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Comments concerning our June 23rd PAC meeting.txt
From:  
Sent: July 03, 2009 3:33 PM
To: Conway, Darlene
Cc:  
Subject: Comments concerning our June 23rd PAC meeting.

Darlene, 
The following are my comments and questions concerning the JFSA Pinecrest 
Creek/Westboro SWM Retrofit Study discussed at the June 23, 2009 PAC meeting.
On reading the JFSA document I was struck by what I don't know concerning 
Pinecrest Creek. To wit: 
1-  What is the source of the Ecoli in Pinecrest Creek?   If we employed the 
methodology of the study that was done for Lake Huron can we determine what % 
of the Ecoli is human, wild life or agricultural source?  
See http://article.pubs.nrc-
cnrc.gc.ca/RPAS/rpv?hm=HInit&calyLang=eng&journal=cjm&volume=55&afpf=
w08-123.pdf 
2- If some of the Ecoli are from Human origins what changes in City procedure are 
required to be able to trace down the sources, e.g., mandatory cooperation in dye 
testing homes and business.
3- Besides biological contaminates, e.g., Ecoli and other bacterial/viruses, what 
other substances (metals, anions, and other organic compounds) are present in the 
creek waters?  
4-What are the options for treatment of the Pinecrest Creek outflow into the 
Ottawa River and where would they be done? 
5- It is my understanding that there will be modeling done for the flow and 
outflow of the creek. However, as I have mentioned in the past what is missing 
from studies to date is the actual measurement of Ecoli flow as can be determined 
by dye dilution studies. Modeling and reality may have a significant differences!
6- What is the effect of rainfall on Ecoli outflow/vol from Pinecrest Creek, e.g., 
when there  is  rain what is the profile of Ecoli level in the waters from Pinecrest 
Creek.  What volume of water "flushes" Pinecrest Creek.  Are there portions of the 
creek that have higher Ecoli levels and if so why?
7- I am encourage to learn that you will be having a study done on how to 
communicate with the general public to reduce the impact of housing and 
everyday activities on the stormwater pollution levels. 
I think   has some valid concern/thoughts on a Public Meeting to discuss this 
study. 
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From:  Cover, Kevin 
Sent:  December 24, 2009 12:22 PM 
To:  Conway, Darlene 
Cc:  Wright, Bradley 
Subject:  Comments on PInecrest Existing Condition Draft Report 
 
Hi Darlene: here are my comments. 
1. There has been discussion of the pre urban development and existing condition hydrology.  The only 

assessment I see in the draft report is the 100 year flood line.  A comparison of the range flow 
events statistics – flow, volume, etc. would provide the pre and existing condition reference as a 
basis for future targets. 

2. The geomorphic assessment regarding the culvert flags the sedimentation problem in one of the 
twin barrel in a number of locations.  I believe I heard confirmation that there was and assessment 
of the hydraulic capacity compared to design events including the 100 year event.  Please confirm 
capacities of existing conditions relative to the 100 year event. 

3. Given the capacity of the culverts, I anticipate discussion of the morphology in terms of longer term 
risks.  If the culvert has become a stable in side bend / point bar that still functions during critical 
flows, is the sedimentation in it a problem? 

4. It is understood that trees that become obstacles to flow as the channel adjusts cause excessive 
local erosion and removal is an appropriate solution.  The question of encroachment is one that 
needs further clarification / discussion.  There is the line of thought that the flood plain is created by 
the creek as it moves through its meander belt.  Given this is the case and it is adjusting to its new 
size, when is it appropriate to just let it do the moving and when are remedial works required or 
alternatively when are the costs of major works to adjust it appropriate / cost effective? 

5. The forth figure? GPS 439023 – 5023221 looks like the Transit way berm that is out of date, works 
have been completed?  Is this the only case? 

 
Kevin A. Cover, M.A.Sc., P. Eng.  
Environmental Monitoring, Environmental Sustainability Branch, Community Sustainability Department, 
Infrastructure Services and Community Sustainability 
110 Laurier Avenue West 4th Floor, Ottawa, ON, K1P 1J1  
kevin.cover@ottawa.ca 
Phone: (613) 580‐2424, ext. 22830 Fax: (613) 580‐2459  
Mail Code 01‐12  
 
 



From:  Stow, Nick 
Sent:  January 05, 2010 4:43 PM 
To:  Conway, Darlene 
Subject:  AF636683:Comments on Pinecrest Creek/Westboro Interim Report 
 
Hi Darlene: 
 
I don't have many comments.  Overall, I found the report well-written, logical and clear. 
 
Page and Comment: 
 
i.  Task number 2.  Should this not follow some of the subsequent tasks, or is it referring to options 
already developed under the Centrepointe project? 
 
1.  Under study area, the report says that the subwatershed area is 1,920 ha.  The Existing Conditions 
Appendix gives 1,440 ha as the "drainage area."  Discrepancy? 
 
Table 4.1 
 
For the Floodplain Storage indicator, I'm not sure what the rationale means.  Do we want more frequent 
"spill[s]" into the floodplain, or fewer?  How does the target related to the rationale and the measurable 
parameter? 
 
For Sediment Regime and Sediment Size.  The connections between the rationale, the measurable 
parameters and the targets might not be obvious to a lay audience.  For example, what does it mean to 
maintain "sediment sources and sediment transport... in dynamic equilibrium...?"  How does it relate to 
pebble count, and what is a "pebble count?"  What is "substrate dimensional adjustment?"  More 
generally, is this indicator really necessary, or does the channel stability and erosion potential indicator 
provide the necessary information necessary for adaptive management?  Is it really practical to monitor 
against the proposed targets, and will it get done?  Is anyone really going to look for 5 cm changes in 
substrate depth? 
 
For Channel Stability and Erosion Potential.  Under the longitudinal parameter, what are "inter-pool and 
energy gradients" and what does it mean if they differ by more than 5%? 
 
Under In-stream Aquatic Habitat, the composition and diversity of the benthic invertebrate community will 
provide a better indicator than the fish community. 
 
The Riparian Habitat and Forest Cover indicators will be of limited value in this subwatershed, but should 
be retained for retrofits in other subwatersheds. 
 
Figures: 
 
They don't photocopy well in black and white (a minor criticism). 
 
Appendix A, Existing Conditions. 
 
Nice summary. 
 
In Figure 3 of the Appendix, the legend items need re-ordering to re-establish the color ramp. 
 
The drainage area is given as 1,440 ha, conflicting with the main report. 
 
The comments on the function of the Trail Road Landfill as a regional gull attractor are interesting 
(especially as they may have originated with me).  This implies, does it not, that there might be a benefit 



to spending some Ottawa River Strategy money on a gull management plan for Trail Road?  Similarly, 
should we be encouraging the NCC to better manage their goose population through passive measures, 
such as revegetation of grassed areas? 
 
The greenspace identified as a potential daylighting site at Woodroffe and Tallwood is Urban Natural 
Feature 40 - Tallwood Woods.  The most valuable feature of this site is the mature maple grove in the 
center of the lot.  So daylighting the channel along the east side of the woodlot should not cause any big 
impacts.  In fact, it would probably increase the ecological value of the feature.  Sandy soils, though. 
 
That's it.  Kudos to J.F. 
 
Nick 
 
 
Nicholas Stow | Senior Planner 
Policy Development & Urban Design (Natural Systems) | Planning and Growth Management | City of Ottawa 
 613.580.2424  x13000 
 nick.stow@ottawa.ca  

 
 
 



NCC Steps 1 and 2.txt
From: Malkin, David [david.malkin@ncc-ccn.ca]
Sent: January 13, 2010 4:27 PM
To: Conway, Darlene
Cc: Bureau, Lucie; Mulligan, Julie
Subject: RE: Pinecrest retrofit study: Steps 1 and 2 report

Darlene:

I’m under a short deadline to finalize our comments on the City’s Hunt Club Extension project.

Here’s a brief comment on the Appendix B opportunities. 

The NCC is willing to explore the possibilities for dry ponds and daylighting on its property 
as 
suggested in this report. Nothing in this report shall bind the NCC to accept or complete 
specific 
proposals. Any proposal is subject to the Federal Land Use and Design Approval process 
(pursuant to the National Capital Act), as well as an environmental assessment, if required 
under 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.  The NCC’s primary concern is the environmental 
health of Pinecrest Creek and it would wish to ensure that any proposal improves the water 
regime and the environmental quality of the watercourse. The NCC would wish to ensure that the

facilities are not located solely on NCC property.

However, the NCC is most interested by the possibilities for daylighting as these could 
represent 
a valuable opportunity to regenerate the landscape and improve areas for natural habitat, both

aquatic and terrestrial. We encourage the City to fully explore the opportunities presented in
the 
report and others that may have been overlooked.  

Regards,

David Malkin, RPP, urb. 
Senior Land Use Planner, Capital Planning Branch
National Capital Commission

Planificateur principal, utilisation du sol, Direction de l’aménagement de la capitale 
Commission de la capitale nationale
 
New email address / Nouvelle adresse courriel:
david.malkin@ncc-ccn.ca
Tel ¦¦ Tél. : (613) 239-5103, Fax ¦¦ Téléc. : (613) 239-5302 
202 - 40 rue Elgin Street, Ottawa Canada
K1P 1C7
Come join us for Winterlude, Canada’s winter celebration. 
Weekends, February 5 to 21
http://Winterlude.gc.ca
 
Soyez des nôtres au Bal de Neige, la fête de l’hiver canadien. 
Les week-ends, du 5 au 21 février
http://BaldeNeige.gc.ca
? Please consider the environment before printing this email. / Avant 
d'imprimer, pensez à l'environnement. 
This e-mail originates from the City of Ottawa e-mail system. Any  
distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or the information it  
contains by other than the intended recipient(s) is unauthorized.  
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify me at the  
telephone number shown above or by return e-mail and delete  
this communication and any copy immediately. Thank you. 
 
Le présent courriel a été expédié par le système de courriels de  
la Ville d'Ottawa. Toute distribution, utilisation ou  
reproduction du courriel ou des renseignements qui s'y trouvent  
par une personne autre que son destinataire prévu est interdite.  
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FW Original email.txt
From:  
Sent: December 04, 2009 2:49 PM
To: hcwilson@jfsa.com; Conway, Darlene
Cc:  jfsabourin@fsa.com; 
kmaw@ottawariverkeeper.ca
Subject: FW: Original email
Attachments: GoogleEarth_Image2.jpg; GoogleEarth_Image1.jpg

Heather and Darlene, 
Some of my comments/questions last night were based on the below August 
15, 2008 email I wrote after a meeting with City staff and Baird.  Unfortunately, 
the 1922 photo referred to in the below is now not available at the listed web 
site.       has provided Darlene with possible contact info to get this 
photo.

The question I asked last night on the "Total E.coli Load" as a function of 
runoff volume could relate to treatment strategies, e.g., if a large proportion of 
E. coli, metal cations and inorganic anions appear in the "first flush" from a 
stream or outfall then one might envision a different treatment regime than 
one concerned with total runoff volume.  As Darlene pointed out last night 
most rain falls being below 10 mm may make this concern academic.  
However, if one has two rainfalls say of 5 mm each separated by N hours is 
the contamination of the run off for the second event diminished.  Or put 
another way, how much run off is required to "flush" the creek of pollutants, 
i.e., what is the relationship of water volume from a rainfall to pollutants 
flushing? 

Another consideration for possible future treatment strategies is which areas 
of the Pinecrest Creek catchment area contribute most to the pollution of the 
creek? The map you showed last night indicated considerable geological and 
use variation in the catchment area.  Might it be possible to treat stormwaters 
discharge from these areas before they run into the creek rather than trying to 
mange the total water volume of the creek?  It might be simpler to build at 
some selected locations small ponds if indeed certain areas are the major 
contributors to the water pollution. Also such small ponds might be used to 
level the large increase of water discharge after a rain storm thereby 
decreasing damage to the creek structure. Even if there is not a difference in 
pollutants from various areas the creation of a number of local stormwater 
ponds rather than one large on may have a virtue.

I am very encouraged with the draft report … good work! 
However, I do have a major concern over three other issues that are, or 
should be part of this pilot project.  The first is a concern I share with John on 
the need to involve schools in this project.  I would even go further and 
suggest that we should learn how the US cities got the citizens of their 
communities involved and do the same ASAP, i.e., before the next Open 
House. The second is the 2011 plan of implementation of study 
recommendations.  Alex asked some good questions last night about cost 
/benefit analysis that are essential to be addressed when one goes to council 
seeking funding! The third is that there should be a considerable effort to 
make the public in the drainage area aware of the next open house.  Ads in 
newspapers are good but, there are many other routes that should be used, 
e.g., community association involvement, asking area councilors for input and 
presence, ads in area stores, and articles in the local community newspapers.

Regards, 
 
 

**********************************************************************************************
******************************
*****************************************
From:  
Sent: August 15,2008 1:58 PM 
To: MacLennan, Debbie L; Weir, Dixon A; Leadman, Christine; Albert, Jean-Guy; 
dwilliamson@baird.com; 
Conway, Darlene 
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FW Original email.txt
Cc:    
Subject: Westboro Beach 
 
 
Well, much has transpired since my below email to Martha Robinson 
requesting data on rainfall.... vacations, pressing work issues, general 
summer indolence and the July 8, 2008 meeting, that was sponsored by 
councillor Christine Leadman, concerning Westboro Beach issues with City 
and Baird staff, Riverkeeper and members of the Westboro community. 
     and I have, since 1980, been involved with Westboro Beach. 
Originally, it was the construction of the cafe and patio. For the past ~ 10 
years, our concern has been over bacteria bacterial pollution of the Ottawa 
River that has caused frequent closures of this beach for swimming. In the 
recent past there have been several studies by Baird and Associates 
attempting to define the causes of the bacterial pollution problem that have not 
come to a definitive conclusion as to the problem/problems that cause the 
elevation of Ecoli at the beach.   

This year has been an unmitigated disaster (Citizen, July 31, 2008, "Westboro 
Beach closed the most this season"). True, this has been an unusual rainy 
year. It is not clear to me if the number of Westboro Beach closures have 
been entirely due to elevated Ecoli or if the "Rain Rule" has been responsible 
for some of the closures. We would very much appreciate the data on beach 
closures, Ecoli values, rainfall values and any other variable that has been 
measured for as many years as you have such data. The purpose of this 
request is our desire to have this data evaluated by our very competent 
statistician. Yes, we realize there are many other possible mitigating factors 
such as waterfowl droppings, water level changes and the effects of wind on 
bacterial levels effecting water quality at Westboro Beach. However, a 
statistical look at water quality data may provide a better understanding of 
issues. Of course, if you have done statistical studies we would be delighted 
to receive them.  

At the above mentioned July 8th meeting concerning Westboro Beach I 
expressed concerns on the sole reliance on modeling of bacterial 
concentration dilutions in the 2008 Baird report. My point was that a model is 
only a model and that real data on bacterial dilution is required. Are there any 
dilution measurements available for all of the outfalls and Pinecrest Creek 
upstream from Westboro Beach? Yes, water level changes, and wind can 
affect the level of bacterial dilution but, the effect of these factors can also be 
measure rather than speculated on by modeling. Recording Submersible 
Fluorometer can be used to determine dilution flows from outfalls. Such 
measurements are now easily done with modern instrumentation (1). 

Another aspect of the problem is if one looks at the drainage area for outfalls 
above Westboro Beach (  has superimposed the drainage area of 
outfalls on an area map : <http://westborobeach.org/images/wbca/water 
Westboro%20Drainage%20Area%20Map.pdf> ) the total Ecoli contribution 
and other contaminates from Pinecrest Creek far out way those from other 
outfalls if there is a direct correlation of drainage area to stormwater 
contaminate load/area (2). I understand that the City has undertake a detailed 
mapping of the outfall areas. We would appreciate having electronic copies of 
these maps. 

Has the City ever determined the "Total Ecoli Load" from various outfall 
sources and Pinecrest Creek for a range of rainfalls? The "Total Ecoli Load" 
from a given source would require knowing the volume discharge at given 
time intervals during and after a rain event and determining the Ecoli load at 
those times.  

Is the large drain area of Pinecrest Creek responsible for a significant raise in 
the back ground level of Ecoli at Westboro Beach? Again, is the modeling of 
Baird valid (3)? In the 2008 Baird report a number of possible measures were 
suggested to mitigate the bacterial contamination of Westboro Beach. One of 
them would be to collect all outfalls and create a wet pond treatment facility. 
Because of the volume of water from Pinecrest Creek it was not included in 
this scheme. Are there available technologies to treat the flow of water from 
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FW Original email.txt
Pinecrest Creek? An alternative scheme would be to create a retention 
pond(s) or bioswale(s) for Pinecrest Creek. I have marked off what appears to 
be available areas between Carling Ave. and the Ottawa River where a 
retention pond(s) or bioswale(s) could be built to treat the water flow of 
Pinecrest Creek (see the Image 1 attachment). 
An alternative would be the creation of a river bioswale. I have attached 
photos of the river shore taken in 1922, 
http://www.uuottawa.com/church_photo_1922.htm, of the area where the 
Pinecrest Creek now flows into the Ottawa River. Note in this photo there 
appear to be some "islands" off shore of the creek outflow. It is interesting to 
compare this photo to the current shore shown in the attached Image 2 of this 
area. Would it be possible to enhance this off-shore feature and create an 
aquatic plants river bioswale with that would purify the out flow from Pinecrest 
Creek? For a more conventional use of bioswales see 
http://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/stormwater/docs/nwr/biofilters.pdf. 

Are there other alternatives for the treatment of some or all of the stormwater 
outfall above Westboro Beach? For example, is it possible to have 
bioswales/biofilters constructed for all or some of the stormwater outfalls? 
Could these be constructed before the stormwaters reach the outfall pipes that 
currently discharge into the river? Again, detailed maps of outfall flow routes 
are required to assess this possibility.

What effect will intensification has on stormwater quality and what should be 
done to mitigate its effect? A Google search using the terms "stormwater 
quality" and "Population density" produced 2,580 hits. There seems to be 
ample evidence as the population density increase so does the degradation of 
storm water quality. "Uncontrolled increase of imperious surface area (roads, 
buildings, and parking lots) causes detrimental hydrologic changes stream 
channel erosion, habitat degradation and sever impairment of aquatic 
communities" (4). We have seen many examples of intensification in 
Westboro that cannot but negatively effect the quality of stormwater. What is 
the City's plan to mitigate these negative effects in terms of building 
requirements for the treatment of stormwater run off?

We look forward to working with you to solve the bacterial contamination 
problems of Westboro Beach that endangers the health of the public as well 
as causing the pollution of the Ottawa River
Best Regards, 
  
______________________________________________________________
_________________________ 
(1) Conversation with Tom Disley, Hoskin Scientific (905-333-5510) on the 
use of recording submersible Fluorometers. 
(2) Bacterial Assessment at Westboro Beach, W.F. & Associates, April 2008, 
p.10, 42, 43 & 62. 
(3) Bacterial Assessment at Westboro Beach, W.F. & Associates, April 2008, 
p. 45 
(4) http://www.epa.gov/athens/publications/LindaNWQMC.doc  
<< <<GoogleEarth_Image2.jpg>> <<GoogleEarth_Image1.jpg>> >> <<GoogleEarth_Image2.jpg>> 
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comments re June 17 PAC.txt
From:
Sent: July 02, 2010 11:10 PM
To: Conway, Darlene
Cc: Dr. John Beebe; Heather Wilson; JF Sabourin; Joanna Kidd; Wright, 
Bradley
Subject: Re: Pinecrest Westboro SWM Retrofit Study - comments re: June 17 
PAC meeting materials

Darlene, I realize the meeting wasn't intended to outline the measureables that will 
eventually have to 
convince council for their support, but I worry about this - remember Cullen's concern at the 
public 
meeting.
 
While you certainly should be looking for the best solutions at source, transmission and end 
of pipe, I 
was sort of hoping to see some mention of the cost/benefits when applied to various catchments
- 
especially as it will affect Westboro Beach since this is what will likely be foremost on the 
minds of 
councillors.  Wavell of course comes to mind as probably the biggest threat to the beach and 
also the 
most costly to try and fix.  So what to do, go for one of the more fixable catchments that 
will have a 
more modest cost and at least get something out of the study than can be held up as a model of

accomplishment even though it might not have much impact on the beach but hopefully sets a 
positive 
direction for the future?
 
I realize this wasn't the main purpose of the meeting, but I feel relating things to the beach
might not be a 
bad mind-set as one works towards a conclusion.
 
 
 
 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Conway, Darlene 
To:  
Cc: Dr. John Beebe ; Heather Wilson ; JF Sabourin ; Joanna Kidd ; Wright, Bradley 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2010 5:35 PM
Subject: Pinecrest Westboro SWM Retrofit Study - comments re: June 17 PAC meeting materials

Hi all – just a reminder if you have any additional comments, please provide them in writing 
by 
July 6th. Please send them to me and copy the consultant team. 
I’ve attached a link to the STEP program (Sustainable Technologies Evaluation Program) that 
was mentioned at the meeting. There are numerous studies at this link that may be of 
interest:  http://www.sustainabletechnologies.ca/
Also – a couple of links re: SWM retrofit efforts in other Ontario municipalities: 
Toronto: http://www.toronto.ca/water/protecting_quality/wwfmmp/index.htm 
Hamilton:  
http://hamilton.ca/CityDepartments/PublicWorks/Environment_Sustainable_Infrastructure/Str
ategicPlanning/StrategicEnvironmentalPlanningProjects/GRIDS/Stormwater+Management+Ma
ster+Plan.htm

Thanks, 

DEC

Darlene Conway, P. Eng. 
Senior Project Manager 
Infrastructure Services and Community Sustainability 
Infrastructure Policy Unit  
110 Laurier Avenue West, 4th Floor 
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comments re June 17 PAC.txt
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1P 1J1 
tel.: (613) 580-2424, ext. 27611 
fax: (613) 580-2578 
e-mail: Darlene.Conway@ottawa.ca 
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Stormwater Management Recommendations 
By 

Queensway Terrace North Community Association  
(July 20, 2010) 

 
 
Concerns: 
 
1. Is this all about Westboro Beach water quality? 
2. Is this about handling stormwater runoff only? 
 
QTN Stormwater Management Today: 
 
1. Britannia Heights portion of community has ditches that help. 
2. Elmhurst and Frank Ryan Park are natural water management sites. 
3. Severn Public School property a significant water management site. 
4. Community well treed and grassed lawn area significant. 
 
Recommendations for Consideration to Reduce Runoff from QTN: 
 
1. Repair and reset sewer drains. 
2. Review parks ability to handle more runoff. 
3. Rainbarrel purchase and installation program. 
4. Eavestrough runoff control program. 
5. Hard surface parking space on private property control program. 
6. Private property direct to storm sewer drainage control program. 
7. Severn Public School used as a model for water management. 
8. Stormwater drainage study. 
 
Recommendations for Consideration - Citywide: 
 
1. Retail/Commercial/Institutional parking lot runoff control program. 
 - designated snow dump collection areas with absorbent material, 
 - use of buried cisterns, more soft materials and trees. 
2. Living roof program for these buildings. 
3. Repair and reset sewer drains. 
 
Recommendations for Pinecrest Creek: 
 
1. Creation of settling ponds complete with native plants. 
2. More bends in creek to control erosion and flow rate. 
3. Create multiple parallel discharge points. 
4. Expand Mud Lake. 



Comments on the Pinecrest Creek report.txt
From:  
Sent: December 17, 2010 1:29 PM
To: Conway, Darlene
Cc:  
Subject: Comments on the Pinecrest Creek report

Categories: Red Category

Darlene, 
The JFSA report is a well done classical engineering study. It will, if 
implemented, improve many aspects of the problems currently plaguing the 
stormwater in Pinecrest Creek but, this will take decades to do if funding is 
approved.  However, I fear that the proposal for a stormwater pond near the 
Ottawa River is unrealistic and has little chance of ever being done.  Even if 
this was done it would leave many stormwater outfalls dumping untreated into 
the Ottawa River.  Further, the report does not address any aspects of the 
sources of E. coli in stormwaters and what might be done to immediately 
reduce a given source.
My concern is Public Health as well as Ottawa River health. I propose that it is 
now an opportune time to submit my proposal for the phenotyping of E. coli in 
Pinecrest Creek and the outfalls.  The identification of E. coli source may allow 
"smart" short term actions to be undertaking to greatly reduce the E. coli 
pollution of waters flowing into the Ottawa River.  I trust I will have your 
support in undertaking a pilot DNA phenotyping study to address the Pinecrest 
Creek Westboro Beach outfalls.  Like the Pinecrest Creek study this can be 
classed as a Pilot study applicable to other sources that flow into the Ottawa 
River.
Below is a note from    that I agree with.  We discussed this issue 
of 2010 beach closures briefly at the Nov. 30, 2010 PAC meeting.
   
 

From:  
Sent: Tuesday, August 31, 2010 7:30 AM 
To: conway 
Cc:  keeper@ottawariverkeeper.ca 
Subject: Westboro Beach 
 
Darlene, have you noticed the final E.coli results for the 
year? http://ottawa.ca/residents/health/inspections/beaches/archive_en.html  Hard to believe 
that the 
beach only closed for 9 days and that there were only 9 days when the E.coli was greater than 
100 - the 
numbers are always in the 20s.  In my mind this dismisses the impact of wildlife since I'm 
assuming the 
same number of birds were still around and with the lower water level perhaps even might have 
had a 
greater impact???
   
It would be interesting to review the rainfall data for the Pinecrest-Westboro area to see 
whether it was 
simply a case of no significant runoffs except for Aug 5 with the big storm.
   
Perhaps "mother nature" just modelled for us how things might look if the Pinecrest-Westboro 
pilot 
accomplished all the things we hope it will.
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Pinecrest Creek Subwatershed rehabilitation.txt
From:
Sent: December 05, 2010 2:06 PM
To: J F Sabourin, Heather Wilson
Cc: Conway, Darlene
Subject: Pinecrest Creek Subwatershed rehabilitaiton

Hi Heather;
 
I wanted to repeat that I was generally pleased with what I heard at the Public 
Open House last week. Very glad to hear that you are not trying to jam too many 
end-of-pipe 'solutions' into the system and, especially, that you were staying away 
from the already full mouth of the creek. Pleased too that you are placing a lot of 
emphasis on enhancements on private lands (i.e. containment on individual lots, 
street design, etc). there is recognition there that exporting the problem 
downstream to large SMP and the like represents a failure of the system. So, good 
for you.
 
I was less enthusiastic regarding the level of recognition of the critical need 
to significantly restore natural landscape values. It was good to highlight three 
areas where 'daylighting' was readily do-able in order to free significant portions of 
the creek from its entombment - but that was it. There was no discussion of 
widening natural vegetation buffers along the creek bank where they exist and of 
re-establishing them where they don't presently. No discussion either of 
'naturalizing' freed creek sections; suggestions there was no room for re-
establishing meanders (not correct in at least the Carling Ave - Richmond Road 
section), or the establishment of side pools and such. There's room for a lot more 
creativity to be injected into this.
 
The biggest problem, though, is that creek naturalization and day-lighting is NOT 
presently included in any of their solution alternatives. Ironically, it seems that 
restoration of the creek itself is treated largely as a motherhood 'wouldn't-it-be-
nice' objective within the watershed management concept. Remarkable, really, 
when the costs for undertaking such enhancements could be largely if not entirely 
absorbed within construction programs related to upgrading existing transportation 
facilities within the corridor. 
 
Day-lighting (and naturalization) of significant sections of the creek must be an 
over-riding focus of all management alternatives, something that is factored into 
whatever happens in this watershed. Since this study represents the pilot project 
for subsequent urban subwatershed studies in this city it would be especially 
uninspiring if what is increasingly being seen across North America as a vital 
component of urban waterway management received only lip-service in the 
rehabilitation plan for our most urbanized watershed. If it isn't going to happen 
here, it won't happen anywhere.
 
This creek has been in this unnatural transformed condition for less than 50 of its 
several thousand years of life. The creek itself, not just the watershed, has got to 
be fixed for all sorts of economic, social and environmental reasons. 
 
I look forward ot seeing how project planning responds to these and the other 
positively constructive comments that arose in the Open House.
 
Cheers,

 
P.S. 'Day-lighting' may be the term folks are using but it is not the best for this 
activity, is it? We don't really want some (most) creeks in this part of the world to 
be day-lighted, we want them restored to the (semi-covered, shaded) swamp 
forest condition they once supported so successfully. The best term? We should be 
calling this creek liberation. Much more accurate and, welling, liberating. 
 
------------------------------------------- 
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Pinecrest Creek/Westboro Stormwater Management Retrofit Study 
 Comments  (City of Ottawa Stormwater Management Section)  

 March 10, 2011 
 
 
Darlene, 
 

 Please find the following comments from the Stormwater Management Section in regards to 
Step 3 and 4 interim report of the Pinecrest Creek/Westboro Stormwater Management Retrofit 

Study. 
General: 
The overall presentation of the report is very poor, drawings are illegible.  Figures do not 
indicate basic information such as names of arterial roads, identification of the ORP culvert 
system and so on… 
 
 
 
3.1.1 Lot Level Private and Public Controls 
Rain barrels and Cisterns 
The proposed BMP’s are highly dependable on home owner’s long term participation. Can you 
please demonstrate with the help of some statistical data that would indicate the effectiveness of 
these practices in long-term?  (City of Ottawa launched in 2003 a Rain Barrel Program, 400 rain 
barrel units were sold, the addresses of the houses are still available in the City’s file.) 
 
Porous and Permeable Pavement 
• Provide us with a few examples of implementation of those BMP’s used in equivalent to the 

City of Ottawa climate conditions.  (Cold winters, clogging conditions, frost heave…) 
 
3.1.2 Conveyance Controls 
Grass Swales, Infiltration Trenches 

• Implementation of infiltration trenches and swales are highly dependable on soil 
conditions.  Please demonstrate that these controls would function in the Pinecrest 
subwatershed since the Soil Map indicates mostly clay conditions. 

 
Street Narrowing 

• Street narrowing practice should be discussed with the Surface Operation in term of 
accessibility. (i.e. snow removal)   

 
3.1.1.3 End of Pipe Facilities 
Oil and Grit Separators 

• It is inappropriate to specify singular brands of OGS’s within this report. Either remove 
the singular reference or provide numerous more manufactures examples.  

• Maintenance aspects are also very important factors regarding the brand selection. 
  
3.3. Stormwater Retrofit Scenarios 

• Has the consultant considered some other alternative options such as the use of City’s 
existing parklands? 
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4. Water Quality Assessment  
4.1 WindSlamm Modelling 
 Baird & Associate Ltd Report: Assessment of the Relative Impact of SWM Retrofit 
Alternatives Developed for The Pinecrest Creek Study  
Can you please provide a comparison of results generated by the WindSlamm modeling and the 
Baird’s Assessment report (Pg 23- 5.0 Conclusions- 1st bullet)  
 
5. Water Quantity Assessment  
5.2 SWMHYMO Models 

• Can you please provide a better explanation of Table 5.2 –Improvements in Producing a 
More Natural Hydrologic Cycle Within Pinecrest Creek, since this is maybe a “Key 
Selling Factor” in order to secure a Capital Budget. 

  
5.4.1. Existing Hydraulic Conditions  

• Please clarify the 4th paragraph from the top “All proposed Scenarios produce lower 
peak flows than the existing conditions.”  This does not correspond to your statement 
quoted in the report Pinecrest/Centrepointe Stormwater Management Criteria – Page17, 
5.1 Flood Control -Recommended SWM Criteria for Quantity Control for Flood Control 
Purposes on the Pinecrest Creek: “All future Development shall control their 1:100 year 
peak flow to 36 l/s/ha in order to maintain the existing1:100-year peak flows in the 
creek”. 

 
Table 5.4.1.-Level of Service of the ORP pipe 
Can you please clarify the meaning of the 2-year Level of Service of the Ottawa River Parkway 
culvert and the following interpretation in Table 5.4.1  
 
 
7.0 Costing of Scenarios  
 We have noticed that the in-stream works were not a part of the retrofit‘s alternative costing 
analysis. Maintenance cost should be adjusted accordingly to confirm the values provided by the 
“TCAR study”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




