munsee-Delaware Nation

Chief Roger Thomas,

Glen Forrest

279 Jubilee Road

Muncey ON

NOL 1YO
Chief.thomas@munsee-delaware.org

Notice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017
Follow up Phone Call Dec 8, 2017

Not noted in November 23, 2011 letter from Ministry of Aboriginal
Affairs

Follow up phone call - spoke with executive assistant Carol Antone.
Noted that the Chief has a long list of projects to review, and
requested that the letter be emailed. Emailed the letter on Dec. 8,
2017. carol@munsee.ca.

Oneida of the Thames First Nation
Chief Randall Philips

Holly Elijah

2212 Elm Ave

Southwold, ON

NOL 2G0
sheri.doxtator@oneida.on.ca

Notice of Commencement via Canada Post - October
12,2011

Notice of PIC#1 via Canada Post — May 22, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #1 including display
boards via Canada Post - June 1, 2012

Notice of PIC#2 via Canada Post — October 17, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #2 including display
boards sent via Canada Post - December 18, 2012

Noftice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017

Follow up Phone Call October 26, 2107

Follow up Phone Call November 23, 2017

Follow up Phone Call December 8, 2017

Follow up phone call - left message with Public Works assistant.

Follow up phone call — was referred to Janelle in the Political Office.
Left voicemail message with Janelle to confirm receipt of project
information and to identify any concerns with the project.

Bkejwanong Territory (Walpole Island)

Chief Dan Miskokomon
Jared Macbeth

Dr. Dean Jacobs
Janet.macbeth@wifn.org
Wallaceburg, ON

N8A 4K9

Notice of Commencement via Canada Post - October
12,2011

Notice of PIC#1 via Canada Post — May 22, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #1 including display
boards via Canada Post - June 1, 2012

Nofice of PIC#2 via Canada Post — October 17, 2012

Letter Discussing the results from PIC #2 including display
boards sent via Canada Post - December 18, 2012

Notice of Completion via Canada Post - October 16,
2017

Follow up Phone Call November 23, 2017

Follow-up Phone Call December 8, 2017

Follow up phone call - left message with Janet Macbeth.

Follow up phone call - left message with Janet Macbeth to confirm
receipt of project information and to identify any concerns with the
project.

Team Response and Commitment to Environmental Requirements




APPENDIX C

General, Public, and Agency Correspondence



Ministry of the Environment Ministare de I'Environnement r\} P .
713 Exeter Road 733, rue Exeter } :; ) .
London ON NBE 1L3 London ON N6E1L3 . "R Ont a rlo
Tel.: 519 B73-5000 Téh: 519 873-5000 ‘ .

Fax: 519 873-5020 Té&lsc.: 519 873-5020

October 19, 2011

Stantec Consulting Ltd.
140 Quellette Place
Suite 100

Windsor, Ontario

NEX 1LS

Attention: Mr. Phil Bartnik, Project Engineer, P. Eng.

Re: ERCA Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan & SWM Pilan

Phil:

_I am writing you today to aclmowledge this mmlstry S recelpt of the Notice of
Commenoement for the above noted project.

The preparation of Master Plans are an approach to plannmg that this ministry supports
and is willing to provide assistance to. In that regard, in addition to keeping this office
abreast of future notices and information regarding this study, if at all possible, this
ministry office would appreciate being afforded an opportunity to review and comment
on a Draft Watershed Master Drainage Plan & SWM Report, prior to and addltlon to
circulation and commentmg on the Final Report. ' : '

Regional Environmental Planner / BA
‘Mimistry of the Environment
Southwestern Region
(519) 873-5014

. Cc — Mr. D. McDougall, Supervisor, MOE Windsor Area Office
- Mr. S. Abernethy, Surface Water Group Leader, Water Resources, MOE SWR



Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs Ministére des Affaires Autochtones (\y_

160 Bloor St. East, 9™ Floor 160, rue Bloor Est, 9° étage } e
Toronto, ON M7A 2E6 Toronto ON M7A 2E6 p ) (] O nt a r'I O

Tel: (416) 326-4740 Tél. : (416) 3264740
Fax: (416) 325-1066 Téléc. : (416) 325-1066
www.aboriginalaffairs.gov.on.ca www.aboriginalaffairs.gov.on.ca

Reference: 526

NOV 2 3 2011
DEC G5 2011
Phil Bartnik, P. Eng
Project Engineer STANTEC CORSULTING LTD.
Stantec Consulting Ltd. Consulting Engineers

140 Ouellette Place Suite 100
Windsor, ON N8X 1L9

Re: [Essex Region Conservation Authority Upper Little River Watershed Master
Drainage Plan & Stormwater Management Plan

Dear Mr. Bartnik:
Thank you for your inquiry dated October 12, 2011 regarding the above-noted project.

As a member of the government review team, the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs (MAA)
identifies First Nation and Métis communities who may have the following interests in the
area of your project:

reserves;
land claims or claims in litigation against Ontario;

existing or asserted Aboriginal or treaty rights, such as harvesting rights; or
an interest in your project’s potential environmental impacts.

MAA is not the approval or regulatory authority for your project, and receives very limited
information about projects in the early stages of their development. In circumstances where
a Crown-approved project may negatively impact a claimed Aboriginal or treaty right, the
Crown may have a duty to consult the Aboriginal community advancing the claim. The
Crown often delegates procedural aspects of its duty to consult to proponents. Please note
that the information in this letter should not be relied on as advice about whether the Crown
owes a duty to consult in respect of your project, or what consultation may be appropriate.
Should you have any questions about your consultation obligations, please contact the
appropriate ministry.

You should be aware that many First Nations and/or Métis communities either have or
assert rights to hunt and fish in their traditional territories. For First Nations, these territories
typically include lands and waters outside of their reserves.

In some instances, project work may impact aboriginal archaeological resources. If any
Aboriginal archaeological resources could be impacted by your project, you should contact
your regulating or approving Ministry to inquire about whether any additional Aboriginal
communities should be contacted. Aboriginal communities with an interest in archaeological
resources may include communities who are not presently located in the vicinity of the
proposed project.



With respect to your project, and based on the brief materials you have provided, we can
advise that the project appears to be located in an area where First Nations may have
existing or asserted rights or claims in MAA’s land claims process or litigation, that could be
impacted by your project. Contact information is below:

Bkejwanong Territory Chief Joseph Gilbert

(Walpole Island) (519) 627-1481

117 Tahgahoning Road, R.R. #3 (Fax) 627-0440

WALLACEBURG, Ontario Joseph.gilbert@wifn.org

N8A 4K9 Nanette.keywayosh@wifn.org

Oneida Nation of the Thames Chief Joel Abram

2212 Elm Avenue (519) 652-3244

SOUTHWOLD, Ontario (Fax) 652-2930

NOL 2GO Joel.abram@oneida.on.ca
Laura.phillips@oneida.on.ca
Holly.elijah@oneida.on.ca

For your information, MAA notes that the following Métis community may be interested in
your project given the proximity of their community to the area of the proposed project or
because of your project’s potential environmental impacts:

Windsor-Essex Métis Council Robert Leboeuf, President
4745 Huron Church Line Windsor, (519) 972-1063
ON, N9H 1H5 TOLL FREE 1-888-243-5148

(Fax) 519-974-3739

Please copy any correspondence to Windsor-Essex Métis Council to the Métis Nation of
Ontario. Contact information is below:

Métis Nation of Ontario Head Office Métis Consultation Unit
500 Old St. Patrick Street, Unit D Fax: (613) 725-4225
Ottawa, Ontario, K1N 9G4

The Government of Canada sometimes receives claims that Ontario does not receive, or
with which Ontario does not become involved. For information about possible claims in the
area, MAA recommends you contact the following federal contacts:

Ms. Janet Townson Mr. Sean Darcy

Claims Analyst, Ontario Team Manager

Specific Claims Branch Assessment and Historical Research
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
1310-10 Wellington St. 10 Wellington St.

Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4 Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4

Tel: (819) 953-4667 Tel: (819) 997-8155

Fax: (819) 997-9873 Fax: (819) 997-1366




For federal information on litigation contact:

Mr. Marc-André Millaire

Litigation Team Leader for Ontario

Litigation Management and Resolutions Branch
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

10 Wellington St.

Gatineau, QC K1A 0H4

Tel: (819) 994-1947

Fax: (819) 953-1139

Additional details about your project or changes to it that suggest impacts beyond what you
have provided to date may necessitate further consideration of which Aboriginal
communities may be affected by or interested in your undertaking. If you think that further
consideration may be required, please bring your inquiry to whatever government body
oversees the regulatory process for your project.

The information upon which the above comments are based is subject to change. First

Nation or Métis communities can make claims at any time, and other developments can
occur that could result in additional communities being affected by or interested in your

undertaking.

Yours truly,

Vet (amwcrsc

Heather Levecque
Manager, Consultation Unit
Aboriginal Relations and Ministry Partnerships Division



Delaware Nation H«)ugilmg and Lands Department
Wiikhutiin waak Ahkiing

Moravian of the Thames 14760 School House Line, Thamesville, ON NOP 2K0 Tel: (519) 692-4290
Delaware Nation Council **Office located at 14979 School House Line, Moraviantown Fax: (519) 692-3453

Wednesday, June 13, 2012

Phil Bartnik, P.Eng.

Project Engineer

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

140 Ouellette Place Suite 100
Windsor, ON

N8X 119

Dear Mr. Bartnik,

I have reviewed the documentation received May 23, 2012 to the best of my ability and find the Essex Region

Conservation Authority Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan & Stormwater
Management Plan does not require any further consultation.

The information sent regarding the above mentioned project was evaluated and it was recognized that this
project will not require any further discussion with the Delaware Nation, Moravian of the Thames First Nation.

Thanks for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Tina Jacobs
Lands and Resource Consultation Manager
Delaware Nation

Ce: Mr. Rick Peters - Director Operations, Chief Greg Peters



Regional Engineering
Engineering Services

Canadian National Railway
4 Welding Way
P.0. Box 1000

Concord, Ontario L4K 1B9
Tel.: 905-669-3184
Fax: 905-760-3406

4™, September, 2012

Phil.bartnik@stantec.com

Stantec Consulting Ltd.

140 Ouellette Place Suite 100
Windsor, ON

Canada N8X 1L9

Dear Sir or Madam:

Re: [Essex Region Conservation Authority Upper Little River Watershed
Master Drainage Plan & Stormwater Management Plan

Thank you for the letter, informing us of the above noted project. There
appears to be CN property within the said boundaries and therefore CN Rail
has concerns and comments regarding this project. Please keep CN on the
project mailing list.

CN tracks, Chatham Subdivisions, are operating through the study area. It will
require having involvement from CN, please feeling free to contact the
undersigned.

Sincerely,

Derek Basso

Utilities Coordinator
905-669-3184
Derek.Basso@cn.ca



Caldwell First Nation

Head Office: 22361 Austin Line, Bothwell, ON NOP 1C0
Branch Office: P.O. Box 388, Leamington, ON, N8H 3W3
Chief Louise Hillier: Box 388, Leamington, ON N8H 3W3

Phone: 519-322-1766 * Fax: 519-322-1533

November 27, 2012
OFEC 17 261
Phil Bartnik, P.Eng.
Project Engineer STANTEC CONSULTING LTD.
Consulting Engineers

Re: Project — Essex Region Conservation Authority
Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan &
Stormwater Management Plan

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION WITH FIRST NATION

This correspondence is to inform you that you have not complied with government protocol in regards to
“consultation with First Nations”.

Consultation is not sending your correspondence that may or may not include your project plans or
progress or reports.

Consultation is meaningful dialogue between two parties. This has not taken place at any point with
Caldwell First Nation.

Caldwell First Nation’s traditional land extends from the Detroit River to Long Point. If your project
falls within this geographical area, you are required to engage in “consultation” with the Caldwell First

Nation.

We do not support or encourage your project and you should cease any further development until
“consultation” with Caldwell First Nation has taken place.

Copies of this correspondence will be forwarded to the appropriate government offices.

Meegwetch

<;//

~ Chief Louise Hllher
Caldwell First Nation



January 7, 2013

Ministry of Transportation

Windsor Border Initiatives Implementation Group
659 Exeter Road

London, Ontario

N6E 1L3

Attention: Mr. Rakesh Shreewastav

RE: Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan & Stormwater Management
Plan Study

Dear Sir:

On October 22, 2012 we attended the Public Information Centre #2 held by McCormick
Rankin on behalf of the Ontario Ministry of Transportation, the City of Windsor and the
County of Essex. A further meeting was held on November 27, 2012 attended by
representatives from The Ministry of Transportation, The City of Windsor, McCormick,
Rankin Corporation and

owns a fifty six (56) acre parcel of land on the
south side of County Road #42, west of Lauzon Parkway, with a frontage of
approximately 644’ on County Road #42.

We strenuously object to several issues that are being proposed by the preferred plan as it
would sterilize the use of our lands, based on the following:

(a) The preferred option depicts that Lauzon Parkway (a proposed Four (4)
Lane Highway) would run directly through our property, bisecting the
land. Since this road is shown as being a major thoroughfare, we assume
the minimum width of 120’ would be required for the road portion on
County Road #42.



(b) The preferred plan shows the Little River Drain (which forms the western
boundary of our property) will be expanded to a width of approximately
100m to the top of drain. This would necessitate utilizing a further portion
of our frontage on County Road #42, leaving our company with a sliver of

. land fronting County Road #42.

(c) As well, there is consideration being given to the Lauzon Parkway Road to
be relocated further west to abut the expanded Little River Drain. As the
majority of the frontage would be used for the Lauzon Parkway Extension
and the expanded Little River Drain, this does little to mitigate the
damages to our company.

purchased this property for its strategic location across from the
Windsor Airport. However, the preferred road and drainage locations presented at Public
Information Centre #2 hinders our ability to develop the property and will greatly impact
the utilization of our lands as it takes the majority of the frontage on County Road #42.

The City of Windsor supported a concept of mixed use commercial development in the
2006 report prepared by Stantec Consulting Ltd. However, we were advised by the City
of Windsor to wait until the sewers became available before proceeding with any form of
development. Sewers were recently installed along Lauzon Parkway and we are now in a
position to consider development of our lands. Due to the proposed road location/green
space requirements proposed at the Public Information Centre #2, the City of Windsor
has now advised us that they will not consider any zoning changes to allow commercial
development as originally intended. It is obvious that our property is now sterilized since
no zoning can occur.

At the November 27, 2012 meeting, it was apparent to us that the Ministry of
Transportation, and the City of Windsor intend on continuing with the preferred option
that was depicted at the Planning Information Centre#2 on October 22, 2012. In fact,
representatives from the Ministry of Transportation acknowledged the negative impact
the proposed road location would have on our property.

We hereby ask that the location of the road be reconsidered. It is our recommendation to
extend Lauzon Parkway further south from its existing location where it currently
intersects with County Road #42 — through the Kennette Contracting property, which is
east of our lands. Lauzon Parkway could then swing further west as it moves southerly.
This scenario would still enable us to utilize some frontage along County Road #42.

In the alternative, the Government of Ontario/City of Windsor should proceed to
negotiating for the purchase of the property immediately — not at some undetermined
future date which would add to our carrying costs for the property. On November 27,
2012, it was stated by a Ministry of Transportation representative that there is no



committed program to the next phase of this project after the current Environmental
Assessment stage. It is completely ludicrous and unfair that the Government of Ontario
or the City of Windsor would expect us to wait an undetermined amount of time before
funding is made available for the construction of the Lauzon Parkway extension. This is
“expropriation without compensation”.

We await your immediate response.

c.c.  Mr. Bob Felker, MTO Windsor BIIG
Mr. David Reis, MTO Windsor BIIG
Ms. Josette Eugeni, City of Windsor
Mr. Michael Cooke, City of Windsor
Ms. Anna Godo, City of Windsor
Ms. Jennifer Leitzinger, City of Windsor
Mr. Frank Scarfone, City of Windsor
Ms. Simona Simion, City of Windsor
Mr. Michael Chiu, McCormick, Rankin Corporation
Mr. Stan Taylor, Director of Source Water Protection, ERCA
Mr. Jayson Innes, Project Manager, Stantec Consulting Ltd.



January 30, 2013

Council Services

City of Windsor

350 City Hall Square West
Room #203

Windsor, Ontario

N9A 6S1

Re: _City of Windsor Official Plan Amendment #81 (File Number OPA/3586)

Please be advised that | am unable to attend the Public Meeting for the City of
Windsor Official Plan Amendment #91 scheduled for Monday, February 11, 2013
at 4:30 p.m. as | will be out of the country.

Our subject lands are municipally known as

At the time of this written correspondence, a copy of the Proposed Official Plan
Amendment and the planning report were not available for our review. | submit
our concemns/ objections regarding the Proposed Official Plan Amendment #91
as follows:

* Inclusion of the tree line (see attached map) which is depicted as “Natural
Heritage System® on Schedule D Land Use for the City of Windsor
Sandwich South Secondary Plan. This tree line was planted by our family
to act as a wind barrier between the farm parcels. None of these trees are
indigenous to the area and it should not be included within the “Natural
Heritage System" designation;

e The “Upper Little River — Stormwater Master Plan Class EA" also depicts
wide (approximately 30 metre) areas designated “Natural Heritage
System" along the north and west border of our property to accommodate
their alternatives to stormwater management. A much wider “Natural
Heritage System” designation for an “open” municipal drain with linear
ponds will further impact future development potential for our lands.
Setback requirements for residential uses will be greatly impacted on our
property due to the "open™ municipal drain and its' relocation as part of the
“Upper Little River — Stormwater Master Plan Class EA” study.



o The proposed designation of “Neighbourhood — Low Density” for our lands
is not appropriate due to future development constraints (of an
environmental and drainage nature). Give the constraints, future land
assembly in this area seems likely. As such, given the adjacent properties
designated “medium density" it seems appropriate that our property
should be designated “Neighbourhood — Medium Density” to facilitate
future land assembly and maintain future marketability for our lands by
future developers.

o Finally, it appears that the natural drainage of the lands runs south to
north, and as such, lands will have to be assembled for development to
accommodate drainage as well as other development constraints. We are
requesting that “land use” policies be included within the “City of Windsor
~ Sandwich South Secondary Plan" that encourages land assembly for
our lands and the adjacent “medium density” area.

Further, please accept this letter as our written request to be notified of any
adoption of the proposed official plan amendment #91 or of the refusal of a
request to amend the official plan, so that we may be entitied to be added as a
party to the hearing of an appeal of the Official Plan Amendment #91 before the
Ontario Municipal Board.

Yours truly,

Attch: Map Schedule Depicting Land
Notice of Public Meeting — File# OPA/3586
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CITY OF WINDSOR

NOTICE OF CO PLETE APPLICATION
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING TO CONSIDER AN AMEND ENT
TO THE AOTY OF WINDSOR OFFICIAL PLAN

FILE NUMBER OPA/3586

TAKE NOTICE that a complete for an to the City of Windsor Official Plan has been received
and that a public meeting will be heid to consider the proposed amendment:

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT STANDING COMMITTEE
Mondsy, February 11, 2013 at 4:30 pm
Council Chambess, Third Floor, Clty Hail, 350 City Hafl Squate W . Ontarlo

This is the statutory public meeting required by the Planning Act. The purpose of this is to give the public
opportunity to and for the PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STANDING COMMITTEE to make
recommendation fo Council, on the proposed

The meeting is to any person. You will have an opportunity to on the proposed amendment. Written
comments are acceptable. Any may become part of the public record.

A provides an of the purpose and of the proposed official ptan
and a description 'of the subject land, key showing the subject land, or an explanation why no description or
key is providéd,

To acopypfthe Pla  ng Report or the recommendationof  PLANNING & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
STANDING COMNIITTEE or to view or material contact
Stmona Simion at 519-255-6543 %6397 or ssimion@city.windsor.on.ca.

To confirm the time and location of this meeting, to speak on this and be listed as a delegation, or
to receive a copy f the Coundi] decision or the amending by-law call Countil Services at 519-255-6432.

If a person or putilic body does not make oral submissions st  public or make written submissions to the
Chty of Windsor bifore the proposed pizn is adopted, the person or public body is not entitied to appeal the
decision of the City of Windsor to the Ontario My Boerd.

I a person or publlic body does not make oral submissions  public or make written submissions to the
WMMUMMWMWnMMBMNWWWMWMk
sddedas partyto  heering of an before the Ontario Municipat Board uniess, in the opinion of the Board,
there are reasonable grounds to do so.

Hyouwkhmbemﬁﬂeddmwopﬁondmmmedoﬁddphnmadwmﬁsald request to
ammdtheofﬂdafplmyoumuﬂ written request to:

Council Services

City of Windsér

350 City Hall Square West, Room 203
Windsor, ON N9A 651

mmmumummu.mmmmmmmmmmm
Counci! meeting should check Civic Comaer in the Windsor Star, the City of Wndsor website at
httpe//werw cltywindsor or call 311 for details about the Council Meeting

DATED at the City'of Windsor  January 18, 2013,

(‘\47 774
Valerie, Critchley, City Clerk
Windsor, Ontario

Offictal Amendrent Public Notioe Revisod: 2010 Nov 24




SCHEDULE 'A*
PART §- Arvexptination of Offtcla) Paan

The purpose of this amendment is to;

. AmdeoﬁmESemﬂathmandSpeddPoﬁcy'Amasofﬂ\ecnydMndwOﬁdaleby

adding a new section to incorporate the goals, objectives, policies, development plan,
implementation measures and assodated schedules as the Sandwich South Secondary Plan

o Amend Schedule A: Planning Districts and Policy Areas, in the City of Windsor Offidal Pian Volume |

to identify $andwich South Secondary Plan Area

. NneMSdkduhD:LandUsehﬁthyoandwOﬁdalﬂaanumelbm—deﬁgmbnds
from ‘Future Urban Area’ snd ‘Future Employment Area’ as : on Schedule D of this
amendmertt

The Sandwich South Secondary Plan Study Area consists of a portion of the Transferred Lands that were
addedbﬂanybeMw,de\mfumeﬂyhﬂnTwndTmmehgmﬂymmwwd
the Windsor Intemational Airport The Secondsry Pian project has been undertaken in a parallel process
with an Environmental Assessment (EA) Study of the Lauzon Parkway which commenced in 2011.

NOTE: I any additional information Is required regarding this matter, please contact Michael Cooke,

Manager of Planning PoﬂqulS—MS,mSl&wSlmaSlnﬂmReseardnandekySuppon
Planner at 519-255-6543, ext. 6397 or ssimion@city.windsor.on.ca.

PART 2- A key showi ofths by Officlal Plan
change

SCHEDULE A’

APPLICANT: CITY OF WINDSOR

, N
m BUBJECT LAND
=y R
FILE Si0: OPA 3688

oy




AAMJIWNAANG FIRST NATION 770 SARNIA, ONTARIG
CHIPPEWAS OF SARNIA . 516y ST T8
Band Counc” Fax: (619) 336-0382

April 15, 2013 File # 2013-0018

Stantec Consulting Ltd.
140 Ouelette Place
Suite 100

Windsor, Ontario

N8X 1L9

Attention: Phil Bartnik

Re: Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan &
Stormwater Management Plan
Essex Region Conservation Authority

Dear Mr. Bartnik:

Thank you for the letter and information package regarding this project dated December 18, 2012. Our
staff has recorded this information in our log. Over the next few weeks it will be forwarded to our Chief
and Council for their review. Upon further direction from our council, we will contact you to inform you
of the next step.

Aamjiwnaang First Nation continues to assert and exercise our Aboriginal Rights and Title to all parts of
our Reserve and Traditional Territory in regards to lands and resource issues.

Sincerely,

& - :

/At ﬁharilyn]ohn on

Environmental Coordinator APR 18 2913
Aamjiwnaang First Nation

STANTEC CONSULTING LTD.
Consulting Enginsers

“Sawving our Home and Native Lands



29 October 2013

Jayson Innes

Project Manager
Stantec Consulting Ltd.
49 Frederick Street
Kitchener, Ontario
N2H 6M7

Dear Mr. Innes:

Re: Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan Environmental Assessment— Ci  of Windsor

We act for owners of an 11.4 ha agricultural
parcel in the City of Windsor bounded on the north by County Road No. 42, on the east by Little
River, on the south by a wooded parcel and on the west by agricultural lands (refer attached).

has been following the Sandwich South Secondary Plan process which you may be
aware has currently been put on hold by the City and, we are advised, unlikely to be resumed
until completion of the Lauzon Parkwa EA. As the U er Little River Stormwater Master Plan
EA may affect the development possibilities and potential of the subject lands arising out of the
Sandwich South Secondary Plan, please consider this our request on behalf of our client to be
added to your communications list for any and all upcoming public notices or public meetings
with respect to the EA. At this point, we would appreciate your confirmation of what stage of the
process you are in with respect to the EA as well as when approximately any future public
meetings are anticipated and the expected completion date of the exercise.

Yours very truly,

RECEIVED

NOV -4 2013

STANTEC CONSULTING
LTD.

c.C.

attachment












Comment # Date From Comment Response
1.  Under Section 8.1 (Next Steps), should the next step be to develop a
functional design for the Upper Little River system prior to undertaking final[Text updated to refer to functional design. Additional information
design for specific development blocks? Do we have enough information to|has been included in text including storage volumes and peak flow
1 2015-01-13 Windsor AG include parameters for the functional design in this report? rates to facilitate functional design.
2. Under the Lauzon Parkway Class EA, the consultant was having trouble
figuring out how to drain the E-W Arterial Road east of Lauzon Parkway.
One suggestion is to extend the E-W Arterial SWM facility. Can we include |Yes. The corridor is proposed to extended east of the Lauzon
2 2015-01-13 Windsor AG this in our report? Parkway along the E-W arterial.
3. Should add some text similar to this excerpt from Chapter 7, East Pelton
Planning Area, from the Windsor of Windsor Official Plan, Volume II.
Stormwater Management, 7.6.26 To provide for a stormwater
management system which minimizes the impact of urban development on
the natural environment, is integrated as an amenity within the existing
drain system and the open space system. It is capable of meeting applicable
water quality and quantity requirements while minimizing any potential
impacts on the Windsor International Airport related to waterfowl.
3 2015-01-13 Windsor AG additional text has been added to section 2.0
Don’t the remaining phases of the EA process need to be completed prior
4 2015-01-13 Windsor AG to implementation? text updated. The next steps assume the EA has been approved
Archaeology Report - Pages 1.1 & 1.3, last sentence of 1st paragraph. prior
to the expansion of water services within the study area
It would be more correct to say that it was “prior to the expansion of storm
sewer services within the study area”, or municipal stormwater
management system, but not related to water. Text to be updated to "prior to the construction of the stormwater
5 2015-03-20 Windsor AG management system"
Archaeology Report Page 3.15, | do not understand the following sentence
from the last paragraph: The Little River springs from within the northern [Text to be updated to "The Little River originates in the southern
6 2015-03-20 Windsor AG portion of the study area. portion of the study area"
E Y
various
7 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Do not refer to Little River as a Creek. All references to Little River as a creek have been removed
various Delete 3 duplicate paragraphs on page ii. The following was repeated 2x in
8 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [the exec summary p i and iii (see email) Duplicate text has been deleted
Should add to the Executive Summary under the main objectives paragraph,
something to the effect that — the study anticipated development of the
various lands by multiple land owners and addresses/supports the ability of
9 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |individual land owners to proceed. Text updated
i -The highlighted section is a duplication of information in the previous
10 2015-05-27 ERCA JH paragraphs. Refer to comment 8
v - A dry pond alone will not provide "normal" quality protection
11 2015-05-27 ERCA JH ("combined with a treatment train approach" inserted) Text updated
12 2015-05-27 ERCA JH vii - form changed to from Text updated
13 2015-05-27 ERCA JH vii - "area" or "number" Text changed to "number"
1.0 Introduction and project Justification
14 2015-05-27 | ERCA | JH [page 1.1, Creek deleted [Text updated
3.0 Project Approach
15 2015-05-27 | ERCA | JH |Page 3.1, mitigative changed to mitigation |Text updated
3.2 Issues and Constraints
16 2015-05-27 | ERCA | JH [Page 3.2, Should protection of fish/habitat be included in this list? [protection of fish and fish habitat were added to the list
3.3 Public Involvement
Page 3.5, note that PIC#2 was held in conjunction with Lauzon Parkway
Environmental Assessment and SS Secondary Plan PIC’s, i.e. In addition, PIC
#2 for the Lauzon Parkway Environmental Assessment and the third
various workshop for the Sandwich South Secondary Plan were held concurrently at
17 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [the same location. Text updated
various Page 3.11, 2nd bullet point. Is text referring to Baseline Road in Windsor?
18 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [If so, it is not Little Baseline Rd. Text updated to refer to Baseline Road
Page 3.12. Clarify which study recommended the limits of proposed E-W  [Text updated to refer to the Windsor Annex Area Master Plan Study
various Arterial Road. Confirm that the East Pelton Secondary Plan identified a (2006) and East Pelton Secondary Plan (2009) for the extents of the
19 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |corridor from Walker Road to 8th Concession Road. east-west arterial
20 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Page 3.4. "that was" inserted in last paragraph Text updated
21 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Page 3.5, "that" inserted in 4th paragraph from bottom Text updated
3.4.1 Provincial Policy Statement
page 3.6, The 2014 PPS (Section 3.1.3) also includes consideration for
climate change that may increase the risk associated with natural hazards.
Climate change is also noted in other section of the 2014 PPS. Similar to
other items, climate change should be identified/considered in this additional text has been added to section 3.4.1, and 7.7 regarding
22 2015-05-27 ERCA JH document. climate change.
3.4.5 y of Policy ion
page 3.9, "Master Plan Environmental Assessment Environmental Study
23 2015-05-27 ‘ ERCA ‘ JH Report" inserted and "Stormwater and Master Drainage Plan" deleted Text updated
3.5.2 Turkey Creek and Little River Subwatershed Stud
24 2015-05-27 | ERCA | JH |page 3.10, "r" deleted from Little in heading Text updated
25 2015-05-27 | ERCA | JH |Page 3.11, Provincal changed to Provincial Text updated
4.1 Ecology
Page 4.1, General Comment: Appendices are referenced in this section but
have not yet been provided. Do the Appendices contain additional
plans/maps that identify where the identified flora, fauna, etc. were
observed or have the potential to be within the study area. This is
important information for the next component of the planning process All of the plans were included in the main body of the report. The
(functional design) for the Upper Little River Study Area. Including appendix information generally consists of tables (included in
26 2015-05-27 ERCA JH plans/maps in the main body of the report would be helpful. Appendix D).
Page 4.1, from second paragraph (highway 3 to the south): The western The description of the site has been removed from Section 4.1. It is
27 2015-05-27 ERCA JH boundary of the study area is not defined. discussed in Section 1
4.1.3 Ecological field Studies and
28 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Page 4.2, "the" deleted from 2nd paragraph from the bottom |Text updated
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4.1.4.1 Aquatic Habitat

29

2015-05-27

ERCA

Page 4.6, "HADD" deleted and replaced with "impacts to fish and fish
habitat": HADD is now old terminology from the previous version of the
Fisheries Act. Update throughout the report as required.

Text updated

30

2015-05-27

ERCA

Page 4.7, from first paragraph: Where are the proposed stream crossings
and how were they selected?

The Waldron report dealt with a new sanitary sewer. Every drain
the sewer crossed was studied. Specific details are in the Waldron
report

4.1.5.1 Desi d | Features

31

2015-05-27

ERCA

Page 4.7, 3rd paragraph from the bottom "and" inserted between
"Parkway" and "north"

Text updated

32

2015-05-27

ERCA

DL

page 4.7, final paragraph: The study should utilize the most recent natural
heritage information available through ERCA. The study area does contain
Provincially Significant Wetlands within the Airport Woods, which is not
recognized within this study. In addition, priority restoration opportunities
as defined through the Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy
(ERNHSS) should also be considered as informing an overall natural
heritage system for the watershed. The natural heritage system should not
contain infrastructure associated with stormwater management due to
incompatibilities associated with contaminants within SWM facilities.

Text updated

33

2015-05-27

ERCA

Text updated

page 4.8, "one" replaced with "two" before "zone floodplain policy"
4.1.5.6.2 Vegetation Ci iti

34

2015-05-27

ERCA

DL

page 4.9, with regards to the ELC system: The study has characterized the
vegetation communities in accordance with the ELC First Approximation
evaluation system, which was published in 1998. In 2008, the ELC
evaluation system was revised and reorganized to yield a more accurate
and extensive characterization of vegetation community types. This 2008
version of the ELC has been well promoted and extensively applied by those
professionals who are certified as ELC evaluators within southern Ontario.
This version of the ELC is the currently accepted standard that is to be
utilized for vegetation community characterization until further revisions to
the ELC are published. Any ecological evaluation which applies the ELC
system is required to apply the 2008 version of the ELC system in order to
be considered valid. One of the significant changes made within the 2008
ELC system was the reorganization of many of the vegetation types that,
within the First Approximation, were listed under the “Cultural” ELC
Community Class. This was done specifically to address the issue of private
consultants misinterpreting or intentionally misapplying the “cultural”
descriptor as meaning that a particular vegetation community was not
considered significant or of value ecologically due to some anthropogenic
origins and influences. Although this connotation was not the intent of the
First Approximation publication, in order to eliminate any misinterpretation
or misapplication of the ELC in this regard, the ELC system was
subsequently reorganized eliminating the use of the moniker “cultura
Any references to ELC vegetation types containing the word “cultural” are
therefore not in accordance with currently accepted ELC standards.

Text updated

4.1.5.6.4 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

35

2015-05-27

ERCA

JH

|Page 4.15, 2nd paragraph from the bottom: Fix paragraph indent.

[Text updated

4.1.5.7 Aquatic Resources

36

2015-01-13

Windsor

various
departments

Page 4.20, Table 4. Is 7th Concession Drain classified, or is this considered
the 7th Street Drain Diversion?

7th Concession Drain is shown as a Class F drain

37

2015-01-13

Windsor

various
departments

Check how Figure 5 is referenced. Page 4.23, 2nd last paragraph —should it
reference Figure 4?

This reference was removed

38

2015-01-13

Windsor

various
departments

Where is Figure 5 referenced in the report?

reference was added in section 4.1.5.6.2

39

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.19, Figure 4 only shows the drains that were surveyed and
numbered sites with different symbols. The symbols and numbering are
not defined. Additional information should be included in the Figure 4
legend.

drain descriptions are provided in Table 3

40

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4 (Page 4.20), General Comment: Review DFO drain classification
mapping.

Table 4 has been updated

41

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: The 6th Concession Drain is generally considered a Type E drain
from the CN Railway property to the Little River.

agreed

42

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Should this be Little River at Rivard Drain?

Text updated

43

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Gouin Drain is typically wet.

DFO drain classification lists Gouin Drain as Type F

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Little River is Type E to 6th Concession Drain.

Little River to 6th Concession has been changed to Type E

45

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Could not find the location of Reach 14 on Figure 4.

Reach 14 which overlapped with reach 1 was removed from the
table.

46

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Reach 17 is the 7th Concession Drain not the 7th Street Drain.
Does the 7th Street Drain Diversion cause the lower reach of the 7th
Concession Drain to have permanent flow?

Reach 17 has been renamed. The Drain classifications are based on
the DFO Drain Classification List

47

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: The 10th Concession Drain is upstream (south) of Baseline Road
and flows easterly along Baseline Road to the Sullivan Creek Drain

Reach 21 was renamed to Little 10th Concession Drain

48

2015-05-27

ERCA

Table 4: Little 10th Concession Drain is from Baseline Road to Little River.

Figure updated to stop at Baseline Road

49

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.22, 2nd last paragraph: The drains where aquatic surveys were
undertaken are shown with blue lines on Figure 3. It would be helpful to
have the actual sampling locations included on this Figure.

Figure reference changed to 4.

50

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.23, first paragraph: The Puce River and Pike Creek are not within the
study area.

Text updated

51

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.23 figure reference: Should this be figure 6?

This reference was removed

4.1.5.7.3 Water Quality

52

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.24; indicative changed to indicating in first paragraph

[Text updated

4.1.6 Ecology Summary

53

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.27, This does not appear to include all drains with fish habitat (i.e..
9th Concession Drain, 7th Concession Drain, etc.

Text updated

54

2015-05-27

ERCA

page 4.27, The airport woodlots are PSW's

Airport woodlots to be included as PSWs




Comment # Date From Comment Response
page 4.27, The regional storm in the Essex Region is Hurricane Hazel. The
statement is correct, however, ERCA only regulates to the 1:100 year storm
event. It would be more representative to state during the regulatory
55 2015-05-27 ERCA JH 1:100 year storm event. Text updated
page 4.27, Provincially rare (S1 to S3) species and species of Special
56 2015-05-27 ERCA DL Concern may indicate Significant Wildlife Habitat. Text updated
4.1.6.1 Summary of | Constraints
57 2015-05-27 ERCA JH [Should base flow be included in this list? [Base flow has been added to the list
4.2.8 Little River Flow
page 4.33, 3rd paragraph from the bottom: The identifier (i.e. SW4) for
58 2015-05-27 ERCA JH each monitoring site should be shown on Figure 12. figure updated
4.2.9 Potential Mitigation Measures
Page 4.34, the group should review/comment on the recommended
mitigation measures
o Perforated storm laterals. DISADVANTAGES
o Perforated Pond Outlets. DISADVANTAGES
various o Soak away Pits / Infiltration Trench. DISADVANTAGES agreed. Additional review/comment from the group could be
59 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |o Longer Drawdown Times for SWM Facilities. beneficial
various Page 4.36. Check wording of “Base flow temperatures are higher the
60 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |groundwater flows.” see comment 62
Longer draw down times do not significantly modify the
page 4.36, Is this a concern for the airport? (referencing draw down times |attractiveness of wet ponds to fowl when there is already a
61 2015-05-27 ERCA JH from SWM facilities) permanent water body
62 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.36, "the" changed to "than" under disadvantages (first bullet) Text updated
4.3.1 Introduction (Hydrology)
page 4.38, How much field verification/survey work was undertaken to
63 2015-05-27 ERCA ‘ JH update the model? Updates to the HEC-2 model are discussed in section 4.4
4.3.4 Existing Drainage
page 4.40, text added to end of first paragraph: up to the Via Rail Canada
Inc. property which is located approximately 350 metres north of Tecumseh
Road East. From the Via Rail Canada Inc. property to Riverside Drive East,
the Little River has been channelized with flood protection dykes on each
64 2015-05-27 ERCA JH side of the waterway that were designed to contain the 1:100 year flows. |Text updated
In the 1st paragraph of this section on Page 4.40, what does “Downstream |This section has been reworded to "Downstream of the study area
various of the study area (north of E.C. Row Expressway) Little River remains in a (north of the E.C. Row Expressway) Little River has been channelized
65 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |[natural state.” | believe that this is inaccurate. with flood protection dykes on each side of the waterway."
page 4.41, A plan should be included showing the major flow restrictions
that have been considered in the analysis. Corresponding flows and water
66 2015-05-27 ERCA JH surface elevations would also be helpful. Water levels shown in text (Tables 13 and 19) and on figure 14
Page 4.42. In Table 8, it references “North Townline Rd. (County Road 42)".
various If referring to the road, it should be called County Road 42; if referring to
67 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [the drain, it should be called North Townline Rd. Drain. Text updated
page 4.43, Other Drains north of highway 401 include the Washbrooke
Drain and Wellwood Drain. Please review the municipal drain mapping to
68 2015-05-27 ERCA JH ensure the accuracy of the text. text updated
page 4.43, Is the North Townline Road County Road 42? Please adjust all references to North Townline Road have been changed to County
69 2015-05-27 ERCA JH throughout the report as required. Road 42
70 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.43, 7th Concession Road is not Walker Road. text updated
Based on informal correspondence with the City of Windsor. To be
71 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.43, Was this confirmed? (referring to final bullet) confirmed
various Page 4.43. If referring to the road, it should be called County Road 42; if
72 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [referring to the drain, it should be called North Townline Rd. Drain. text updated
Page 4.43. In last bullet, 7th Concession Road is not Walker Road (no ‘s’)
north of Legacy Park Drive. South of Legacy Park Drive, although Walker
various Road is technically also the 7th Concession, no one refers to it that way.
73 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Delete “Road” when referring to the 6th Concession Drain. text updated
page 4.44, It is my understanding that improvements were made to the
Little River channel and floodplain (between EC Row and the Canadian
Pacific Railway) to allow for a specified post development runoff from the
Twin Oaks Subdivision without adversely impacting the Little River. Post
development flows were to be controlled to a specified flow rate but not to |text updated to reference SWM controls within the Upper Little
74 2015-05-27 ERCA JH pre-development flow rates before discharging to the Little River. River Corridor
page 4.44, Is this flow split referring to the 9th Concession Road Drain
which is located between County Road 42 and Baseline Road? Under
normal rain events, the 9th Concession Drain (from the south) outlets into
the 6th Concession Drain which then flows to Little River. The 9th
Concession Road Drain may drain to the 6th Concession Drain or to the
North Townline Drain or to both. The municipal drain report profiles should
75 2015-05-27 ERCA JH be reviewed. text updated to provide more information on the flow spit
76 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.44, Hec-2 model? Text updated to refer to HEC-2
page 4.44, Were the model cross-sections updated to account for the
channel improvements that were undertaken as part of the Twin Oaks
development between EC Row and the Canadian Pacific Railway property in
the early 1990’s? In Section 4.4.3 it appears that the original model was
77 2015-05-27 ERCA JH updated to include this information. Text updated to reference the Twin Oaks floodplain work
various Page 4.44. Where is the junction of the 6th and 9th Conc Drains with a flow | The existing model was updated to include the extension of the 9th
78 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |split? Concession Road drain to North Townline Drain
various Page 4.45. Table 9 Where is the confluence of Little River and 9th Conc
79 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Drain?; Refer to the road as County Road 42 (not North Townline Road). text updated
4.3.6 Hydrologic Model Results
page 4.45,The 9th Concession Drain outlets into the 6th Concession Drain
80 2015-05-27 ‘ ERCA ‘ JH and the 6th Concession Drain outlets into Little River. text updated




Comment # Date From Comment Response
page 4.45, | think this should be County Road 42. Please confirm and revise
81 2015-05-27 ERCA JH as required throughout the report. text updated
4.3.7 Alternative Flow Estimates
82 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.45, ? (referring to Highway 9 in final paragraph) Text updated to refer to the E.C. Row Expressway
page 4.47, Is a plan showing the Key Point locations included in the Key points have been removed from the text and referred to by road
83 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Appendices? It would be helpful to include a plan in this section. crossing
4.3.8 Hydrology Summary
84 2015-05-27 ERCA JH |page 4.48, 6 hour Chicago? (first bullet) |text updated to refer to the 6-hour Chicago storm
4.4.1 Hydraulics Introduction
various
85 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Refer to it as 7th Street Drain Diversion, not "drainage" Text updated
86 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.49, Lachanve Drain, not Lechance Text updated
87 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.49, 7th street Drain diversion, not drainage Text updated
4.4.2 Methodology
various Page 4.50, "entrance" should be singular for culvert entrances in last bullet
88 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |of first group Text updated
page 4.50, This section requires additional clarification/discussion.
89 2015-05-27 ERCA JH (hydraulic model paragraph) Text reworded
various
90 2015-01-13 Windsor departments | Page 4.51, Table 12. Road name is "Forest Glade", not Glen. Text updated
4.4.3 Hydraulic Model Results
91 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.50, add "for Existing Conditions" to the heading Text updated
92 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 4.50, HEC-2 not HEC-RAS Text updated
page 4.51, These numbers do not seem to correspond to the hard copies of
the 1985 flood line maps or Hec-2 printouts. Are these suppose to be the
actual 1985 elevations or are they your baseline PC-SWMM model results |The flood elevations have been updated. The numbers were based
with the 1985 inputs? The added highlighted elevations are from the hard |on a HEC-RAS model obtained from MRC that was based on the HEC-
93 2015-05-27 ERCA JH copies of the 1985 flood line maps and Hec-2 printouts. Please clarify. 2 Model
4.5.2 Background Review
page 4.53, In the Legend — “Little Creek Watershed Boundary” should be
94 2015-05-27 ERCA JH “Little River Watershed Boundary” figure updated
page 4.53, The Baseline Road Drain is noted from the 9th Concession Drain
to the Little River Drain. It has been our understanding that this is the 6th
95 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Concession Drain. Please verify with the municipal drainage reports. figure updated
4.5.5.3 Erosion Setbacks
page 4.60, A plan showing the erosion setbacks for the watercourses should
96 2015-05-27 ERCA ‘ JH be included in this section. A figure shows setbacks was added to the main body as Figure 14
4.5.7 Restoration/Remediation Opportunities
various Page 4.61. refer to Sandwich South Employment Lands, not Windsor Annex
97 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Lands. Text updated
5.3.3 y of
98 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 5.10, second bullet, DFO not ERCA Text updated
page 5.10, Where is construction within a wetland proposed? This is
typically something that would be difficult to obtain approvals for. (last
99 2015-05-27 ERCA JH bullet) Text updated to remove the reference to construction in a wetland
6.1 Jed Stormwater |
various
100 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Check page numbering for Chapter 6. It starts on 6.12 page numbers updated
page 6.12, ERCA does not support the concept of SWM facilities being
promoted as ‘natural’ or providing habitat for wildlife. SWM facilities are
infrastructure which treats potentially contaminated stormwater runoff.
They are not simply aquatic systems, that if you plant trees and shrubs you
end up with healthy functional habitat. In addition, there is a section of the
SWM corridor proposed to be located between the forested areas on the
Airport lands. These forested areas are also identified as Provincially
Significant Wetlands. The proponent should demonstrate how the
proposed SWM facilities will not have any negative impact to the hydrology
which maintains the PSWs. Again, reiterating the above comment, SWM
facilities are designed to control/manage stormwater from both a quantity |Text updated to not refer to SWM areas as natural habitat. The area
and quality perspective — essentially treating contaminated water. Thisis  |on the airport lands has been made more general and moved away
101 2015-05-27 ERCA DL not a feature which should be placed in close proximity or interact with from the provincially significant woodlots.
page 6.12, It does not appear that the proposed land use plan for the area
proposes to place any of the significant natural heritage features, including
CNHSs, into a natural heritage protection designation. It appears some This study did not change land use information from other parties
blocks have been identified as ‘open space’, but this land use designation  |(perhaps input should be made to other planning studies like the
102 2015-05-27 ERCA DL does not provide for adequate protection of significant natural heritage. South Sandwich Land use Planning Study)
103 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 6.12, second bullet: area or number? Text changed to "number"
6.1.1 Design Criteria
page 6.13, Consideration of Low Impact Development should also be
included/noted for development within the Upper Little River Area. This
may be more related to the future functional design studies for each pond |Additional text has been added on low impact development
104 2015-05-27 ERCA JH area, but it should at least be noted in this document. measures in Section 6.1.1 and 7.7
The conceptual SWM ponds in the model use a simplified method to
determine sizing. Orifices were assumed at the permanent pool and
0.3 m above the permanent pool. Drawdown times of 36 hours and
page 6.13, Please confirm the recommended 48 hour extended detention |12 hours were assumed for the low and high orifice weir
time. MOECC Table 3.2 is based on a 24 hour drawdown time. Is this respectively to meet peak flow targets. The 36 (previously 28) hour
related to drain base flow considerations? Does a longer detention time time is not necessarily the extended detention time and this
105 2015-05-27 ERCA JH increase the potential for airport concerns? reference in the text has been removed.
If IDF curves are updated to account for climate change it is
various expected that storage requirements would increase, assuming the
106 2015-01-13 Windsor departments | for water quantity, what happens if IDF curves are updates? target flow in Upper Little River remains constant.




Comment # Date From Comment Response
pedestrian paths - primary paths should be above 100 year water level and
various paved (i.e. asphalt). Elsewhere in the document, it recommends gravel
107 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [pathways. Suggest that this is o.k. for secondary paths. text updated
p6.13 “construct ponds and establish vegetation prior to pond being
brought on-line”
Document should add text for option to construct temporary SWM facilities
various until such time that vegetation is established and permanent SWM is
108 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |brought on-line. Text updated
6.1.2 Jed Strategy
various After Figure 14-16, it refers to corridors of 120 to 200m. This should be
109 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [shown on a drawing. Figures 16 should be revised to conform with this. Corridor widths are shown on Drawing 3
page 6.14, This section should also include a high level discussion about
major and minor event routing from the individual development areas to
110 2015-05-27 ERCA JH the SWM facilities. text updated
page 6.14, Drawing 3 shows the proposed individual catchment areas. The |the SWM corridor has been modified so that there is sufficient
overall drainage area for each proposed SWM corridor should be corridor within each catchment area. The figure was also updated
111 2015-05-27 ERCA JH delineated on a plan. to assign catchment numbers to portions of the SWM corridor.
page 6.14, Conceptual SWM ponds are not shown on Drawing 3. A plan
showing your conceptual locations of individual ponds and the related
drainage areas should be included. This would assist with the future
112 2015-05-27 ERCA JH functional design stage of this project. figures 17 to 19 to be updated
113 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 6.14, Corridor dimensions should be shown on the plans. corridor width has been shown on Drawing 3
Approximately 1/3 of the existing municipal drains within the study
area proposed to be abandoned, 1/3 are proposed to be left as is,
and 1/3 are proposed to be enhanced/widened. Additional channel
length is proposed along the proposed east-west arterial road but it
is relatively minor compared to the length proposed to be
page 6.14, Can an estimate be included of the fish habitat that will be lost? |abandoned. The distribution of the enhanced fish habitat to offset
How will the offsetting of fish habitat be distributed to the remaining drains |the loss of fish habitat has not been determined at this time and will
114 2015-05-27 ERCA JH that are proposed to be enhanced? be dependent on a detailed habitat assessment.
page 6.14, Check for consistency throughout the document. (referring to
115 2015-05-27 ERCA JH offset vs compensate) Text updated
p6.14 “The SWM corridor is approximately 200m wide for Upper Little River
and 120m wide for all other tributaries”
Text should be added that these corridors are reserved until such time that
various detailed design and report confirm size of facility; surplus lands will be
116 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |released. Text updated
p6.15 “...all other development (including trails) must be located outside of
various this boundary to prevent flood damage.” Delete “including trails” —
117 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |[secondary trails are permitted within the 100year flood elevation. Text updated
page 6.15, The improvements that have been considered in the modeling
need to be detailed in the report (i.e.. plans showing actual locations, cross-
sections, etc.). These improvements plus the pond release rates are
needed to ensure no adverse impacts to the Little River flow regime. Timing|Extensive channel improvements are no longer proposed. The
of the Little River modifications/improvements should be discussed. Itis |existing channel is only proposed to be widened to create a riparian
anticipated that these improvements may need to be completed before and flood plain area. Release rates have been added to the main
118 2015-05-27 ERCA JH development proceeds in the study area. body of the report.
page 6.15, Based on MNRF guidelines, stormwater facilities should be
located outside of floodplains. Technically, the proposed SWM ponds are
being located off-line of the improved channels. The improved channels
should contain the 1:100 year flows. The ponds are proposed within the
proposed drainage corridor, however, is it correct to consider them in the
119 2015-05-27 ERCA JH floodplain? Text updated
Table 17. North Townline Road should read as County Road 42.
Second paragraph below refers to CN Rail Line. Are we recommending
various channel lowering outside of the study area (CN Rail - Via Tracks), or
120 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |upstream of CPR? The report no longer recommends channel lowering.
page 6.16,The 1985 MclLaren 1:100 year water level should also be include
121 2015-05-27 ERCA JH in this table. (table 18) Text updated
various
122 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Table 18 and paragraph below it. Road should read, Forest Glade. Text updated
The reduced flows required to meet the existing municipal drain
page 6.16, A plan showing the flood prone areas under the proposed capacity have lowered the flows such that the 100-year flow is
123 2015-05-27 ERCA JH conditions should be included. contained and there is no flooding outside the channel
The reduced flows required to meet the existing municipal drain
capacity have lowered the flows such that the 100-year flow is
page 6.16, As per earlier comments, plans showing this area and the contained and there is no flooding outside the channel. The Little
124 2015-05-27 ERCA JH recommended improvements should be included. River Channel Invert is proposed to remain unchanged from existing
various What sort of planning Level Cost Estimate are you looking for?
125 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [Need Planning Level Cost Estimate in Chapter 6. Should this be part of functional design?
6.1.2.1 Post Devel d Recharge
page 6.17, The impervious % will be low, however, trails are proposed and
infrastructure such as pump stations and related access laneways will be The imperviousness of Open Space and Natural Heritage Features
126 2015-05-27 ERCA JH required. (referring to open space/natural heritage percentage) has been increased to 5%
The Airport generally expressed concern over areas of ponded water
and wasn't as concerned with open channels as they do not
page 6.17, Does this create concerns for the Airport? (last paragraph of represent good breeding habitat due to constant flows and short
127 2015-05-27 ERCA JH section) fetch lengths.
6.2.1.1 Wetlands
various It is noted that “no provincially significant wetlands have been identified Text and figures updated to reflect to refer to the PSW on the
128 2015-01-13 ‘ Windsor ‘ departments ‘within the study area”. What about the wetlands at Windsor Airport? Windsor Airport Lands




Comment # Date From Comment Response
page 6.18, This needs to be corrected as PSW does exist on the Airport Text updated to reflect to refer to the PSW on the Windsor Airport
lands. The study will need to demonstrate that the proposal will not have |Lands. Current information shows the airport lands developing as a
any negative impact to the hydrological functioning of the existing wetland, |solar farm with minimal SWM controls and this area is no longer
129 2015-05-27 ERCA DL or to the hydrologic regime that maintains the wetland. shown as a SWM area
various
130 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |Page 7.1, Section 7.0 1st paragraph. Should read “incidents”, not indecent. |Text updated
6.2.1.3 Wildlife Habitat
page 6.19, Pursuant to the findings, the consultants will need to seek MNRF
input into the extent of regulated habitat under the ESA and any permitting
131 2015-05-27 ERCA DL requirements. agreed. Text updated in section 6.2.1.3 and 8.1.2
page 6.19, How has the study determined no negative impact? What is the
mitigation? Vegetated SWM facilities are not habitat acceptable as
mitigation/compensation for the loss of existing significant natural heritage |Potential impacts have been identified and mitigation measures
132 2015-05-27 ERCA DL features. have been outlines in Table 21 and Section 6.2.1
6.2.1.4 Fish Habitat
133 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 6.19, DFO added Text updated
page 6.20, DFO should be asked to provide input into offsetting options,
134 2015-05-27 ERCA JH approval requirements, etc.? (compensation changed to offsetting) Text updated
6.2.1.6 Human Impacts
page 6.20, Are we only concerned with ‘minimizing’ negative impacts or are
we required to have ‘no negative impact’. There is a difference. Increasing
public access to significant natural heritage features is a negative impact.
Well defined trails with signage does not go far enough to mitigate this
135 2015-05-27 ERCA DL negative impact, but may lower the impact somewhat. text now refers to mitigating impacts instead of minimizing
page 6.20, Based on what? Experience has demonstrated otherwise.
136 2015-05-27 ERCA DL Conclusion not supported. text has been updated to remove conclusion
6.2.2 Mitigation of the Preferred Alternative
page 6.23, ERCA approvals are identified in the next paragraph. Based on
the findings of the study, approvals will also be required from MNRF, DFO,
MOECC, etc. Other applicable legislation should be identified similar to the
137 2015-05-27 ERCA JH ERCA paragraph. Additional permit requirements are outlined in section 8.1.2
page 6.23, The concept of the preferred alternative introduces potentially
contaminated SWM facilities in contact with significant natural heritage
features. These SWM facilities are proposed to be vegetated with native appropriate buffers will be required between the natural heritage
plants, and are being marketed as habitat within an overall greenway features and SWM facilities. The text has been revised to not refer
138 2015-05-27 ERCA DL system. This concept itself is not fully supported. to the SWM facilities as habitat.
6.2.3 d
page 6.24, ERCA removed and MNR updated to MNRF in 3rd last bullet.
139 2015-05-27 ERCA JH Update MNR to MNRF throughout the report. Text updated
140 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 6.24, DFO added to second last bullet Text updated
7.2 Forested Wetlands
page 7.6, Future maintenance challenges with these types of facilities must
141 2015-05-27 ERCA JH be considered. This section has been deleted
page 7.6, Once again, the proposal is to create what resembles ‘habitat’ —
i.e., a pit and mound swamp that is treed, and then have it function as a
142 2015-05-27 ERCA DL SWM facility. This is not supported. This section has been deleted
7.4 Stormwater Pumping
In first paragraph, it states “Drawing 5 shows catchment areas where
pumping is possible”. | don’t see how that is represented on the drawing.
various Drawing 5 only shows estimated depth of storm sewer below existing
143 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |_gr0und elevation Drawing 5 has been removed and the text updated
page 7.8, Drawing 5 shows potential storm sewer depths. It is unclear how
144 2015-05-27 ERCA JH pumping is shown on Drawing 5. Drawing 5 has been removed and the text updated
page 7.9, Backup power should be provided in addition to an emergency
145 2015-05-27 ERCA JH overflow. Text updated
7.6 Archaeology
various Archaeology is miss-spelled in the report. What was outcome of Stage 1 Text updated and more details on the Stage 1 assessment were
146 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |assessment? moved from the appendix to the main body
Portions of the study area exhibit a moderate to high potential for the
identification and recovery of archaeological resources — where? It also
various states Stage 2 is required. Add text regarding the timing. Where is Stage 2 |Additional text has been added to the report in Section 7.6. Figure
147 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |assessment recommended? There are no maps or areas referenced. 20 (was Arch 4) added to main report.
page 7.10, Include additional documentations of the Stage 1findings and a |Additional text has been added to the report in Section 7.6. Figure
148 2015-05-27 ERCA JH plan showing the study areas and areas requiring a Stage 2 assessment. 20 (was Arch 4) added to main report.
8.1.1 Final Design
Last paragraph states “The preferred alternative is intended to be
constructed in stages as needed for development to progress as shown on
various Drawing 3.” Drawing 3 shows the assumed future land uses; it does not
149 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |address how development would progress. Text updated to report in sections 6 and 8
various Should include description of minimum requirements for Some additional text has been added. Perhaps more text is
150 2015-01-13 Windsor departments [functional/detailed design for staged development. necessary. Discuss with ERCA/City/township.
page 8.1, | think the next step would be a functional design study. (referring
151 2015-05-27 ERCA JH to the heading) Text updated
page 8.1, Under this scenario it is likely that interim SWM controls will be
required since the ultimate facility will most likely be located at the
downstream end of the development area. Information related to interim
152 2015-05-27 ERCA JH SWM facilities should be included. additional text added on Interim SWM controls
8.1.2 Permits and Approval Requirements
various Archaeological Resources — it doesn’t specifically say to review the map &
153 2015-01-13 Windsor departments |undertake a Stage 2. Text updated
page 8.2, "or will outlet into regulated areas within the Upper Little River
154 2015-05-27 ERCA JH study area" replaces from "the Regulatory..." to the end of the bullet. Text updated




Comment # Date From Comment Response
page 8.2, edits (red is deleted, blue is added): The proponent ERCA staff will
be required to have an provide an initial screening of the final design
drawings undertaken to determine whether the proposed works will result
in serious harm to fish (death of fish, permanent alteration or destruction
of habitat) and if authorization from DFO is required under the Federal
Fisheries Act. Depending on the proposed works, the proposed work
mitigation, measures and the restoration enhancement opportunities or if
155 2015-05-27 ERCA JH applicable, offsetting compensation measures may be required. Text updated
156 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 8.2, MOE changed to MOECC Text updated
157 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 8.2, MNR changed to MNRF Text updated
page 8.2, Work located within watercourses or which occupy public land
may require approval under the Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act (LRIA)
and/or the Public Lands Act. Based on ERCA’s agreements with MNRF,
ERCA is responsible for review and approval for issues related to Section 14
of the Public Lands Act. Initial screening for a LRIA permit will be provided
by ERCA as part of their Memorandum of Understanding with MNR. The
requirement for a LRIA Public Lands Act permit will be identified in
158 2015-05-27 ERCA JH consultation with MNRF staff Text updated
159 2015-05-27 ERCA DL page 8.2, What about Endangered Species Act permitting requirements? MNRF Text updated
The Study Area for the Archaeological Assessment included the
page 8.3,This should relate to development within the entire study area possible locations of SWM features and not the entire catchment
160 2015-05-27 ERCA JH and not just the SWM features. area
page 8.3, In Section 7.6 it is noted that a Stage 2 assessment is required for
some portions of the study area. Is some form of additional archaeological |Areas with a moderate to high archaeological potential (shown on
161 2015-05-27 ERCA JH assessment required for the entire site? Please clarify. new figure) are recommended for a Stage 2 assessment
8.2.1 Project | i hedul
162 2015-05-27 ERCA JH |page 8.3, Functional design? (referring to final design) |Text updated
9.0 References
page 9.1, http://www.birdsontario.org/atlas/index.jsp added to first
163 2015-05-27 ERCA JH reference Text updated
page 9.2, http://www.lio.ontario.ca/imf-ows/imf.jsp?site=aia_en added to
164 2015-05-27 ERCA JH LIO reference Text updated
page 9.2, www.mnr.gov.on.ca/MNR/nhic/nhic.cfm added to NHIC
165 2015-05-27 ERCA JH reference Text updated
166 2015-05-27 ERCA JH page 9.3, http://www added to first reference Text updated
Other
Update drawings to show which areas are draining to which ponds. Not
167 ERCA clear as presented Refer to comment 111
168 ERCA Include table of SWM parameters in report text SWM parameter tables have been included in main report.
additional figures/maps/tables from the
archeological/fluvial/hydraulic/etc. sections have been added to
169 ERCA provide more figure/maps/plans in main body report
170 ERCA discuss SWM controls for infill development text added t0 6.1.1
The Town's requirement would be that the permanent pool elevations of
the stormwater management facilities be established no higher than the
invert elevation of the proposed storm sewer outlets to these facilities (we
have attached a figure from previous communications with Stantec in 2012
that reconfirm these proposed storm sewer outlet sizes/flows/elevations
for your reference). As discussed, this is required to avoid having the storm
sewers surcharged between rainfall events. The Town appreciates that this
will result in the need for pump stations to discharge the allowable flows Pumping rates and volumes have been reviewed and updated based
from these stormwater management facilities to the downstream receiving [on comments received and are now included in the main report.
watercourses, and would like to have these allowable discharge rates The design now accommodates permanent pool elevations below
171 2015-10-07 Dillon confirmed for each location. grade.
The Town would like ensure that the active storage requirements for these
stormwater facilities be re-evaluated to confirm that there would be no
negative impacts to the existing and proposed developments in the
respective subdrainage areas. This includes an evaluation of whether there
could be risks of surface flooding from hydraulic grade line impacts for
frequent storm events (1:5 year level of service) and for the 1:100 year Pumping rates and volumes have been reviewed and updated based
major storm event. Active storage water levels for varying storm events on comments received and are now included in the main report.
should be confirmed and evaluated to ensure that they provide acceptable |The design now accommodates permanent pool elevations below
172 2015-10-08 Dillon outlet conditions for the storm drainage systems |_grade.
The Town requests that the physical dimensions (plan and profile) of these
stormwater management facilities be reconfirmed to a more functional
level of detail (and in light of the above criteria). As you may be aware, the
Town of Tecumseh has been developing a Secondary Plan for the Tecumseh
Hamlet area, which is now beyond the 90 percent stage of completion. It is
critical that any adjustments that may be required to the land areas Pumping rates and volumes have been reviewed and updated based
required to accommodate these facilities be more firmly/conservatively on comments received and are now included in the main report.
established so as not to compromise the Secondary Plan process and its The design now accommodates permanent pool elevations below
173 2015-10-09 Dillon implementation in the future grade.
Portions of the report refer to the entire study area while other portions
that should relate to the entire area only seem to reference the SWM
174 2105-06-18 ERCA JH corridor. Please review Text updated
The context of regional storm vs. regulatory storm vs. 1:100 year storm is
not clear in some sections of the report. We should have a discussion on
175 2105-06-18 ERCA JH this matter to ensure that the content of the final report is accurate. Similar to Comment 55. Text updated
It appears that a substantial amount of additional information will be
available in the Appendices. When will the Appendices be available for
review? In many locations where Appendices are referenced in the report, |Appendix information has been provided. Additional figures and
it would be helpful to have related figures included in the body of the tables have been added to the main report. Please advise if more
176 2105-06-18 ERCA JH report. information is required.
177 2105-06-18 ERCA JH Have the MNR Technical Guides been considered in the modelling analysis |Yes. Additional references have been made in the text
Permanent pool elevation of the stormwater management facilities could
be lower than the surrounding ground elevations to accommodate an
Dillon/ unsurcharged storm sewer outlet. This would require more grading and a |Pond blocks were increased in size to accommodate permanent pool
178 2015-10-07 Tecumseh FF larger pond footprint. elevations 6 m below the surrounding ground elevations.




Comment #

Date

From

Comment

Response

2017-02-16

Windsor

AG

The document should have a cost estimate. As previously noted, we would be
satisfied with an estimate indicating an order of magnitude for the recommended
type of system versus a conventional wet pond. Is it 50% more than a wet pond?
Or a high-level estimate at planning-level precision for the overall work, to the
nearest $1M or $5M or $10M, depending upon how large the number is. Put
whatever caveats are required to note what is excluded. It could be included in
Section 6 or 8.

agreed. Additional information has been added to section 6.3

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Section 4.2.9 Potential Mitigation Measures. We disagree with listed advantage,
“limited maintenance of pipes required” for Perforated Storm Laterals and
Perforated Pond Outlets. Due to the nature of the pipe (perforated), it tends to
get clogged with roots from trees and phrag fairly quickly. For solid-wall PVC
pipe, root-cutters can be used to remove any root-mass.

text updated

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Section 6.1.2 Recommended Stormwater Management Strategy. Under bullet
points on page 6.4, where “Windsor South Sandwich Secondary Plan” is listed, add
“(draft)”, as this study was never finalized.

text updated

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Section 7.3 Stormwater Pumping. Revise word in the last paragraph and complete
the thought in the last sentence.

To determine the suitable suitability of the catchment areas for pumped or gravity
outlets a conceptual storm sewer was developed. A sewer was assumed from a
SWM facility location to the furthest upstream portion of its catchment area with
a slope of 0.35%. Most of the catchments do not have sufficient cover based on
these assumptions. The final grading on an individual property will determine the
pumping requirements, but is it expected that the majority of the site will require
pumping. Detailed calculations re regarding this are included in Appendix F.

text updated

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Section 8.2.1 Project Implementation Schedule. Correct the word in first
sentence, Following completion of the reaming remaining phases of the EA

text updated

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Figure 3 — Legend shows City/Town Boundary — but it does not appear on the
plan. There is a gray line which appears to follow in part the former municipal
boundary before the land transfer (see Banwell Road near the EC Row
Expressway)

The municipal boundary line was removed from Drawing 3. The
line was difficult to see with the catchment boundary and study
area limits

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Figures 17 to 19 — are still missing

figures now included

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

Appendix A - | am conferring with the City’s Manager of Records/Elections &
Freedom of Information. There is personal contact information from sign-in
sheets and comment sheets for PIC #1 and PIC#2. We may have to redact the
personal information from the appendix.

Further feedback received from City. Personal information to be
redacted

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

From Comment response sheet dated 2016-10-11 - #5, 6 — text was not revised in
the copy that we downloaded

Archaeology Report now updated. Note that this report differs
from the version with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport

10

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

#59 — under Section 4.2.9, disagree with listed advantage, “limited maintenance
of pipes required” for Perforated Storm Laterals and Perforated Pond Outlets.
Due to the nature of the pipe (perforated), it tends to get clogged with roots from
trees and phrag fairly quickly. For solid-wall PVC pipe, root-cutters can be used to
remove any root-mass.

text updated

11

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

#64 — text was not revised

text updated

12

2016-11-23

Windsor

AG

#125 - Still need planning level cost estimate.

agreed. Additional information has been added to section 6.3

13

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Consultation with First Nations will be a comment that can be anticipated by the
MOECC. The ESR should detail how representative First Nations were provided
the opportunity to consult and provide input towards this MCEA.

An additional section (3.4.2) was added to the report to cover
first nations consultation.

14

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 3.8, 3.4.2 City of Windsor Official Plan - The City has circulated draft OPA
86 and 87 which constitute the last two chapters of the Official Plan update. This
section of the report should be updated to reflect this as the direction outlined in
the text may not be the same as the general direction that is found in the most
recent OPA updates (i.e., use of the policy language for Environmental Policy
Areas (EPA) for example).

The sentence that states “The City of Windsor and the ERCA undertook a
Candidate Natural Heritage Site Biological Inventory to assess the most
environmentally significant areas in the city” should be amended as the study
(Update to the CNHS Inventory, December 2007 “...was not intended to be a
complete biological inventory of all natural heritage features within the City
limits.” (page 5 of the City of Windsor Update to the CNHS Inventory, December
2007).

This section may benefit from a final statement that indicates that the City of
Windsor (and Town of Tecumseh) are in the process of updating their Official
Plans to be consistent with the 2014 PPS and (in the case of Tecumseh the 2014
adopted County of Essex Official Plan).

Section 3.5.2 updated (City of Windsor Official Plan).

15

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 3.9, Section 3.4.5. It would be beneficial to speak in these sections about
whether the outputs/outcomes of the Class EA are intended to be considered
‘integrated’ with approvals of the Planning Act . How is the City and Town
considering the integration of the outcomes of the Class EA with the updates to
the Official Plan? Will the MCEA process be used as in Approach 4 of the MCEA
process to lead towards integrated OPAs for these areas in a Secondary Plan?

Additional text has been added to Section 3.5.5 and 8

16

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 3.12, 3.5.4 - The proposed mega-hospital location may be worthwhile to
mention here as section 3.5.5. A secondary plan process has been recommended
by the City to address some of the surrounding land use changes that will be
resulting from the location of the proposed hospital. City staff should be
consulted on whether to include reference to this development in this section.

agreed. A new section (3.6.5) has been added to the report to
discuss the hospital




17

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 4.1, 4.1.2 - The City of Windsor 1992 Candidate Natural Heritage Study
should also have been consulted for this study.

The Land Information Mapping should detail the specific mapping layers that were
downloaded as part of the study and the date stamp for each data set. For
example, the extent of the Airport Woodlands PSW has changed since it originally
was first uploaded.

The City of Windsor Candidate Natural Heritage Site Biological
Inventory Update (2008) and the Town of Tecumseh Natural
Heritage Inventory (2011) were consulted and referenced in this
report. References to these reports have been added to Section
4.1.2. Dates have been added to Existing Environmental Features
layers on Figure 2.

18

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages - 4.2, 4.1.3 - 1st paragraph, last sentence: it is good to hear that the data
was shared amongst partners involved in this project.

| recommend that any natural heritage data that has been collected as part of this
process be circulated in digital format to the Natural Heritage Information Centre
and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Aylmer District office for
incorporation into provincial databases. This recommendation is in keeping with
other comments on other Class EA instruments (e.g., CO Class EA guidelines) and
provincial Renewable Energy Approvals process guidelines changes. The intent of
this recommendation is to recognize that any provincially significant natural
heritage feature that have been confirmed in a provincially approved process is
also considered to be a provincially significant natural feature in another
provincially mandated process. For example, Environmental Assessments,
Renewable Energy Approvals and the Planning Act all make reference to the same
natural heritage significance metrics and approvals processes.

Of particular importance would be point records of any tracked species and/or
vegetation communities as determined by the NHIC/MNRF Aylmer Offices.

agreed

19

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages - 4.7, 4.1.5.1 Designated Environmental Features - 2nd paragraph: It should
be clearly outlined here that the only wetland that has been confirmed to meet
the criteria for a Provincially Significant Wetland in the study area is the Airport
Swamps PSW. Other natural features may meet the criteria if they were to be
evaluated by the OWES manual.

For reference, the MNRF provides a technical memo that outlines the ELC
vegetation types that would require further assessment to confirm whether the
natural feature would require further assessment using the OWES manual to
determine whether it is a PSW. The technical memo is available here:
\\pdcerca\company\watershed management\Studies\EIAs\2013-02-14
Identifying wetlands and potential wetlands from ELC.docx and an update to this
memo can be obtained by contacting MNRF Aylmer District staff directly.

3rd paragraph, the reference to the ERNHSS should be 2013 vs. 2008. Confirm
whether the final GIS product was used to assist in determining designated
environmental features in this section of the report.

text updated.

20

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 4.8, 4.1.5.1. 1st paragraph: the last sentence should elaborate on what the
planning policy approach would be for the Candidate Natural Heritage Sites.

2nd paragraph: the second sentence is incomplete: “A large woodlot ....”

3rd paragraph: it may be more appropriate to locate the discussion around
priority restoration areas in a different section as the restoration areas have no
designations associated with them or planning policy recommendations that
require designation in either the City or Town of Tecumseh. Consider shifting this
to another section.

4th paragraph: the floodplain control development control area is not technically
a “Designated Environmental Feature” and it may not be most appropriate to
locate this discussion of the natural hazards portion of the study area associated
with designated environmental features.

Candidate Natural Heritage Sites has been added to section
4.1.5.1. The woodlot section has been updated in the second
paragraph. Priority restoration areas and floodplain areas have
been relocated to section 4.1.5.2 - Other Environmental
Considerations.

21

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 4.11, 4.1.5.6.3 - This section should provide a list of the species that were
found, their Latin name, their provincial rarity ranking, and the provincial species
at risk status (if applicable). A table should also include the species that were
identified as element occurrences and that might be found in the study area
should appropriate habitat be found to indicate how many species were not found|
(either due to sampling technique, timing, etc.) or by the fact that the habitat for
these species is not present in any of the evaluations completed to date.

The vascular plant species section should also report on the cumulative list of
species that were identified in the 1992, 2008 and 2011 CNHS reports for both
Windsor and Tecumseh. This should be the baseline.

Rare plant species data from the City of Windsor Candidate
Natural Heritage Site Biological Inventory Update (2008) and the
Town of Tecumseh Natural Heritage Inventory (2011) are now
included in Section 4.1.5.7.2. All of the rare vascular plant species|
and species at risk plant species from these studies, background
review (NHIC and wildlife atlases) and field investigations have
been included in Appendix D. A habitat checklist is included in
Appendix D.

22

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 4.12,4.1.5.6.4 - SWH

If any rare species or rare vegetation communities were inventoried as part of the
study these features should be considered as Significant Wildlife Habitat as per
PPS policy 2.1.5 (d). In addition, the habitat of species confirmed as S1, S2, and S3
or SC would also require assessment for consideration as SWH.

Direction on this process is available from the Significant Wildlife Habitat
Technical Guide and associated Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for
Ecoregion 7E (available here)_\\pdcerca\company\watershed
management\REFERENCES\LEGISLATION\PLANNING ACT\Natural
Heritage\SWH\schedule-7e-jan-2015-access-vers-final-s.pdf

The Study Area has now been assessed in Section 4.1.5.7.4 and
Appendix E for potential Candidate Significant Wildlife habitat
according to the SWH Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E.

23

2016-11-23

ERCA

MN

Pages 4.19, 4.16 - | will defer specific inventory comments to Dan Lebedyk but the
highlighted text should be elaborated on. Does this mean that 22 plant species
that are classified as rare were confirmed in the study area?

Appendix D provides a list of 42 provincially rare plant species
identified during the background review and field investigations
as potentially occurring in the study area. 22 of these species
were confirmed in the Study Area during field investigations and
Windsor (2008) and Tecumseh (2011) Biological Inventories.




Pages 4.27, Section 4.2.8 - Little River Flow

The methodology for appropriately determining the relative contributions of
flows from a variety of catchment areas (including GW contributions,
contributions from tile drains, etc.) should be detailed.

P 4.29 and 4.32 - If the results of the assessment to determine the results of the
baseflow assessments cannot be used to confirm the relative existing conditions
for GW recharge — what is the alternative? Should there be additional studies
completed to more completely and accurately determine this for the entire study
area? Perhaps this is something that can be flagged for better delineation at a
subsequent stage of the development process? Such as during a Functional

flows in the channel between rainfall events was assumed to
represent baseflow. The 2004 and 2005 baseflow monitoring
events experienced precipitation relatively close to the
measurement data so some of the flows could have been
attributed to surface or tile flows. the 2011 event was likely
more representative of typical summer baseflows.

Additional measurements could help to identify baseflow in the

24 2016-11-23 ERCA MN Servicing Study? creek.
Pages 5.2 - The use of the ‘Upper Little River stormwater and master drainage
plan’ has not been used to this point in the document. Suggest using a consistent |‘Upper Little River stormwater and master drainage plan’
name of the product to ensure that there is clarity for the reader about what this |replaced with 'Upper Little River Master Plan Environmental
25 2016-11-23 ERCA MN document is intended to be. Assessment Environmental Study Report'
Page 5.5 - Total maintenance cost
Open question: given the recent webinar on municipal SWM user fees and the
associated discussion surrounding how to pay for ongoing maintenance and The maintenance costs used in the evaluation matrix were based
monitoring of SWM facilities it might be worthwhile confirming if the evaluation |on relative annual costs for operation & maintenance activities
26 2016-11-23 ERCA MN metrics included the maintenance costs and monitoring costs in this context. for the alternative.
Page 6.1.1 - 5th bullet: | am not aware if the Town has ‘Design Guidelines’. This
should be confirmed.
Is this appropriate to include reference to the draft SWM guidelines document at |The reference to Town of Tecumseh guidelines has been
27 2016-11-23 ERCA MN least in an anticipatory manner? removed
Page 6.4, 6.1.2 - Page 6.4: 3rd paragraph. The report states that the proposed
conditions model was based on land use planning completed as part of the
following studies — it would be appropriate to include date stamps as it is possible
that all of the studies land use planning schedules have changed significantly since
the condition model was established. This could have implications on the
28 2016-11-23 ERCA MN conditions model. agreed
general - What are the linkages between the outcomes of this Master Plan and
the resultant Official Plan amendments that will be required to facilitate its
29 2016-11-23 ERCA MN implementation? Additional text has been added to Section 8
30 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Page 24, See comment below on compliance with 2014 PPS. See response below.
PPS has been revised in section 3.5.1 to include the following
statement "Development and site alteration is not permitted in
Page 24, New 2014 PPS has similar policy now for Endangered and Threatened significant portions of the habitat of endangered or threatened
species. Change the above reference to endangered and threatened species to a |species or fish habitat, except in accordance with provincial and
31 2016-11-23 ERCA DL similar statement as this, so as to be consistent with the 2014 PPS. federal requirements. "
Page 36, Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy (ERNHSS) (2013). Was The 2013 ERNHSS was referenced in this report. It has been
the 2013 ERNHSS used? listed in Section 4.1.2 in the list of background data collection
32 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Replace all occurrences of misnomer sources.
33 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Section 4.1.5.6.3 pdf Page 40, Duplicate sentence to the one above. Delete. duplicate text deleted
34 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Page 48, Rare text updated
Section 6.2 Page 110 of the PDF, The Proposed Land Use Plan is indicated as
Drawing 4 and is dated 12.02.02. The plan does not clearly indicate the existing
natural features underneath the proposed land use designations. Any
designations which permit future development in or within 120 m of an existing  |Agreed. The proposed land use plan was based on available
natural feature will require the completion of an Environmental Impact planning information (refer to appendix F) and was not altered
35 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Assessment (EIA) demonstrating no negative impact. for Drawing 4. Additional text was added to Section 6.
Page 111, How does this EA process inform the Planning Act approval process?
This process should ensure that no negative impact is achieved consistent with
the PPS, rather than "avoiding significant impacts" or "minimizing adverse
impacts". There will be a requirement to demonstrate no negative impact for all |text updated to say "shows no negative impacts" and removes
36 2016-11-23 ERCA DL land use changes proposed. reference to avoiding/minimizing impacts
Page 111, An ESA Permit from the MNRF may be required any where vegetation
37 2016-11-23 ERCA DL removal is proposed. agreed. EAS added to section 8.1.2
Section 6.2.1.3., Page 112, Permitting requirements may require that lands be
restored to natural habitat in order to achieve overall benefit. This consideration
is not appropriate at the functional design stage, but at the overall land use
designation stage as the restoration lands will be required to be designated for
protection and not be kept in residential, commercial or other permissive land use
38 2016-11-23 ERCA DL designations. agreed. Additional text added to Section 6.2.1.3.
39 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Section 6.2.1.3, Page 112, This requires further quantification. text updated in Section 6.2.1.3
Section 6.2.1.3, Page 112, loss of diversity is a negative impact. There is a
requirement to demonstrate no negative impact in order to realize land use
40 2016-11-23 ERCA DL designation approvals under the Planning Act. additional text added to section 8
Section 6.2.1.5., Page 113, These, as well as portions of natural habitat to be To be included in Natural Heritage System offset plan. Text
41 2016-11-23 ERCA DL removed, have not been adequately quantified or depicted. added to section 8
Page 113, What about the negative impacts expected from the introduction of
human activity (residential, recreational, etc.) to this area which currently does
not experience these types of anthropogenic disturbances? Education of trail
users is only one aspect associated with increased human-wildlife interactions.
Residential intensification as a negative impact on wildlife populations needs to
42 2016-11-23 ERCA DL be addressed. text added to section 6.2.1.6
Page 115, where are these proposed to occur? How much is proposed to
‘compensate’ for the loss of existing habitat? Further details should be provided in|To be included in Natural Heritage System offset plan. Text
43 2016-11-23 ERCA DL order to determine the appropriate land use designation configuration added to section 8
Section 7.1, Page 119, Sumac? Sumac is an obligate upland species and does not
tolerate flooding. | would recommend Black Willow, or Peach leaved willow here
44 2016-11-23 ERCA DL instead. text updated
Section 7.1, pdf Page 119, You don't want short grass either along wetland edges
45 2016-11-23 ERCA DL as this attracts geese. text updated




scrub vegetation is a plant community dominated by shrubs and
including grasses. The text has been modified to refer to shrubs

46 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Page 120, Shrub? Scrub vegetation is what? to avoid confusion.
Section 7.2, Page 122, West Nile Virus is carried by Culex sp. of mosquitos which is
a container breeder and not an open water breeder. SWM facilities and natural  |Text revised. Section 7.2 now refers to mosquitos in general and
ponds and wetlands are not areas which would harbour WNV, with the exception |the sentence saying mosquitos around ponds could have west
47 2016-11-23 ERCA DL of storm sewer pipes. This is further explained later in this section. nile virus has been removed.
Text revised. Introduction now reads "General guidelines to
discourage mosquitoes include:" and the reference to larvacide
48 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Section 7.2 Page 123, Only IF necessary, which it should not be for a SWM facility. (was removed
Page 135, Where is the complete Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
demonstrating no negative impact, in accordance with PPS requirements for
Planning Act approvals? (i.e., land use designations). EA to functional design to
permitting to construction is not the complete process. An EIA is required for all
49 2016-11-23 ERCA DL Planning Act approvals (land use changes). This report is not a complete EIA. This report is not a complete EIA. text added to section 8
agreed. this still needs to be completed. The report has been
written as the final report, although some steps still need to be
50 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page ii, This still needs to be completed? undertaken.
page vii, Should this be with one pump for multiple “properties” or is it proposed
51 2016-11-23 ERCA JH to connect separate ponds and use one pump? text updated to change "pump" to "properties"
52 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 1.2, See comment on Page ii? see response to comment 50
53 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 3.4, Moved to Town of Tecumseh during project. text updated
54 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 3.12, Should this be “provision”? text updated to change "protection” to "provision"
Figure 1 was located on page 1.1 of the report. Moved to a
separate page in the back pocket to be consistent with other
55 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.1, | cannot find figure 1 in the previous or recent submissions. figures.
Diamonds indicate the fish survey locations conducted by
Waldron in 2009. Circles identify the reaches surveyed by
Waldron, Ecoplans, ERCA and Stantec, and do not identify specific
Page 4.2, Figure 4 — What is the difference between numbers in circles and survey locations along the reaches. This has been updated on
56 2016-11-23 ERCA JH numbers in diamonds? This should be included in the legend. Figure 3.
Page 4.6, | cannot find records for ERCA sampling 35 drains in this area. What | Text has been updated in section 4.1.4.1 to correspond to ERCA
57 2016-11-23 ERCA JH did find was 7 sampling locations with approximately 35 records. sampling records.
58 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.6, Sites are not identified on Figure 3. reference to figure 3 was removed
Page 4.6, The Waldron Report is referenced and should be included in the The Waldron Report was added to the references and not the
59 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Appendix. appendix
Page 4.6, This section talks about the airport lands and then the trunk sanitary
sewer. | do not think the 10 potential crossings were on the airport lands. | think |Section 4.1.4.1 has been updated to accurately reflect the text in
60 2016-11-23 ERCA JH 2 separate surveys are being referenced. Please clarify. the 2009 Gerry Waldron report.
No aquatics information was included in the Appendix, however
the Waldron Report has been referenced. The Gerry Waldron
Page 4.7, Is all of this information to be included in an Appendix? | could not find |report and Stantec field notes can be added into the appendix if
61 2016-11-23 ERCA JH it in the information provided. requested.
62 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.7, See comment on next page. duplicate text (see next comment) was deleted
Page 4.8, The first sentence is the same as the highlighted section on page 4.7.
63 2016-11-23 ERCA JH The second sentence is incomplete. text deleted
Page 4.8, This requires additional clarification. Based on the text, it could be Last sentence now reads. "Naturalized reaches of Little River
64 2016-11-23 ERCA JH misunderstood to be natural from EC Row to Lake St. Clair (which is not correct). |exist downstream of Baseline Road"
Page 4.13, New DFO Classification maps are available and should be reviewed.
Information related to the new maps is attached for your review. If the new maps
are similar, the report should be updated. If significant changes have occurred,
the report must clearly reference that the work was completed prior to the
65 2016-11-23 ERCA JH release of the new classifications. The maps were similar and the report has been updated
66 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.14, Review new drain classification maps. drain classification updated
Ray Road drain is located between the 8th concession drain and
67 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.14, |dentification number 28 is not shown on Figure 4. Hayes Drain
2015 DFO mapping has not changed since 2011. References to
68 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.15, Update to current DFO mapping. 2015 DFO mapping have been updated in Section 4.1.5.8.2.
2015 DFO mapping has not changed since 2011. References to
69 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.16, Update DFO mapping. 2015 DFO mapping have been updated in Section 4.1.5.8.2.
Page 4.16, It appears that reach locations are shown on Figure 4. Are the reach
location numbers and fish sampling locations the same? Please clarify in the Sampling locations and reach locations have now been defined on|
70 2016-11-23 ERCA JH legend. Figure 4.
This text was removed since it was removed since it did not add
71 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.18, What does this mean? Why was information not requested? value to the assessment.
Page 4.18, The watershed report card was updated in 2012. A copy of the 2012
report card is included with these comments. The data presented in this section
72 2016-11-23 ERCA JH should be updated. text updated
Base low is mentioned in the previous bullet. It could be moved
73 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.21, Base flow should be added to this list. to a separate bullet
Page 4.24, Where did this information come from? Much of the Essex Region is
serviced by treated municipal water. Please refer to the e-mail (Groundwater)
from the ERCA Source Water Department included with our comments that were
74 2016-11-23 ERCA JH uploaded to your ftp site. text updated
Page 4.32, Check this %. 352 is 1.94 times larger than 181? Is this % for a portion
75 2016-11-23 ERCA JH of the study area vs. the entire area. Please clarify. text updated
Page 4.30, Must also ensure that houses are disconnected so water is not re-
76 2016-11-23 ERCA JH circulated back to the house foundation drains. text updated
Page 4.34, A large portion of this study area is Brookston Clay which is normally
taken as a being in hydrologic soil group D. Please provide clarification on the use |The hydrologic soil group was based on Design Chart 1.08 from
77 2016-11-23 ERCA JH of hydrologic soil group C. the MTO Drainage Manual (1997).
Page 4.35, Little River is channelized with flood protection dykes north of the VIA
Rail Canada Inc. railway property that is located approximately 350 m north of
78 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Tecumseh Road East. Not north of EC Row. text updated
Page 4.35, Figure 14 should include a note that the floodplain elevations are
79 2016-11-23 ERCA JH provided at existing flow restrictions or structures. figure updated




80 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.39, Has this been confirmed? Confirmed with City
81 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 4.58, LR-2 is not located within the Sandwich South Employments Lands. text updated
Page 5.10, It is anticipated that functional design studies will be undertaken for
each subcatchment delineated by this study. The fisheries assessment/offsetting
plan, however, will likely need to be undertaken for the entire study area since
82 2016-11-23 ERCA JH offsetting opportunities may not always be available in the same subcatchment. [text on fisheries offsetting has been added to Section 8
83 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 5.11, High level costs need to be included in the report. agreed. Additional information has been added to section 6.3
84 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 6.2, Should “ponds” be “properties”? text updated to change "pump" to "properties"
85 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 6.3, Figures 17 to 19 have not been provided in the current draft submission. |The figures have been included with this submission
Page 6.3, On Drawing 3, can the varying corridor widths be differentiated with
86 2016-11-23 ERCA JH different blue shading so they stand out better. figures updated
Page 6.4, As previously noted, a fisheries assessment/offsetting plan will be
required for the entire area since offsetting will not always be possible within the
same subcatchment area. This will not be able to be addressed in the
87 2016-11-23 ERCA JH subcatchment functional design studies. text on fisheries offsetting has been added to Section 8
text updated. Proposed land use plans are now included in
88 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 6.4, Map is not in Appendix F. Drawing 4 shows the proposed land uses. Appendix F.
89 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 6.5, See comments above regarding fisheries assessment/offsetting plan. text on fisheries offsetting has been added to Section 8
Page 6.5, Where is the information related to the proposed channel (i.e.. location, |The proposed conceptual cross section is fairly uniform and is
90 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Lgrades, cross-sections, etc.) shown in Appendix F.
Page 6.5, It appears that the proposed water levels are based on an improved Water levels are based on an improved channel, but since flows
Little River channel configuration. Accordingly, Little River channel improvement |from the SWM facilities are reduced from existing levels (to the 2-
need to be undertaken first before development proceeds. This sequencing must |yr event) water levels will be less than existing in the existing
be clearly documented in this report. Can any development proceed before the |channel. The improved channel will lower flood levels to within
91 2016-11-23 ERCA JH channel improvements are undertaken? the channel banks
92 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 6.6, The radius circles are difficult to see on Drawing 3. drawing updated
Page 6.7, As previously noted in the report, facilities within the 2 km radius circle |Dry facilities are not expected to require a larger footprint. The
of the airport are to be dry facilities with a treatment train approach. Is alarger |[footprint is largely based on quantity controls which are
93 2016-11-23 ERCA JH corridor width required for facilities within the 2 km radius circle? unchanged.
The average proposed flow is less than existing. The conceptual
SWM controls are approximate and it is expected that the pond
Page 6.9, Many of the pond outflows appear to exceed the drain capacity during |design will be refined to more closely match the drain capacity as
94 2016-11-23 ERCA JH the post 1:100 year event. the design progresses.
This information in included in the "Model Parameters" table -
95 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 7.8, Is this in Appendix F? page 3 of the appendix (not including the title page).
text changed to "generally not covered". Taken from the
96 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Page 7.12, | think this may have recently changed. insurance bureau of Canada
Page 7.13, An IDF update study was completed for the Essex Region. The results
showed significant variability between different updating methods. Variation is so
significant that it is not possible to select one updated curve with a reasonable
level of confidence. The information, however, did generally show a projected text updated to reflect the "Comparison of Future IDF Curves for
increase. A copy of the report is attached. It should be referenced in this Southern Ontario" and an MTO memorandum on the
97 2016-11-23 ERCA JH document. Implementation of Climate Change for Highway Drainage.
Page 7.15, Reference should be made to the upcoming MOECC guideline for LID’s.
98 2016-11-23 ERCA JH MOECC bulletin attached. text updated
Appendix B — Correspondence includes letters received through project
consultation. Some of these letters, such as correspondence from the Caldwell ~ [Generally the respondents were kept informed of the study
First Nation, were not in support of the study. How were these letters/concerns |progress. A meeting was held with the Caldwell First Nation as
99 2016-11-23 ERCA JH dealt with through the study process. documented in Section 3.4.2.
On page 1 of Appendix G, the Current PC-SWMM Model Proposed water
elevations and flows in the first table do not match the Current PC-SWMM Model
proposed water elevations and flows in the Proposed table at the bottom of the |The 2nd table was based on outdated information and has been
100 2016-11-23 ERCA JH page. Please clarify. updated.
Drawing 4 is titled Proposed Land Use Plan. This could be taken to infer that the
EA process will somehow result in changes to the land use designations in the
study area. The EA process is not the Planning Act process. Changes in land use
designations require approval under the Planning Act and any such approvals are
required to be consistent with the 2014 PPS. The information contained within the|
EA report is deficient in several aspects in that it is not considered a complete EIA
which has demonstrated no negative impact. At what part of the process will the
EIA be completed for this area, in accordance with PPS policies? This will require
additional biological work as most of the data being used in this report is many
years old. Perhaps Drawing 4 should be renamed Potential Future Land Use Plan
(or similar) with a qualifier that it is subject to additional studies under the
Planning Act process. This next Planning Act process step must be clearly . X N N
identified in Section 8 of the report. Dra\{x/{ng 4 title updated to P.roposed Development Plan".
101 2016-11-23 ERCA JH Additional text added to Section 8
It is anticipated that functional design studies may be undertaken for individual
subcatchments within the overall study area vs. one functional design for the
entire study area. It is noted in the report that fisheries offsetting may be
required for the proposed loss of some open drains. It is further noted that
fisheries offsetting may be required in some subcatchments for loss of habitat in
other subcatchments. This needs to be known during the subcatchment
functional design. It appears that the future drain assessment/DFO review should
likely be completed for the entire area as a next step before functional designs
proceed. If this is correct, this should be clearly identified in Section 8 of the
102 2016-11-23 ERCA JH report text on fisheries offsetting has been added to Section 8
A factor of 4X has been applied to the required area at the level/elevation of the
permanent pool surface. We understand that this is intended to allow for 3/4 of
the permanent pool surface area to be 'dry' (i.e.. island areas that may be planted
surfaces at/above the permanent pool elevation), thereby serving to create
discontinuous/isolated permanent pool wet surface areas that would allow for
103 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF circulation of flows. agreed




We understand that this was the criteria previously used in re-sizing the ponds in
the Tecumseh Hamlet, resulting in an increase from 120m to 150m in the SWM
corridor widths (see attached prior emails and sketches). Is this still the case, and

agreed, this criteria was used to resize the Tecumseh SWM

104 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF if so, is this reflected in the Master Plan document to capture this change? corridor. This is documented in the Environmental Study Report
The area at the level/elevation of the permanent pool surface can have a No functional designs have been completed. The permanent pool
significant influence on the footprint of the pond at the ground surface. Has there |storage volume for water quality control is significantly less than
been any functional designs completed to confirm that this factor of 4X is the active storage volume for water quantity control, so the
sufficient to achieve the required permanent pool depths/volumes for quality MOECC design criteria can be met with portions of the pond

105 2016-12-13 |Tecumseh FF treatment, to support/sustain habitat, and discourage waterfow!? being dry
We understand that the permanent pool depth is proposed to be 1.5m. Is this
sufficient, as we understand that depths of up to 4m may be preferred for 1.5 mis an average depth. Variation in depth would create a

106 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF sustainability of habitat. variety of aquatic habitat
Also arising from our earlier comments, Stantec provided the SWM Pond design
parameter tables via email dated March 4, 2016 (attached), which
identified permanent pool elevations in that table that are 1.5 m to 2.1 m lower
than the values that have now been included in the October 2016 Draft Master

107 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF Plan (Appendix F). agreed
As previously agreed, the SWM solution for the Tecumseh Hamlet area will
require that the permanent pool elevation (normal water level) be at/below the
storm sewer inverts discharging to these ponds. Please reconfirm and update the
Master Plan with the required normal water level elevations based on the The water levels used in the model are based on gravity outlets
proposed storm sewer outlet elevations identified for the Tecumseh Hamlet for ease of modelling. The corridor has been made wide enough

108 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF storm sewer system. to accommodate lower permanent pools and pumping
Active Storage Volumes and Pump Station Outlet Capacities. Each pond will
require a pump station outlet to discharge to the existing downstream The corridors were made wide enough to accommodate a lower
watercourse based on existing available drain capacity. B The tables in the Master|permanent pool and pumping in required. For ease of modelling
Plan appear to reference orifices/weirs and do not appear to account for pump  |and consistency all outlets were assumed to drain by gravity

109 2016-12-13 |Tecumseh FF stations as outlets from these facilities. Please confirm. using weirs and orifices in the hydrologic model.

Please confirm that the existing outlet drain capacities that have been outlined in

the Master Plan and on which the allowable pump station outlet rates have been

based, are acceptable to the City and ERCA and that no further studies would be

required that might further reduce these pumping rates and further affect the

required active storage volumes in these pond facilities. The outlet drain capacities in the study are approximate and the
110 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF final flows will be based on the downstream drain capacity.

Is the increased 150m SWM corridor width sufficient to accommodate the

111 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF required active storage volumes based on these allowable discharge rates. yes
Have climate change considerations been factored into the required active
storage volumes and the resulting hydraulic grade line conditions in these The report discusses climate change (Section 7.6) but all of the

112 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF facilities according to the Provincial Policy Statement and current understanding. |flows were based on existing precipitation data
We also wish to point out that the "Ground Elevation of the Upstream Storm The ground elevations were based on Ontario Base Mapping and
Sewer" provided in the Master Plan tables are more than 2.0 m higher than what [the furthest upstream point of each catchment. Detailed survey
our records indicate as the existing grades of the Tecumseh Hamlet lands (see information was not available for the entire study area. The
attached comparison tables), which may affect the assumptions/results in the corridor width was based on locations where survey was

113 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF Master Plan. available
We have confirmed that the land use % breakdown has now been updated to
reflect the Tecumseh Hamlet Secondary Plan information, as outlined in our

114 2016-12-13 | Tecumseh FF previous comments. agreed
There is a need to have a better understanding of the fisheries offsetting that may
be required as this area develops. Based on the conceptual land use plans, open
waterways will be removed in certain subcatchment areas and potential habitat
offsetting will be required in open waterways that are to remain in other
subcatchment areas. Accordingly, offsetting will not always be available within
the same subcatchment area. It should be identified that a next step following
the completion of this report should be the development of a fisheries offsetting
plan for the entire study area. The current study, however, should provide
estimates of the habitat that will be lost (i.e. length of open drain, square footage
of direct and indirect habitat, etc.), a list of the open drains proposed to be A list of drains to be removed and retained has been added to
removed, a list of open drains to remain and the potential location of fisheries Appendix F. Additional text on fisheries offsetting has been

115 2016-12-21 | Meeting all offsetting opportunities added to Section 8
Plans are included that identify proposed land uses within the study area.

Completion of this EA study does not result in changes in land uses. Other

Planning Act processes must be followed to change land use designations. The

following items where discussed: The proposed land use plan was based on available planning
* The report must clearly identify and qualify the information that was used in information (refer to appendix F) and was not altered for the

116 2016-12-21 | Meeting all reference to proposed land uses. study
* The report must clearly identify that future Planning Act processes are required

117 2016-12-21 | Meeting all to change current land uses. additional text on next steps has been added to Section 8
. The title of Drawing 4 should be modified so as to not imply that the

118 2016-12-21 | Meeting all proposed land uses are approved. Drawing 4 title updated to "Proposed Development Plan".

. Based on the typical scope of an EA study, the current environmental

investigations are not sufficient to support land use changes under a Planning Act

process. It was recommended that 120 m offsets be shown around all natural Additional text on a 120 m offset was added to section 8. The
features to indicate that additional environmental studies will be required within |environmental features are shown on a figure and the 120 m was

119 2016-12-21 | Meeting all these areas to support future Planning Act approvals/processes. not visible due to the scale of the drawing.

] This EA covers a very large area. The report should identify that future EA
Addendums may be required to address the ultimate land uses that may be

120 2016-12-21 | Meeting all proposed in this area. additional text added to section 8

Review of submitted City comments:

* The City raised a question about the municipal boundary between the City of

Windsor and the Town of Tecumseh shown on Figure 3. The City will provide additional information received to clarify. Drawing 3 has been
121 2016-12-21 | Meeting all Stantec with a plan showing the legal boundary. updated.

. Order of magnitude costs for the different options that have been
122 2016-12-21 | Meeting all considered are to be included in the final report. additional information on costs has been added to section 6.3




123

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

Review of submitted Tecumseh comments:

* The Town raised a question regarding the proposed 1.5 m depth of the
permanent pools and noted that pools up to 4 m may be preferred for habitat.

o The proposed stormwater ponds are sewage treatment facilities. Typically, it is
not recommended to encourage wildlife to use these facilities even though it is
inevitable. It was agreed that the ponds should follow the design guidelines
found in the MOECC Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual
(March 2003).

agreed

124

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o Stantec advised that the conceptual ponds have sufficient room to have a
varying depth. This will be identified in the report.

additional text added to report in Section 6.1.2 on water level
depth in the SWM ponds

125

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

] The Town noted a difference between the proposed pond normal water
levels in the current report and in the previous report. This further raised the
question about the size of the proposed SWM corridors.

o Stantec advised that all ponds have been sized based on gravity outlets and that
MOECC recommends a maximum depth for active storage. Stantec further
advised that the same storage volume will be required for pumped ponds,
however, the active storage will be at a lower elevation resulting in a larger top of
the pond area. Stantec advised that this was considered when the SWM corridors
were sized

agreed

126

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o Stantec is to include a cross-section that shows the worst case scenario pond
configuration that resulted in the proposed 150 m SWM corridor width. This
cross-section should also show how the gravity versus the pump option was
considered in the pond/corridor sizing.

Cross sections are included in Appendix G for the pumped and
|_gravity outlet configurations.

127

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The report should include a discussion on how the pond sizes and SWM
corridors were developed for this project.

Additional text added to Section 6.1.2

128

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

] The Town recommended that all comments received and the related
responses should be included in the report Appendices. All were in agreement.

Comments and responses have been added to Appendix B

129

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

] The Town asked if any further studies would be required to confirm the
available capacity in the downstream drains and the related pond outlet release
rates that have been considered in this report.

o Stantec confirmed that the downstream drain capacities have been based on
information provided by the municipalities and standard Drainage Act procedures.
This is considered a table top exercise since undertaking surveys of all drains to
calculate actual drain capacities is beyond the scope of this EA. The assessment
produced small allowable release rates for the proposed ponds. Modification to
these release rates are not expected to have a significant impact on the storage
volumes required. Finalization of the ultimate drain capacities and related pond
release rates is required in future functional design studies.

agreed

130

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

. The Town asked how, or if, climate change has been considered and if
increased intensity storms have been modelled.
o Increased intensity storm have not been modelled.

The precipitation events were based on current IDF parameters

131

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The report should include a discussion on the need to consider climate change
in the future functional design studies.

additional text on climate change added to section 8

132

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The report should identify how the current conceptual pond designs have the
ability to be modified within the recommended SWM corridors to provide for
additional storage that may be required under future climate change scenarios.

additional text added to section 6.1.2

133

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The report should identify that, in addition to traditional stormwater ponds,

future functional designs studies may need to consider LID alternatives. A list of
potential LID alternatives should be included and it should be noted that all LID’s
may not be suitable for the existing physical constraints within the Essex Region.

agreed. Section 7.7 discusses LID in general and specific
recommendations have been added to Section 8

134

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

. The Town requested that the final report be as detailed/specific as possible
with regard to infrastructure needs and criteria. o
Based on existing functional design studies that have been completed by the
Town, all of the Town ponds will be required to be pumped. This criteria is to be
included in the final report.

additional text added to Section 6.1.1. Functional studies were
for areas west of Banwell. Not clear if criteria apply to pond
south of Hwy 401?

135

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The City does not have functional design studies for their portion of the study
area, however, they have advised that all sewers are to be dry between storm
events. The City also advised that they want pond normal water elevations to be
at or below the sewer inverts versus sewer dewatering pumps. Accordingly, if
functional design results in sewers that are lower than the inverts of the outlet
drains, pumping will be required. The report should include this criteria.

additional text added to Section 6.1.1. Reference to a using a flap
|gate to keep the pipe dry was removed

136

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

Review of Submitted ERCA comments:

* ERCA raised a question about when the proposed improvements to the Upper
Little River are required to be completed.

o Stantec advised that the improvements are required to improve existing flood
elevations in the Little River. With the proposed pond restrictions, development
should not worsen the existing conditions if the improvements are not completed
immediately. These channel improvements are also planned to address some of
the anticipated fisheries offsetting needs. Accordingly, the need to undertake the
improvements may be driven by when certain sections of the area are developed.
The schedule for undertaking the improvements to the Upper Little River channel
requires further discussion with the City.

agreed

137

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

o The cross-sections of the proposed channel improvements for the Upper Little
River, the 6" Concession Drain, etc. that were used in the hydraulic model should
be included in the final report. This will provide the minimum channel dimensions
required for flow conveyance and storage. All fisheries offsetting requirements
would be an expansion of the minimum hydraulic channel dimensions.

The cross section assumed for the hydraulic modelling is included
in appendix G

138

2016-12-21

Meeting

all

Stantec requested a copy of the 1992 City of Windsor Candidate Natural Heritage
Site Biological Inventory Report. A copy of this report is attached to this e-mail.

A copy of the 1992 study has been received and incorporated into
the report




Comment Nov 2016
Date From Comment Response
# Comment #
Section 6.3 does not provide cost estimates for all of the alternative development
solutions that were considered. It appears that the provided comparison relates to
ponds with pre 1:100 year release rates vs. release rates based on available drain
capacity. Order of magnitude costs (or something similar) should be provided for all
of the alternatives that were considered (i.e. do-nothing, water quality and erosion |Section 6.3 has been updated to include a
control only, communal stormwater facilities, on-line quantity control with local preliminary opinion of probable cost for all
1 2017-02-16 ERCA JH 1 quality and erosion control, etc.). alternatives
Appendix C has been updated to remove
2 2017-02-16 ERCA JH 8 All personal information has not been removed from Appendix C. personal information
Ifitis aIIowed. by t_he orl_glna.ll authors, we would su_ggest tha.t all Stantec, Waldron The Stantec and Waldron field investigation
and Ecoplan field investigations/reports should be included in an Appendix. information has been included in Appendix
3 2017-02-16 ERCA JH 61 E. The Ecoplans Report could not be located.
A very basic cross-section is provided in Appendix H. It is our understanding that this
is the minimum channel improvement that is required to produce the proposed
future high water elevations and that any required fish habitat offsetting would be
an expansion to this cross-section. While dimensions could be approximately scaled
from the provided cross-section, a more detailed cross-section with channel More detailed figures have been added to
dimensions should be included. A plan should also be included showing where this |the main body show cross sections and cross
4 2017-02-16 ERCA JH 90 & 137 |cross-section has been used in the modelling section locations.
On Figure 6 there is only one site on the ‘Gouin Drain identified as being an isolated
“Fish Habitat Location”. This seems unusual. Other reaches are identified as “Fish
Habitat Reaches”. Is the Gouin Drain downstream of this location a “Fish Habitat Gouin Drain updated to "Fish Habitat Reach"
5 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A Reach”? on Figure 6
On Figure 13 a large pond is shown near Hennin Street. This pond has been
6 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A completely filled in. figure updated
Figure 14 provides existing and proposed floodplain elevations. Are the proposed the proposed elevations assume proposed
elevations based on development with existing channel conditions or proposed development and proposed channel
7 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A channel improvements? improvements
The drawing was conceptual in nature and
On Figure 17, numerous sub-catchment ponds appear to be shown within catchment|has been updated to more closely match the
boundaries. Catchments 2060 and 2095 appear to conceptually have 8 ponds. If this|descriptions. The number of ponds shown is
is correct, these catchment areas are not that large and 8 ponds seems unreasonable|approximately half of that shown on the
8 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A for a conceptual depiction. Please provide some clarification for this Figure. previous figure
On Figure 18 there are 3 red lines in the bottom left corner of the sketch. It appears
that these lines are likely from the original plan where this detail was taken from. If
9 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A so, the 3 red lines should be removed Figure 18 has been updated
All personal information has not been removed from Appendix C. Please review Appendix C has been updated to remove
10 2017-02-16 ERCA JH N/A Appendix G and make sure all personal information is removed. personal information
Section 3.3 - Add Mr. Phil Bartnik, Manager Engineering Services to the Tecumseh Phil Bartnik has been added to the Tecumseh
11 2017-02-16 ERCA JH list. staff list
The Stantec and Waldron field investigation
information has been included in Appendix
12 2017-02-16 ERCA JH Section 4.1.4.1 - All environmental field data should be included in an Appendix. E. The Ecoplans Report could not be located.
13 2017-02-16 ERCA JH Section 6.1.2. Refer to Appendix H reference added for Appendix H
Section 6.3 has been updated to include a
preliminary opinion of probable cost for all
14 2017-02-16 ERCA JH Section 6.3 Order of Magnitude costs should be provided. alternatives
Section 7.6 - a comparison of Future IDF Curves for Southern Ontario. This Section
should come before the previous NVCA Section. It should also identify that this study|Section 7.6 (climate Change) has been
15 2017-02-16 ERCA JH was commissioned by ERCA and TRCA. updated
| have reviewed the revised document and find that the previous comments
16 2017-02-16 ERCA DL provided have been satisfactorily addressed. agreed
Of specific note is the recognition within the document that an Environmental Impact|
Assessment (EIA) will need to be completed — Development within 120 m of an
existing natural feature will require an EIA demonstrating no negative impacts in
17 2017-02-16 ERCA bL support of future Planning Act approvals and process. agreed
Under section 6.2.1.6 Human Impacts, the revised report states the following:
“The proposed development, through the implementation of additional trails and
new development, has the potential to increase impacts to natural features from the
introduction of human activity to an area that currently doesn’t experience these
anthropogenic disturbances. Potential mitigation measures include well-marked
walking trails to discourage creation of informal trails, signage to educate trail users
about the sensitivity of the natural features in the area, and trash receptacles place
at intervals along the trails to discourage littering. Other mitigation measures may
be required to show no negative impacts from residential intensification on wildlife
populations.”
The above potential impact due to human population intensification of the area is
not specifically addressed anywhere else in the report. This issue will need to be
adequately addressed within any future EIAs for any land use designation changes
18 2017-02-16 ERCA DL in/around any existing natural features. agreed




Within section 4.1.2, the Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy (ERCA and
County of Essex, 2013) is now referenced. Within the references section however,
the citation is not included. This study should be properly included within the
references section as follows: Essex
Region Conservation Authority. 2013. Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy
(An Update to the Essex Region Biodiversity Conservation Strategy). Essex, Ontario.

19 2017-02-16 ERCA DL 319 pages. the reference has been added to Section 9.0
The text at the start if Section 8.1.2 was
updated slightly to provide more overview
on the processes. Prior to constructing the
stormwater management features as well as

Section from section 3.5.5 is pretty limited but may reflect the direction from the the enhancement opportunities, a number of|
City and Town —that is, future applications will be required to change the zoning and [permits and approvals will need to be

official plan designations separate from the outcomes of this study. Section 8.1.1 obtained through other process such as the
details appropriately that future land use changes must meet all requirements of the [Planning Act, Fisheries Act, and other Class
Planning Act prior to implementation. Regarding the changes to section 8.1.21am  |EAs. The process to outline the required

not totally supportive of all of the statements made, but the process to outline the [studies should be identified thought

required studies for other processes (i.e., Planning Act, other Class EA, DFO process, |appropriate consultation with the following
etc.) should be identified through appropriate consultation with those other elements that may be part of the final

20 2017-02-16 ERCA MN 15 processes. implementation:

comment addressed satisfactorily. | recommend that the data collected as part of
this report be submitted to the NHIC as a condition of completion of the report. This |Stantec did not observe any reportable
would be in keeping with our contractual obligations between the ERCA and the species at risk or significant wildlife features

21 2017-02-16 ERCA MN 18 NHIC (Dan Lebedyk is the signing authority). during their investigations.

Stantec did not observe any reportable
ok. Per previous comment (18 — this data should be submitted to the NHIC to ensure [species at risk or significant wildlife features
22 2017-02-16 ERCA MN 21 the appropriate treatment at the Planning Act, other EA, and/or REA processes. during their investigations.
comment looks to be ok. Per previous comments regarding submission of ‘raw’
results to the NHIC as a condition of completion of the report —especially if SAR or  [Stantec did not observe any reportable
SWH was documented. Fish records will typically have been submitted to the MNR as|species at risk or significant wildlife features
23 2017-02-16 ERCA MN 23 part of the License to Collect Fish for Scientific Purposes conditions. during their investigations.
text additions in section 8.1.1 is satisfactory. Page 4.13 —“Lake Sinclair” should be
24 2017-02-16 ERCA MN 29 replaced with either Lake St. Clair or Lake Saint Clair. text updated
Section 6.1.2. page 6.4. Include figures illustrating the cross-sections. Would be good
to add sewer apndgpump station tfcr or add this tg a figure for Section 7.3. £ Storm sewers and pumps added to cross
25 2017-02-16 City AG ! section figures and added to main body
Section 7.3. page 7.8. Include figure illustrating the cross-section with sewer and Storm sewers and pumps added to cross
26 2017-02-16 City AG pump station section figures and added to main body
Section 8.1.1, page 8.1. Suggest that a Guideline for the Development of SWM
Facilities be one of the next steps. There should be consistency in the expectations
27 2017-02-16 City AG of what conditions the facilities are maintained and associated maintenance budgets. added to section 8.1.2
. . L text on minimum catchment areas (20 ha)
Section 8.1.1, page 8.1. Add text regarding minimum catchment area to be . .
§ undertaken with functional design. ha_s bgen added to section 6.1.1 Design
28 2017-02-16 City AG Criteria
Section 3.5.5 seems to suggest that this Master Plan is limited to Approach #1 (i.e..
not integrated). It indicates that further studies would be required to address The Master Plan is Approach 2 including
Schedule B requirements for specific projects. Section 8 is also contradictory in this |Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class EA
regard. It should be confirmed which Approach # this Master Plan satisfies? This process with sufficient detail to satisfy a
Section also suggests that the Master Plan "should" consider various Schedule B Project. Additional studies are
studies/objectives, but its not clear whether it has. The Town's Secondary Plan required, but they will not require an EA if
process for the Hamlet is relying on the Master Plan to satisfy the Class EA they follow the Master Plan. Additional text

29 2017-03-06 Town FRF 15 requirements for these SWM features, which isn't clear as being the case. added to Section 3.1 and 3.5.5.

The extended drawdown of flows from the
The SWM facilities and their extended duration of releasing flows will change the pond will increase baseflows in Upper Little
flow characteristics throughout the drainage system. Was this assessed, particularly |River. Back-to-back storms were not
30 2017-03-06 Town FRF 24 from a resiliency perspective (back-to-back storms). modelled.
Town does not have design guidelines, but there were design criteria agreed that
should be identified, as these influenced the solutions (i.e.. NWL at/below sewer agreed. This information is included in

31 2017-03-06 Town FRF 27 inverts, pumped outlets, etc. Section 6.1.1
Are the solutions not confirmed to be functional as part of this Master Plan process? |The EA satisfies the requirements of Master
Section 8 suggests that functional design is not possible, but this is what the Town's |Plan Approach 2 (Schedule B). SWM
Hamlet Secondary Plan is relying on. Solutions in a Master Plan should be viewed as |alternatives were evaluated and a preferred
being functional. What is the extent/scope of these future studies that ERCA expects|solution selected. Sufficient design work was;

32 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 82 to be completed? completed to select a preferred solution.

In Section 8, it is identified that fisheries compensation for the entire study area will
be a future study. What is the expected timing for this? How does this affect Specific timing information is unknown. This

33 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 82 Tecumseh's Hamlet area? is considered future work.

Was this not corrected in the case of the Tecumseh Hamlet based on drainage All catchments were treated equally in the
reports, as confirmed below? Outlet drain capacities could be a significant constraint|study and the target flow was calculated as

34 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 94 and should be identified to confirm that the solutions are functional. the existing 2-year flow rate.

Climate Change was modelled assuming a
Was this factored into the modeling of the solutions, as further commented on 20% increase in flows as provided by the
35 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 97 below? Town of Tecumseh




See my comments on Item No 82, above. This could have implications on the

Additional studies are needed to determine
specific mitigation measures and how they

36 2017-03-06 Town FRF 102 Tecumseh Hamlet. are spread across the study area.
This documentation will facilitate future implementation/approvals requirements.
37 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 104 Where is this documented? Section 6.1.2
The 1.5 m is an average depth. MOECC
criteria recommend depths ranging from a
MOECC would be a min. criteria considering Town's desire for SW ponds to serve as |mean depth of 1 to 2 m up to a maximum of
amenities, natural habitat features/wetlands, and waterfowl deterrence. This should[3 m. Additional text added to Section 6.1.2
38 2017-03-06 Town FRF 105 be identified to give the Town flexibility to require this of developers. describing MOECC criteria.
The pumping bullet in Section 6.1.1 says
"Based on existing functional design studies
The ESR should identify that functionally, these facilities will require pumping to completed by The Town, all Town ponds
39 2017-03-06 Town FRF 109 meet the Town's criteria, which should be confirmed. require pumps"
Drain capacities in the study were based on
Town provided drainage reports for these drains. Will ESR confirm how drain the 2-year 24 hour rainfall event as
40 2017-03-06 Town FRF 110 capacities were established so that this can be verified in the future? documented in Section 4.3.8 and 6.1.2
Climate Change was modelled assuming a
Climate change impacts should be assessed as part of this Master Plan since this may [20% increase in flows as provided by the
influence the solutions. This will be a design requirement, so it should be addressed [Town of Tecumseh and documented in
41 2017-03-06 Town FRF 112 at this time. Section 7.6
We based the Town's required storm sewer inverts on verified ground elevations.
We will need to confirm HGL impacts based on water elevations, which should be OK
42 2017-03-06 Town FRF 113 based on lower NWL's. agreed
Section 8 simply indicates the need in the future for an area-wide study to confirm
compensation requirements. As a result, it is unclear what the impacts of this may
be. When is this area-wide study expected? In its absence, would individual A watershed scale study is required to
developers be required to do this on a piecemeal approach? It may be worthwhile |determine appropriate mitigation measures
indicating what the expectations for developers would be until this area-wide and locations. This work is considered to be
43 2017-03-06 Town FRF 115 assessment is done. outside of the current project.
The municipal boundary was removed from
Drawing 3 since it is coincident with the
catchment boundaries and was difficult to
44 2017-03-06 Town FRF 121 Don't see municipal boundary on Drawing No. 3? see on the drawing
Generally described normal water levels at 6m depth with 5:1 slopes. Ponds still
45 2017-03-06 Town FRF 123 being referred to as conceptual, not functional? correct
The 6 m depth was estimated based on
available topographic information as the
maximum depth of the permanent pool
below the ground surface and was used to
determine the corridor width as a worst case
scenario. There are no channels that deep
Cross sections for both scenarios show NWL at 6m depth, which doesn't make sense |and ponds 6 m deep would need to be
46 2017-03-06 Town FRF 126 unless outlet channels are 6m deep. Are there any channels this deep? pumped.
The EA satisfies the requirements of Master
Plan Approach 2 (Schedule B). SWM
alternatives were evaluated and a preferred
Text generally ok, but still references design as conceptual only. Last paragraph solution selected. Sufficient design work was
47 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 127 confusing... completed to select a preferred solution.
There has been a lot of email correspondence and attachments back and forth dating|
back to 2012 or so. None of this has been captured in the Appendices, other than |Additional correspondence has been added
48 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 128 minutes of our last meeting of Dec 20, 2016. to the appendix
Release rates are given on a total value for
Are the allowable release rates relative to the drainage area upstream of the ponds |each catchment and a per hectare rate. The
(i.e.. the full capacity of the drains may not be what is allowed to be released from |release rate from the ponds should be based
49 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 129 the ponds...) on the pond drainage area.
Climate Change was modelled assuming a
20% increase in flows as provided by the
Climate change impacts should be modeled, as this will be a requirement for design |Town of Tecumseh and documented in
50 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 130 and should be assessed to confirm resiliency of solutions. Section 7.6
Steeper slopes have been removed from the
list of possible modifications. Climate
Modifications include steeper side slopes, which isn't appropriate. What is the change increases the storage volumes by
51 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 132 climate change impact? Was this modelled? approximately 20 to 30%
Town's criteria for pumping of ponds has been included. Town's functional studies
were for the Hamlet area east & west of Banwell. Not sure how the pond south of  |No specific requirement for pumping will be
52 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 134 401 relates to this? made for areas south of Highway 401
Town should have an understanding of the extent to which Hamlet development will |The Hamlet can be developed without any
53 2017-03-06 | Town FRF 136 rely on the Little River channel improvements. Can this be clarified? downstream improvements
Does this document satisfy Schedule B EA requirements? If not, what is needed?
The Town needs assurances because they are planning to move forward with The EA satisfies the requirements of Master
Secondary Plans. If Schedule B requirements are not satisfied, they will not be able |Plan Approach 2 (Schedule B). SWM
to commence Secondary Plans. What Approach number is satisfied under the EA alternatives were evaluated and a preferred
process. It appears to be Approach 1, but the Town believes this study should at solution selected. Sufficient design work was
54 2017-03-06 | Town FRF least satisfy Approach 2. completed to select a preferred solution.




Climate Change — Additional generic information has been added regarding climate
change. Dillon and the Town are concerned that the document does not provide
enough information/analysis to demonstrate an appropriate duty of care regarding
this matter. The Town suggests that a climate change analysis should be completed
on one of the proposed subcatchment areas to determine if the proposed corridor is
sufficient to provide for a potentially larger pond due to climate change. Completion
of this analysis could then be used to further support for the proposed SWM corridor
widths. This analysis could also set out a framework for future climate change
assessments during subcatchment functional and detailed design processes. The
Town wants it clearly identified that climate change must be addressed in future

Climate Change was modelled assuming a
20% increase in flows as provided by the
Town of Tecumseh and documented in

55 2017-03-06 Town FRF subcatchment functional and detailed designs. Section 7.6
Fisheries Habitat Offsetting — Appendix G contains a Table “Summary of Proposed
Municipal Drain Modifications”. This is an important piece of information which
should be included in the main body of the report. This table identifies where
habitat will be lost and where there is potential for enhancement opportunities. At
this time, it is unclear if Tecumseh can address their enhancement needs in
waterways situated within the Town limits or if development in Tecumseh will also | Discussion on offsetting potential being
require enhancements in City waterways. While this may not be known until the required in other areas is discussed in
recommended fisheries offsetting study is completed, the report should identify Section 8.1.1. Based on discussions through
these types of issues. Could fisheries offsetting needs impact the functionality of the |the EA the existing open channel municipal
recommended alternative? It should be confirmed that sufficient investigations have|drain network was not intended to be
been undertaken through this EA process to ensure that fisheries offsetting needs retained and all development options were
can be satisfied through functional/detailed design. The report should include some |assumed to remove the drain network.
typical fisheries offsetting techniques that could be considered in the future fisheries | Typical fishery offsetting techniques are
offsetting study. It would also be helpful if the report recommended a scoping included in Table 21. The fisheries offsetting
56 2017-03-06 Town FRF strategy for the future fisheries offsetting study. report is considered future work.
The ponds are conceptual in nature. Itis
Conceptual vs. Functional — The recommended alternative should provide functional |expected that drainage areas, pond
scenarios that will be further detailed in the next step subcatchment locations, elevations, and outlet structures
functional/detailed designs. The word conceptual could be taken to mean that the |will be modified as the design progress. This
functionality of the scenario has not been confirmed. We believe that this is mainly |study provides sufficient details to select a
an issue with terminology, however, it must be clear in the report that the solution is |preferred solution including land
functional. The use of these words in the report must be reviewed and modified as |requirements, allowable flows, and
57 2017-03-06 | Town FRF required. environmental impacts.
It is identified in the report that the ponds have been sized with a 1.5 m permanent
pool and that the SWM corridors provide room for additional depth if required. This |Additional text added to Section 6.1.2
was added to address the Town’s concern that they may want deeper ponds based |indicating the Town's request. "The Town of
on their desire to make these facilities amenities within their parkland features. The |Tecumseh anticipates that permanent pools
Town wants it stated in the report that they anticipate requiring deeper permanent |deeper than 1.5 m will be required for their
58 2017-03-06 | Town FRF pools for their ponds. ponds."
Flow and storage volume requirements are
The study area includes portions of Tecumseh on the south side of Highway 401. The|provided in the report for the area south of
report must clearly identify the criteria that is applicable to future developmentin  |Highway 401 that is developable in the Town
59 2017-03-06 | Town FRF this area. of Tecumseh Official Plan.
The datum provided by Tecumseh were used
It was previously identified that there appeared to be a datum issue between the to determine the 6 m elevation difference
storm sewer invert elevations provided by Tecumseh and the ground elevations that |between the permanent pool and the top of
were used by Stantec for this study. Was this datum difference resolved and is there |pond. The HGL in the storm sewers is
60 2017-03-06 | Town FRF an impact on the anticipated HGL's in the upstream Tecumseh storm sewers? unchanged.
“Looking at the PIC material, it appears that we have published a variety of names
for this study:
1. Notice of Study Commencement — Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage
Plan & Stormwater Management Plan
2. PIC #1 & 2 notices — Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan &
Stormwater Management Plan
3. PIC #1 & 2 display boards — Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan Class
Environmental Assessment
4. Draft report cover pages in July 2014, Sept. 2016, & Jan 2017 — Draft Upper Little
River Master Plan Environmental Assessment
1 think that the name of the study should match either the notices or the display agreed. The study will be referred to as the
boards. At least it should include a term such as watershed, drainage, or "Upper Little River Watershed Master
stormwater.” Drainage and Stormwater Management
61 2017-03-06 City Plan"




Comment June 2017
Date From Comment Response
# Comment #
| reviewed the document and my primary concern is that the SWM corridors be Agreed. Cross sections have been moved
consistently shown in the document. Conceptual channel cross-section in Appendix H |to the main body of the Report and
1 2017-07-17 City AG is not showing the recommended width. removed from the appendix
| understand that Drawing #3 will be replaced. Corridor widths should be shown as Corridor widths are either 200 m or 325m
recommended (200m and 325m wide ?). Please confirm.
2 2017-07-17 City AG
I’'m fine with new Drawing #4 provided there is sufficient information. It doesn’t Agreed
3 2017-07-17 City AG matter to me if it is on one drawing, or split up.
Appendix B — | was concerned about including personal information on the comment |Agreed
sheets, but we are o.k. based on review of my notes from corresponding with the City’q
Manager, Records and Elections, Freedom of Information Coordinator. He advised
that: “It appears that you covered yourselves with the following statement: Your
completed Comment Sheet will be included in the Class EA report, which will be made
public at the completion of this study. Please check the box below if you wish to have
your comments included anonymously. Please withhold my name and contact
information from publication in the Class EA report. | would consider this implied
consent to full disclosure because you gave them the opportunity to opt out of making
their information public.”
4 2017-07-17 City AG
Please note that Dwg No. 3 still shows the corridor widths at 150m, whereas | Drawing 3 has been updated
5 2017-07-18 | Town FF 35 understood we have agreed to the need for 200m corridor widths?
This should be OK, as it would be less than the typical 38mm of runoff over 24 hrs that |Proposed flows rates are limited to the
is applied in the Drainage Act. We should also have confirmation of the runoff municipal drain capacity during the 100-
coefficients used and the allowable runoff rates for each drain. year rainfall event (50 mm of runoff over
24 hours or approximately the 2-year 24-
hour rainfall event. Allowable flow rates
have been calculated on a catchment
basis and are included in Table 11
6 2017-07-18 Town FF 40
OK, but are we not revising to describe the solutions as "functional"? Additional text has been added to the
report describing the solution as
7 2017-07-18 | Town FF 45 functional
This corresponds to "functional" design - ie. more than conceptual in nature. Additional text has been added to the
report describing the solution as
8 2017-07-18 | Town FF 47 functional
It appears that Dwg No. 4 shows the pond corridor at the Desjardins Drain being The proposed channel alignment is not
centered on the existing drain, whereas the figures suggest the drain is off to one side. |[required to follow the existing municipal
We should confirm the proper pond location, as this will affect the Secondary Plan and |drain alignment
9 2017-07-18 | Town FF 54 road layout.
| don't believe that complete flexibility in design drainage areas and pond location Additional text has been added to the
could/should be afforded to remain true to the Schedule B process, since these types |report describing the solution as
of changes could be considered significant. It should be clarified that the pond functional. Significant changes would
solutions are "functional", with flexibility for only certain design details (refinement of |require a Schedule B EA.
pond elevations/shapes, outlet controls, etc). There should be limitations to changes
in the fundamental aspects of the solutions to ensure compliance with the Schedule B
EA approval inherent in this Master Plan.
10 2017-07-18 Town FF 57
For this high level modelling, the watershed of the 6" Concession Drain should be The modelling has been updated to
modelled without the inclusion of stormwater management controls for existing remove all storage from the existing
development. developed areas west of Concession
11 2017-08-25| ERCA JH Road 7
You identified that the drain cross-sections used in the existing modeling scenarios an additional paragraph was added to
relate to existing cross-sections and that future scenarios are modeled with improved |section 6.1.2 to document the cross
cross-sections. You further identified that other than the Little River, the improved section rational
cross-sections are not required for development to occur on the tributary waterways
from a capacity perspective. It was further discussed that some waterways will likely
require improved cross-sections to address existing drain stability issues. In addition,
some channel improvements may be required for fish offsetting. The modeled cross-
section rationale must be clearly documented in the report. The requirements related
to the Little River cross-section improvements for future flood elevations must also be
documented.
12 2017-08-25 ERCA JH
In the next steps section of the report, the need for additional detailed floodplain additional text added to section 8.1.2
analysis for the determination of flood proofing elevations must be included.
13 2017-08-25 ERCA JH
The parameters to be used for future stormwater pond designs must be clearly Precipitation is discussed in section
identified in the report (i.e. storm distribution and duration, time step, minimum c 4.3.2.1, and included in the model input
values and impervious levels for different land uses (c and % imp may be more file, while impervious levels for different
depending on future proposals), etc.). land uses are outlined in Appendix G
14 2017-08-25 ERCA JH
The corridor widths shown in the legend on Drawing 4 have not been updated (You corridor widths have been updated
indicated that you thought this had been corrected since the Drawings were
15 2017-08-25 ERCA JH distributed for review).




From: Jeremy Wychreschuk <JWychreschuk@erca.org>

Sent: 2012-08-17 1:21 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Brown, Steve; Godo, Anna; Winters, Patrick; bhillman@tecumseh.ca; Tim Byrne; John
Henderson

Subject: RE: Upper Little River EA

Hi Jayson,

Thanks for sending us the information so far. | have reviewed the information, and further to Anna’s comments below,
have a number of additional comments (below). | have not received comments from others in my office (such as John
Henderson and Tim Byrne), and | may receive additional comments (which | would forward when received). There
really isn’t very much information provided in the attached figures, and | expect that much of the information ERCA will
be looking for will be in the report. When will this draft report be ready for our review?

- For the storm sewer figure with depth to invert categories, is it not more important to know the depth from the
ground surface to the top of the pipe (to ensure no water freezes in the pipe)? How relevant is the depth to
invert value? Also, for the <2 m, how much lower is it (just a bit, a lot lower, or does it vary greatly)? What size
of storm sewer pipe will generally be required and will the size vary substantially?

- You mention that purple areas will require pumping and that green areas will not, but what about the in-
between colours (yellow and orange)? Will these areas require any pumping at all?

- Your peak flows must meet pre-development flows, which I’'m assuming is met with the values provided
below. Is this correct?

- In addition to the water elevations at various design storms, what will be the affected areas (crude floodline
mapping)? The most important design storm from the ERCA perspective is the 1:100 year design storm. Is the
100 year storm contained within the ROW?

- Arrows showing the primary direction of flow for each subcatchment would be helpful.

- I see no details for the airport SWM facilities. This will need to be provided, hopefully soon.

- 1did not see any details about the inlet or outlet of the SWM ponds (provided in the report?). Cross sections
and profiles are also required.

- No details about fish habitat changes/loss (and possible compensation areas if relevant) has been provided and
are needed (discussed in the report?)

- ldid not see any details about a trail or trails in the study area, though did see what appears to be a trail near
the example pond. Can you confirm that a trail can be build along the entire SWM ROW?

- While | will reserve judgement about each individual pond once it has been designed, please keep in mind that
we will need to have some kind of trial or access road to perform maintenance on the structure.

An important question that Anna asks below is what information are we expecting to present at the next PIC? In terms
of timing with a Thursday, Sept. 27 PIC target, | assume you would need to finalize the poster boards by Friday, August

21% or earlier, which gives us about one month. When will we receive more information and the draft report?

Jeremy

From: Godo, Anna [mailto:agodo@city.windsor.on.ca]

Sent: August 14, 2012 6:12 PM

To: Innes, Jayson; Jeremy Wychreschuk; Winters, Patrick; bhillman@tecumseh.ca
Cc: Brown, Steve

Subject: RE: Upper Little River EA

Jayson:

My main questions are:
1. How do the proposed outlet channel inverts compare to the existing inverts?
2. What are the water surface elevations above the permanent pool elevation for various design storms?
3. What information will be presented at the PIC? When will we have draft boards?

FYI, | will be out of the office August 23"-September 3™ and September 10%-14t,
Here are my comments.
Land use and road alignment assumptions are o.k.

Hydro parameters

- How do the (proposed) outlet channel inverts compare to the existing inverts? | assume that we are matching invert
of Little River at the CPR. What about the rest of the system?

- Permanent pool elevation is generally 0.5m above outlet channel invert, except catchment areas 2090 (1.5m), 2100
(1.0m), 2110, 2115, 2125 & 2135 (1.5m), 2140 (1.0m), 2155 & 2185 (1.5m).

- Will 100 Year water surface elevation be included in the table?

Catchment Areas
For catchment areas 2025, 2027, 2040, 2072 — where do they drain to?

| assume that:
Areas 2005, 2007, 2010 drain (primarily) to the enclosed 7 Street Drain (on Walker Rd).
Areas 2000, 2002 drain via existing, primarily enclosed systems to the 6 Conc Drain (in area 2015)

Windsor Airport Lands — The drainage is split between the McGill and Rivard drains. How much work will have to be
done to provide a sufficient outlet via the McGill? Is there any opportunity to outlet the stormwater management area
via the Rivard to Little River?

What kind of alterations to the McGill drain proposed downstream of Lauzon Parkway, i.e. thru Hydro One lands and
the developed Twin Oaks Industrial Subdivision? The municipal drain corridor currently owned by the City in Twin Oaks
for the McGill drain is approx. 15m wide.

For catchment 2020, will the soccer field stormwater management facility remain as is?

Storm Sewer Depths
| have to think about whether 0.1% is a reasonable pipe slope assumption.

Airport Info
Will the report address the Windsor airport zones, i.e. 2km and 4km wildlife control zones? To what do the no
tolerance and no confidence zones refer?

Pond Concept 3 — will need legend. Is that a trail or road next to the top of bank? It is hard to see the storm sewer pipe
and outlet structure due to the colour used.




With regards,
Anna

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]

Sent: August 10, 2012 5:10 PM

To: Jeremy Wychreschuk; Godo, Anna; Winters, Patrick; bhillman@tecumseh.ca
Cc: Brown, Steve

Subject: Upper Little River EA

Attached is information pertaining to the SWM plan.

The primary goal of the project is to determine the preferred SWM plan for the Upper Little River Watershed. We have
determined a preferred SWM alternative (Alternative 6 - SWM corridors) and the next step is to better define these
facilities so that they can be constructed in a consist manner that meets all of the governing criteria and planning vision
for the area. As part of this work the channel corridor will be widened to create more riparian habitat.

The latest work involves establishing release rates, elevations, and storage volumes for the SWM facilities and providing
sufficient information for the detailed design. The work so far is based on assumptions regarding land use and road
alignments and will likely change as more information comes available. We have previously provided some general
dimensions for the widened channel and SWM facilities (which | have not included with this email).

The following design criteria have been developed to meet the requirements for the site (peak flow control and erosion)
Level 2 Water Quality

48 hour drawdown of the Extended Detention Volume

2-year release rate — 5 L/s/ha

5-year release rate — 8 L/s/ha

100-year release rate — 16 L/s/ha

Permanent pool storage requirements — approximately 80 m3/ha (dependent on land use)

Active storage requirements — approximately 500 m®ha (dependent on land use)

Tables include:

e SWM Characteristics - For each proposed catchment a required permanent pool and active storage volume has
been calculated in order to provide the required SWM controls. These volumes have been used to size the SWM
corridor/block areas and conceptual pond concept drawings. An estimated permanent pool elevation has also
been calculated based on the channel and water elevations downstream of the SWM facilities.

Drawings include:

e An updated drawing showing the proposed catchment areas and SWM corridor locations (160311265_C-SD-
prop. catchment areas.pdf)

e Adrawing showing the estimated storm sewer depths (160311265_C-SD-storm sewer depths.pdf). Assuming a
pipe slope of 0.1% from the estimated permanent pool elevation the storm sewer was extended to the catchment
limits. This elevation was compared to the existing ground elevations. The catchments have been colour coded
to show which catchments have plenty of cover (green) versus those that will likely require pumping
(purple). There is some opportunity to alter these by lowering the existing downstream channel in some locations
but this would require some coordination between areas and so far | have tried to isolate each area so it can
develop on its own terms.

e A drawing showing the assigned SWM corridor locations for the proposed catchments as well as the location of
the SWM corridors relative to the Airport (with reference to the Airport’s Wildlife Control Areas). The west portion
of Baseline Road is very close to the Airport and this area will have stricter SWM guidelines than other areas of
the watershed.

e A conceptual pond drawing (160311265_C-POND-FIG 3.pdf) for catchment 2165 (the Tecumseh lands south of
the rail line). | am still working on a few more examples of these.

3

| talked to MMM/MRC about the project about a month ago and they seemed to be ok with concentrating the flow south of
Highway 401 into one culvert crossing at 9t Concession Road. | have also talked to Dillon several times over the last
month and | am going to send them information on about the ponds (release rates, elevations, and modelling) next week.

| am currently working on the report and more example pond drawings to provide guidance/examples for future pond
designs.

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Senior Water Resources Engineer
Stantec

49 Frederick Street

Kitchener ON N2H 6M7

Ph: (519) 585-7282

Fx: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@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: Jeremy Wychreschuk <JWychreschuk@erca.org>
Sent: 2012-09-27 12:54 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Godo, Anna; bhillman@tecumseh.ca

Subject: Upper Little River study - Additional comments
Hi Jayson,

| talked to Anna and Stan today, and have a few additional comments.

- For the trail system, instead of waiting for direction from the City on trail criteria, it is better for you to tell us
what will work at certain areas. Perhaps a wider trail will be possible/required at certain areas, where other
locations may have to be smaller or diverted to a sidewalk. Please note that it will be possible to align the trail
into the nearby ROW if required.

- I've been informed that while the Little River floodline mapping shows a mostly contained 100 year flood
contained within the channel, this was done when the channel was relatively clean and maintained. Now that it
is less maintained, there are more frequent flooding problems, particularly just south of County Road 42 and
our study boundary. Since | haven’t seen your model parameters, | do not know how you are modeling this part
of Little River. Are you assuming a clean channel? At minimum, we will have to state that we are assuming that
the channel is clean and well maintained, and that it needs to remain that way. It would also be helpful to
model the floodlines with high roughness values to see what the difference is with less maintenance. When you
look our regulated lines in this area, it is far removed from the channel, and the reason for that is because
significant flooding has been observed in this area in the past (regulated line is showing maximum observed). It
would also be helpful to recommend some channel improvements along the main stem if required.

Jeremy

Jeremy Wychreschuk, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Director of Watershed Engineering

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311
Essex, ON N8M 1Y3

Phone: 519-776-5209 Ext. 305

Toll Free: 1-888-487-4760

Fax: 519-776-8688

Web: www.erca.org

From: Herlehy, Laura <lherlehy@dillon.ca>

Sent: 2012-10-26 10:47 AM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Forest, Flavio; Chris Thibert; Michael Coombs; Roy Johnson; 126309
Subject: Re: FW: upper Little River

Attachments: Prop. Pond Outlets Notes.pdf

Good Morning Jayson,

We are in the process of finalizing the storm sewer design for the Tecumseh Hamlet and we have confirmed the
cover issues that you have identified in your preliminary evaluation.

Attached is a figure that shows the the storm sewer outlets contributing to each SWM pond. The storm sewer
outlet inverts have been set to maintain a minimum allowable cover at the upstream ends. These inverts are
significantly lower then the permanent poll elevations provided. In your email below, you noted that their may
be opportunity to lower the storm sewer inverts to be submerged at the outlets (approx. 1 m) and to use larger
pipes to achieve flatter slopes. Implementing this solutions will not provide enough elevation to eliminate the
cover issues.

For example, Pond 2215 (Gouin) has a permanent pool elevation of 180.50 and a pond outlet of 180.00. The
storm sewer invert that would allow sufficient cover would be 178.00, 2.5 m below the pond outlet.

We are still looking at ways to optimize the storm sewer design to minimize cover impacts without using pump
stations however due to the elevation differences it seems that the a pump station would be required at each
pond outlet, so that the pond can be lowered. You mentioned that we need to ensure that the fish habitat is not
impacted and that the 1:100 year event limits the opportunity to lower the elevation of the pond. We are also
concerned the lowering the pond would require a larger pond footprint.

We would like to set up a call Tuesday morning to discuss the final approach we will take and get an
understanding of the restrictions we may be faced with. We have several questions regarding the SWM pond
and we may be able to optimize the system with further clarification.

I will sent a meeting notice shortly.

Thanks,
Laura

__7’” Laura Herlehy
Dillon Consulting Limited
DILLON 3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
fmH windsor, Ontario, NSW 5K8
T -519.948.4243 ext. 3216
F - 519.948.5054
M -519.818.3105
LHerlehy@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca
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On Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 1:33 PM, Innes, Jayson <jayson.innes @stantec.com> wrote:

Previously the drawing was based on a storm sewer slope of 0.1%. The City of Windsor said that that was very shallow
and they wanted to use a more conservative slope of 0.35% for the storm sewer (which the new drawing is based on).

The drawing is only a general guideline to show which areas have lots of fall and which ones don’t. They were looking
for a rough idea of what was possible across the watersheds for getting major and minor flows to the ponds. On a lot of
the sites a pump could be avoided using very shallow pipe slopes with little cover, a storm sewer well below the
permanent pool, and additional fill on a site, but this would result in increased capital costs for the storm sewer (due to
large pipes) and maintenance costs. Ultimately the detail design will determine what slope/pipe size is appropriate for
getting water to the pond.

As for the pumping. Any pumping would occur before outletting to the watercourse so that fish habitat is not

impacted. There have been some examples where the permanent pool of the pond is lowered and the pond is pumped
out following rainfall events. Sometimes the pump is located on the storm sewer inlet. Generally it is more economical if
the pumps are located on the outlet rather than the inlet of a pond since the flow rates are less.

If you can get a storm sewer to drain out in the general neighbourhood of the permanent pool (they have talked of
examples where the storm sewer invert is more than 1 m below the permanent pool) this would be the preferred
scenario in my mind (to avoid ongoing pumping costs). If you can’t make that work then a pump will be needed to
provide positive drainage. The Tecumseh lands are at the upper end of the watershed, so it may be possible to lower
the permanent pool by a bit and put in a small pump to draw down the extended detention volume between

events. Some area get backed up by Little River during the 100-year event so far that they can't be lowered. These
areas would need a larger pump on the inlet to get the water up into the pond. There was one ambitious design on
Howard avenue. They had two different levels in the pond. The storm sewer outletted to a lower area, which was
pumped up to the permanent pool in a different part of the pond. The lower area provided some quantity control in
addition to being the sump for the pump.

Hopefully this provides some ideas

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Senior Water Resources Engineer
Stantec

49 Frederick Street
Kitchener ON N2H 6M7

Ph: (519) 585-7282
Fx: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@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: Herlehy, Laura [mailto:lherlehy@dillon.ca]
Sent: October-09-12 12:49 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Forest, Flavio; Chris Thibert; Roy Johnson
Subject: Fwd: FW: upper Little River

Jayson,

Regarding this revised figure, can you let us know what changes have been made to the stormwater
management ponds within the Tecumseh Hamlet area that resulted in the change in cover for the further storm
sewers?

We were using the stormwater pond permanent pond levels included in the table that was provided previously
(see attached). Have these values changed?

Also you mention that pumping is required to address these issues, can you describe how pumping or lift
stations will be implemented in your plan? Will lift stations be required to discharge into the individual SWM
ponds or will the lift stations be part of the proposed flow channels? Can you provide further clarification?

Thanks
Laura

_/// Laura Herlehy

Dillon Consulting Limited
MLLLN 3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Coetrnne Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
T - 519.948.4243 ext. 3216




F - 519.948.5054
M - 519.818.3105
LHerlehy@dillon.ca

www.dillon.ca
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---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Brian Hillman <bhillman @tecumseh.ca>

Date: Tue, Oct 9, 2012 at 9:37 AM

Subject: FW: upper Little River

To: "Forest, Flavio" <FForest@dillon.ca>, "Herlehy, Laura (LHerlehy @dillon.ca)" <LHerlehy @dillon.ca>
Cc: Daniel Piescic <dpiescic @tecumseh.ca>

Flavio
I’'m forwarding this to you in relation to the Tec Hamlet Servicing Work your team is undertaking.
Regards,

Brian.

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]

Sent: Friday, October 05, 2012 2:47 PM

To: Wychreschuk, Jeremy; Godo, Anna (agodo@city.windsor.on.ca); Brian Hillman
Subject: upper Little River

The PIC boards will be ready next week.

| updated the depth to storm sewer drawings based on the information from Anna (assuming a 0.35 % slope). As would
be expected there are more areas that will need pumping (see attached PDF. About half of the areas are projected to
have the storm sewer invert out of the ground at the upstream end of the site. The others have lower pipes and may be
able to drain by gravity if the storm sewer is below the permanent pool elevation the storm sewer invert or other corner
cutting. There are a few areas that look like they will be ok.

| talked to MRC about getting a digital copy of the new Lauzon Parkway alignment, and they said they were planning on
moving it a bit again and they didn’t want to send it to me right now. Based on his | am planning on using the old
road/drain alignment from the previous PIC. So the road/SWM alignment may not match up completely between the two
projects.

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Senior Water Resources Engineer
Stantec

49 Frederick Street
Kitchener ON N2H 6M7
Ph: (519) 585-7282

Fx: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@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.

Brian Hillman

Director, Planning and Building Services

bhillman @tecumseh.ca

Town of Tecumseh - 917 Lesperance Rd. - Tecumseh, ON. - NSN 1W9
519-735-2184 x131 - 519-735-6712 -www.tecumseh.ca

##% DISCLAIMER #***

This e-mail and any attachment(s) are confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient
please notify me immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and do not copy, use or disclose it. Messages
sent to and from us may be monitored.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.




This message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may contain privileged, confidential or private
information which is not to be disclosed. If you are not the addressee or an authorized representative thereof, please
contact the undersigned and then destroy this message.

Ce message est destiné uniquement aux personnes indiquées dans 'entéte et peut contenir une information privilégiée, confidentielle
ou privée et ne pouvant étre divulguée. Si vous n'étes pas le destinataire de ce message ou une personne autorisée a le recevoir,
veuillez communiquer avec le soussigné et ensuite détruire ce message.

This message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may contain privileged, confidential or private
information which is not to be disclosed. If you are not the addressee or an authorized representative thereof, please
contact the undersigned and then destroy this message.

Ce message est destiné uniquement aux personnes indiquées dans I'entéte et peut contenir une information privilégiée, confidentielle
ou privée et ne pouvant étre divulguée. Si vous n'étes pas le destinataire de ce message ou une personne autorisée a le recevoir,
veuillez communiquer avec le soussigné et ensuite détruire ce message.

From: Godo, Anna <agodo@city.windsor.on.ca>
Sent: 2013-01-22 1:39 PM

To: Innes, Jayson; Stan Taylor

Cc: Brian Hillman; Daniel Piescic

Subject: Upper Little River - TofC, Ponds, 100yr WSEL
Gentlemen:

This email contains my tardy reply on a few of issues/questions related to Upper Little River storm study.
1. _Draft Table of Contents

Suggest adding:

Executive Summary

List of Exhibits/Figures

Appendices — Correspondence, Public consultation, reports

Comments:

Chapter 7 Management Plan — where is staging/phasing to be addressed?

2. _Windsor’s general guidelines for ponds

Several departments (Pollution Control, Parks, Operations, Development) were requested to provide
comment.

General guidelines:

- PDCs to be set above 1:5yr HGL

- Facilities with steeper side slopes will require fencing

- generally slopes of 7H:1V desired for normal to maximum water level, limited areas of steeper grading 3H:1V
- freeboard area above 1:100 year level is required and should be mow-able (i.e. 4H:1V slopes)

- minimize the number of pumping stations required. | expect an order of magnitude in the range of 10
pumping stations to service the City’s portion of the study area.

Due to issues at current developments
- storm sewer to be pumped out if invert is below pond normal water levels

- require hydraulic separation, flap gates




- bentonite clay plug on trenches where sewers outlet to the pond
Other items of concern:

- visibility of the permanent pool from ROW, park area

- vandalism, i.e. rip-rap

- maintenance access

Pollution Control’'s comments

- Provide mechanism to control pond depth to lower levels below normal if needed; in anticipation of large
storms or draining of ponds for maintenance

- Size sewer from pond to pump station to provide adequate flow to pump(s) to minimize on/off cycling
- Size wet well to maintain minimum pump cycles

- construct ponds and establish vegetation prior to development proceeding

- design to account for pond maintenance such as weed harvesting and dredging.

- Provide for easement (above top of bank) around entire pond to allow for maintenance

- Shoreline should be natural where possible, hard shorelines such as landscape blocks, rip-rap, beach
stone etc., will require higher maintenance and future replacement costs to maintain appearance

- provide more aquatic vegetation ; to keep phragmites out

- Aquatic plants and surrounding landscape should be selected so as to discourage Canada Geese and
other large waterfowl from taking up residence

- Prior to assuming a new Pond Town/City should be provided with a Manual providing detailed
maintenance required for long term and short term (while pond eco-system is establishing)

- All electrical service cabinets for aeration systems, fountains, etc should be located beyond the 1:100
freeboard level

Parks Dept's comments

The most important aspect of the ponds will be to insure that they are designed and constructed with the
appropriate plant material and that the plant material is established prior to the ponds being brought on line.
The specifications and tender should be very clear on the contractor’s responsibility to insure that the plant
material is established and thriving.

From an operational point of view the ponds that are unfenced will require life ring boxes to be installed. The
boxes will have to be inspected on a regular basis by Parks which will necessitate a service path for a pick-up
truck.

3. _Other design guideline answers to Jayson’s questions

What | would like to know in order to better answer when we need to pump and the size of the SWM ponds are:

. what is the minimum elevation of an inlet pipe relative to the permanent pool elevation that you would be willing
to accept
o storm sewers may be submerged below the permanent pool elevation, but must be hydraulically separated (i.e.

bentonite plug and flap gate) and be dewatered between storms

. what are the minimum acceptable slopes above the 100-yr water level in the pond (for use when the pond is set
lower than the surrounding area)

o freeboard areas above 100 year water level must be of mowable slope, i.e. no steeper than 4H:1V, and no
flatter than 2% (although the area may be landscaped with vegetation that does not require mowing)

4. _Question about HGL in vicinity of WCF SWM facility/7th Street Drain Diversion

From the 7t Street Drain Diversion design, the 100 Yr WSElev is 189.00 at the soccer field SWM facility. Do
you anticipate any significant change to this?

With regards,
Anna
Anna M. Godo, P.Eng.

Engineer Il / Drainage Superintendentl Office of the City Engineer | 350 City Hall Square, Rm 302| (519)255-6100 ext
6508 officel (519)817-7119 ceII| agodo@city.windsor.on.ca

This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential
and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering

the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by email.

Thank you.




From: Daniel Piescic <dpiescic@tecumseh.ca>

Sent: 2013-04-04 10:19 AM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Brian Hillman

Subject: FW: FW: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations
Attachments: MTO Directive B-100.pdf

Jayson

Please see comments below from our engineers (Dillon) regarding Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations.
Please call me if you have any questions

Thank you

Dan

From: Forest, Flavio [mailto:fforest@dillon.ca]

Sent: March-26-13 2:20 PM

To: Daniel Piescic

Subject: Fwd: FW: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations

Dan, the other day you asked for any comments on the Upper Little River study. The only thing that I
questioned was the level of service to which they are basing the improvements on, and how realistic it might be
to achieve the required depth/cross sections associated with containing a 1:100 year flow within the channel,
including culvert/bridge crossings.

I passed the email along to our drainage folks and they provided the email below with their thoughts.

Please review and call me if you would like to discuss further.

I'hope this gives you some ideas to consider.

Thanks

___,/./, Flavio Forest

Partner
DILLON Dillon Consulting Limited
e 3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
T -519.948.4243 ext. 3233
F - 519.948.5054
M - 519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca
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—————————— Forwarded message ----------

From: Oliver, Tim <toliver@dillon.ca>

Date: Tue, Mar 26, 2013 at 1:28 PM

Subject: Re: FW: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations
To: "Forest, Flavio" <fforest@dillon.ca>

Cc: Tom Marentette <I'Marentette @dillon.ca>

Flavio,
Tom and I discussed this issue briefly late yesterday. Not sure why or for whom the study is being done for?

1

From my experience, I'm aware of no municipal drains that would convey the 100 year storm within the
channel, including the large drainage systems through rural parts of the county like Little River Drain, Pike
Creek Drain, etc.. However, the exception seems to be with municipal drains through urban areas like City of
Windsor . I believe the Grand Marais Drain was previously requested by ERCA to upgrade to the 100 year
capacity.

I'm aware that ERCA has floodplain mapping based on regional storms although they elect to use the lesser
damaging 100 year storm flows for some of the very large municipal drain drain watersheds that existed as a
natural watercourse or creek prior to its conversion to a municipal drain, and for the remaining natural
watercourses like Belle River, Ruscom River, Cedar Creek, Turkey Creek, Canard River etc. instead of using
the greater regional storm event (i.e Hurricane Hazel) which is impractical or too costly to protect against.

I'know Tom M. has experienced having to size new wind farm culverts in Lakeshore such that there is a
negligible impact on the 100 year flood level and change in hydraulic grade line with attention paid to flood
plain mapping and previous hydrology studies. A requirement imposed by ERCA that lead to putting in
culverts that exceed the 5 year design flows.

As for private access bridges and culverts on municipal drains, I'm not aware of any that are designed to convey
the 100 year design flows, they are mostly conveying the 5 year storm capacity at best with head water above
the culvert, more of them are meeting the 2 year design storm only.

Designing to a higher design flow within the channel would require deepening the drain or raising the drain
banks significantly, not practical especially in the rural areas. The 100 year storm flows through the drain
channel would not be possible or practical for most of the upper portion of the Little River Drain. All roads and
the bridges over the drain would need be raised significantly and improving the channel hydraulics I suspect
would cause more harm than good to the lower reaches if less water is able to spill its banks and spread out at
the upper reaches of the drain. Reviewing the modeling results of the 100 year flood levels provided by Stantec
seems to indicate that it allows for this spreading of water since the levels are not much above the existing
surrounding ground levels.

However, MTO's directive (B-100 attached) on design flood criteria for road bridges and culverts with greater
than 6 m span width that cross a freeway/urban arterial type road does require a minimum 10 year storm peak
flow confined to the channel (bank to bank) and 100 year peak storm flows through the bridge structure which
Little River Drain likely fits this category where it passes through urban area. For rural areas, MTO 's directive
indicates a lesser storm of 2-5 year frequency within channel (bank to Bank) and 25-50 year design storm flows
through road bridge structures.

Typically private access culverts and bridges can only be designed to match capacity of the channel (2-5 year
storm peak flows) as larger structures do not fit the drain without significant deepening of the drain channels
which is impractical when drain slopes are so minimal within Essex County due to flat and low lying
topography wide spread throughout the county.

Just my thoughts,

Tim

On Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 1:58 PM, Forest, Flavio <fforest@dillon.ca> wrote:
Guys, we were asked to comment by Tecumseh on Stantec's Upper Little River Watershed modeling for the
1:100 year event.




Stantec is being told to design the Little River so that the 1:100 year event is contained within the channel cross
section. Is it typical for this level of service to be required for a primary watercourse such as the Little River
(including the culvert crossings)? I would suspect that there would be a floodplain adjacent to the channel that
would accommodate overland flows for a major storm event rather than having the channel and culverts being
required to convey 1:100 year flows.
What is your experience so that I can respond to Tecumseh?
Tharil-(i/

. / Flavio Forest

Partner
DMLLON Dillon Consulting Limited
e 3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
T -519.948.4243 ext. 3233
F - 519.948.5054
M -519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca

www.dillon.ca
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---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Daniel Piescic <dpiescic @tecumseh.ca>

Date: Mon, Mar 25, 2013 at 8:51 AM

Subject: FW: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations

To: "Forest, Flavio (FForest@dillon.ca)" <FForest@dillon.ca>, Laura Moy <lmoy @tecumseh.ca>

Flavio/Laura

Any comments on this?
Thanks

Dan

From: Brian Hillman

Sent: March-22-13 3:24 PM

To: Daniel Piescic

Cc: Robert Filipov; Rick Wellwood; Chad Jeffery

Subject: FW: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations

Dan.

See info below and the attached for your review and comment as necessary. If you provide any comments to
Jayson, please copy me so I can include them in the file.

Thanks,
Brian.

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2013 10:38 AM

To: Godo, Anna (agodo@city.windsor.on.ca); Taylor, Stan
Cc: Brian Hillman

Subject: Upper Little River - Comparison of Flood Elevations

So here are some preliminary results from the flood plain modelling (see attached PDF). | have compared the ERCA
floodplain mapping with the more recent modelling for the Twin Oaks business park and the current modelling. Generally
they are within 0.5 m. The current PC-SWMM model assumed a Manning’s n of 0.045 for the channel and 0.10 for the
floodplain. The older HEC-RAS model assumed a Manning’s n of 0.03 for the channel and 0.20 for the floodplain.

3

Generally the current modelling has higher water levels in the upper reaches (due to higher flows) and lower levels in the
lower reaches (due to the larger channel cross section through the twin oaks area) when compared to the ERCA flood
plain mapping. There is a lot of head loss through the Country Road 42 and Baseline Road crossings, and increasing
their dimensions would help to lower water levels.

| have also included results for the proposed conditions modelling. The proposed model shows lower water levels than
existing at all locations due to the lower flows and wider channel.

Existing ground elevations at the crossings are included and most of the locations show flooding outside the banks during
the 100-year storm under proposed conditions, although some of them are fairly minor (0.1 m). The areas at the
downstream end (Forest Glen and the E.C. Row) look to be flooding park land (there is no development shown in the low
areas in the air photos so these areas likely flood often and have not been developed). Upstream of the railway the
highest flooding occurs at Lauzon Road and Country Road 42. The surrounding land is relatively low compared to the
channel invert at these locations (2.2 and 2.4 m respectively where at most of the other crossings the channel is around 3
m below the surrounding land).

The general direction I've been given is to keep the 100-year flood line inside the channel. Possibly ways to make this
happen are to:

e Lower the channel

e Fillin the floodplain

e  Widen the proposed channel and road crossings
e Some combination of the above

e Other??

Jayson Innes, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.
Senior Water Resources Engineer
Stantec

49 Frederick Street

Kitchener ON N2H 6M7

Ph: (519) 585-7282

Fx: (519) 579-8664
jayson.innes@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.

Brian Hillman
Director, Planning and Building Services

X = IDaniel Piescic
IDirector, Public Works and Environmental Services

dpiescic @tecumseh.ca
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This e-mail and any attachment(s) are confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient
please notify me immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and do not copy, use or disclose it. Messages
sent to and from us may be monitored.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

; __/ Tim Oliver
- / Dillon Consulting Limited
DMLLON 202 King Street West Suite 300
G Chatham, Ontario, N7M 1E5
T -519.354.7802 ext. 3317
F - 519.354.2050
M - 519.359.5600
TOliver@dillon.ca
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Daniel Piescic
Director, Public Works and Environmental Services

dpiescic@tecumseh.ca
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519-735-2184 ext 140 - 519-735-6712 -www.tecumseh.ca
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From: Daniel Piescic <dpiescic@tecumseh.ca>

Sent: 2013-07-30 3:22 PM

To: Brian Hillman; Godo, Anna; Innes, Jayson

Cc: TByrne@erca.org; Stan Taylor (STaylor@erca.org); Phil Bartnik
Subject: RE: Upper Little R. Report -2013-06-14-Sections_1_to_4.docx
Everyone:

Engineering Services has done a cursory review of the Draft Report for the Upper Little River Master Plan:
Comments are as follows:
Project Title
. Project title should be: “Upper Little River Stormwater Management Master Plan”??
Title Page / Table of Contents
. The date of the draft report should be identified on the title page for reference
. Pages ii, iii, iv — the header needs to be formatted as the rest of the report
. Section 3.3 Public Involvement — This section needs to be expanded and should include sub-sections for:
Notices/Advertisements
Public Information Centres
Council Presentations
Correspondence/meetings with First Nations, etc.
Section 4.0 Existing Conditions — need to include a sub-sections for:
Archaeological Assessment (Stage 1 at a minimum should be completed)
Social and Economic Environment
Additional Sections need to be added to the Report that discuss:
Summary of Alternatives, including the factors of how each alternative was evaluated, and figures
Preferred Alternative, including figures, preliminary cost estimate, property issues, issues with existing field tile
rainage, site access for maintenance, environmental impact, mitigating measures, etc.

e O O e« OO OO
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List of Tables / Figures

. The List of Figures does not match what is attached at the end of the report.

. The Figures should all be located at the end of the Report and include a title page for the section (including the list
of the figures).

. Figures should have a standard “figure template”.

. Figures that are included in the body of the Report should be re-labelled as “Plates” and a List of Plates is to be
added to the table of contents.

. Need Figures depicting the various alternatives, and preferred solution

. Figure 14 — Legend to be revised to: “Little Creek River Watershed Boundary”

. May want to add a “Land Use Plan” Figure

List of Appendices

. This section needs to be completed, as the body of the Report makes reference to individual Appendices.
Body of Report

. Section 3.1

o 2nd paragraph to be revised to:
2011).."

. Section 3.3

o Section to be expanded as discussed above

o 4th last paragraph on Page 3.5 to read: “..The Open House portion of the May October meeting consisted...”
. All Tables, Appendices, and Plates when referred to in the text of the report (including the titles) are to be
BOLD. This was not consistent throughout the report.

u“

“...by the Municipal Engineers Association (October 2000, as amended in 2007 &




. Locations in the report where reference is made to “Attachments” and “Drawings”. This needs to be reviewed
and revised.
. Locations in the report where the text makes reference to a Table, however the Table referred to is in a previous

section and does not contain that specific information (eg. on Page 4.34 references Table 2 & Page 4.35 references
Table 1). This needs to be reviewed and revised
. Section 4.1.5.6.3 (Page 4.13)
e First and second bullet paragraphs have provincially rankings of S3? and S2?. The “?” needs to be removed
from the context of the report.

Dan

From: Brian Hillman

Sent: July-25-13 2:45 PM

To: Daniel Piescic

Subject: FW: Upper Little R. Report -2013-06-14-Sections_1_to_4.docx

See below and ERCA’s comments attached...

From: Stan Taylor [mailto:STaylor@erca.org]

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 10:20 AM

To: Godo, Anna; Brian Hillman

Cc: Tim Byrne

Subject: FW: Upper Little R. Report -2013-06-14-Sections_1_to_4.docx

Anna, Brian

Further to my email below, Tim Byrne has asked that | send you copies of my comments ( attached) .. | had a couple of
very minor comments on the Figures also ( file is too large to email)

As you likely know, Tim is the ERCA lead on this now ( as of April — | am back into Source Water Protection with a full
work program there again ) .. he asked me to advise you to please send him any comments you may have on the partial
draft Report ASAP ( and copy me please)

Please note that Stantec’s posting of this material on their FTP site will apparently expire in the next couple of days ...
we recommend that you download the files from the FTP site ASAP if you haven’t done so already ( | will send you the
coordinates for that via separate email)

Thanks
Stan

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Stan Taylor

Sent: July 24, 2013 3:50 PM

To: Tim Byrne

Cc: John Henderson

Subject: Upper Little R. Report -2013-06-14-Sections_1_to_4.docx

Tim

My comments are as shown on the attached .. a couple of them are questions for you, or things that | think may need
your input ..

| assume you will pass them along to Jayson, with any clarifications you may need to make to my comments
| have comments on a couple of the maps too .. | will send those to you separately ( large file)

Did anyone else have any comments ( e.g. Windsor, Tecumseh, or yourself)? .. | haven’t seen any

| look forward to seeing the complete draft Report, with the recommendations etc.

Stan

Brian Hillman

Director, Planning and Building Services

Daniel Piescic

Director, Public Works and Environmental Services
dpiescic@tecumseh.ca

Town of Tecumseh - - Tecumseh, ON. - N8N 1W9
519-735-2184 ext 140 - 519-735-6712 -www.tecumseh.ca

*** DISCLAIMER ***

This e-mail and any attachment(s) are confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient please notify me immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and do not copy, use or
disclose it. Messages sent to and from us may be monitored.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.




From: Godo, Anna <agodo@city.windsor.on.ca>
Sent: 2015-03-20 3:06 PM

To: Innes, Jayson; 'Tim Byrne'; Brian Hillman
Cc: Daniel Piescic

Subject: RE: Upper Little River SWM Study - Status
Jayson,

| have a few minor comments.

Pages 1.1 & 1.3, last sentence of 1% paragraph. prior o the expansion of water services within the study area
It would be more correct to say that it was “prior to the expansion of storm sewer services within the study area”, or
municipal stormwater management system, but not related to water.

Page 3.15, | do not understand the following sentence from the last paragraph: The Little River springs from within the
northern portion of the study area.

Anna

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 22, 2015 2:57 PM

To: Godo, Anna; 'Tim Byrne'; Brian Hillman

Cc: Daniel Piescic

Subject: RE: Upper Little River SWM Study - Status

Thank you for your comments. We will work on addressing them.

| have attached a copy of the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment for this project. It was referenced in the Draft
Environmental Study Report and it needs to be submitted to the Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport as part of the
archeology work. Please let me know if you have any comments before it is finalized and submitted.

Thanks

From: Godo, Anna [mailto:agodo@city.windsor.on.ca]
Sent: January-13-15 4:42 PM

To: 'Tim Byrne'; Brian Hillman; Innes, Jayson

Cc: Daniel Piescic

Subject: RE: Upper Little River SWM Study - Status

With respect to the draft report, | have 3 items which we have not previously discussed.

1. Under Section 8.1 (Next Steps), should the next step be to develop a functional design for the Upper Little River
system prior to undertaking final design for specific development blocks? Do we have enough information to
include parameters for the functional design in this report?

2. Under the Lauzon Parkway Class EA, the consultant was having trouble figuring out how to drain the E-W
Arterial Road east of Lauzon Parkway. One suggestion is to extend the E-W Arterial SWM facility. Can we
include this in our report?

3. Should add some text similar to this excerpt from Chapter 7, East Pelton Planning Area, from the City of Windsor
Official Plan, Volume II.

Stormwater Management, 7.6.26 To provide for a stormwater management system which minimizes the
impact of urban development on the natural environment, is integrated as an amenity within the existing
drain system and the open space system. It is capable of meeting applicable water quality and quantity
requirements while minimizing any potential impacts on the Windsor International Airport related to
waterfowl.

Various departments from the City met to review the draft document. Particular attention was paid to Chapters 6, 7 &
8 (Description of Preferred Alternative, Design Considerations, Project Implementation).

Executive Summary

- Do not refer to Little River as a Creek.

- Delete 3 duplicate paragraphs on page ii. The following was repeated 2x in the exec summary p ii and iii
Stantec is the lead consultant (project management and water resources), in cooperation with
Parrish Geomorphic Ltd (fluvial geomorphology), to complete a Class EA Study to determine a
preferred approach to providing stormwater management control measures for the upper Little
River watershed.

The Project Team, consisting of representatives from the City of Windsor, the Town of Tecumseh,
the Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA), the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), and the
Consultant Team, has examined a number of alternatives for stormwater management control
based on a combination of previous documentation and current information. In addition, two
Public Information Centres (PIC) (May 29, 2012 and October 22, 2012) have been held to receive
input on the alternative options investigated and to present the preferred option.

A preferred option was developed as a result of an evaluation of alternatives and public/agency
input, and is considered representative of the most appropriate option to achieve the required
controls, while maximizing opportunities to conserve existing natural conditions. Details of the
Study process, from conceptual development of alternatives through to selection and preliminary
design of the preferred alternative, are summarized in the following ESR, which is fo be
considered for approval by the Municipalities.

Should add to the Executive Summary under the main objectives paragraph, something to the effect that — the study
anticipated development of the lands by multiple land owners and addresses/supports the ability of individual land
owners to proceed.

3.3 Public Involvement

- Page 3.5, note that PIC#2 was held in conjunction with Lauzon Parkway Environmental Assessment and SS
Secondary Plan PIC’s, i.e. In addition, PIC #2 for the Lauzon Parkway Environmental Assessment and the third workshop
for the Sandwich South Secondary Plan were held concurrently at the same location.

- Page 3.11, 2nd bullet point. Is text referring to Baseline Road in Windsor? If so, it is not Little Baseline Rd.

- Page 3.12. Clarify which study recommended the limits of proposed E-W Arterial Road. Confirm that the East
Pelton Secondary Plan identified a corridor from Walker Road to 8th Concession Road.

4.1.5.7 Aquatic Resources

- Page 4.20, Table 4. Is 7th Concession Drain classified, or is this considered the 7th Street Drain Diversion?
- Check how Figure 5 is referenced. Page 4.23, 2nd last paragraph — should it reference Figure 4?

- Where is Figure 5 referenced in the report?

4.2.9 Potential Mitigation Measures




- Page 4.34, the group should review/comment on the recommended mitigation measures
Perforated storm laterals. DISADVANTAGES

Perforated Pond Outlets. DISADVANTAGES

Soakaway Pits / Infiltration Trench. DISADVANTAGES

Longer Drawdown Times for SWM Facilities.

- Page 4.36. Check wording of “Baseflow temperatures are higher the groundwater flows.”

o0 O o o

4.3.4 Existing Drainage

- In the 1st paragraph of this section on Page 4.40, what does “Downstream of the study area (north of E.C. Row
Expressway) Little River remains in a natural state.” | believe that this is inaccurate.

- Page 4.42. In Table 8, it references “North Townline Rd. (County Road 42)”. If referring to the road, it should
be called County Road 42; if referring to the drain, it should be called North Townline Rd. Drain.

- Page 4.43. If referring to the road, it should be called County Road 42; if referring to the drain, it should be
called North Townline Rd. Drain.

- Page 4.43. In last bullet, 7th Concession Road is not Walker Road (no ‘s’) north of Legacy Park Drive. South of
Legacy Park Drive, although Walker Road is technically also the 7th Concession, no one refers to it that way. Delete
“Road” when referring to the 6th Concession Drain.

- Page 4.44. Where is the junction of the 6th and 9th Conc Drains with a flow split?

- Page 4.45. Table 9 Where is the confluence of Little River and 9th Conc Drain?; Refer to the road as County
Road 42 (not North Townline Road).

4.4.1 Hydraulics Introduction
- Refer to it as 7th Street Drain Diversion, not "drainage"

4.4.2 Methodology

- Page 4.50, "entrance" should be singular for culvert entrances in last bullet of first group.
- Page 4.51, Table 12. Road name is "Forest Glade", not Glen.

- Page 4.61. refer to Sandwich South Employment Lands, not Windsor Annex Lands.

Check page numbering for Chapter 6. It starts on 6.12

6.1.1 Design Criteria
- for water quantity, what happens if IDF curves are updates?
- pedestrian paths - primary paths should be above 100 year water level and paved (i.e. asphalt). Elsewhere in the
document, it recommends gravel pathways. Suggest that this is o.k. for secondary paths.

p6.13 “construct ponds and establish vegetation prior to pond being brought on-line”
Document should add text for option to construct temporary SWM facilities until such time that vegetation is
established and permanent SWM is brought on-line.

6.1.2 Recommended Strategy

After Figure 14-16, it refers to corridors of 120 to 200m. This should be shown on a drawing. Figures 16 should be
revised to conform with this.

p6.14 “The SWM corridor is approximately 200m wide for Upper Little River and 120m wide for all other tributaries”
Text should be added that these corridors are reserved until such time that detailed design and report confirm size of
facility; surplus lands will be released.

p6.15 “...all other development (including trails) must be located outside of this boundary to prevent flood
damage.” Delete “including trails” — secondary trails are permitted within the 100year flood elevation.

Table 17. North Townline Road should read as County Road 42.
Second paragraph below refers to CN Rail Line. Are we recommending channel lowering outside of the study area (CN
Rail - Via Tracks), or upstream of CPR?

Table 18 and paragraph below it. Road should read, Forest Glade.
Need Planning Level Cost Estimate in Chapter 6.

6.2.1.1 Wetlands
It is noted that “no provincially significant wetlands have been identified within the study area”. What about the
wetlands at Windsor Airport?

Page 7.1, Section 7.0 1% paragraph. Should read “incidents”, not indecent.

7.4 Stormwater Pumping
In first paragraph, it states “Drawing 5 shows catchment areas where pumping is possible”. | don’t see how that is
represented on the drawing. Drawing 5 only shows estimated depth of storm sewer below existing ground elevation.

7.6 Archaeology

Archaeology is miss-spelled in the report. What was outcome of Stage 1 assessment? Portions of the study area exhibit
a moderate to high potential for the identification and recovery of archaeological resources — where? It also states
Stage 2 is required. Add text regarding the timing. Where is Stage 2 assessment recommended? There are no maps or
areas referenced.

8.1.1 Final Design

Last paragraph states “The preferred alternative is intended to be constructed in stages as needed for development to
progress as shown on Drawing 3.” Drawing 3 shows the assumed future land uses; it does not address how
development would progress.

Should include description of minimum requirements for functional/detailed design for staged development.

8.1.2 Permits and Approval Requirements
Archaeological Resources — it doesn’t specifically say to review the map & undertake a Stage 2.

8.2.1 Project Implementation Schedule
Following Council endorsement of this ESR, the report will be available for a 30-day public review
period. If there are no concerns raised during the 30-day review period the project will have
environmental clearance for final design and construction subject to receipt of all approvals and
exemptions.

Don’t the remaining phases of the EA process need to be completed prior to implementation?

Anna

From: Tim Byrne [mailto: TByrne@erca.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 4:43 PM

To: Brian Hillman; jayson.innes@stantec.com
Cc: Godo, Anna; Daniel Piescic
Subject: RE: Upper Little River SWM Study - Status

Brian- We have been provided a draft document that we have begun to review. We need to speak to Dan on some of
the issues and there are some clarifications with the City requiring attention. We will be completing a review and
providing some comments within a week. Sorry for the lack of attention of late to this file, there have been other brush
fires requiring extinguishing.




From: Brian Hillman [mailto:bhillman@tecumseh.ca]

Sent: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 2:27 PM

To: Innes, Jayson (jayson.innes@stantec.com)

Cc: Godo, Anna (agodo@city.windsor.on.ca); Tim Byrne; Daniel Piescic
Subject: Upper Little River SWM Study - Status

Jayson:

We have not seen any activity on this file in some time. Can you advise of its status and projected
timelines/outstanding actions for completion?

Perhaps a conference call with all affected parties can be convened if deemed necessary.
Thanks,

Brian.

Brian Hillman

Director, Planning and Building Services

bhillman@tecumseh.ca

Town of Tecumseh - 917 Lesperance Rd. - Tecumseh, ON. - N8N 1W9
Phone: 519-735-2184 ,131 Fax: 519-735-6712 - www.tecumseh.ca

*** DISCLAIMER ***

This e-mail and any attachment(s) are confidential and may be privileged.
If you are not the intended recipient please notify me immediately by return
e-malil, delete this e-mail and do not copy, use or disclose it.

Messages sent to and from us may be monitored.

£ Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.

From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2015-06-18 12:39 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Tim Byrne; Godo, Anna; Brian Hillman

Subject: Upper Little River Draft Report

Attachments: Draft Report 2014-07-22 - ERCA Comments .docx

Good afternoon Jayson,

We have reviewed the Draft report for the Upper Little River Study and comments have been provided in Track Changes
mode within the attached document. In addition, the following general comments/questions are provided:

1. Portions of the report refer to the entire study area while other portions that should relate to the entire area
only seem to reference the SWM corridor. Please review.

2. The context of regional storm vs. regulatory storm vs. 1:100 year storm is not clear in some sections of the
report. We should have a discussion on this matter to ensure that the content of the final report is accurate.

3. It appears that a substantial amount of additional information will be available in the Appendices. When will
the Appendices be available for review? In many locations where Appendices are referenced in the report, it
would be helpful to have related figures included in the body of the report.

4. Have the MNR Technical Guides been considered in the modelling analysis.

We anticipate that a conference call will be beneficial to discuss finalizing the report once you have had a chance to
review our comments. We will contact you next week to schedule a conference call.

Regards,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email
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return this transmission to us or destroy it.




From: Forest, Flavio <fforest@dillon.ca>

Sent: 2015-10-07 6:34 PM

To: John Henderson

Cc: Daniel Piescic; Brian Hillman; Phil Bartnik; Innes, Jayson; Paul Donahue
Subject: Re: Upper Little River Study

Attachments: Tecumseh Hamlet Storm Outlets.pdf

John, further to my meeting with the Town of Tecumseh this morning, I would like to confirm the following
comments on the Town's behalf as it relates to this study:

e The Town's requirement would be that the permanent pool elevations of the stormwater management
facilities be established no higher than the invert elevation of the proposed storm sewer outlets to these
facilities (we have attached a figure from previous communications with Stantec in 2012 that reconfirm
these proposed storm sewer outlet sizes/flows/elevations for your reference). As discussed, this is
required to avoid having the storm sewers surcharged between rainfall events. The Town appreciates
that this will result in the need for pump stations to discharge the allowable flows from these stormwater
management facilities to the downstream receiving watercourses, and would like to have these
allowable discharge rates confirmed for each location.

¢ The Town would like ensure that the active storage requirements for these stormwater facilities be re-
evaluated to confirm that there would be no negative impacts to the existing and proposed developments
in the respective subdrainage areas. This includes an evaluation of whether there could be risks of
surface flooding from hydraulic gradeline impacts for frequent storm events (1:5 year level of service)
and for the 1:100 year major storm event. Active storage water levels for varying storm events should
be confirmed and evaluated to ensure that they provide acceptable outlet conditions for the storm
drainage systems.

e The Town requests that the physical dimensions (plan and profile) of these stormwater management
facilities be reconfirmed to a more functional level of detail (and in light of the above criteria). As you
may be aware, the Town of Tecumseh has been developing a Secondary Plan for the Tecumseh Hamlet
area, which is now beyond the 90 percent stage of completion. It is critical that any adjustments that
may be required to the land areas required to accommodate these facilities be more
firmly/conservatively established so as not to compromise the Secondary Plan process and its
implementation in the future.

We would be pleased to meet with you to review these comments in further detail.
Regards,

,_‘__’4 Flavio R. Forest, P.Eng.,

Partner

”[\[.'IP\N Dillon Consulting Limited
3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
T -519.948.4243 ext. 3233
F - 519.948.5054
M - 519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email

On Tue, Oct 6, 2015 at 5:21 PM, Innes, Jayson <jayson.innes @stantec.com> wrote:

1

The permanent pool (PP) or normal water elevations reported in the model/table were based on flows
draining by gravity to Little River. The ponds were set slightly above elevations in the Little River or nearby
municipal drains.

The city prefers to keep the inlet pipe above the PP elevation. If it is below the PP, then pipe needs to have a
flap gate and be dewatered between events. A gravity overflow is required in case of pump failure.

Where the storm sewers are well below the gravity PP elevation the idea is that the PP elevation would be
lowered to accommodate the sewer and the flows pumped fo a gravity outlet. We had looked at lowering
the outlets somewhat, but there is often significant backwater from Upper Little River. The exact PP elevation
difference between a gravity drained pond and a pump drainage pond depends on the detailed grading
design which is not known at most locations and varies depending on the site. To try and manage this the
conceptual pond block sizes were increased to accommodate additional grading.

From: Forest, Flavio [mailto:fforest@dillon.ca]
Sent: October-05-15 9:50 AM

To: John Henderson

Cc: Daniel Piescic; Innes, Jayson; Brian Hillman
Subject: Re: Upper Little River Study

Good morning John, we have received information from Stantec and are in the process of summarizing our
thoughts. We have a meeting scheduled with the Town on Wednesday morning, and hope to be in a position
to provide you with our comments shortly afterwards.

In general, the questions we raised with Jayson Innes and the resulting discussions we held back in 2012/2013
continue to be of concern, and they relate primarily to the elevation of the Tecumseh Hamlet storm sewer
outlets to the proposed pond facilities and how this affects the operation/maintenance of the Town's storm
sewer systems. It appears that the storm sewer outlets would be well below the pond's proposed permanent
pool elevations (normal water levels), resulting in continuously submerged storm sewer systems. Also, the
storm sewer outlets would be lower than the proposed bottom of the ponds, which would either suggest the
need to lower the ponds (resulting in an increased pond footprint), or the need for lift station to pump the
storm sewer flows up into the proposed ponds.

We understood that Jayson Innes had requested direction from the City on typical design standards for ponds
in our region, but it does not appear that the proposed pond solutions reflect any changes that would address

these concerns.

Please contact me if you would like to discuss this in further detail.




Regards,

Flavio

_‘_‘/ Flavio R. Forest, P.Eng.,

Partner
DHLLOMN Dillon Consulting Limited
@omstinie 3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
T - 519.948.4243 ext. 3233
F -519.948.5054
M -519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca

b% Please consider the environment before printing this email

On Fri, Oct 2, 2015 at 5:14 PM, John Henderson <JHenderson @erca.org> wrote:

Hi Dan,

T am following up on your review of the Upper Little River Study. A developer in Windsor is very anxious to
start moving forward with functional design in a portion the study area. It has the potential to get
political. Has Dillon completed their review and have comments been sent to Stantec?

Please let me know when you have a minute.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)

360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6
519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Daniel Piescic [mailto:dpiescic@tecumseh.ca]

Sent: August-18-15 4:24 PM

To: John Henderson

Cc: Innes, Jayson; Forest, Flavio (FForest@dillon.ca); Brian Hillman
Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study

John

I have reviewed but have also forwarded the document to Dillon to ascertain whether it is consistent with the
Towns proposed Functional Service Plan for the Tecumseh hamlet secondary Plan as it relates to Storm Water
management.

As T'understand it ....Stantac has to provide some information to Dillon in order to complete the review. I also
understand that Jayson has been on vacation and Dillon must wait until Jayson is back in order for him to
liaise with Dillon and provide the needed information so that Dillon can complete their review.

Thank you

Dan

From: John Henderson [mailto:JHenderson@erca.org]
Sent: August-18-15 12:47 PM

To: Daniel Piescic

Cc: Innes, Jayson

Subject: Upper Little River Study




Hi Dan,

Further to our conference call a few weeks ago, I am following up to see if you have had a chance to review
the draft report and provide comments to Stantec.

Please let me know.

Thanks,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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return this transmission to us or destroy it.

Daniel Piescic P.Eng.

Director, Public Works and Environmental Services
dpiescic@tecumseh.ca

'Town of Tecumseh - - Tecumseh, ON. - N8N 1W9

Phone: 519-735-2184 , 140 Fax: 519-735-6712 - www.tecumseh.ca
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From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2016-01-27 12:34 PM

To: Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Brian Hillman; Innes, Jayson; Tim Byrne; Forest, Flavio
Subject: Upper Little River Meeting Summary - January, 27 2015

Importance: High

Good afternoon Everyone.

Thank you for participating in the conference call this morning to discuss Tecumseh’s comments/concerns
regarding the draft Upper Little River Study information that Stantec has been provided for review. The
following highlights the main topics that were discussed:

e Tecumseh previously provided storm sewer invert information for future sewers that will discharge
into the proposed ponds.

e Tecumseh wants their storm sewers to be dry after rainfall events.

e Tecumseh wants confirmation that the proposed pond storage elevations will not adversely impact the
hydraulics of the existing upstream storm sewers.

e Stantec advised that the proposed storm sewer inverts and the existing related invert elevations of
Little River are approximately equal. The ponds will therefore have to be pumped.

e Tecumseh prefers to pump the ponds with smaller pump stations to draw the normal water level
below the sewer inverts versus having substantially larger pump stations to pump the storm sewers
into the ponds.

e Stantec’s current assessment has assumed that 70% to 80% of the pre-development 1:100 year flows
can be released from the ponds into the downstream municipal drains.

o Most municipal drains are designed to a 1:2 or 1:5 year storm for pre-development conditions.

o The currently assumed pond release rates may adversely impact downstream lands.

o The proposed pond outlet rates must consider the existing available capacity in the
downstream municipal drains in accordance with the existing drainage by-laws. This would
avoid having to undertake drainage improvements in portions of the municipal drains that are
located within the City of Windsor. If this is not possible, due to pond area requirements,
airport issues, etc., downstream municipal drain improvements may need to be considered.

o Stantec will review the drainage report information they have and advise if they have sufficient
information to estimate the existing available downstream drain capacities.

o Tecumseh will review their files to determine if they have any additional information that will
assist in estimating downstream drain capacities and forward any available information to
Stantec (with a copy to ERCA).

o Once the available downstream drain capacities are determined, Stantec will re-run their pond
modeling with the revised release rates and determine the pond storage requirements.

o With the revised pond storage requirements and the future Tecumseh storm sewer inverts,
Stantec will develop preliminary pond sizing requirements to confirm the anticipated land area
needed for each pond. Currently, a 120 metre wide corridor has been proposed for the
stormwater facilities. If this proposed corridor width cannot accommodate the pond area
requirements, the municipal drains and other proposed services, alternatives will have to be
considered.

o Airport constraints must be considered in the proposed pond configurations.

Stantec advised that, provided that they have sufficient information to estimate the capacities of the
downstream drains, it will take approximately a week to re-run the modeling and disseminate the
results for further review/discussion.

Tecumseh requires that all proposed stormwater facilities are located completely within the limits of
the Town of Tecumseh.

It was discussed that the study appendices are required in order for all partners to complete their
review of the draft information. Stantec advised that it will take approximately a week to complete
the draft appendices for distribution.

There is significant development pressure in portions of the Upper Little River Study area. It is desired
by all partners that this process proceeds as quickly as possible to finalize this study.

We trust that this summary captures the main topics that were discussed. If you have any questions or would
like to provide clarification on this information, please do so by January 29, 2016.

Best regards,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2016-02-03 4:19 PM

To: Godo, Anna; Innes, Jayson

Cc: Tim Byrne

Subject: Upper Little River Meeting Summary - February 3, 2016
Importance: High

Good afternoon Anna and Jayson,

Thank you for participating in the conference call today to discuss Windsor’s comments/concerns regarding
the draft Upper Little River Study information that Stantec has provided for review. The following highlights
the main topics that were discussed:

e Stantec’s current assessment has assumed that 70% to 80% of the pre-development 1:100 year flows
can be released from the ponds into the existing municipal drains.

o Most municipal drains are designed to a 1:2 or 1:5 year storm for pre-development conditions.

o The currently assumed pond release rates may adversely impact downstream lands without
improvements to the existing watercourses.

o ltis likely that development will proceed prior to potential improvements to the existing
municipal drains. The proposed pond outlet rates must consider the existing available capacity
in the downstream municipal drains in accordance with the existing drainage by-laws. If this is
not possible due to pond area requirements, airport issues, etc., alternative may need to be
considered.

o Stantec will review the drainage report information they have and advise if they have sufficient
information to estimate the existing available downstream drain capacities.

o Once the available downstream drain capacities are determined, Stantec will re-run their pond
modeling with the revised release rates and determine the pond storage requirements.

o With the revised pond storage requirements, Stantec will develop preliminary pond sizing
requirements to confirm the anticipated land area needed for each pond. Currently, a 120
metre wide corridor has been proposed for the stormwater facilities. If this proposed corridor
width cannot accommodate the pond area requirements, the municipal drains and other
proposed services, alternatives will have to be considered.

o Airport constraints must be considered in the proposed pond configurations.

o Pond sizing will also be estimated with the downstream channels being improved to convey 70
% to 80 % of the pre-development 1:100 year flows. Under this scenario, the design
parameters for the improved channels are required. This approach gives the City the option of
undertaking channel improvements in order to reduce pumping times and/or pond sizes as
larger portions of the area become developed.

e |t was discussed that the study appendices are required in order for all partners to complete their
review of the draft information. Stantec advised that it will take approximately a week to complete
the draft appendices for distribution.

e Stantec is going to review the proposed Airport Solar Farm layout/area and adjust the modelling
accordingly.

e There is significant development pressure in portions of the Upper Little River Study area. It is desired
by all partners that this process proceeds as quickly as possible to finalize this study.

We trust that this summary captures the main topics that were discussed. If you have any questions or would
like to provide clarification on this information, please do so by February 5, 2016.

Best regards,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2016-08-16 9:37 AM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Godo, Anna; Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Richard Wyma; Tim Byrne
Subject: Upper Little River Study - Future Drain Capacity

Importance: High

Good morning Jayson,

In response to your question, we have contacted both Town of Tecumseh and the City of Windsor. Both partners have
advised that they do not plan on improving the capacity of the existing drains other than routine maintenance to
restore the drains to their original capacity as per the current drainage engineer’s reports.

The existing drain capacity estimates that you have used in your modeling must be clearly presented in the final
report. Some drains, such as the 6 Concession Drain (Windsor), will ultimately be re-located and the relocation must
be size appropriately. Also, it is proposed that a new drain will be constructed along the future east-west arterial road
(Windsor) which has been identified as a stormwater management corridor. At this time, we do not know what
capacity you have used for this future channel in the modelling. It is unlikely that this channel will be designed to
convey the pre 1:100 year flows. The ultimate capacity of this channel will most likely depend on the existing capacity
of the unimproved Little River Drain at their confluence. Please advise on how this future east-west drainage channel
has been addressed.

In addition to the above, we would also like to see a schedule for the completion of this project. There continues to be
significant development pressure in this area and completion of this study is required to allow functional design studies
to begin within each of the proposed catchment areas.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: Daniel Piescic [mailto:dpiescic@tecumseh.ca]
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2016 1:33 PM

To: John Henderson; Godo, Anna; Phil Bartnik

Cc: Tim Byrne; Forest, Flavio (FForest@dillon.ca)
Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

HiJohn

The Town will not be improving the downstream drains to allow for larger release rates than originally designed other
than to carry out repairs or maintenance to the drains to restore the drain’s flow capacity to its original capacity as per
the drainage engineers report.

Thank you
Dan

From: John Henderson [mailto:JHenderson@erca.org]
Sent: August-15-16 8:27 AM

To: Godo, Anna; Phil Bartnik; Daniel Piescic

Cc: Tim Byrne

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status
Importance: High

Good morning Everyone,

To date we have not received a response to our August 5, 2016 e-mail. Please respond so we can provide the
appropriate information to Stantec to allow them to finalize the Draft report.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: John Henderson

Sent: Friday, August 5, 2016 4:45 PM

To: Godo, Anna; 'Phil Bartnik'; 'Daniel Piescic'
Cc: Tim Byrne

Subject: FW: Upper Little River Study - Status

Good afternoon Everyone,

As you are aware, Stantec has revised the proposed pond release rates to consider the existing carrying
capacity of the receiving drains. As a result, pond sizes have increased, and when the area is fully developed,
the post development flow to the Little River during major events will be less than existing conditions
(assuming water can overland route to the Little River now).




Stantec’s is asking if this is the ultimate condition for this area or will the downstream drains eventually be
improved to allow for larger release rates. It is my understanding that some drains may be improved in the
future (i.e. 6™ Concession Drain — Windsor) but that this is likely not the case for most drains. Increasing
future drain capacities to increase pond release rates would lead to smaller storage requirements, however, it
also raises the following items:

e Upgrades to the downstream watercourses to convey larger flows will likely be very costly.

e |tis anticipated that the ponds will have pumped outlets. Future increases to the pond release rates
may require pump upgrades. If this is the intended path forward, the ultimate pond release rates
should be considered in the subsequent functional design for each proposed pump station in the
individual catchment areas.

® With development planned in this area for many years, the ponds will be fully established when all
downstream improvements are completed.

e Based on the local flat topography and related limitations on overland routing, the existing
watercourses likely do not convey the 1:100 year flows now.

e etc.

Has increasing the capacity of the existing receiving watercourses been considered for this area as
development proceeds?

My initial thoughts are that, other than for one or two of the major receiving watercourses, it is unlikely that
the watercourses would be improved to convey significantly more flow than their current theoretical design
capacity. In addition, the reduction in flow rates to the Little River may benefit the downstream floodprone
lands that are protected by the Little River Flood Control dykes by reducing downstream high water
elevations.

Please let me know what the municipal intentions are with regard to the ultimate carrying capacities of the
existing open drains that will provide outlet for the proposed ponds.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 4, 2016 5:01 PM
To: John Henderson

Cc: Tim Byrne; Richard Wyma
Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

I was adding the work we did this spring for Tecumseh where we looked at lowering the outflows from the SWM
ponds to the capacity of the existing municipal drains, which was generally below existing conditions, so that
any area can develop independently. | am unsure whether this is an ultimate condition or whether the flows
will be allowed to increase up fo existing once there are downstream improvements. With the lower municipal
drain flows the 100yr flow is about 1/2 of existing and water levels are always within the channel. | was sure
how to word this in the report.

Thanks

From: John Henderson [mailto:JHenderson@erca.org]
Sent: 2016-07-12 11:04 AM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Tim Byrne; Richard Wyma

Subject: Upper Little River Study - Status
Importance: High

Good morning Jayson,

| am following up with you to get a status report on this project. We are again getting pressure from local politicians
and developers who are anxious to get developments moving within the study area. As per Dillon’s June 3, 2016 e-mail,
it appears that Tecumseh concerns have been addressed, however, with larger ponds they have re-raised the concern
about waterfowl and the airport. This may be more of a detailed design issue, however, we need to be confident that it
can be adequately address during detailed design. Have you considered the impact of larger ponds in relation to airport
concerns?

In addition, we still have not received the draft appendices for review/comment. When will they be available?

| have reviewed our files and the most current version of the Draft report that we have was included in your attached
November 23, 2015 e-mail. Is this still the current version of the Draft report? If not, please provide your most recent
draft report that will correspond to the appendices.

At this point in time, we need to set a schedule for the completion of this project.
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the above.

Best regards,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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Daniel Piescic P.Eng.

Director Public Works & Environmental Services
dpiescic@tecumseh.ca

Town of Tecumseh - - Tecumseh, ON. - N8N 1W9

Phone: 519-735-2184 , 140 Fax: 519-735-6712 - www.tecumseh.ca

*** DISCLAIMER ***

This e-mail and any attachment(s) are confidential and may be privileged.
If you are not the intended recipient please notify me immediately by return
e-malil, delete this e-mail and do not copy, use or disclose it.

Messages sent to and from us may be monitored.
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From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2016-11-23 4:26 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Godo, Anna; Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Brian Hillman; Richard Wyma; Tim Byrne; Forest,
Flavio

Subject: Upper Little River Study Draft Oct 2016 - Review Comments

Attachments: Capture.JPG

Importance: High

Hi Jayson,

As per our phone conversation this morning, the City and ERCA have reviewed your October 2016 Draft report and
related information for the Upper Little River Study. Comments are expected soon from the Town of Tecumseh.

All City/ERCA comments and supporting information have been uploaded to your ftp site (See attached for list of 13
uploaded files).

In addition to ERCA’s uploaded comments, we also provide the following:

Appendix B — Correspondence includes letters received through project consultation. Some of these letters,
such as correspondence from the Caldwell First Nation, were not in support of the study. How were these
letters/concerns dealt with through the study process.

On page 1 of Appendix G, the Current PC-SWMM Model Proposed water elevations and flows in the first table
do not match the Current PC-SWMM Model proposed water elevations and flows in the Proposed table at the
bottom of the page. Please clarify.

Drawing 4 is titled Proposed Land Use Plan. This could be taken to infer that the EA process will somehow result
in changes to the land use designations in the study area. The EA process is not the Planning Act process.
Changes in land use designations require approval under the Planning Act and any such approvals are required
to be consistent with the 2014 PPS. The information contained within the EA report is deficient in several
aspects in that it is not considered a complete EIA which has demonstrated no negative impact. At what part of
the process will the EIA be completed for this area, in accordance with PPS policies? This will require additional
biological work as most of the data being used in this report is many years old. Perhaps Drawing 4 should be
renamed Potential Future Land Use Plan (or similar) with a qualifier that it is subject to additional studies under
the Planning Act process. This next Planning Act process step must be clearly identified in Section 8 of the
report.

It is anticipated that functional design studies may be undertaken for individual subcatchments within the
overall study area vs. one functional design for the entire study area. It is noted in the report that fisheries
offsetting may be required for the proposed loss of some open drains. It is further noted that fisheries
offsetting may be required in some subcatchments for loss of habitat in other subcatchments. This needs to be
known during the subcatchment functional design. It appears that the future drain assessment/DFO review
should likely be completed for the entire area as a next step before functional designs proceed. If this is correct,
this should be clearly identified in Section 8 of the report.




As discussed, the City is hoping to present the final report to their Standing Committee in mid December. This would
require the final report to be available by December 1, 2016. You advised that this was very aggressive, however, you
would review the submitted comments (once they are all received) and then provide a schedule for completion.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688
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From: Forest, Flavio <fforest@dillon.ca>

Sent: 2016-12-13 6:33 PM

To: John Henderson

Cc: Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Brian Hillman; Winterton, Mark; Godo, Anna; Richard Wyma;
Tim Byrne; Innes, Jayson; Laura Herlehy

Subject: Re: Upper Little River Study Draft Oct 2016 - Review Comments

Attachments: Dillon Consulting Limited Mail - Re_ Upper Little River Update June 2016.pdf; ULR-
info-2016-03-03 (2).pdf; Stantec SWM Little River Draft ESR Background.pdf

Hello John, on the Town's behalf, we have completed a review of the draft Upper Little River SWM EA report

and appendices, including in relation to the comments we provided previously. We have attached copies of our
previous correspondence and responses, which we would expect to be reflected in the final EA report:

® Email communications from January 27, 2016 to June 3, 2016 between the Town, ERCA and Stantec

 Related attachments that showed updated catchment areas, pond cross sections, pond footprints and pond design parameters.
® Proposed storm sewer inverts provided to Stantec, by Dillon, on Oct. 26, 2012.

® Project correspondence from Stantec, dated March 4, 2016 including parameters for SWM pond design, and parameter tables.
® Hydrology parameter tables from Appendix F of the October 2016 Little River SWM ESR Draft Report.

Our comments are as follows:

A factor of 4X has been applied to the required area at the level/elevation of the permanent pool
surface. We understand that this is intended to allow for 3/4 of the permanent pool surface area to be 'dry" (ie.

island areas that may be planted surfaces at/above the permanent pool elevation), thereby serving to create discontinuous/isolated
permanent pool wet surface areas that would allow for circulation of flows.

o We understand that this was the criteria previously used in re-sizing the ponds in the Tecumseh
Hamlet, resulting in an increase from 120m to 150m in the SWM corridor widths (see attached
prior emails and sketches).

= Is this still the case, and if so, is this reflected in the Master Plan document to capture this
change?

o The area at the level/elevation of the permanent pool surface can have a significant influence on the footprint of the pond
at the ground surface.

=  Has there been any functional designs completed to confirm that this factor of 4X is sufficient to achieve the
required permanent pool depths/volumes for quality treatment, to support/sustain habitat, and discourage
waterfowl?

o We understand that the permanent pool depth is proposed to be 1.5m.

= s this sufficient, as we understand that depths of up to 4m may be preferred for sustainability of habitat.

Also arising from our earlier comments, Stantec provided the SWM Pond design parameter tables via email dated March 4, 2016
(attached), which identified permanent pool elevations in that table that are 1.5 m to 2.1 m lower than the values that have now
been included in the October 2016 Draft Master Plan (Appendix F).

o As previously agreed, the SWM solution for the Tecumseh Hamlet area will require that the
permanent pool elevation (normal water level) be at/below the storm sewer inverts discharging
to these ponds.

= Please reconfirm and update the Master Plan with the required normal water level
elevations based on the proposed storm sewer outlet elevations identified for the
Tecumseh Hamlet storm sewer system.
Active Storage Volumes and Pump Station Outlet Capacities

o Each pond will require a pump station outlet to discharge to the existing downstream

watercourse based on existing available drain capacity.
= The tables in the Master Plan appear to reference orifices/weirs and do not appear to
account for pump stations as outlets from these facilities. Please confirm.
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o Please confirm that the existing outlet drain capacities that have been outlined in the Master Plan
and on which the allowable pump station outlet rates have been based, are acceptable to the City
and ERCA and that no further studies would be required that might further reduce these
pumping rates and further affect the required active storage volumes in these pond facilities.

o Is the increased 150m SWM corridor width sufficient to accommodate the required active
storage volumes based on these allowable discharge rates.

o Have climate change considerations been factored into the required active storage volumes and
the resulting hydraulic gradeline conditions in these facilities according to the Provincial Policy
Statement and current understanding.

o Have the hydraulic gradline conditions of these facilities been assessed in terms of their impact
on the performance of the storm sewer systems related to surface flooding, etc.

4. We also wish to point out that the "Ground Elevation of the Upstream Storm Sewer" provided in the
Master Plan tables are more than 2.0 m higher than what our records indicate as the existing grades of
the Tecumseh Hamlet lands (see attached comparison tables), which may affect the assumptions/results
in the Master Plan.

5. We have confirmed that the land use % breakdown has now been updated to reflect the Tecumseh
Hamlet Secondary Plan information, as outlined in our previous comments.

As we indicated previously, the work that the Town has been undertaking in advancing the Secondary Plan for
the Tecumseh Hamlet lands have allowed for more detailed information on the storm drainage requirements,
but at the same time also require greater clarity on the impact of the proposed SWM facilities on the
developable lands and road network that are being established by the Town.

Please review our comments and let us know if you would like to meet in order to discuss this in further detail.
Regards,

Flavio Forest
Partner

“‘A‘\\\\\M/ Dillon Consulting Limited
3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8

DILLON T - 519.948.4243 ext. 3233
CONSUTTING F - 519.948.5054
M - 519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca

www.dillon.ca
Please consider the environment before printing this email

On Mon, Dec 12, 2016 at 11:29 AM, John Henderson <JHenderson @erca.org> wrote:

Good morning Flavio,

T know you and the Town were in an OMB hearing for the past two weeks and you are likely coming back to a
substantial workload. It would be greatly appreciated if your review of the draft October 2016 Upper Little
River Study report could take top priority.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: John Henderson

Sent: Tuesday, December 6, 2016 9:28 AM

To: 'Forest, Flavio' <fforest@dillon.ca>

Cc: Daniel Piescic' <dpiescic @tecumseh.ca>; "Phil Bartnik' <pbartnik @tecumseh.ca>; 'Brian Hillman'
<bhillman @tecumseh.ca>; Winterton, Mark <mwinterton @citywindsor.ca>; 'Godo, Anna'
<agodo@citywindsor.ca>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@ERCA.org>; Tim Byrne <TByrne @ ERCA.org>; Innes,
Jayson <jayson.innes @stantec.com>

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study Draft Oct 2016 - Review Comments

Importance: High

Hi Flavio,

Just following up to see how your review of the updated draft information is progressing. The Town’s
comments are required to allow Stantec to finalize the study. I met with Mark Winterton last Friday regarding
some other matters and he requested an update on the status of the study. As previously noted, the City is
anxious to finalize this document so it can be presented to their Standing Committee for approval. There are
currently developer within the Windsor portion of the study area that want to move into functional design as
well as the mega hospital project.

If there is anything we can do to assist you with your review, please let us know.




Best regards,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)

360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

% Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail ion is ¢ and may contain |

for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this

transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly pm!ulnud If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to

return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: John Henderson

Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2016 4:36 PM

To: 'Forest, Flavio' <fforest@dillon.ca>

Cc: Daniel Piescic <dpiescic @tecumseh.ca>; Phil Bartnik <pbartnik @ tecumseh.ca>; Brian Hillman

<bhillman @tecumseh.ca>

Subject: FW: Upper Little River Study Draft Oct 2016 - Review Comments

Importance: High

Hi Flavio,

As discussed, please provide an ftp site and I will provide the updated draft documents for your review.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: John Henderson

Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2016 4:26 PM

To: Innes, Jayson <jayson.innes @stantec.com>

Cc: 'Godo, Anna' <agodo @citywindsor.ca>; Daniel Piescic <dpiescic @tecumseh.ca>; Phil Bartnik

<pbartnik @tecumseh.ca>; Brian Hillman <bhillman @tecumseh.ca>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@ERCA.org>;
Tim Byrne <TByrne @ERCA..org>; 'Forest, Flavio' <fforest@dillon.ca>

Subject: Upper Little River Study Draft Oct 2016 - Review Comments

Importance: High

Hi Jayson,

As per our phone conversation this morning, the City and ERCA have reviewed your October 2016 Draft
report and related information for the Upper Little River Study. Comments are expected soon from the Town
of Tecumseh.

All City/ERCA comments and supporting information have been uploaded to your ftp site (See attached for
list of 13 uploaded files).

In addition to ERCA’s uploaded comments, we also provide the following:




1. Appendix B — Correspondence includes letters received through project consultation. Some of these
letters, such as correspondence from the Caldwell First Nation, were not in support of the study. How were
these letters/concerns dealt with through the study process.

2. On page 1 of Appendix G, the Current PC-SWMM Model Proposed water elevations and flows in the
first table do not match the Current PC-SWMM Model proposed water elevations and flows in the Proposed
table at the bottom of the page. Please clarify.

3. Drawing 4 is titled Proposed Land Use Plan. This could be taken to infer that the EA process will
somehow result in changes to the land use designations in the study area. The EA process is not the Planning
Act process. Changes in land use designations require approval under the Planning Act and any such approvals
are required to be consistent with the 2014 PPS. The information contained within the EA report is deficient in
several aspects in that it is not considered a complete EIA which has demonstrated no negative impact. At
what part of the process will the EIA be completed for this area, in accordance with PPS policies? This will
require additional biological work as most of the data being used in this report is many years old. Perhaps
Drawing 4 should be renamed Potential Future Land Use Plan (or similar) with a qualifier that it is subject to
additional studies under the Planning Act process. This next Planning Act process step must be clearly
identified in Section 8 of the report.

4. Itis anticipated that functional design studies may be undertaken for individual subcatchments within the
overall study area vs. one functional design for the entire study area. It is noted in the report that fisheries
offsetting may be required for the proposed loss of some open drains. It is further noted that fisheries
offsetting may be required in some subcatchments for loss of habitat in other subcatchments. This needs to be
known during the subcatchment functional design. It appears that the future drain assessment/DFO review
should likely be completed for the entire area as a next step before functional designs proceed. If this is
correct, this should be clearly identified in Section 8 of the report.

As discussed, the City is hoping to present the final report to their Standing Committee in mid

December. This would require the final report to be available by December 1, 2016. You advised that this
was very aggressive, however, you would review the submitted comments (once they are all received) and
then provide a schedule for completion.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8SM 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

This message is directed in confidence solely to the person(s) named above and may contain privileged, confidential or private
information which is not to be disclosed. If you are not the addressee or an authorized representative thereof, please
contact the undersigned and then destroy this message.

Ce message est destiné uniquement aux personnes indiquées dans 'entéte et peut contenir une information privilégiée, confidentielle
ou privée et ne pouvant étre divulguée. Si vous n'étes pas le destinataire de ce message ou une personne autorisée a le recevoir,
veuillez communiquer avec le soussigné et ensuite détruire ce message.




From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2016-12-21 9:23 AM

To: Brian Hillman; Hicks, Wes; Forest, Flavio; Innes, Jayson; Dan Lebedyk; Mike Nelson
Cc: Tim Byrne; Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Godo, Anna

Subject: Upper Little River Study Conference Call - December 20, 2016

Attachments: 1992 - CNHS Report_OptimizeScannedPDF.PDF

Good morning Everyone,

Thank you for participating on the conference call yesterday.

Attendees:

Brian Hillman - Town of Tecumseh
Wes Hicks, P. Eng. - City of Windsor

Flavio Forest, P. Eng. - Dillon Consulting Ltd.
Jayson Innes, P. Eng. - Stantec Consulting Ltd.
Dan Lebedyk - ERCA

Michael Nelson - ERCA

John Henderson, P. Eng. - ERCA

The following is provided as a brief summary of the main items discussed:

1. There is a need to have a better understanding of the fisheries offsetting that may be required as this
area develops. Based on the conceptual land use plans, open waterways will be removed in certain
subcatchment areas and potential habitat offsetting will be required in open waterways that are to
remain in other subcatchment areas. Accordingly, offsetting will not always be available within the
same subcatchment area. It should be identified that a next step following the completion of this
report should be the development of a fisheries offsetting plan for the entire study area. The current
study, however, should provide estimates of the habitat that will be lost (i.e. length of open drain,
square footage of direct and indirect habitat, etc.), a list of the open drains proposed to be removed, a
list of open drains to remain and the potential location of fisheries offsetting opportunities.

2. Plans are included that identify proposed land uses within the study area. Completion of this EA study
does not result in changes in land uses. Other Planning Act processes must be followed to change land
use designations. The following items where discussed:

e The report must clearly identify and qualify the information that was used in reference to
proposed land uses.

e The report must clearly identify that future Planning Act processes are required to change
current land uses.

e The title of Drawing 4 should be modified so as to not imply that the proposed land uses are
approved.

e Based on the typical scope of an EA study, the current environmental investigations are not
sufficient to support land use changes under a Planning Act process. It was recommended that

120 m offsets be shown around all natural features to indicate that additional environmental
studies will be required within these areas to support future Planning Act approvals/processes.

e This EA covers a very large area. The report should identify that future EA Addendums may be
required to address the ultimate land uses that may be proposed in this area.

3. Review of submitted City comments:
e The City raised a question about the municipal boundary between the City of Windsor and the
Town of Tecumseh shown on Figure 3. The City will provide Stantec with a plan showing the
legal boundary.
e Order of magnitude costs for the different options that have been considered are to be included
in the final report.

4. Review of submitted Tecumseh comments:

e The Town raised a question regarding the proposed 1.5 m depth of the permanent pools and
noted that pools up to 4 m may be preferred for habitat.

o The proposed stormwater ponds are sewage treatment facilities. Typically, it is not
recommended to encourage wildlife to use these facilities even though it is inevitable. It
was agreed that the ponds should follow the design guidelines found in the MOECC
Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual (March 2003).

o Stantec advised that the conceptual ponds have sufficient room to have a varying depth. This will
be identified in the report.

e The Town noted a difference between the proposed pond normal water levels in the current
report and in the previous report. This further raised the question about the size of the
proposed SWM corridors.

o Stantec advised that all ponds have been sized based on gravity outlets and that MOECC
recommends a maximum depth for active storage. Stantec further advised that the same
storage volume will be required for pumped ponds, however, the active storage will be at
a lower elevation resulting in a larger top of the pond area. Stantec advised that this was
considered when the SWM corridors were sized.

o Stantecis to include a cross-section that shows the worst case scenario pond configuration
that resulted in the proposed 150 m SWM corridor width. This cross-section should also
show how the gravity versus the pump option was considered in the pond/corridor sizing.

o The report should include a discussion on how the pond sizes and SWM corridors were
developed for this project.

e The Town recommended that all comments received and the related responses should be
included in the report Appendices. All were in agreement.

e The Town asked if any further studies would be required to confirm the available capacity in the
downstream drains and the related pond outlet release rates that have been considered in this
report.

o Stantec confirmed that the downstream drain capacities have been based on information
provided by the municipalities and standard Drainage Act procedures. This is considered a
table top exercise since undertaking surveys of all drains to calculate actual drain
capacities is beyond the scope of this EA. The assessment produced small allowable
release rates for the proposed ponds. Modification to these release rates are not
expected to have a significant impact on the storage volumes required. Finalization of the
ultimate drain capacities and related pond release rates is required in future functional
design studies.




e The Town asked how, or if, climate change has been considered and if increased intensity
storms have been modelled.

o Increased intensity storm have not been modelled.

o The report should include a discussion on the need to consider climate change in the
future functional design studies.

o The report should identify how the current conceptual pond designs have the ability to be
modified within the recommended SWM corridors to provide for additional storage that
may be required under future climate change scenarios.

o The report should identify that, in addition to traditional stormwater ponds, future
functional designs studies may need to consider LID alternatives. A list of potential LID
alternatives should be included and it should be noted that all LID’s may not be suitable for
the existing physical constraints within the Essex Region.

e The Town requested that the final report be as detailed/specific as possible with regard to
infrastructure needs and criteria.

o Based on existing functional design studies that have been completed by the Town, all of
the Town ponds will be required to be pumped. This criteria is to be included in the final
report.

o The City does not have functional design studies for their portion of the study area,
however, they have advised that all sewers are to be dry between storm events. The City
also advised that they want pond normal water elevations to be at or below the sewer
inverts versus sewer dewatering pumps. Accordingly, if functional design results in sewers
that are lower than the inverts of the outlet drains, pumping will be required. The report
should include this criteria.

5. Review of Submitted ERCA comments:
e ERCA raised a question about when the proposed improvements to the Upper Little River are
required to be completed.

o Stantec advised that the improvements are required to improve existing flood elevations
in the Little River. With the proposed pond restrictions, development should not worsen
the existing conditions if the improvements are not completed immediately. These
channel improvements are also planned to address some of the anticipated fisheries
offsetting needs. Accordingly, the need to undertake the improvements may be driven by
when certain sections of the area are developed. The schedule for undertaking the
improvements to the Upper Little River channel requires further discussion with the City.

o The cross-sections of the proposed channel improvements for the Upper Little River, the
6t Concession Drain, etc. that were used in the hydraulic model should be included in the
final report. This will provide the minimum channel dimensions required for flow
conveyance and storage. All fisheries offsetting requirements would be an expansion of
the minimum hydraulic channel dimensions.

e  Stantec requested a copy of the 1992 City of Windsor Candidate Natural Heritage Site
Biological Inventory Report. A copy of this report is attached to this e-mail.

The above provides a summary of the comments that were discussed during the conference call. Other
comments were submitted that were not discussed. It was agreed that, prior to preparing the final report,
Stantec will prepare a table that includes all of the comments provided and their proposed responses/method
of addressing the comments for all to review. Once all parties have agreed with Stantec’s proposed
responses/method of addressing the comments, Stantec will prepare the final report.
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It is desired by all parties to have the final report completed by the end of January 2017.
Please advise me of any on omissions or clarifications immediately.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

Please consider the environment before printing this email
This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.




From: Dan Lebedyk <DLebedyk@erca.org>

Sent: 2017-01-30 11:30 AM

To: John Henderson; Tim Byrne; Mike Nelson

Cc: Richard Wyma

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - REVIEW REQUESTED

1. Ihave reviewed the revised document and find that the previous comments provided have been
satisfactorily addressed.

2. Of specific note is the recognition within the document that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
will need to be completed — Development within 120 m of an existing natural feature will require an EIA
demonstrating no negative impacts in support of future Planning Act approvals and process.

3. Under section 6.2.1.6 Human Impacts, the revised report states the following:

“The proposed development, through the implementation of additional trails and new development, has the
potential to increase impacts to natural features from the introduction of human activity to an area that
currently doesn't experience these anthropogenic disturbances. Potential mitigation measures include well-
marked walking trails to discourage creation of informal trails, signage to educate trail users about the
sensitivity of the natural features in the area, and trash receptacles place at intervals along the trails to
discourage littering. Other mitigation measures may be required to show no negative impacts from residential
intensification on wildlife populations.”

The above potential impact due to human population intensification of the area is not specifically addressed
anywhere else in the report. This issue will need to be adequately addressed within any future EIAs for any land
use designation changes in/around any existing natural features.

4. Within section 4.1.2, the Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy (ERCA and County of Essex,
2013) is now referenced. Within the references section however, the citation is not included. This study
should be properly included within the references section as follows:

Essex Region Conservation Authority. 2013. Essex Region Natural Heritage System Strategy - (An Update to the
Essex Region Biodiversity Conservation Strategy). Essex, Ontario. 319 pages.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you should have any questions or require any additional information.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

DAN LEBEDYK

Biologist/Ecologist

Essex Region Conservation Authority

360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311 « Essex, Ontario * N8M 1Y6
P. 519-776-5209 x 409 * F. 519-776-8688

dlebedyk@erca.org www.essexregionconservation.ca

Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and
arrange to return this transmission to us or destroy it.

Follow us on Twitter: @essexregionca

From: John Henderson

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 5:16 PM

To: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Dan Lebedyk <DLebedyk@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>
Cc: Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>

Subject: Upper Little River Study - REVIEW REQUESTED

Importance: High

The updated report and related information can be found at the following location:

\\pdcerca\company\watershed management\Studies\ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS\PROVINCIAL\Class
EA\Municipal Class EA (MEA)\Windsor\Upper Little River SWM Study\Draft Report January 27, 2017

Please review in relation to your previously submitted comments ASAP. The City needs the final report completed early
in the week of January 30, 2017 in order to get it on the agenda for the February Standing Committee Meeting.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

é Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:42 PM

To: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Cc: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>; Godo, Anna
<agodo@citywindsor.ca>; Winterton, Mark <mwinterton@citywindsor.ca>; pbartnik@tecumseh.ca;
bhillman@tecumseh.ca; dpiescic@tecumseh.ca

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

I have put a copy of the revised report on the following FTP site. The list of recent comments is located in the
comment directory and will explain the changes that have been made.

Please let me know if you have any additional comments.

Thanks




Login Information

Browser link: https://tmpsftp.stantec.com

FTP Client Hostname: tmpsftp.stantec.com Port: 22 (can be used within an FTP client to view and transfer files
and folders; e.g., FileZilla)

Login name: 50210142755

Password: 7230313

Disk Quota: 2GB

Expiry Date: 2/10/2017

From: John Henderson [mailto:JHenderson@erca.org]

Sent: 2017-01-19 10:00 AM

To: Innes, Jayson <jayson.innes@stantec.com>

Cc: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>; Godo, Anna
<agodo@citywindsor.ca>; Winterton, Mark <mwinterton@citywindsor.ca>

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

Good morning Jayson,

Please push your environmental group. We need to get this completed ASAP.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

Please consider the environment before printing this email
This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2017-02-16 4:05 PM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Winterton, Mark; Godo, Anna; Daniel Piescic; Brian Hillman; Phil Bartnik; Richard Wyma;
Tim Byrne; Dan Lebedyk; Mike Nelson

Subject: Upper Little River Study - Comments on January 27, 2017 Submission

Attachments: Draft Report 2017-01-27 J Henderson Comments.docx; RE: Upper Little River Study -

REVIEW REQUESTED; RE: Upper Little River Study - REVIEW REQUESTED; Draft Report
2017-01-27 - AMG Comments.pdf

Importance: High

Good afternoon Jayson,

ERCA and the City have reviewed your January 27, 2017 Draft report and related information. The Town of Tecumseh
anticipates having their review completed by mid next week. Attached are comments from ERCA and the City. The
following are additional comments are from ERCA related to the response matrix, drawings, figures and appendices:

1. The following comments relate to your responses provided in the response matrix. The comment numbers relate
to the original comment numbers.

e Comment | — Section 6.3 does not provide cost estimates for all of the alternative development solutions
that were considered. It appears that the provided comparison relates to ponds with pre 1:100 year
release rates vs. release rates based on available drain capacity. Order of magnitude costs (or something
similar) should be provided for all of the alternatives that were considered (i.e. do-nothing, water quality
and erosion control only, communal stormwater facilities, on-line quantity control with local quality and
erosion control, etc.).

e Comment 8 — All personal information has not been removed from Appendix B.

e Comment 61 — If it is allowed by the original authors, we would suggest that all Stantec, Waldron and
Ecoplan field investigations/reports should be included in an Appendix.

e Comments 90 and 137 — A very basic cross-section is provided in Appendix G. It is our understanding
that this is the minimum channel improvement that is required to produce the proposed future high water
elevations and that any required fish habitat offsetting would be an expansion to this cross-
section. While dimensions could be approximately scaled from the provided cross-section, a more
detailed cross-section with channel dimensions should be included. A plan should also be included
showing where this cross-section has been used in the modelling.

2. On Figure 6 there is only one site on the “Gouin Drain identified as being an isolated “Fish Habitat
Location”. This seems unusual. Other reaches are identified as “Fish Habitat Reaches”. Is the Gouin Drain
downstream of this location a “Fish Habitat Reach”?

3. On Figure 13 a large pond is shown near Hennin Street. This pond has been completely filled in.

4. Figure 14 provides existing and proposed floodplain elevations. Are the proposed elevations based on
development with existing channel conditions or proposed channel improvements?

5. On Figure 17, numerous sub-catchment ponds appear to be shown within catchment boundaries. Catchments
2060 and 2095 appear to conceptually have 8 ponds. If this is correct, these catchment areas are not that large
and 8 ponds seems unreasonable for a conceptual depiction. Please provide some clarification for this Figure.




6. On Figure 18 there are 3 red lines in the bottom left corner of the sketch. It appears that these lines are likely
from the original plan where this detail was taken from. If so, the 3 red lines should be removed.

7. All personal information has not been removed from Appendix B. Personal information exists for Ms. Sheila
Roberts, letters from 882885 Ontario Limited contain signatures and the letter from Monteith Brown Planning
Consultants contains personal information. Please review Appendix B and make sure all personal information is
removed.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

é Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>

Sent: 2017-02-16 3:13 PM

To: John Henderson

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - REVIEW REQUESTED
Hi John,

I have compared the updated report, appendices, drawings and figures to the comments I put forward and the
associated responses in the 8002-2017 matrix and offer the following:

Comment #:

13 — comment addressed satisfactorily.

14 — comment addressed satisfactorily.

15 - Section from section 3.5.5 is pretty limited but may reflect the direction from the City and Town — that is,
future applications will be required to change the zoning and official plan designations separate from the
outcomes of this study. Section 8.1.1 details appropriately that future land use changes must meet all
requirements of the Planning Act prior to implementation. Regarding the changes to section 8.1.2 Tam not
totally supportive of all of the statements made, but the process to outline the required studies for other
processes (i.e., Planning Act, other Class EA, DFO process, etc.) should be identified through appropriate
consultation with those other processes.

16 — comment addressed satisfactorily.

17 — comment addressed satisfactorily.

18 — comment addressed satisfactorily. Irecommend that the data collected as part of this report be
submitted to the NHIC as a condition of completion of the report. This would be in keeping with our
contractual obligations between the ERCA and the NHIC (Dan Lebedyk is the signing authority).

19 — comment addressed satisfactorily.

20 - ok

21 - ok. Per previous comment (18 — this data should be submitted to the NHIC to ensure the appropriate
treatment at the Planning Act, other EA, and/or REA processes.

22 -ok.

23 — comment looks to be ok. Per previous comments regarding submission of 'raw’ results to the NHIC as a
condition of completion of the report — especially if SAR or SWH was documented. Fish records will typically
have been submitted to the MNR as part of the License to Collect Fish for Scientific Purposes conditions.

24 - ok.

25 - ok.
26 - ok.
27 - ok
28 - ok

29 — text additions in section 8.1.1 is satisfactory.

Page 4.13 —"Lake Sinclair” should be replaced with either Lake St. Clair or Lake Saint Clair.

115 - ok
116 - ok.
117 - ok




118 - ok
119 - ok
120 - ok
128 - ok.
136 - ok
137 - ok
138 - ok
Thanks,
Mike

From: John Henderson

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 5:16 PM

To: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Dan Lebedyk <DLebedyk@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>
Cc: Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>

Subject: Upper Little River Study - REVIEW REQUESTED

Importance: High

The updated report and related information can be found at the following location:

\\pdcerca\company\watershed management\Studies\ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS\PROVINCIAL\Class
EA\Municipal Class EA (MEA)\Windsor\Upper Little River SWM Study\Draft Report January 27, 2017

Please review in relation to your previously submitted comments ASAP. The City needs the final report completed early
in the week of January 30, 2017 in order to get it on the agenda for the February Standing Committee Meeting.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

% Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Innes, Jayson [mailto:jayson.innes@stantec.com]

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:42 PM

To: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Cc: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>; Godo, Anna
<agodo@citywindsor.ca>; Winterton, Mark <mwinterton@citywindsor.ca>; pbartnik@tecumseh.ca;
bhillman@tecumseh.ca; dpiescic@tecumseh.ca

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

I have put a copy of the revised report on the following FTP site. The list of recent comments is located in the
comment directory and will explain the changes that have been made.

Please let me know if you have any additional comments.

Thanks

Login Information

Browser link: htfps://tmpsftp.stantec.com

FTP Client Hostname: tmpsftp.stantec.com Port: 22 (can be used within an FTP client to view and transfer files
and folders; e.g., FileZilla)

Login name: s0210142755

Password: 7230313

Disk Quota: 2GB

Expiry Date: 2/10/2017

From: John Henderson [mailto:JHenderson@erca.org]
Sent: 2017-01-19 10:00 AM

To: Innes, Jayson <jayson.innes@stantec.com>

Cc: Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>; Richard Wyma <RWyma@erca.org>; Godo, Anna
<agodo@citywindsor.ca>; Winterton, Mark <mwinterton@citywindsor.ca>

Subject: RE: Upper Little River Study - Status

Good morning Jayson,

Please push your environmental group. We need to get this completed ASAP.

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

é Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.




From: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>

Sent: 2017-03-06 9:44 AM

To: Innes, Jayson

Cc: Daniel Piescic; Phil Bartnik; Brian Hillman; Winterton, Mark; Godo, Anna; Richard Wyma;
Tim Byrne; Mike Nelson; Dan Lebedyk

Subject: Upper Little River Study - Comments

Attachments: 2017 Response Matrix Upper Little River MP Tecumseh Comments March 1 2017.pdf

Importance: High

Good morning Jayson,

Please find attached comments from the Town of Tecumseh. In addition, we have reviewed these comments with the
Town and the following items are provided as additional clarification points to be read in conjunction with the Town
comments.

1. Does this document satisfy Schedule B EA requirements? If not, what is needed? The Town needs assurances
because they are planning to move forward with Secondary Plans. If Schedule B requirements are not satisfied,
they will not be able to commence Secondary Plans. What Approach number is satisfied under the EA process. It
appears to be Approach 1, but the Town believes this study should at least satisfy Approach 2.

2. Climate Change — Additional generic information has been added regarding climate change. Dillon and the
Town are concerned that the document does not provide enough information/analysis to demonstrate an
appropriate duty of care regarding this matter. The Town suggests that a climate change analysis should be
completed on one of the proposed subcatchment areas to determine if the proposed corridor is sufficient to
provide for a potentially larger pond due to climate change. Completion of this analysis could then be used to
further support for the proposed SWM corridor widths. This analysis could also set out a framework for future
climate change assessments during subcatchment functional and detailed design processes. The Town wants it
clearly identified that climate change must be addressed in future subcatchment functional and detailed designs.

3. Fisheries Habitat Offsetting — Appendix F contains a Table “Summary of Proposed Municipal Drain
Modifications”. This is an important piece of information which should be included in the main body of the
report. This table identifies where habitat will be lost and where there is potential for enhancement
opportunities. At this time, it is unclear if Tecumseh can address their enhancement needs in waterways situated
within the Town limits or if development in Tecumseh will also require enhancements in City waterways. While
this may not be known until the recommended fisheries offsetting study is completed, the report should identify
these types of issues. Could fisheries offsetting needs impact the functionality of the recommended
alternative? It should be confirmed that sufficient investigations have been undertaken through this EA process
to ensure that fisheries offsetting needs can be satisfied through functional/detailed design. The report should
include some typical fisheries offsetting techniques that could be considered in the future fisheries offsetting
study. It would also be helpful if the report recommended a scoping strategy for the future fisheries offsetting
study.

4. Conceptual vs. Functional — The recommended alternative should provide functional scenarios that will be further
detailed in the next step subcatchment functional/detailed designs. The word conceptual could be taken to mean
that the functionality of the scenario has not been confirmed. We believe that this is mainly an issue with
terminology, however, it must be clear in the report that the solution is functional. The use of these words in the
report must be reviewed and modified as required.

5. [Itis identified in the report that the ponds have been sized with a 1.5 m permanent pool and that the SWM
corridors provide room for additional depth if required. This was added to address the Town’s concern that they
may want deeper ponds based on there desire to make these facilities amenities within their parkland

1

features. The Town wants it stated in the report that they anticipate requiring deeper permanent pools for their
ponds.

6. The study area includes portions of Tecumseh on the south side of Highway 401. The report must clearly identify
the criteria that is applicable to future development in this area.

7. It was previously identified that there appeared to be a datum issue between the storm sewer invert elevations
provided by Tecumseh and the ground elevations that were used by Stantec for this study. Was this datum
difference resolved and is there an impact on the anticipated HGL’s in the upstream Tecumseh storm sewers?

We have also received the following additional comments from the City of Windsor:

“Looking at the PIC material, it appears that we have published a variety of names for this study:
1. Notice of Study Commencement — Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan & Stormwater
Management Plan
2. PIC#1 & 2 notices — Upper Little River Watershed Master Drainage Plan & Stormwater Management
Plan
3. PIC#I & 2 display boards — Upper Little River Stormwater Master Plan Class Environmental
Assessment
4. Draft report cover pages in July 2014, Sept. 2016, & Jan 2017 — Draft Upper Little River Master Plan
Environmental Assessment
1 think that the name of the study should match either the notices or the display boards. At least it should include
a term such as watershed, drainage, or stormwater.”

Please ensure that all of these comments, in addition to the previously submitted comments, are addressed in the final
report. Due to the substantial review that has already occurred, we do not believe that another round of review is
required. If you have any questions regarding the comments, please contact us before finalizing the report to ensure that
the revised final report satisfies the questions raised.

Thank you,

John Henderson, P. Eng.

Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA)
360 Fairview Avenue West, Suite 311

Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6

519-776-5209 ext. 246

Fax: 519-776-8688

B% Please consider the environment before printing this email

This e-mail transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the express use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of this
transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify us by telephone at the number above and arrange to
return this transmission to us or destroy it.

From: Forest, Flavio [mailto:fforest@dillon.ca]

Sent: Thursday, March 2, 2017 1:13 PM

To: John Henderson <JHenderson@erca.org>; Tim Byrne <TByrne@erca.org>; Dan Lebedyk <DLebedyk@erca.org>;
Mike Nelson <MNelson@erca.org>

Cc: Phil Bartnik <pbartnik@tecumseh.ca>; Daniel Piescic <dpiescic@tecumseh.ca>; Tecumseh, Town of
<bhillman@tecumseh.ca>; Anna Godo <agodo@city.windsor.on.ca>

Subject: Re: FW: Upper Little River Study - Comment Table




Hi John, on behalf of the Town of Tecumseh, we are hereby attaching our comments on the summary table that
was provided.

Please contact us should you have any questions or wish to review this in further detail.

Regards,

Flavio Forest

\Partner

Dillon Consulting Limited
3200 Deziel Drive Suite 608
|Windsor, Ontario, N8W 5K8
IT - 519.948.4243 ext. 3233
F - 519.948.5054

M- 519.791.2166
FForest@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca

Please consider the 