APPENDIX 1 — SANITARY FLOW ESTIMATE TABLE



Project #:

Project Name LPH Lands Subdivision

Date:

By: D.Hoevenaars, P.Eng., T.Winger, E.I.T.

DEL19-009

October 31, 2022

Sanitary Flow Calculations

Bonus Density Dry Weather Design| Infiltration
Block # Area (ha) Usage (u/ha)’ # of Units (Res)| Pop. (Res) Pop. (ICI) Pop. (total) Flow (L/s) (L/s)
Lots 1-30 2.08 1 30 90 0 90 0.24 0.21
31 2.28 2 150 343 824 0 824 2.19 0.23
32 2.01 2 150 302 725 0 725 1.93 0.20
33 1.90 2 150 285 684 0 684 1.82 0.19
34 1.00 2 150 150 360 0 360 0.96 0.10
35 2.38 2 150 357 857 0 857 2.28 0.24
36 1.53 2 150 231 555 0 555 1.48 0.15
37 1.28 2 150 193 464 0 464 1.24 0.13
38 1.39 2 150 209 502 0 502 1.34 0.14
39 1.26 3 150 190 456 127 583 1.55 0.13
40 0.47 3 150 71 171 48 219 0.58 0.05
41 1.23 4 250 309 495 124 619 1.65 0.12
42 1.58 4 250 395 632 158 790 2.10 0.16
43 0.63 4 250 157 252 63 315 0.84 0.06
44 0.85 4 250 212 340 85 425 1.13 0.08
45 2.45 4 365 895 1432 246 1678 4.47 0.25
46 1.81 4 250 452 724 181 905 2.41 0.18
47 1.07 4 250 267 428 107 535 1.42 0.11
48 0.83 4 250 208 333 84 417 1.11 0.08
49 0.90 7 0 0 90 90 0.24 0.09
50 1.13 7 0 0 113 113 0.30 0.11
51 1.36 7 0 0 136 136 0.36 0.14
52 0.85 7 0 0 85 85 0.23 0.09
53 0.54 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.05
54 2.28 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.23
55 3.17 2 150 475 1140 0 1140 3.03 0.32
56 2.60 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.26
57 0.18 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.02
58 0.61 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.06
59 3.42 6 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.34
60 0.10 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01
61 0.10 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01
62 1.04 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.10
63 0.06 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.01
64 0.00 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00
Roadways 11.79 8 0 0 0 0 0.00 1.18
Total: 58.13 5731 11464 1647 13111 34.90 5.81
Peaking Factor: 2.84
Design Flow (L/s): 114.73
Types of Usage Unit Count (Residential) Area (ha) Assumptions
1 Single Family 30 2.08 Maximum Residential Density (Low Density):
2 Medium Density? 2545 16.94 Maximum Residential PPU (Low Density):
3 Medium Density/Mixed Use 261 1.74 Maximum Residential Density (Medium Density):
4 High Density/Mixed Use 2895 10.44 Maximum Residential PPU (Medium Density):
5 Institutional 0 0.00 Maximum Residential PPU (High Density):
6 Parkland/Open Space/SWM Block 0 9.63 Commercial/Institutional (also assumed for Heritage):
7 Heritage 0 4.24 Residential Dry Weather Design Flow:
8 Municipal/Private Right-of-Ways 0 13.07 Uncertain Development Factor:
Total 5731 58.13 Peaking Factor (residential Harmon)®

References:

(1) Taken from City of London Design Specifications & Requirements Manual - Section 3, Last Updated March, 2021

(2) Requested Bonus Density per zoning sketch as provided by Planner
(3) Block 55 has been assumed as medium density residential zoning for sewage load and DC revenue but could also develop as a school block at institutional zoning of 100 PPH (3.17 ha x 100 ppha = 317 people)

Infiltration Allowance:

30 units/ha’
3.0 persons/unit1
75 units/ha’
2.4 persons/unit1
1.6 persons/unit1
100 person/ha1
230 L/cap/day1
0.1

: M=1+(14/(4+P%%))

0.1 L/s/ha’



Project #:

DEL19-009

Project Name LPH Lands Subdivision

Date:

October 31, 2022

By: D.Hoevenaars, P.Eng., T. Winger, E.I.T.

Sanitary Flow Calculations (per Phase)

Phase 1A Area (ha) Population Dry Flow (L/s) [ Infiltration (L/s)
45 2.45 1678 4.47 0.25
49 0.90 90 0.24 0.09
62 1.04 0 0.00 0.10
Roadways 1.08 0 0.00 0.11
Phase Total: 5.47 1768 4.71 0.55
Peak Factor 3.63
Total Flow (L/s) 19.32
Phase 1B Area (ha) Population Dry Flow (L/s) [ Infiltration (L/s)
46 1.81 905 2.41 0.18
47 1.07 535 1.42 0.11
48 0.83 417 1.11 0.08
63 0.06 0 0.00 0.01
Roadways 1.09 0 0.00 0.11
Phase Total: 4.84 1857 4.94 0.48
Previous Phases: 5.47 1768 471 0.55
Total: 10.31 3625 9.65 1.03
Peak Factor 3.37
Total Flow (L/s) 36.82
Phase 2 Area (ha) Population Dry Flow (L/s) [ Infiltration (L/s)
Single Lots 1-30 2.08 90 0.24 0.21
32 2.01 725 1.93 0.20
33 1.90 684 1.82 0.19
34 1.00 360 0.96 0.10
35 2.38 857 2.28 0.24
36 1.53 555 1.48 0.15
37 1.28 464 1.24 0.13
38 1.39 502 1.34 0.14
39 1.26 583 1.55 0.13
40 0.47 219 0.58 0.05
50 1.13 113 0.30 0.11
51 1.36 136 0.36 0.14
52 0.85 85 0.23 0.09
53 0.54 0 0.00 0.05
54 2.28 0 0.00 0.23
56 2.60 0 0.00 0.26
59 3.42 0 0.00 0.34
60 0.10 0 0.00 0.01
61 0.10 0 0.00 0.01
64 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Roadways 8.23 0 0.00 0.82
Phase Total: 35.90 5373 14.30 3.59
Previous Phases: 10.31 3625 9.65 1.03
Total: 46.21 8998 23.95 4.62
Peak Factor 3.00
Total Flow (L/s) 83.67
Phase 3 Area (ha) Population Dry Flow (L/s) [ Infiltration (L/s)
31 2.28 824 2.19 0.23
41 1.23 619 1.65 0.12
42 1.58 790 2.10 0.16
43 0.63 315 0.84 0.06
44 0.85 425 1.13 0.08
55 3.17 1140 3.03 0.32
57 0.18 0 0.00 0.02
58 0.61 0 0.00 0.06
Roadways 1.40 0 0.00 0.14
Phase Total: 11.92 4113 10.95 1.19
Previous Phases: 46.21 8998 23.95 4.62
Total: 58.13 13111 34.90 5.81
Peak Factor 2.84
Total Flow (L/s) 114.73
Combined
Cumalative Cumulative Peak
Phase ADF Cumulative ADF | Peaking Factor [Flow (L/s) (entire
Phase (ML/day) (ML/Day) (Harmon) (entire site)
1A 0.41 0.41 3.63 19.32
1B 0.43 0.83 3.37 36.82
2 1.24 2.07 3.00 83.67
3 0.95 3.02 2.84 114.73
Split Highbury/Dundas
Cumalative Cumulative Peak
Phase ADF Cumulative ADF | Peaking Factor [Flow (L/s) (entire
Phase (ML/day) (ML/Day) (Harmon) (entire site)
1A 0.41 0.41 3.63 19.32 TO HIGHBURY
1B 0.43 0.83 3.37 36.82
2 1.24 1.24 3.22 54.19 TO DUNDAS
3 0.95 2.18 2.98 87.49

Maximum Residential Density (Low Density):

Assumptions

30 units/ha’

3.0 persons/unit1
75 units/ha’

2.4 persons/unit1

Maximum Residential PPU (Low Density):

Maximum Residential Density (Medium Density):
Maximum Residential PPU (Medium Density):
Maximum Residential PPU (High Density):
Commercial/Institutional (also assumed for Heritage):

1.6 persons/unit1

100 person/ha1

230 L/cap/day’
Uncertain Development Factor': 0.1

Peaking Factor (residential Harmon)1: M=1+(14/(4+P°'5))

0.1 L/s/ha*

Residential Dry Weather Design Flow:

Infiltration Allowance:
References:
(1) Taken from City of London Design Specifications & Requirements Manual - Section 3, Last Updated March, 202:
(2) Requested Bonus Density per zoning sketch as provided by Plannel




APPENDIX 2 - FIGURES 7 THROUGH 13



Plotted: Oct.31/22—10:30am Nome: DEL19-009 — FPR Figures.dwg

D[:J‘

L

L1 ] | : ' I
- d 1= 7 51 [ Poy = L \[\‘%‘ Nt B e — \¢
1 O BD] L_l D O~ — — — — EX. 750 ST 1
al ey ey I Loz ; COMMERCIAL CRES = X
[y P e —EB’—CP a = o 5 U B Z
] A L ] T% 2l D[g gl e D Q . 14
AYRESWOOD AVE & R " 2B ul
N 18 ‘o s Wl ﬂrg & U g 4 \ c
] s S= Ly (2 [ : gL T
1 PETDT e —05 [T S~ | O ‘\nj —
‘ CJ\ ), oo C | I ! l [ 0
o 0 A 12 k 73 T 25 > L
ﬂg . 0 - 50 || W = f2 1 14 | 23 /"§I 26 pr 1 § P § ¢ gAPEC2 § ¢ NG ~ L I E
> — BL(I)_%;M A s 10 15 2 \|” 27 F/\//mﬁ 45% &5 ) w § —
ROEHAMPTON IAVE\‘ a HIGH DN =0 USE ‘% A, o \ 16 121 28 2'59H°P/%I'RIBUTARY . NN MEDIURT SeNSoy RES. Z * ? \ \ 5 8
@ uiinlis > ﬂ & o s Ds | % o NEOS #0 ) APEG—1 CITY GMIS SWMF) | = Ny gl | STORMWATER g N %) T
| I % O e ) (o N g sTReETA || STREET H G |\ wsesuen N 3.l 7
B o e z| "’
= = / PROP. STM SEWER\ x| \ PROB~STh SEWER PROP, STM SEWER S| S . /\N 8 B
[ = N O\ PROPOSED CITY OF %
SO A C] 1 ST & 5 NS \\4“‘ oo = sass | LONDON GMIS SWMF
o L =2
ROEHAMPTON AVE & DE?\ILSOI'?YK/N:&ED USE < § S \ BLOCK 38 2 \_T/POND -m_l \</ D [
17 AN o 1'H1€H\1 /M % 2‘ BLOCK 34 (| K 52 \ \ MEDIUM DENS@ o N~ o
G (R == \D DJ g o, ] {5{) [Meom DENsITY Res. |7 i ERITAGE Losloo s | \\\ 1.39H § p » S~ l
o = BLOCK 55 # 5 E:', 1\53Ha \ \\‘\ o s*-?ﬂ/
vRRlE o [ reeos i — \\ | M—=TREET e \ D ==
% o [N ~ ~ ‘ o
& ) P B 0 |
8 7 PROP. STMSFWER __ HROP. STM JSEWER |~ ' l |
. \ 7 EXISTING HERITAGE e o — <‘ N Ll J
8 BLOCK 43 E EASEMENT (TYP.) T D_ D Bhock /a3 i
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE . N L EXISTING BUILDING HERITAGE L:
0,83Ha o  STREET C . TO REMAIN (TYP.) A 0 |1 & 0
BLOCK 57 < & PROP. STM SEWER Xﬂ\ = ROP. PM E 28 Ha -
I OPEN SPACE , PRDP. STM SEWER _ g srock! S \
-18Ha k) BLOEK 5t 1.361 —
; o e N | “ : e o 2J
#»
STRE | - ‘
5 EXISTING ACCESS ROP. Sis /!/ o — APEC—4 EXISTING HERITAGE
0 8 | _—  EASEMENT (TYP.) "\ Pes L —— N | EASEMENT (TYP.) 1 APEC-7
g MEDIUN DEEHT R 5 LOGK' 33~ J F“f‘PEC_s BLOCK 37 /
2.28Ha ’ z MEI UM1. gﬁ;w RES. // i Sjé MEDIUM1D2EBN RES.
| ! N @ MIXED USE ~—MEDIUM DENSITY/ ]
. . =) . 1.26Ha . MI)éE4[.>7H / 7/ 1
(@] 8 a —_— o ——— | —
] wl g HO AVE] x @ o . BLOCK 61 f; 5
ol E PROP.TSIM SEWER [ x5S ROD, ‘P‘QM‘\N 2 PEEJ SAT D 7 DEV%UL;E:l:FEAEENT , i g
= Ll o ) ) LOPMI [:j ij ij ok
2 s || § e s @ TEMPORARY STORM EASEMENT REQUIRED / H\} i n—[
S (TR'BUTAV’}’}HT%PZ'GQWURY ]| A A N BINCK 47 FOR INTERIM STREET A ROAD DRAINAGE 0 R n
< NTROLS) BLock 40 (J1 ! ( Budor fe ’ 7 o HIGH DENSI e OUTLET TO HIGHBURY AVENUE. / ﬂ r g I
e 0.90Ha ED USE S8 IGHDENS APEC-7 L1
: PROP. STM PDGS d T Boka e s MED USE oo 4 VAJOR STORM HIGH CAPACITY INLETS z|-
g TO HIGHBURY AVE. v APEC-8 /" TO HIGHBURY AVE. T HIGHBURY AVE REQUIRED IN SAG ON STEEI-_—I' AL-J Q\%
- /)8 - s { =1 50
- A R =, ; i a_
BRT STM SEWER BRT STM SEWER BRT STM SEWER e —— 1:
=HIGHBURY AVE N =& — — o s PRSIV sevER BRT ST sewer [ X BosT S— [l [ —as e
= o 7 — - e, —T i T STG ACCESS 723 y "r S S—F——s-5=—HIGHBURY AVE N
0|0 Dqé ’ O CK 62 EASEMENT (TYP.) L RoRD. WIDENING Zo of © =
TD D D i} ROA[‘)I gll[:lENING 0.06Ha &
A i a
PAARDEBERG CR&D D A—i\; TEMPORARY STORM SEWER CONNECTION 8
o \ = ‘ FOR INTERIM PHASE 1 CONDITION 3
4 - 0° o ALL BLOCKS FRONTING HIGHBURY AVENUE REQUIRE . 0
TV =TT MIN. 6.0m WIDE SERVICING CORRIDORS ADJACENT - =
TO THE WIDENED HIGHBURY AVE BRT CORRIDOR.
London Office PROPOSED DEL19_009 Flgure Number
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 development N 1 4000 o oee ]
(519) 672-8310 .
engingering LPH LEGACY VILLAGE STORM SERVICING (11x17) RQ 7
31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limi ST RATEGY ]
519) 442-1441
(519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS OCT. 2022




Plotted: Oct.26/22—5:04pm Name: DEL19—009 — FPR Figures.dwg

L1 | d = 3
E 7| = EL@I il . 3 e L P E&—)“j \ — IL_,J F \Dﬂ—:“;%ﬂw \/J
8 o | e ] | [0 L e \ - - ]
o~ uJ
1 g o ket [T 2 | [ — COMMERCIAL CRES -
T4 e | el eE LT Ef% il D 7
1 z . @
AYRESWOOD AVE a 2 ks =3 e [ U go%"%%m . e
f ) ! _Q_g § % QD i’_% ] D Y ° \ %
] / EX. 200 SAN Ep:oc % T|| ‘ %a [} L]D J %6 ., “““ o:saLo%ES(E;gv ﬂ<_ wﬁ?“ C
N ST | Ui, ) ey L RN =
a ‘ g .10Ha N _ D 1 |
T D[q ' B 1 12 k 13 s o 25 > L
A0 - il % 2 1 14 23 % 26 PO F R : 3 7 ms 4 ‘ E . j;j
2 z, 0 HIGH DE?ILS(@rﬁ;(ED Ut |» X 0 - 2 I BhaLAND \ r : ul 2 —
ROEHAMPTON AVE% a 1.23Ha % AN 16 \21 % 28 2.59Hae<> MEDIUM D:%Esss &ES. Z Lok 58 [
[l (1 o g & o 5 8 AN %0 ale 20 % P B = ’ & © STORMWATER ) 0
- L 2 K e 7 18 \[ 19\ ) 12 0 K STREET ‘A STl H» N S L7
1 = {© PROP. SAN SEWER a\ - — 'PROP. SAN SEWER § 3
A X <
N BEHEj e ™ ) S U ( 5 / Ee NN i]
ROEHAMPTON AVE . L I |- 47.82 Ha 7 - ROP. SN SEWER< BLoo 38 ]
7 Ry = | S = POP=9,486 & % AN MED'“”P;;‘:@ § / >~ [
ﬂ D@ - 5{ N & o eonl e mis. .\ & I”_
a =) o BLOCK 55 *: E 1\53Ha \\ }\ o A R z +
_ ) INSTITUTIONAL Z # SANITARY TRUNK SEWER OPTION A TO |8
- STREET E & y 2 — WAl STREWE"; N e »° OUTLET AT DUNDAS STREET CONNECTION.Y!.:
NE— o ~ . SAN PN a | \ |
PROP. SAN SEWER g PROP. SAN SEWER_, ) N // < < i 0l oi \ PROP. SAN SEWER Il \
TR > E\\vy - N Sl |
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE - L EXISTING BUILDING HERITAGE | £ 528 5 EX. 525 SAN i
953Ha ( STREET C & TO REMAIN (TYP.) 4 i < - 2
oo b S B — e — = a ! ﬂ R OP. SAN SEWER
PR SPAGE — & PROP. SAN SEWER PROP. SAN SEWER 3 a @;WsE oron. kA 8
0.18Ha wf BLOCK 58 % BLOEK S [ 1.36Ha sewerll w2 floo X - ﬁl
BLOK 44 z OPEN_SPACE <+ . 13Ha ’ a0 —_—— [:l
_HIGH DENSITY USE i1 -61Ha Ne \ % " STRE = |7 . I
o STEELE gﬁ/\w : @—7-%5’;?‘” e U I 3
| PROP. SAN SEWER /| MEDIUM DENSITY RES: = iy BLOCK 37 / g
E - 2.28Ha & = % MEDIUM1P2EBN RES. / ?SI
k“,/x/ EXISTING ACCESS § ’éﬁm e BLOCK/ 40 = L
BLOC e o MIXED USE ~—MEDIUM DENSITY/ EXISTING HERITAGE
HIGH DEN§I45H ED USE EASEMENT (TYP')\ ~ 1.26Ha A MI)éEqu // EASEMENT (TYP.) . =T
7 W | i HO A A | @ A ’ p BLOCK 61 -
- PROP. SAN SEWER JPBQP. SAN SEWER - PR()SJR 5«?3&@ ™ % — DEVELGPMENT \ '
7] A\ /N ) L O 7 » A— - 0.10Ha !
PHASE 1 DEVELOPMENT ‘ e > I Ql w
2] ||l i (o Ae ) 4 o
8 . § & zg@ A2 BLOCK 47 S:%m o
w
3 \/\ e 10.31 Ha e }ig Siock 4 4%%? f gl§ _
5 eq,,, \ ‘:l DY POP=3,625 s . / 2 - z|°
259 e a 30 s /’ | Q
y g\ J LTS LA | R ey LI e’y | R
i il il il ol AT & - —
= 4°s él %/ - - T— EXISTING ACCESS = = = e
HIGHBURY AVE N —\ EASEMENT (TYP.) ~ Vyf L < %
3 o yj /\1{:& \ EX_750 SN EX. 450 saN—— L Z\ ( Ex."450 rsm EX. 450 SAN HIGHBURY AVE NI —— 3 fg/)"—”éb
pmﬁﬁﬁ\éﬁ/A v & éi—Roﬁlﬁo WIDENING g = 300 M L 'ROEI%O\:;:IZ%E%NG o 8 ’
PAARDEBERG CRES [ 8 7] A—ﬂ o i
= o
| 1 I'b A D u |
p -|[EXTERNAL TRIBUTARY AREA IS SUBJECT TO DIVERSION DUE TO||BLOCKS ABUTTING HIGHBURY AVE COULD BE ALL BLOCKS FRONTING HIGHBURY AVENUE REQUIRE m U -
N/"%\ ?PENDlNG DECOMMISSIONING OF PAARDEBERG PS (CITY IRP). SERVICED FROM EX. HIGHBURY AVE. SANITARY SEWER.| [MIN. 6.0m WIDE SERVICING CORRIDORS ADJACENT 1 I—
(A=10.31 ha; EST. POP.=3,625 P) TO THE WIDENED HIGHBURY AVE BRT CORRIDOR.
LondonQﬁice ) PROPOSED DEL19_009 Flgure Number
eoazen o Cevelopment & 1:4000 =~
e LPH LEGACY VILLAGE SANITARY SERVICING | 1% [™gg 5
lechanic St., Uni London) Limi o ]
ioysaziaat " CONSULTING GVIL ENGINEERS STRATEGY
OCT. 2022




Plotted: Oct.26/22—5:06pm Name: DEL19—009 — FPR Figures.dwg

! 2w ' etk o :
. i e [l B | R S ) S ol N ) S e W S |
\ 8 | Wl d‘—ip e [:] DI_"'J | ] 8 N - X mowm ;
4 i (e N RN ) W ; COMMERCIAL CRES M
Orfe T 0 4 Lol [ ol |z i
i 10 e T LR ] 0 | “ |2
2 AYRESWOOD NETZE el ey . Brfe 4
S - n : %%0 % Q
} e p EX. 150 WM =2 I] L0 & 7 “““ Z ; -
(o] " [ g b [ ] o ﬂDﬁ | =) o M
% . - E\] [Plgl\;glgEK RB(?AD jum| [E o = 000220 35 g
DA Y A wn = |
i "= K z /1 =N 7= 2 ﬁ/ﬁ [ ~ J l
B | 1 14 23 Il 2 515 5 _ 5
“D Sinli% ,.E]. | BLOGK 41 g 10 15 =z MEM = BLOCK 56
> PTON AVE HIGH DENsﬁ%}Mlxr:D use | = £ PARKLAN % BLOCK 35
ROEHAM L5 — l 1.23Ha el e 16 21 PO 28 259Ha MEDIUM_DENSITY-RES.
Q [E UE] 0 E—;P el s D s N %o Zh 29 % p T& 2.38H6
= B E 6 7 18 \] 19\ J| |\ \ STREET A [
[ ERIE] - - i - WATERMAN
=) —_‘EE . . \ V‘z | PROPWATERMA
B o | > L - N 4
- T =
ROEHAMPTON AVE ,wsm/mxm USE Z
Ve Eb\a =h e 5| 1
o o | | BLOCK 55 /4
B I STREET E e e
,)PROP. WATERMAIN I ~7 — — PROP_WETERWAN i
4 h EXISTING HERITAGE
BLOGK 43 EASEMENT (TYP.) N TD | P
| HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE ~ EXISTING BUILDING H
T 0,63Ha L STREET C L ¢ TO REMAIN (TYP.) i
BLOCK 57 —o PROP. WATERMAIN e \I »
U OPEN SPACE z — — (| ) P }
0.18Ha =f BLOCK 58 .8 BLK 5 T 36ila
i BLOGK 44 = OPEN_SPACE Iz \ HERITA
I |te pens, use | = 0.61Ha Ne \5 TR L
s 0.85 . : = ' —
° 5] g / BROP. WA N / EXISTING HERITAGE
o | STREET)F [} ¢ w - £ "FKR/ , Ik EASEMENT (TYP.) '
31 S 2 Vo0
PROP. WATEAMAIN L / MEDUM DENSITY Res: El e (Bog3s - f\// Hg° e BLOSK . \’, |
] LY ey 1.80Ha é % 1.28Ha J Q l
3 , EXISTING ACCESS UM DENST & i B / @6’ =
BLOC & EASEMENT (TYP.) ' 1.26Ha [~ MEDIUM D !
8 HIGH DEN§45H €D USE™ 4 A MI)éEEma l
7 u* 8 ) e \ HOWLALlD aAV BLOCK 61 - T ‘ [
I | Vi =TREET A EVFEULL%TIIEENT , ’
7 M»ﬁ{ﬁ;\ AN Ju %PR’_OP. WAT’;amig/M > 0.10Ha / [ij ij‘ij w
& ‘ X Q’\\// ~— K ExisTING AccESS ; @ Blg z
5 Y P EASEMENT (TYP.) / w3
5 57 o] fock 45— PHASE 1 LIMITS ED QF ¢
| F 1/ e st RORD WIDENNG > %ﬁ i
PHASE 1 LIMITS / 0ghe ooeha & E P 3
8
—- n N = —— 2 —i 4y 3 D
— — FEANGONED 400 W ABANDONED 400 WM & ABANDONED 400 WM = . EX._400 WM
HIGHBURY AVE Nzx‘ — [\ = S e _ HIGHBURY AVE N [
" = e 1 O "ﬁ £X. 400 WM _ < v e o
0 Dqé X{ BLOCK 62 - B s - - 200 W |2 A BX. 400 wIM: z E
S Al — RO WIDENNG ! gl & § o .
.04Ha $ $
PAARDEBERG CRE - Di— ‘;l | @ % hl
HEa \D/ O ' E
] . e OXFORD STREET WATERMAIN TO BE UPSIZED TO | |ALL BLOCKS FRONTING HIGHBURY AVENUE REQUIRE M U
,\/’\?\ >\oA = ] 400mm PER CITY IRP WHEN THE SUBDIVISION MIN. 6.0m WIDE SERVICING CORRIDORS ADJACENT =ul \ —

POPULATION BUILD OUT REACHES 9000 PEOPLE.

TO THE WIDENED HIGHBURY AVE BRT CORRIDOR.

OCT. 2022

LondonQﬁice ) PROPOSED DEL19-009 Flgure Number
e dm'°'°emn§,"t” ‘(' LPH LEGACY VILLAGE WATER SERVICING 14000 [F g 9

31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) '-‘m

(519) 442-1441 CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS ST RATEGY




Plotted: Oct.26/22—5:07pm Name: DEL19—009 — FPR Figures.dwg

L3 . 1 ' B Bl L
T e e o ] = BN M i W S
-’ = |0 - D — — — —
. AT [ bA Are ey M= COMMERCIAL CRES
e e Eet L Rl | Fa R =R U .
ol e [0 e 50 e[ Tl )
L T3 u%{juggm 8, : &
] AYRESWOOD AVE[ T=|% 17T - N T T 2 i %?5,_ Iy BLOCK 64 é <
T OO Coge, T2 (] s I NG =
L_(/:, Q \ 0.10Ha ‘ L D [ [ | D
o U= ~ > B 12 k 13 % |o| 25 +68.13 71.25 [~ J
Voo =) Il | <3 I O W 14 D P N R N R R R A 7 S04 " ]
D UL | I BLOGK 41 ol % 10 15 2 o[ =z Ekgﬁuﬁle @\N T ’ & \%/ o
ROEHAMPTON AVE D e omsthen wse | [—t—— =2 5 e e 2l B0
ot = - : e A ] z Eo - —
. ] | 5% 6 7 8 \[ s I\ \ STREET A STl H & zZ |7
=R =Rl 269.49 - . %6738 =#x66.82 63.00 °
[J_—j [::: n% l;Z/— \ 4 \ x
’—/—\_\kﬂﬂj/ﬁ‘\/
ROEHAPTON AVE ||} e oS USE% } T 1R
947 %@ (=) [ Lo |1 BlOCK 36 1.39H Pt
0 B o~ c EDIUM1DE3N|-|SITY RES. ‘ *
o o)) © BLOCK 55 <
7| Bl sTReET E < Tl V(| streer w6225
© . . —
4= %x69.69 x x 68290  62.44X /-
Y/ \ EXISTING HERITAGE J CONGEFTUAL
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE EASEMENT (@)L e [ < RETAINING/FLOODWALL  ——
0,63Ha \___STREET C < =]
P -
GBLOCK 57 —e x68.90 => 168.60 % - :1
U 0.18Ha " BLOCK 58 o2 51#5 - y ﬂ{—qf—\;ﬁ
i BLOCK 44 OPEN_ SPACE —_ — E
| | S ve | Ne | 6166 REFER TO SHEET 10A &
o) L o 67.58 : FOR CONCEPTUAL o -
: GUN—TREELF_) M | SPLITTER ISLAND GRADING.| @
4=—69.50 x \ MEDIUM DENSITYRES: WEDGEOgK 33 o [/ CONCEPTUAL
] w iy o~ (\R 2.28Ha 1.80Ha ‘I RETAINING/FLOODWALL
© - © ¥ OCK ™38 <
kA EXISTING ACCESS ~| v 21 S DIUM DENSIY il o EXISTING HERITAGE D @d —
a BLOC 00 EASEMENT (TYP.) 2 d MIXED. oSE T A EASEMENT (TYP.) .
e HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE \;D X \)\‘ @ 0 ’ . N z_l m
x .
| el ponspae DI )\ ey e, PLOTEETE TR I ol
1 e P EmR D ¥69.51 g iz S CE" [FLOWS TOWARD THE SWM BLOCK i 5
—~N —— > sz 6308 ¥ 2 ' M BLOCK. 7
' AR > o\ ADD 200.0 TO PROPOSED GRADES TO 9
P o cm oK 47 s OBTAIN GEODETIC DATUM. ALL DIMENSIONS o 2
© HIG! s/, o sy ﬁ : AND ELEVATIONS EXPRESSED IN METRES. %
ED USE S 07Ha p T ITT [T L= I a
o) 1.8 ) . | % MAJOR STORM HIGH CAPACITY INLETS
N g / /r B ASEMENT o) ‘ * REQUIRED IN SAG ON_STREET A [}
/ . o . 0 =7
—— /A A S A SN : i -
=HIGHBURY AVE N—™— 68.49 61.53 HIGHBURY AVE N/ - i
N, 7 MINIMIZING MAJOR OLF BYPASS TO HIGHBURY T\ MINIMIZING MAJOR OLF BYPASS TO HIGHBURY 77’ B I/l - r
I qé SUBJECT TO ENGINEERING CONSTRAINTS. \_ SUBJECT TO ENGINEERING CONSTRAINTS. | [ F \__ stock es 1 R
oo ) 0\ ok e =
A o a
PAARDEBERG CI\?@D 0 :|
GEk = ] |
i 0 o N L[
~ \3\ >\0A T = LI / — mE ——
DEL19-009 i
Iz_tjn:gnlo';ﬁcgt N., Unit 71 d I N\ PROPOSED 1 000 Flgure Number
(519)2:2‘-8831[; e eVel Opment 4 o B
engingering LPH LEGACY VILLAGE GRADING AND OLF (11x17) RQ 10
31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limi ST RATEGY ]
(619) 442-1441 CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS OCT 2022




YR

LY (

CONCEPTUAL OVERLAND FLOW/

d'9
s

P

ROUTE FROM STREET D

LEGEND

RKLA VALUE RATING
RKLA VALUE RATING
RKLA VALUE RATING

A
’B’
C

62.90

83.05—.

2% 1+360 e, o3, |, 350

62.9 r——

62.80

@ RKLA VALUE RATING 'D’

{X\ RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
@ EXISTING HERITAGE EASEMENT
|:| EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT

PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
(SHOWN 2m WIDE)

CONCEPTUAL MULTI—USE PATH CONNECTION
FROM SOUTH SPLITTER ISLAND TO EXISTING

Plotted: Oct.26/22—11:29am Name: DEL19—-009 — Figures.dwg

1
‘ 63.15 X(62.90 0.5% 62.97
62.9 N
gt 57 62.80
B
— =
\ o ©
N\ o N‘; [l
4 ||w© o}
: - SN (e |
4 p ~ '
CONCEPTUAL - ' < x '
> = X
RETAINING /FLOODWALL 63 ia —~—7 X S :
S B =70 I
"’-| == T I |
%‘ , 1 o)™
| ! I I |
\ ‘m I ] |
G : |
b [ 'S
| i
\ L [+] ‘ ' -
(]
ALLEE PATHWAY SYSTEM S T L2 < |
Wt 8 s il gl :
‘g b g 1 I 5 |
HO|H 5
| ° I L
ALLEE | | &
CONCEPTUAL | —
RETAINING /FLOODWALL A= e : 7]
\ =Rl S

London Office
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71
(519) 672-8310

Paris Office
31 Mechanic St., Unit 301
(519) 442-1441

development %‘Q

eng’mndon) umm
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

LPH LEGACY VILLAGE

CONCEPTUAL SOUTH SPLITTER
ISLAND AND STREET H OVERLAND
FLOW GRADING

DEL19-009|  Figure Number
1.:750  [™*"
amin | RQ 10A
OCT. 2022




Plotted: Oct.26/22—11:30am Name: DEL19-009 — FPR Figures.dwg

i SR w1 i sl o= v i W\ gy SO ol B — L -
| ’ ,Lﬂﬂ%ﬁn\ = ﬁi e JEH _ \ A
MOED Lléﬁ = =il ‘t% D_E;?: i= ‘] </ COMMERCIAL CRES— /| = ]
g . all - o H B 1
i KEamt Z [ ol o [} ) @
AYRESWOOD AVE % sH o [ = 2B o Wl
= J [_b% hl| i 9 ] d % %;’@D | BLOCK 64 Z
OISR Bt = | e e T oRE S
G :1 ™ I y 0.10Ha . e
il I | — f il
3 Ot~ 1 12 13 24 25 f ) e
- Tétjr w 2 1 14 23 26 m\ -— \\
:> 11 1T ‘a BLOCK 41 3 10 15 22 27 Ekgﬁmg 5 : \\ (1]
N ROEHAMPTON .AV% o HIGH DENDDY e XE0 USE 4 9 16 21 28 2.59Ha MEDIUN SENSIN. RES. = \\ \\ 5
tzj -5 2 c 1% 20 2 2:38tia & STORMWATER \ PROPOSED CITY %)
,—i}— - L s 7 18 19 ) L 3 STREET A STREET H © \ MAVCEMENY OF LONDON GMIS p-
o \ . SWMF =
10 . \ \ =)
4 4 N 4 N
3 f_%_j{ i / \
4 J U] E%) T gl PHASE 3 / \El—__ —
ROEHAMPTON AVI HIGH DE?\ILSOI'?YK/N:&ED USE (2026) BLOCK 38 = !
0 1.58Ha = o BLOCK 34 MEDIUM DENSTTY RES. %)
[H b 3 POP_:4113p - MEDIUM1I‘Z:)E1;\IHS°I'I'Y RES. 1.39Ha K SroRM 2<-
O = = BLOCK 55 BLOCK 32 w SEWER 5 SANITARY SEWER TRUNK
(®) INSTITUTIONAL MEDIUM DENSITY RES. 2 TRUNK E
—— \J STREET E T 3.17Ha 2.01Ha STREET H F—ar—— \-
T — e — o
N N 2 | PHASE 2 S——=SAN—SAN— & I LR
»  WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS :/ / \ ﬂ — [ | B II
(TO OXFORD STREET) AL 5 = (2025) AN PA N S T e )
% m HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE (!) STREET C ‘/ POP.=5373p 2K ﬂ;!
= AN AN AN ; F 7
) oPe e T2 TE SIi—sIM—STu—sT @Mﬁ%/ Z 2
0.18Ha
ook a4 % EXISTING HERITAGE 4) 2, /
i HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE ?l ZEEE QR , - \
2 A\ sweer £ ) o E S T L)
] (&) _— L
*9 = MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ) By s BLOCK 37 EXISTING HERITAGE B
WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS _| | v N\ 2.28Ha SNoora E o MEDIUM 10155"5;” RES. EASEMENT (TYP.) H
(TO OXFORD STREET) .
“ EXISTING ACCESS g MEDIUM DENSITY/ 5 &~  Block 40
¥H__)? [ BLOCK 45 EASEMENT (TYP.)™ | MIXED USE (] MEDIUM DENSITY/ i .
1.26Ha = -
| HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE x MIXED USE o -_-
] w ' HOWLAND AVE. @ BLOCK 61 f - '
~SANT e - STREELA LOPENT T Irs
5 \ SAN SAN SAN SAN SAN —36.10Ha = . "
N 'g 24 ' ) &7
o ‘
re [ BLOCK 46 PHASE 1B HI(?PII-OSEKN;;Y/ = . = 7
o \ HIGH DENSITY, (2024) MIXED USE BLOCK 48 . 2
MIXED USE 1.07Ha HIGH DENSITY/ BLOCK 63 0- g
/Q L // e PO P.=1857p 0.83Ha ROAD. WIDENING . * [ 5
. 4 | — _ 2 “ .
~— 777017 Jﬁﬁm 3 = N -L-.._ _
BRT STM SEWER ==BRT STM SEWER BRT ST EWER STSEWER % ! P e
HIGHBURY AVE N M SEWER BRT STM S / /\\BRT ST SEWER BT ST S — '
F \ DN W N A4 ‘ ° HIGHBURY AVE NI v
A i EXISTING ACCESS ! U of O - ¢
o =ioj2i 25/ : Bdhe | AT (e S o sy ses e
“PAARDEBERG CRES F — STORM SERVICE STUBS & (TO HIGBURY AVENUE)
b Flj I:] WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS ..
1 5 | b 5 |_ (TO HIGBURY AVENUE)
P AN F= | - PHASE 1A & 1B SERVICE STUB . L]
CONNECTIONS TO HIGHBURY AVENUE.
London (?fﬁce ) PROPOSED DEL1 9_009 Flgure Number
soereene 1 development & 1:4000 [™*
engingering LPH LEGACY VILLAGE SERVICE PHASING (11x17) RQ 11
31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London)  Limi s-r RATEGY e —
519) 442-1441
(519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS OCT. 2022



RQuan
Polygon

RQuan
Polygon

RQuan
Polygon

RQuan
Polygon

RQuan
Polygon

RQuan
Callout
WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS (TO OXFORD STREET)

RQuan
Callout
WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS (TO OXFORD STREET)

RQuan
Text Box
PHASE 1A
(2024)
POP.=1768p

RQuan
Text Box
PHASE 1B
(2024)
POP.=1857p

RQuan
Text Box
PHASE 2
(2025)
POP.=5373p

RQuan
Text Box
PHASE 3
(2026)
POP.=4113p

RQuan
Text Box
PHASE 1A & 1B SERVICE STUB CONNECTIONS TO HIGHBURY AVENUE.

RQuan
Callout
STORM SERVICE STUBS &
WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS (TO HIGBURY AVENUE)

RQuan
Callout
SANITARY AND STORM SERVICE STUBS & WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS 
(TO HIGBURY AVENUE)

RQuan
PolyLine

RQuan
Line

RQuan
Callout
STORM SEWER TRUNK

RQuan
Callout
SANITARY SEWER TRUNK

RQuan
PolyLine

RQuan
Callout
SANITARY TRUNK CONNECTION TO DUNDAS STREET

RQuan
Callout
PROPOSED CITY OF LONDON GMIS SWMF

RQuan
Callout
WATERMAIN CONNECTIONS (TO EX. STREETS IF REQ'D BY MODELLING)

RQuan
Line

RQuan
PolyLine

RQuan
PolyLine

RQuan
PolyLine

RQuan
PolyLine


on Oct.26/22-1:05pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dwg

RQu

L COMMERCIAL CRES——
)~

MARDELL PL_

2 7 BLOCK 64 ]
BLOCK 60 0.3m RESERVE
0.10Ha e )
PRIVATE )
ROAD — =
—
@ 12 / 13
" " " '5)( C =3 will
> [2'4 N \i N
BLOCK 41 < 10 15 22 27 BLOCK 56 o AN N | =
HIGH DEwagémwxgo USE a PARKLAND BLOCK 35 Z NN W\ %
+23Ha z 9 16 21 28 -59Ha MEDIUM DENSITY RES. < N\ NI
< Com— ° & \ \ 2]
4 8 17 20 29 7 © \ BLOCK 59 \ pa
B3 I \ STORMWATER \ \ e
@) 7 18 19 30 | N\ \  MANAGEMENT \ =z
I / N\ ‘ \ | 342 (| 8
(F) STREET'A' E () SREETA ) VA 1) | ‘
/ / / N ) I 7 |
@ X | %
o &, el ) ol \
BLOCK 42 il 7(3“ (I ) ‘ \
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE i} BLOCK 38 oY ( N
1.58Ha o BLOCK 3 e BLOCK 52 MEDIUM DENSITY RES. 3 — A |
> MEDIUM DENSITY RES. — HERITAGE 1.39Ha =5 l ~
I — 1.00Ha 0.85Ha BLOCK 36 ~— = N l'
S W MEDIUM DENSITY RES. \ I |
BLOCK 55 < BLOCK 32 [ H P e N\
INSTITUTIONAL MEDIUM DENSITY RES. = % | l
3.17Ha 2.01Ha \ | A
"1 - I
- T
(L) STREETE \ \ i y N :
! by N
) .
EXISTING HERITAGE l Lo I.'\ |
BLOCK 43 EASEMENT (TYP.) > < SN i >
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE w K iINRE
0.63Ha > = \|\ \ |
<C BLOCK 54 E Hl 8
B a N\ HERITAGE i‘\ ‘
BLOCK 57 BLOCK 50 BLOCK 51 BLOCK 53 2.28Ha 0 H
OPEN SPACE —* <Z( @ STREET 'C' 'AERITAGE HERITAGE HERITAGE © II ‘
35 1.13Ha 1.36Ha 0.54Ha ‘]\
5 ( T Hi
- |
BLOCK 44 T @ ] Y \
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE BLOCK 58
0.85Ha @ OPEN_SPACE \
0.61Ha \ =0 T
( : ) STREET'D' Teso
w <S>
N / \ i . RSy - L \
= BLOCK 31 N - .
@ STREET 'F MEDIUM DENSITY RES. [a) VEDIUB RSy RS ) @ BLOCK 37 EXISTING HERITAGE | \
2.28Ha z 1 Bok - 3 MEDIUM DENSITY RES. EASEMENT (TYP.) I |
Y h < -90Ha o o 1.28Ha L
S5 c
z o BLOCK 39 I 1 |
— MEDIUM DENSITY/MIXED USE
2 ) VA o ~ BLOCK 40 |
5 ™~ MEDIUM DENSITY/
EXISTING ACCESS MIXED USE |
EASEMENT (TYP.) ) @ 0.47Ha BLOCK 61 - ‘
\_ FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ¢
\. N Y, \ ) \ 0.10Ha €
L BLOCK 45 HOWLAND AVE : STREET 'A’ EXISTING ACCESS S— 0
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE OO \\\ N \\ N\ EASEMENT (TYP.)
. 2.45Ha N = g
. \\\\%&%&\\\\\\\\ < = "
> §\ NS I ‘ .
o |9 N ﬁ\%‘;‘&\\ o | O C ‘ =
N\ £ : | o
x BLOCK 49 :\.& i BLOCK 46 o !
o HERITAGE E& T HGH DK e sE BLOCK 47 I BLOCK 48 |
L 0.90Ha \§§‘ /! HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE w HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE | \ ]
> \\ 1.80Ha 1.07Ha & 0.83Ha | <D(
o BLOCK 62 @ | C i -
ROAD WIDENING \ T :)1
1.04Ha
. : @l | 2

N =

~ AMNINMINNNNY

—_—

p—

=~

HIGHBURY AVE N

— :
J)ju o

BLOCK 63
ROAD WIDENING
0.06

HIGHBURY

Vi— f
' ‘?_i

=i

- T~ ..

el e———
® D C

OC|

.06Ha

-y

@ ié o

aC

8

CONSULTANT OR  DIVISION

EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT
DESIGN BY RQ/JB 1 ISSUED FOR FPR SUPPORT OCT. 2022 DEVENG
DRAWN BY RQ
CHECKED BY JB/RH
F.BK. S-B9

London Office

41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71

(519) 672-8310

Paris Office

31 Mechanic St., Unit 301

(519) 442-1441

FILE: DEL19-009 — P&P.DWG

development %&

CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

ENGINEER'S STAMP

engineering

(London) Limite

PRELIMINARY

DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION

SCALE

SCALE — 1:2000
20, 0 40m

NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"

TITLE

LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT

OLD OAK PROPERTIES

PROJECT No,

DEL19-009

'SHEET No,

KEY MAP FOR FIG.12 PLAN AND
PROFILE DRAWINGS

12

PLAN FILE No.




A

06

RAISED
CONCRETE
INTERSECTION

BLOCK 31
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
2.28Ha

SEE SHEET 12L

88 1
s f -T _
E 3+80 ) 4+20 ) 4460
¥ + t s f \ t + —
0 { )
» &
< W/ —_— —
i B 7
3 oo
. = / 268, S
BLOCK 44 E BLOCK 45
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE ||| HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE
0.85Ha m 2.45Ha
|13l
o S '— oy B
=& STuyTEHT
& : &
23.0
6.50 10.0 6.50
= =

SEE ABOVE

SEE BELOW

7

SEE SHEET 120

200

7.5 6.25

CK 31 / BLOCK 58
MEDIUM DENSITY RES. OPEN SPACE
8Ha 0.61Ha
|
|
\ S
,\ C
—
‘ [ D) o~ D [ Vi
a 1.50 , Al K"I \}; il S i 19) } ¥ | —
290 / N 1| — 1T — /
f ( T ~ 3 Re=7s
{ N i\ \ = ~.
\ . sveo | N\, 7 6+00 6420 (@ 6440 N 6+60
\ / NV \ N "Refiozs
\\ [ TN A\ A
L

BLOCK 33

-
MEDIUM DENSITY RES. =
1.90Ha /

BLOCK 49.)

UNION GAS EASEMENT
AS IN 623868

VA
T

T 150

2007

SEE SHEET 12C

R=1230
LEGEND

RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’

RQuan Oct.26/22-1:05pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dws

BLOCK 45 | / \
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE HERITAGE | | & RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
2.45Ha 0.90Ha_ | / BLOCK 46
[ i / HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE RKLA VALUE RATING °C
) Ha o 'y
\ (Abandoned) \‘ va y /265 () RKLA VALUE RATING 'D
e BS:‘C’L‘*V | J / / RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
L v, / [
o “ " ! O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
6.50 6.50
[ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
HOWLAND AVE & STREET A S
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2 WIDE)
& %
272 o 2 272
L &
w g
Z <
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED: LANDS =] %
271 T 3 2 271
W ‘ % 4
B z E i Gz
e} >
& s 3 ‘ @ 67 & ii
z ¥ - a = & z s 290 S© 2
g w s & ) S
270 . 58 g 9 - 9 o FINISHED 2 RO "‘N 270
° Jo b3 <2 3 & ° /L ROAD o 2 A [ S e -5
- N E a 8 g = e 050% & 0.50%_ A o
b 3 N 143 0.50% ~
269 e —= — = “,,,77 269
EXISTING GROUND
1 ©l= T
10 HIGH : PT o
268 22 HIGH:PT  ELEV: 28959 g2 268
b PVI STA:0+680;38 3
Sl PVI ELEV:269.71 Sl
yite) <2400
g 6=-2.50% gla
@ LVC:50.00 o .
267 267
266 266
265 265
264 264
Zz Zz
<EE <38
L2k SES
. zoE
=) =) ) ) o o =) =) ) o o o =) =) ) o o o =) =) ) o o o =) =)
z =1 <l S S = =1 =t <t S e = =1 =t <t S e =1 =1 =t <t S e =1 =1 =t <t z
s 9 = o S g = 9 S o S 5 S o S o S s 1= 3 S 4 S o S o = ]
£ 2 3 ] S 8 B 8 8 & 2 & 3 ! 2 @ 8 2 21 2 b=t 2 & <] S 9 3 £
g 5 3 5 g 2 2 < 2 $ o B B 8 5 8 3 o e 3 8 P 3 R N R Q g
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE e PROJECT Ne.
I— B Y ) _ LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ HORIZONTAL - 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
London Office 5 0 10m SHEET No.
CHECKED 67 J6/RH 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N
(519) 672.8310 development 12B
. . 1
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08, 0 1 HOWLAND AVENUE & STREET A
31 Mechanic St,, Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 0+360 TO STA. 04750 PR FLE e,
S (519) 442-1441 CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS TS 1F REDLCED FRON 2254




SEE SHEET 12F

RQuan Oct.26/22-1:06pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dws

SEE SHEET 121
23.0 23.0
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.50 10.0
\
| 5 I
\ ¢ \ 2
\ ] | ] ] \ -[oll 2l 2
) 1.5 1'£ ) j | =S I —i8 i
.0 < 00 / — “‘ O
/B \
5 i | BLOCK 55
E INSTITUTIONAL E
5 ) 3.17Ha
L N / L
o+ [\ o
— \ o= BLOCK 31
(V)] ) MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
2.28Ha
|
kil Iy
| L a
50\ { \ ][ 1s o
2.00 © i g
J o 2] 8 —
oo ofa 1480 ) + 2+40 2460 . 2480 3400, 2 ) 3420 ) 3+40 3460 ol
. 2 gl | . | — | ! i — ! ; | | — | I
i i | i
2.00 A I S
1.50 % > + < L En I n’z* I 2
3 - r
g 5
RAISED [
BLOCK 42 ‘ CONCRETE -
°
BLOCK 41 2l INTERSECTION
HIGH DENS/MIXED USE HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE - s
1.58Ha Y
7690
( E LEGEND
| Ll BLOCK 43 BLOCK 57 BLOCK 44 RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
) \ o HIGH DENg\géM\xgm USE OPEN SPACE HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE "
\\ \ [ || =L 63Ha .18Ha 0.85Ha RKLA VALUE RATING 'B
\ Iell | Odfsll RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
\ ] S
| gl () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
! \ s 100 s RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
= SZH"E"ET o {0 DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
[ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
l_l OW N D \/E [] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
L/ \ M PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (oW o WD)
272 272
<
271 - " 271
2 ox [}
& s & - o
- s s
0 > Q. "2 a )
2 & < 6¢ o & E
@ © s Ja o 7 _ €s _
270 g 5 2 S8 2 53 z : R Z z 279
2 S ‘ & FINISHED o8 g - w12 ¢ z
o~ % Jo
o 080% e C/L ROAD S& 2 & e 8 b
= == = © % o <& & %
8 & o & 8
b 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% 0.50% S a
D 51 L R L e L e I E ar KUt SN AU L S RV RIS IR 0 e S (S S s (O WSS S TS SO B L —— 269
EXISTING GROUND/
268 268
267 267
266 266
265 265
264 264
z z
<32 <32
SE3 385
d d
zGE ze%
5as 5as
= = =) S = = = =) S = = = = =) S = = = = =) S = = = =
z = S S S = S S| S S S o) S| 9 S S S S| S| 9 S S S S| S| S| z
] g 4 S s =1 g =t ] S o =1 e S ] S o =] 9 =] ] = 5 = 9 S ]
= S 2 b £y 3 N S 38 IS M 3 3 & & 2 & g Iy N ® 8 2 3 2 3 =
£ 3 5| 3 g g 5 3 = S el 2 < e 2 I~ N N & N & 3 o by 3 8 £
+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
& & & 3 3 3 B & 3 s 3 B B & 3 3 B B B & 3 3 B B B
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIMISION ENGINEER'S STANP SCALE e PROJECT No.
I—mm B X R _ LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ HORIZONTAL — 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
CHECKED BY 18R London Office ) 10m SHEET No.
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 R\
(519) 672.8310 development &EVWCAL . 12A
. A — 1
Paris Offce engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION e i HOWLAND AVENUE
31 Mechanic St,, Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 04370 A FE e
19) 442-1441
T T (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS, I REDUCED FROM 22°34"




SEE SHEET 12M

SEE SHEET 12B

SEE SHEET 12G

\ BLOCK 46 o T

/l “\* HIGH DENSITY/MIXEDAJSE
1.80Hqg

HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE“\
1.07Ha \

23.0 20.0
6.50 10.0 6.50 .. 7.5 6.25
I. 3 .‘I L
\K; —
N e
— | / | i s S
// o\ | / L |=disld
_ \ P ( )
\ N e
) 9697 | /
\ % - | ) )
) ( f (& |
X BLOCK 33 \ (
\ < - 7/ MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ‘\‘ \‘ 4 MED\USL%%KNS\}TZ( RES. |
— 1.90Ha \ BLOCK 39 | Ll 1.28Ha
= “ MEDIUM DE;\l.Sz\gxéM\XED USE “\ m ) BLOCK 40 \X%\
\ | / — / MEDIUM DEgi\%/M\XED USE @m
\ 1 / / . 47Ha
\‘ I P / S Y
| < N / LA X K
‘ N IS e 2
‘ ) NS S
\ p SR w8 %
\ | T 7 g o Z N
\ | S o NS
] /e ) ‘ NI SR A
\ / N— SRR R
U e - . s L \\\\/:&\““‘6‘@'4 Q‘\\ %
L se0 8180 ‘ 5400 ‘ 9420 __— sw0 adfeo 8l ses0 | ‘ 10400 \ ",‘/",:“:’&‘3‘¢ \\%\'
<~ ‘ ‘ | | i _— — 3 i ; ; NS e \ >
— _ == i) g
] > . A
‘% o \\ RAISED BLOCK 61
N 87 CONCRETE - FUTURE LEGEND
/ __INTERSECTION — DEVELOPMENT s
| ( RKLA VALUE RATING °A’
BLOCK 47 \ |

BLOCK 48

RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’

RKLA VALUE RATING °C’

nésﬂ/ ~_ | ~ - S RKLA VALUE RATING ‘D’
A / - ] . \ | S T e O
/ = i | | N I / _ UNION GAS. EASEMENT RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
It / L | \ \ / \ , — AS IN 644506
! ' ’ O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
SEE SHEET 126
[ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
STR EET n [[] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
|CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS
269 ST S, SR NSO I R 1269
- S
—_——— N
F~— A= > N
- a N
0 N
2 No LOW PT STA: 0+930.10
268 - o & LOW  PTELEV: 263:95 268
& i PVI STA:0+915.10
[N PVI ELEV:263.72
N K:15.00
&S N G=4.00%
D N LVC:60.00
267 oX ol ol 267
o —a
Gy oy
R 203
BR L3
+ .. . I
Sl Sl 4
266 @lm Gz - 266
| = b —
! ]
I &
- I
ge S H
265 ! o . e &9 g < 269
EXISTING RETAINNG WALL— | o M Ye JURR BN £ UG B8 a9 o s [ -
I i+ T~—i T4 S8 B o e o g
(SR L T -~ b a9 & 0 =
T — /P D ——__ B @ o g
EXTSTING GROUND A ; £~ g by 8 o
e _—3 10 ©O .0 o M Q9
264 FINISHED 78@6“—\3 S50% NUTNl080% g T oy @ 5 264
C/L ROAD So 0.50% &
S SO FOPPSTEL OO
\\
i ~-<
263 e TG IS Lt et Sty S 263
i S M S SN S~
‘\\\”' \\\\\~ T
262 262
261 261
Z z
S S
sis sis
d d
s zEE
H o o o o o ) o =) =) =) =) o o =) =) =) =) o o o o o o o o o
3 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 S| 8 8 8 8 8 S| 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 z
5| & g = g =t g S e = 9 S P S 5 =t 3 S g = P S 3 =] g S i = ]
J| g 8 3 8 8 8 2 & 3 i g o 8 2 2] g 3 2 & 8 I 9 3 g 2 3 2 £
o K R R N N R o o > @ 5 @ & = 3 3 3 5 B 8 S 3 3 3 3 3 - g
+ + + + + + + +| + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + ps + +
P S 5 3 3 3 3 S 3 3 3 3 S S 3 3 3 3 S 2 2 X X h s s X
7 CONSULTANT OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TITLE PROJECT No.
) EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT
o I LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19—009
. DRAWN BY RQ London Office 0 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES SHEET No.
8] CHECKED BY JB/RH 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N EE
8 > N,
: o 50 (519) 672:6310 development 12C
8 . . VERTICAL - 1:50
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION o8 0 i STREET A
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04725 TO STA. 14110 SR FE e
§ 19) 442-1441
3 T (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS IF REDUCED FRON 22°x54"
g : !




[ ]
I /
UNION GAS EASEMENT
AS IN 604556

iR s Z r,,////////////
0 P— o ' ///;i;r%ﬁiiizzzﬁ,;;{////%é" s
PR ' = eSS /

el e, T Mk )7 — %/////

L
o

i \H\‘\

e

nalS rLH \/\ | \ s 7’

—

UNION GAS EASEMENT

LOCK 61 UNION GAS EASEMENT
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AS IN 644506 AS IN 644506
a N
XA ///\
U N
’0’0;:0 ’ X< LEGEND
X
- f/‘~\ I RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
- X
Ty QX / S RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
| BLOCK 6 S \\\‘4 —, Z
X
S a = =
| ’0.0’0.‘\.. A7 / % LT A -
O e 7% BLOCK 38 RKLA VALUE RATING 'D
! CONCEPTUAL )"[/,"""‘"’IIIII”%%) X MEDIUM DENSITY RES. Q
\ RETAINING/FLOODWALL 0" ’l,,,,""”’!';” j (2 1.39Ha () RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
BLOCK 54 l//i,f!}///d:{," ) DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
HERITAGE S == /’ ‘
2.28H / % [ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
I 1 SIS / ! Y 1
- [[] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
ALLEE CONCEPTUAL 525 75 625
RETAINING/FLOODWALL PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 /! SEE SHEET 12P (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS
267 267
rd
266 3 266|
S
%
265 @ 265
> - T
2 - s -
= o - = - I
o a = a - > - wj
n o o > o - =
¢ g 8 o 8 e o g « &
o 2 @
264 & b ° M b FINISHED g 9 o P g 264
— e o0sox 8 .60% N 3 S | c/LRoAD - 3 2 P °a
o e 2.50% ~ 0.50% 0:50% o ~ v © g S
© T e S N - S T D I S St s S o s o s
T TTmsmT T —
263 R T e e e S S i, S SRS S S S 263
262 S S R S XJ ************** 262
EXISTING GROUND
261 261
260 260
259 259
] ]
SEE S8k
d d
zpn zeE
) ) =) ) ) ) ) =) ) ) ) ) ) ) =) ) ) ) ) ) =) ) ) ) °
z s} ] =) a) s) s} =] =] s) la) s} s} =] ] =] =] =] 3 s} S =] la) s) s} ] z
g 3 & 2 & Q 8 R 3 8 < 3 < 3 QR S 8 & 9 23 8 3 8 2 & g g
5 o o - - - - - - § o o o~ N o N ™) ) ] el el ") ™) < < <+ %
ps + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +| + + + +
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  OMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TTLE LPH C PUS REDEVELOPMENT PRDWETI_TIGQ 009

OLD OAK PROPERTIES

DESIGN BY RQ/JB 1 ISSUED FOR FPR SUPPORT OCT. 2022 DEVENG HORIZONTAL — 1:500
Zm:z?;ﬂa/w London Office Q 10m SHEET No.
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N ‘ s R b
FBK. 5-89 (519) 672-8310 development I I 2 E L I M I N Y 1 2D

. 0 VERTICAL — 1:50

RQuon Oct.26/22-1:06pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dws

Paris Off engineer DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 05 .0 im STREET A
31 Mechanio St Unit 301 g“""““") Limite o — FROM STA. 14070 TO STA. 14440 RO FLE
(519) 442-1441 CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

FILE: DEL19-009 — P&P.DWG NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34’




/

4

BLOCK 36
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.

1.53Ha

AN
‘\\\»‘

=

N

SEE SHEET 12H

200
625 | 75 _| 625

RN

KL

NVINNYN

6.50
T

// w
w &
> —
[} - T —
UNION GAS EASEMENT B \M Te+40 ] tedso 17400 1 17440 122 + — 5
CAS, EASEMENT ‘ 3 ‘ ‘ 10 ‘ O ‘ i ‘ T SN ‘ : —als| B
| BLOCK 35 y | U’ S
| ( - &
BLOCK 38 | MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ] Q) O "3 1y
MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ‘\ - = mi T = ol
1.39Ha { . - — T — 2
3, — — — ©
\\ 7 - \_RAISED LEGEND
o CONCRETE
29 | [ } INTERSECTION RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
6.25 7.5 I ‘ |
& BLOCK 35 [ RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
g ¢ S BLOCK 56
SEE SHEET 12P g MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ¢ N T B rebie o .
| 2.38Ha T N B ‘ > 59Ha ( 5 RKLA VALUE RATING 'C
UNION GAS EASEMENT \ N \ -
“ AS IN 644506 | ‘ 1 \,/j \ ¥ ( @ RKLA VALUE RATING 'D!
| “‘ “ o ( () RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
7 EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
STR EET Q [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
269 APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS - 269
o
@
e
268 = 268
H 53
g 8
KN] o
267 @ 267
< FINISHED @
& ¢/L ROAD o
2 -
266 « R 266
,,// EXISTING GROUND
E ,—-——//
265 by 2 e 265
[ 0 =
) © 2
< 5y 3 /-‘/
4 « =
a am /
264 8 oF S 264
o 1 —=
< T
77777 &
I N A R S
S 21 S —
263 263
262 262
261 261
Z Z
S S
3E: 3E:
d d
sEw zuE
H =) o o Q o ) =) o o o o ) o =) o o o ) o =) o o o ) =)
s z =] =) =) S S S =] =) = S S S S =] =) S S S S =] = S S S =] z
g1 e o [fe] [=] 0 o %] o '] [=] % =] 7] o n [=) [fe) [=) [Te} (=] 0 [=) 0 o '] o e
N 3 2 = e B o 3 B 8 5 3 3 S 3 3 & 3 3 N N N Q N R 2 £
“ﬂ n + +| + + + + + +| + + + + + + +| + + + + + + + + + + n
2
9 o PROJECT No.
& EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TTLE
| B I LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
c Zzﬁ:{sv;aﬂ/w London Office o 1am OLD OAK PROPERTIES e
g - 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N b
Z FBK. 580 (519) 672-8310 development
N . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 03 0 I STREET A
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limite o — FROM STA. 14425 TO STA. 14800 RO FLE
§ 19) 442-1441
3 N (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS IF REDUCED FRON 22°54"




SEE SHEET 12M

SEE SHEET 12N

SEE SHEET 12A

RQuan Oct.26/22-1:06pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dws

23.0 20.0 230
6.50 10.0 6.25 75 _,_ 625 6.50 10.0
N | |
| \ 4 >/ —
x “ \ ( t — / —
/ S / - 1
. S ? ~ o
1 § g SN / ~ TS 7
\ M N ) | . ) | ~
| / \ [Jel<] B - -
3 g { o
b Ll |- \ /
| 3 = \
| BLOCK 32 L ) ¢
[ D MEDIUM DENSITY RES. |2 INSTITUTIONAL J N
2.01Ha g 5 7Ho ﬂaga
\ < -~
= \ \ - ——
\ \ - / - — —
CR \ _ =
J1E - —— 0
ERE 7 AN e 2 BLOCK 42
w G (4 HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE
R O \/ d 1.58Ha
5 ) %Lso 18480 /19400 19420 1ot 40 19480 20400\ 20420 20440 20460 20+80 21400 67
i ¢ e s L 7 ; ¢ ; ¢ ; ¢ ¢ i ; ¢ ; ; ¢ ; ¢ ; ¢ ! ;
: ! Ry 7 ,
w | |
[ 77 v200 — &+ j 200
150 1 1 & 1.50 | \
o | T A\
| \
< \
\ RAISED \
\ 18 CONCRETE \
\ e INTERSECTION \
30 \ 19 \ 18 BLOCK 60 7 BLOCK 41
\ 0.10Ha
. \ \ PRIVATE HIGH DEN%\géb:\XED USE
o \ \ \ \ ROAD — .
— \ 4 \ s o
- BLOCK 56 — TI< 2+ LEGEND
PARKLAND /) \ 2 e 3 =
2.59Ha - \ / RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
_— \ 10
Vs 20 g 2 17 8 ‘/ RKLA VALUE RATING 'B
/ - N\ \ T RKLA VALUE RATING ‘C’
\ Y \
e () RKLA VALUE RATING 'D’
7 20.0 20.0 RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
6.25 7.5 6.25 625 _, 75 _, 625
T N O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
SEE SHEET 12N SEE SHEET 12A
[\ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
l_l OWl Q N D Q \/E [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
272 APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF 272
PROTECTED LANDS
<
z
o
- Z
271 2 g = 271
&
o=
< =
< = 1w =
o i °8 7
E o ¥ o
270 T QoN 2 270
aq EXISTING GROUND - | 2
3 %2
= o9 00% 2.0088 i
&3 Z N BL 22008
<) e 2 T
269 £ = 3& < B 269
s @
& - & f‘
& R
@ &
W CHPPEN FINISHED
o8 5 Nl C/L ROAD
268 <5 ,/’___;/ 268
SR
267 267
266 266
265 265
264 264
z Z
k=3 k=3
32 32
d d
3 3
9 9 ) ) o =) ) ) ) ) =) ) =) =) o o o o o =) o ° =) ) )
z S S S =] =] =] S =] S =] =) S S =] S =] S} Sl IS S <] =] S} Sl IS z
s S 9 S 3 S 9 S 3 S 5 S 8 S 9 S o =] 9 =] P = S S 9 S ]
g <t 2 S < 3 2 S 8 & 8 3 8 3 & 2 8 3 B R @ 3 < » < 3 g
5 ® o © @ © © ® 3 > @ 3 3 3 & S S 3 3 5 3 2 - 2 3 2 g
+ + + + + + + + + + F + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
2 2 & & = = = = = = = = X I & & & & & & & & & & &
CONSULTANT OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TITLE PROJECT No.
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT
T o O TN , LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ HORIZONTAL — 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
CHECKED BY J8/R London Office 0 10m SHEET No.
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 R\
(519) 6728910 development e 12F
. . VERTICAL — 1:50
Paiis Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 03, .0 i STREET A
31 Mechanic St,, Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 14800 TO STA. 24167 A FE
19) 442-1441
T T (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS I REDUCED FROM 22°34"




SEE SHEET 12C

SEE SHEET 124

23.0 20.0
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.25 7.5 6.25
. \ g | \ B
\ \ S ‘\‘ \\
\ \ | \
BLOCK 62 | \
|_— RoAD WIDENING . | \
(] 1.04Ha \ | \
s \ | %
- BLOCK 47 L t
) HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE \ \
1.07Ha \
[ > BLOCK 39 \
P7e MEDIUM DENSITY/MIXED USE
1.26Ha
- N
t L
\\
EX, BB76 D
m - =, = 7 ] I
T B
Y
| ~ — = ‘l 1& \‘
_L'J I = -
I =~ 3 : A w =
— 2640
) 0400 ) c - 0160 ) , 1460 T N n @% ) 2+00 ) 2420
INTERSECTION DE! | / |
p! BY OTHERS L//
2.00
\ T 150 T N v
g = \ T \ 4
_ = o— ‘ ) ‘
NS \ | | \ . B | BLOCK 51
O \ | - | HERITAGE
\ [ | 1.36Ha
\ RAI r 1
\_| _CONCR ( B
% ‘ WTERSECTW | 1
5 \ ‘ \ ) \
2z BLOCK 63 N \ / \ LEGEND
%7 L~ ROAD WIDENING N / 8 \ |
13 \
8 0.06Ha BLOCK 48 ) H — RKLA VALUE RATING 'A’
M /’ HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE |/ -
2 — ~ 0.83Ha BLOCK 40 Clll 2 {Is[2 RKLA VALUE RATING 'B'
> ~a_ \ 5 MEDIUM DENSITY/MIXED USE st |[arT
% \ \ vk a RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
\ \ N 1 /
| \\ A A / () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
‘ - 230 200 7 RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.25 75 6.25
= —= —= ~t= O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
SEE SHEET 12C SEE SHEET 12J
[ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
STREET B WEST e e
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
266 L 266
< &7
& - ba
s z z e L
he g © g °% &
o = wh = @ @ o 2T a
265 2 g g Se g% FINISHED 2 3 2SR 265
g LE C/L ROAD < 9 < <
> w o o I No N
Z i 3 g8 U‘N 29 & 0.50% 7= *\a%-wz’lz'i% N
x =] i 2 O
3 g &3 v ©8& 1007, ooz &8 1.00% S
& y 1007
264 T - T g > > 264
= E 3 b SR S S
& B @1 ‘W ——— [ S
< DE QT
S zh =TI i@
i gx | EXISTING GROUND
263 | 263
g ‘ ‘
g Sk
3 g
® 2w
i " o i
262 g oiE A 262
—200% N © T
—— 520058
e
261 261
260 260
259 259
258 258
=z =z
S S
3is $is
d d
Zhk zoE
B&E B&E
H o ) o o o o o ) o o o o o ) o o o o )
1 8 5] 8 8 8 8 8 5] 8 8 8 8 8 5] 8 8 8 8 3 z
g2 o Il =) I =1 w0 o ] =] Ire} [={ w0 ol "] o re] o| | o e
H ] <] < 2 2 =] Q2 8 8 & 2] 3 8 8 & 2 & 3 8 N g
o 8 S 3 3 8 5 g = & 2 2 2 2 & N y J & N g
e + + + * + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
2 3 3 S 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
9 y .
& EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  OMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TTLE PROJECT No
I— R I =T e , LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ . HORIZONTAL - 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
€ CHECKED BY J5/RW London Office 0 10m SHEET No.
g 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 b
S F.BK. 5-80 ! N
g oy orasot development PRELIMINARY 12G
8 . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION R i STREET B WEST
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 0+251 RO FE
§ 19) 442-1441
[ B (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS I REDUCED FROM 224"
g 2 X




HERITAGE
1.13Ho

SEE SHEET 12K
20.0

6.25 7.5

AN
1
2.00

1.50
S b2

4
%/
-

SEE SHEET 12E

CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040

N5
5 REMAN)
FFE=26489 3
z 4/ BLOCK 51
# HERITAGE

1.36Ha

o

7?,

200

6.25 7.5 6.25
T T

SEE SHEET 12K

STREET B EAST

SEE SHEET 12E

23.0
6.50 10.0 6.50
/g -
B ;
267.5 —
)
_—
|
= § |
= BLOCK 56
PARKLAND
2.59Ha
\ ‘ \§/ /
i
J — -
g S  § /IZ«” u —
i )
A‘ ola| 070 K’ ors0 o+ } ‘% \ 1400 ) [0 } §” \/ el /
1 | | ) Lo
& T X R (e
e 1777 7 % \ R
L7 +
: X
7 / RAISED
/ CONCRETE 8
L INTERSECTION T
i
// { y & |
/] y \
R & \ BLOCK 35
N MEDIUM DENSITY RES. |
| (@) \ 2.38Ha
(TO REMAIN) A /
% | Ny ®
23.0 ) r
650 100 | 650
} t

LEGEND

RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’

A
RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’

RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
@ RKLA VALUE RATING ‘D’

\2@ RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
m EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
:] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT

PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
(SHOWN 2m WIDE)

APPROXIMATE LIMITS

OF PROTECTED LANDS

269 269
<
=
&
gs
268 e 268
EXISTING :GROUND s 5% 3
@
267 ; E b §—_L_V_§_, ]
& & T o
5
0 <
266 5 EF % 266
25 6 FINISHED
g S8& 3 C/L :ROAD
e 18
-—-8 @
265 265
264 264
263 263
262 262
261 261
SBs 3gs
sEw zuE
3 S 3 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 g
3| 8 o S o) p=i 3| = b S| 9| S| e 4
I 3 b ] | M| < @ ~ o o I )| K
1k 3 3 g g g g b b ¥ ¥ pr 2
2 ) o (=] O O O (=] (=] O O O]
: EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR - DVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE e PROJECT No.
T T T I LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
£ Z:A;:EEYBSQJB/RN London Office [e] 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES SHEET No.
; e ™" development &N PRELIMINARY | == 12H
N . . VERTICAL — 1:50
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 03 0 I STREET B EAST
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limite o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. O+144 RO FLE
FE’ FILE: DEL19-009 - P&P.DWG (519) 4421441 CONSULT‘NC C‘V‘L ENG‘NEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"




SEE SHEET 12A SEE SHEET 12N SEE SHEET 12M
230 20.0
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.25 7.5 1 625
\ =
\ [ \
\\
1 [<C '
la) N BLOCK 32
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
13 INSTITUTIONAL =z 01Ho
o 7Ha %
=
1 \ b
i T
1.50
1 18 ﬁ\\
$ SN 2.;0 T
13 +00 'J+2fq 0+40 0+60 0+80 1+00
(] D
A 2.00
/
(> ‘/ T ‘%
< T
o
18
an /
= BLOCK 33
MEDIUM DENSITY RES. EGEND
o 1.90Ha [
T BLOCK 31 RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
12 2.28Ha RKLA VALUE RATING 'B'
3 3
N RKLA VALUE RATING 'C'
{ () RKLA VALUE RATNG "D’
1 RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
230 23 ) DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
6.50 10.0 | 6.50 650 10.0 | 650
- - - -
SEE SHEET 128 SEE SHEET 120 EE SHEET 12 [CJ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
[[T] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
S ;TR EET ( : PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
(SHOWN 2m WIDE)
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040|
272 % 272
3
©
2
&
173
271 " 2 APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS 271
< w
>
% =
°
=< Z
gz 2
270 T & 270)
59 - s _ = < 2_
°& s z s 3 EXISTING ‘GROUND < s _ rs ~
< ) - a ' s s Z
S8 P 3 - 3 " - z s
2 2 b Q " B ] g
\ e o 8 5 2 © 3 S8 2 - <
269 3 & o G © 3 0 o O g 3 g 269
— 0.50% ~ 050% o 0.50% e 0.50% IN 0.50% R I B — —= Qi © ] -
- ———— e e e 080%/ 8 0 g TT———esoe(n___ & g 8 e
- —— e 050% e S 5 i
8~ " —fSop——— 8. _ _ O A S N A I~ b
FINISHED —0%Z "R ——— L i ~ £z
268 /L ROAD R i < R 268
250 < a a'N08 &
~ © 0 JY ©
~ & & % oNTTg L]
\6\1_502 § e 7‘2 e -
267 o 080 pORZ 005 267
266 266
265 265)
264 264
z z
<32 <32
SEs 3iE
d d
28 13
34 34
£ ol =) =) =) E) ol =) =) =) E) E) ol =) =) =) E) E) ol =) =) = E) E) ol =)
3z = S S| S S S S| S| S S S S S| S| S S S S S| S| 9 S S S S| z
)2 =] 0 o o =) 0 o w0 <] re} =) Ire] o w0 =) el =] el o| | =1 a o 0| o| g
H g p 2 ¢ 2 2 3 8 ] 9 3 8 8 8 2 g g 8 g 8 3 2 2 2 2 2
i 3 5| 3 3 8 5 3 = S 2 2 < E 2 S ] J & N & 3 s 2 by 8 £
I e T T T + T T T T T T T T + + + + + + + + + £ +
2 3 & & & 3 3 B B & 3 3 3 B B & 3 3 3 B B B 3 3 3 B
9 N
4 EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE e PROJECT No.
g I—nssm B O =N e = R , LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
HORIZONTAL — 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
€ ORANN BY RQ London Office 0 10m SHEET No.
3 CHECKED BY JB/RH 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N b
2 F.BK. S-89 -
5 (519) 672-8310 development 1 2|
8 . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
g Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08, 0 i STREET C
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 0+354 AW FE e
§ 19) 442-1441
3 T T (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NS I REDUCED FROM 22°34"
S : X




SEE SHEET 12M

) RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL

N

0 DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL

23.0
6.50 10.0 6.50
\ \&7 §§ Y, ' /
il i e &
NaE % e =
BLOCK 50 & N, CERTACE, 490 S
HERITAGE \ 1.36Ha A &&Q’, 5\@6
\ { Sis AN 5%,
\ SR,
‘ T \\:iiyf
1 [ 2
i i 7 '
] . f
T l ‘
0+40 0+60 a+80 1+00 o 1+60 1+80 2+00
+ + + + + + —+—— ——g2 ——— + t t —
1 } 25 () 7
~ — 7 f 200 N R
— f .50 ‘A \,
— — T T~ BLOCK 51
- | T
§ 5 K . — .36Ha
/’,“’ /1 /"fj‘ /@6‘*’ [254, ﬂ*\\ - — J MED\UE:%%EEETZ( RES.
W/ mssmtew’ PR
I / 1.26Ha 0-47Ha & Q"’% Z
/) / | | Q/Y ’\\""0"'
//) /) / / ) r & ,/ XX "" ‘ %
VAV ‘ / AN < ~,/\{{ et LEGEND
8% |00 | e / e em ' i ’iggcgﬁfzg?j/ XY S u )
50 | s —— — ".';\;\/,// o) / )@// ‘ RKLA VALUE RATING 'A'
SEE SHEET 12M SEE SHEET 126 '4;’“0"\\\~///// / / ’ RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
N
’/ "';;":' e b = RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
// W 120 () RKLA VALUE RATNG "D’
- !

BLOCK 53
HERITAGE
/. 0.54Ha
] EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS

[C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT

PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
(SHOWN 2m WIDE)

STREET D

CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040

(&
269 . 269
= APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED: LANDS
e W
EshE
D
268 | L B & 268
| N | 5 a
| §ovr2002 i
267 i S S by 267
~ - - -
. \ - < .
probe oo N & 2
%000 G & o &
~ AN ® e
266 8 & & 266
E FINISHED T
z 5 by E O ROpD 5 : : \
[ SRR z o s &
£ o 3Lk : 5 - & g
265 ¥ B SEE 8 ¢ N 5 : 265
3 < Py 3 3 N < e —f o i NN
=3 0.50% 8 0.50% o 0.50 & N 3 & =TT e B et S
B Rl B . S v « 5 0.50% = 0.50% > i i
\\ /’(/ ~——— s . —_— N /_,—”—
264 N gt = T 264
AN T~
-
N Z
/ N A
EXISTING GROUND
263 263
262 262
261 261
Z z
S 9]
SEs $EE
d d
spE A3
z o o [=] [=] (=] (=] (=] o [=] [=] (=] (=] (=] o [=] [=] (=] (=] (=] o [=] [=] (=] (=]
3l 8 8 8 8 <] 5] 3 5] 8 5] <] 5] 3 5] 8 5] <] 5] 5] 5] 8 5] S 3 z
] =i 3 1= o =1 o S g S| o =1 o S o S| o 1= o S o = o =1 3 8
|5 8 5 3 3 <] 5 3 2 S 2 2 ° @ 2 N N N & S & Q - - % g
+ + + + + + + + +| + + + + + +| + + + + + +| + + +
2 S o o S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
S o PROJECT No.
o EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TmEe
T T T T o - 1o LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ London Office h OLD OAK PROPERTIES RV
g CrECHED oY /% 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N e >
5 — N,
: FBK 5780 (519) 672-8310 development 1 2J
] . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08, 0 i STREET D
3 31 Mechanic S, Unit 301 London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 04345 RO FLE
é FILE: DEL19-009 - P&P.DWG (519) 4421441 CONSULT‘NC C‘V‘L ENC‘NEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"




\

BLOCK 51
HERITAGE
1.36Ha

BLOCK 50
HERITAGE
1.13Ha

SEE SHEET 12M
230

10.0

.

BLOCK 32
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
2.01Ha

N

COL
N4
/ = 4 & [
VA S R
== { BLOCK 52 C //
BLOCK 36 TS HERITAGE y /
MEDIUM DENSITY RES. © 0.85Ha BLOCK 3/ /0 /
1.53H0 / MEDIUM DENSITY RES. s /
/ 1.00Ha wni« ,
“ /
6.50 10.0 6.50 M
20 RKLA VALUE RATING 'A'
SEE SHEET 126G SEE SHEET 12M RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
() RKLA VALUE RATING 'D’
(%)) RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
) DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
7 EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
STR EET D [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
269 APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS 269
o
268 il 268
]
=
et
% s 52 s
FINISHED z 5
267 o C/L ROAD ol J§ o 267
= N ON N
g | 8
£ 09 00%,2.0088 | _ —
- //e/_:>&
266 &% - e 266
I B T T W S B s IR SR i
= o&
S B 1
S S S -7 3 EXISTING GROUND
265 S s s S Sy e
i ——D5QF__ e
e T
264 264
263 263
262 262
261 261
Z z
S ]
3is 3is
d d
zpe 3
£ o o o ) o o o o ) ) o o o o ) ) o =)
3| 8 8 8 5] 8 8 8 8 5] 5] 8 8 8 8 5] S 8 5] z
E] ] 3 3 3 S e = g = & S s = 3 S & S & = 4]
] b - > 3 5 g 2 2 3 & ¢ 5 P by 8 5 8 3 g
e + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + b
2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 S
S o PROJECT No.
o EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TmEe
T T T T e e LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19—-009
c DRAWN BY RQ London Office o 1am OLD OAK PROPERTIES v
£ D &Y 578 1 Adefaide St. N., Unit 71 N L —
5 N,
: FBK 5780 (519) 672-8310 development 1 2K
8 . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08, 0 i STREET D
3 31 Mechanic S, Unit 301 London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04345 TO STA. 04600 RO FLE
Exg’ FILE: DEL19-009 - P&P.DWG (519) 4421441 CONSULT‘NC C‘V‘L ENC‘NEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"




SEE SHEET 12A

SEE SHEET 12A
23.0 23.0
6.50 10.0 6.50 LEGEND 6.50 10.0 6.50
| i RKLA VALUE RATING 'A’
! / | 150 | RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
s
TS RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’ o
BLOCK 62 T3
.// ROAD WIDENING () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’ s |
1.04Ha
BLOCK 42 ||| BLOCK 44 RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL oL
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE
HIGH DEN?‘;‘ééM‘XED USE + (] ROAD WiaEN\NG 0.85Ha \ Q DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL A
.58Ha x a | 1
L | \ =] EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS |
b \
wn | [CJ EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
| o \
| 1% “ PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE o
(SHOWN 2m WIDE) 18 -
(1 | b 7699
[ = - d
‘ © — O 3 ‘ “ RAISED
1 L < 1 {518 ¥ CONCRETE
‘ | > 700 T INTERSECTION
o400 ) ] p+20 ) gl ot g ) _— 0+80 ) 1400 1420 ole 1440 ) 1450 144 (@] f
A - = - - - - - - - 3 - - - -
‘ INTERSECTION DESIGN « ° S -@ Dv\ﬂ’_\ , ‘aﬁm‘ , ] 0+40 g , 0+80 , 0+80 . . 1420 ofg . i 1465
o
| BY OTHERS } i INTERSECTION DESIGN /ss" & i b
200 § | BY OTHERS |
5 | ) /. [ — 2.00
= ‘ r 1 J“/ = \ .A 1.50_ @
- o e trt X !
l 30.0m TAPER > T \
wn RAISED <( ‘ 30.0m TAPER
CONCRETE ‘ ‘ —-_— - \
INTERSECTION
() o ‘ o \
BLOCK 62 18 ‘ AN A\ <
@ L~ Z \ )
(@] o MomeC \ \ ‘ | BLock 62 BLOCK 45 . §
| ROAD WIDENING
L / | o HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE \
BLOCK 43 ; ‘ 1.04Ha 2.45Ha \
< HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE ‘
o I | |
k | |
| +3 | Ny | .
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.50 10.0 6.50
23.0 23.0
STREET E STREET F
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040
273 273
a
&
o ) HIGH PT STA: 0+089.87
] Z HICH: PT ELEV: 289.69 & HIGH FT STA: 0+083.96
272 ] 7] PVi_STA:0+059.87 HIGH- BT ELEV: 288,50 2721
= & PVI ELEV:269.69 ] R S AR i
d w Y K:20.00 i z PVI :STA:0+073.96
a 5 = o |1 I PVI ELEV:269.70
2 & - =—3.00% g 2 K:20.00
9 & z 3 LVC:60.00 [ 4] w e 3 D0%
& 5 35 @ . @ g =-3.
271 9 oot o B B3 y o B = 1VC:60.00 w 971
2 g ] S gl ailes < S [ z z ofo olo =
S 2 & o8& 8 2 % » - & wl i 2
3 o o S Sl 3 e ol ] 28 2l 2
) ~ o o} FINISHED Zs K S & 2 7 H zs
= 1> o S o i S 3
270 : | I § L LF gonnom = : RN ; g 5 2 270
< = 3 5 2 & < " s i il + Gl : S B
2 g » ] S & | 2 S8 7 o s 2 % 9% FniseD 2 g og &
o " g | . o B 9 = S 2 & & ™ c/L roaD 5 mE »
3 &> @ B SRR z = a 8.3%..8
62 8 a g 9 © 3 @ 2
079 (8-~ - B bl 2 o 8
269 E\\Y_()(/ g & 2 | ” > - 269
\ == & o & 200 -7
,,,,,,,, - o [ I
\ e [N S - e 1357 =
L L e 7 i I
EXISTNG GROUND=/  © = = N I i EXISTING GROUND:
268 268
267 267
266 266
265 265
Z z
S ]
d d
143 zEE
552 B&E
£ o o o o o o o o o o o ) o o o o ) o o o o ) o
a2l z S = S =l <t S S = =1 =t <t S =] =1 <t =t S = =1 =t <t =1 e z
3| é S o S 3 S 3 S e = 9 = & 3 3 = g S o = g S & S 4]
g g S] - » < © ~ o o « el It © s - ® < @ ~ =3 o I ! o) =3
e b 2 g g g b g ¥ ¥ i ¥ p b g g g g b b ¥ ¥ pr ¥ &
2 3 S 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
S o .
s EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TILE PROJECT No
T T T T e e LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19—009
§ Z:A;:Egvssum/w London Office Office [e] 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES SHEET No.
g 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 b
5 F.BK. S-89 ! N
: o erasnd development PRELIMINARY 12L
:‘\ (519) . . VERTICAL — 1:50 STREET E
g Paris Office engande)eLrl_pdg DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 05, .0 m FROM STA-S%I‘?OEO T0 ?-IA- 0+170
& 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 ondon) Limite e — ET FLAN FILE No
§ 519) 442-1441
3 FILE DEL19=009 — P&P.OWG (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22x34” FROM STA. 0+000 TO STA. 0+165




SEE SHEET 12B

10.0
230

6.50
T

6.50
T

—r
5%

SEE SHEET 12!

335
10.0

.

LR

BLOCK 32
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
2.01Ha

=)

23.0

SEE SHEET 12F

10.0

T
0

3+00

7] {200

1.;_:)T

I - \Q \
\ D BLOCK 50 / \ ‘
\ B / g HERITAGE i ; ‘
\ 5 X 1.13Ha {
~ BLogK 2 \ - / MED\USLODCEKNS\}TI; RES AECEND i
L MEDIUM DENSITY/MIXED USE \ N4 Iz S~ - L
1 P 1.26Ha \ Ll S 1.00Ha RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
4 o ! 9 LK% x| |
— 1 — B, NFRARY i ] ~— RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’ —.
| 4 (TO REMAN, ~~—_ 1
(2] /- \ (2} ~ RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’ 14 n
/ \ N \ N
//,,ga \ ) g -— () RKLA VALUE RATING 'D’ \ [
E3 -
/ . S 7S P ) RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL 3
6.50 10.0 6.50 6.25 7.5 6.25 6.25 7.5 6.50 10.0 6.50
23.0 200 ™ 200 ) DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL 230 "
SEE SHEET 12C SEE SHEET 124 SEE SHEET 12K [E\J EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS SEE SHEET 12
STR EET G [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
270 APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS 270
o
[D <<
269 i 5 269
>
A= ha o ¥s
> N s z &
< / N & SR z 3 < 0%
z / N oS4 £ £ s £ s 5% z
268 < o / \\ © Se o Ha B a o a ‘E a 268
S T —=Z N ! o N Lo a g © = ®Se R
g [ St o S S S S SRS S I 5 / . \ & 3 i &2 & : 2 FINISHED = 8 d g o8 §
=g 1 3 / 0.50% d8 o s & C/L ROAD 8 5 o S s 5 —7‘20 5
3 \ B S A &G B s s s : N 0.50% 0.50% ©2.00%.= 00z
s 58 7 L / s o g e g $ oo e e g
g °3 . - ; | S o o o o ~ S — /TS
< o £0% : J 2 i O = S— K
267 g 388 /% /, “,5 2 jg 5 ’// 267
& | @ © © - A S SR R —_——— iR g —_—————
W// / 5 SN 0.50% X T —mm T
| / -
\ N i ==
266 \ / Tt 266
\ 1% EXISTING: GROUND
\ s
[
e
265 265
264 264
263 263
262 262
Z Z
S S
SEs S8k
d d
sEw 1
H o =) o o o o o =) o o o o o =) o o o o o =) o o o o o =) o
ol z Q S IS] IS] IS] IS} IS} S} IS] IS] IS] IS} IS} S} IS] S] S] S} S] IS} [S] S] IS] IS} ] IS} [S1 z
g2 =] re) [={ s o o o re) S Irs] =1 ") =] re) S N =] s o vl o| o) ol "] =1 0 o| e
T E 8 5 3 3 <] S 2 2 S 2 2 © S 2 N N N & S & Q - - &5 - 5 3 g
| e + + + + + + + + +| + + + + + +| + + + + + +| + + + + + +|
g S o S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
& EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT OR  OMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TTLE ©
I— R I =T e , LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ . HORIZONTAL - 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
€ London Office Q0 10m SHEET No.
g CHECKED oY S0/ 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N b
g — N,
: = (519) 672610 development 12M
N . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 03 0 I STREET G
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 (London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 04395 RO FLE
§ 19) 442-1441
5 N — (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"




N g
Q
@
EX. STABLE 323
(TO REMAIN) ;}3 )
2
7 RS

BLOCK 49
HERITAGE

UNION GAS EASEMENT
AS IN 523555\

SEE SHEET 12B

230

10.0

6.50

NANN
EONN
|
o

HOWLAND

/

|

AN

7\l

SEE SHEET 12B
23.0
10.0

BLOCK 58
OPEN SPACE
Q0.61Ha

SEE SHEET 12!
335

11.75 10.0

1.75

T o
& 1 3 V150 ‘9‘ 200k 8
g ;;D/r 40 0460 0+80 1440 1420 n 1+y/r E
+— - - ¢ 4 - — - o
&
—te T ol N ~_Lg 5
— t ’ : i
D— [ INTERSECTION DESIGN | —— W > Fant é 0 "2-;""_& - v
% BY OTERS 44 . L A
aam 2 o V150
m 3
I
PE— o - ¥
T / RAISED i -
o N CONCRETE
| . INTERSECTION f < =
- g
] | 3 \ BLOCK 33 \\ LECEND
! i1 MEDIUM DENSITY RES. ) -
| BLOCK 46 1 E i1/ 1.90Ha ) RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A
HIGH DENSITY/MIXED USE { y / / .
ok [ // / / / RKLA VALUE RATING 'B
\ / y / / / I RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
L/ == ~ \ |
7] / P AN L () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
- 7 \ -~ \ \ /, i
~ RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL 335
\ ) 118 11.75 | 10.0 \ 1175
50 100 5.50 ) DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL -
23.0 SEE SHEET 121
SEE SHEET 12C [ESJ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
SEE SHEET 128
RUSHLAND AVE WEST RUSHLAND AVE EAST  “ oo
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS
273 273
HIGH PT :STA: 0+103.44
HIGH PT. ELEV: 269.76 W ut
o PV STA:D+097.44 = =
o PVI ELEV:270.12 > o
] K:12.00
272 u Z 6==5.00% & 3 272
2 g W a LVC:60.00 g =]
g B3 5 <3 T =
< W 5 u <[ (] 3 b
% 2 il ~Z EXISTING GROUND I3 N < <
& ] ® Y Sl Sl& o
271 @ Z @ oIy x i i & 271
I e =z Slai olii o i
o > Q ok - S 9 s =
ks 5. iE (T de g he o
] > b = z = s 53 3
s § ¢ 8 & 3 e : &z s 83 % o
270 T ok G P L o . S8..3 G 270l
‘ ‘ \L 5 ‘E: 5 i UjN p EXISTING GROUND £z
s 1 PN R e @ ~ @ S L& ____ |m——_ i B
i B | ‘ L0500y N SR = R e \ 68
o ~ / s s o <IB o
268 € 5 g el SN N SN - $..08..8 269
g, &/ 8§ A s T M Rt S A e e S N
005N~ y FINISHED —_ ] TR
el 2005 B e C/LROAD T T T
" \\
268 S 268
FINISHED
C/L ROAD
267 267
266 266
265 265
Z z
S ]
SEs $EE
d d
ZEE e
£ o o o o o o o o o o ) o o o o o ) ) o o o o o o
:l 3 =] =] = IS Sl Q =] S S IS S = = = IS Sl S S e =1 =1 =t <! = z
sl 2 re) =] I o w0 =] re) S Ire] =1 =] It =) I =1 w0 =] %] oS 0| o| | S| 0 -]
] 5 3 3 <] 5 g 2 S el ke 8 S 3 3 3 5 2 2 B 2 © e @ o £
e + + * + + pe + + + + + pe + ¥ + + pe + + + + + + +
2 o o S S S S S S S S S S o S S S S S S S S S S S
S o PROJECT No.
o EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIVISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TmEe
T T T T o 1o LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY RQ London Office '10 OLD OAK PROPERTIES R
H GHECKED BY JB/Ri 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N P R E L I M I NARY @@@@@OE'“ -
= F.BK. S—-89 .
(519) 672-8310 developmept ’ o — 10 RUSHLAND AVENUE WEST 12N
g Paris Office englneen_ng DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 05, .0 im FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 0+155
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London)”Limited e — RUSHLAND AVENUE EAST PO FLE e
é FILE DEL19=009 — P&P.OWG (619) 442-1441 CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22x34” FROM STA. 0+000 TO STA. 0+205




RQuan Oct.26/22-1:08pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dw

FILE: DEL19-009 — P&P.DWG

Paris Office

31 Mechanic St., Unit 301
(519) 442-1441

(London) Limited!
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

e —

NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22"x34"

FROM STA. 0+180 TO STA. 0+492

PLAN FILE No.

SEE SHEET 121 SEE SHEET 12F
35 23.0
11.75 10.0 11.75 6.50 100 6.50
Z 7 N
/ % 19 //26/ 21 22 23
BLOCK 55 . —
‘j INSTITUTIONAL 8] -
7 757 Ras
4 B ; 7 AR A AT —
R 775 L 'xg” I// X ,/// ""\\,‘ 7 // VX T ~
777 X 7N A / 75 X =
/ ‘ X /‘ O 9 N
i / p I8 vl PP o o o A
q I 0y 58 2y, 1 2 / N ‘
A f X7 20 P = &\ = |
s / ‘A/ AL 27 L AL L7 L - A Al 5]
54 g “c)é‘ : =
7 Y i A It — T P/RUSHLAND
f ; 4o i — ; ; ; - ; — - e
v ) | AVE
7 / &2 = i \
X ‘ b . Y ] 0
i RAISED |
/ 1A CONCRETE
7 ‘ INTERSECTION
g ‘ | .
,/ / _— y
A +L__I 30 2 s | 27 2 25 ! LEGEND
7 2w A ) ‘ RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
§ia. 2 “ el 'Q_: / \ ‘ D RKLA VALUE RATING '8’
% ‘/7;:'574 v | ‘ RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’
A 7.257 725" /] L ‘
/ | | () RKLA VALUE RATING D’
i V' /] | -
e 100 650 ! ‘ RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
N5 100 1175 20 DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
—— - SEE SHEET 12F e
SEE SHEET 121 [ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
RUSHLAND AVE EAST e e
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040] A i
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF PROTECTED LANDS
272 ‘ 272
271 271
: i
; <<
270 gs s FINISHED [ _ 279
2 % c/L ROAD &s g
R 3 o Y
o d¥ o P S5 S ~
DY L3082 g - o L o8 W g 269
g-~J 8 97 I S B o P -~ = T 58 g T
—_ 9 N N L Lo 080% Tl w _0s0% 7
) T e S S T s T e e 7
N L — ! [ R R S ’,//
268 Rt S W /------]u' b e 268
EXISTING GROUND
267 267
266 266
265 265
264 264
.38 .38
SEs 3fs
. zak
S > S S S S S > S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
z S 3 5 S S S S 3 5 S S S S 5 S S S S S 5 S S z
k=3 [=} [Te} o el [=] [Te} [=} [Te} o 0| ol ol [=} a =] 0| ol [7e) [=} I's) =} e} =3
g 8 8 2 & < y IS 2 5] o IS @ 3 Q 3 3 I o 3 8 3 3 2
£ @ e S 8 N g N g 3 o 2 3 3 5 3 g 9 Q 2 ¢ L - g
T T + T - + + + ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ iy ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ p I ¥ s
3 3 3 3 P P P P 3 3 3 3 P 3 B 3 3 3 S 3 5 3
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DIISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE e PROJECT No.
S I T I . LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19—009
Z:?vé:ssyasum/w London Office 0 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES SHEET No,
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 b
(519)672-6310 development &p PRELIMINARY AAr— 120
M . 1
engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08 0 i RUSHLAND AVENUE EAST




SEE SHEET 12E
23.0

SEE BELOW

13.0 10.0

BLOCK 38
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
1.39Ha

CONCEPTUAL
RETAINING/FLOODWALL

AL

10.0m WIDE SANITARY
SEWER EASEMENT

SEE SHEET 12D

UNION GAS EASEMENT

CONCEPTUAL

AS IN 644506 RETAINING/FLOODWALL BLOCK 38
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
.39Ha
// /
/ // :
? ]
/ \//\'\3@ ,
T T —— o+200 0+220 0+240 | —
// I T £ ® ' RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
/ s /
/ [ S / RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’
|
Q / RKLA VALUE RATING ‘C’
8§ 45
N J P () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
| rvj
| 7" BLOCK 59 / RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
| [ STORMWATER
[ [ MANAGEMENT O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
| 3.42Ha
| | 7 EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
STR EET l_l [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF HERITAGE EASEMENT
266 53 266
o
Z
3
¢
265 S 265
<<
&
i
€S < s
=
264 s i g & 264
s 52 = B g =] 3
R 2 g z 8 g 5
" | i ~ 3
LG--08 & i P FINISHED z @ @ &
(et DI i I g & /L ROAD g < 3 3 I - B S 0.50%
263 - wz.oo;? e Q o g 8 o Q B 263
—%— T~ .51 < ~ ) L —ie— o
\“f—g)‘z,—_.—\— 77777 N —— 08— g a3 ~8 % o —— i BB E i i
P gt 0K 0 qsen T o 00t mEmEE
——s % e
——— ———a——
262 _\\\“7“;,7 77777 S 262
EXISTING GROUND
261 261
260 260
259 259
258 258
z z
e e
SEE $EE
d d
ZEE e
H = o o =) o =) o o o =) =) =) o o o =) =) o o o o
| z 2 8 5] 3 3 <] 8 <] 5] 3 5] <] 8 <] 5] 3 5] 8 8 S S z
3| 8 o S 3 S 3 S 3 S 3 S P S P S 9 S P S P S g §
2l = 5 ISy | | < Q@ | 3| =l I ) 0 | | | = N 3| Il N | g
|5 ? 3 5 3 3 S 5 g 2 = 2 2 2 2 2 & S N ] N & g
& + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +| + + +
2 ; S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S
9 o PROJECT No.
& EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TTLE
N T T o e LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
c DRAWN BY RQ London Office o 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES e
g CHECKED oY S0/ 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N b
g N,
: FBK. 580 (519) 672-8310 development 1 2P
N . . VERTICAL — 1:50
N
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08 0 I STREET H
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04000 TO STA. 04280 RO FLE
5 FILE: DEL19-009 - P&P.DWG (519) 4421441 CONSULT‘NG C‘V‘L ENG‘NEERS NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"




UNION GAS EASEMENT

S.

; AS IN 644506
|
/
BLOCK 38 /
_—MEDIUM_DENSITY RES.
. Ha
N ¢
,00
e *
B 1
3 Y 1.50
| 200 |_ o
~__ 0+300 04320 0+340 . __0+360 . 0+380 5 o
BLOCK 59 ™~ g ' ' ' ' ' ' )32
STORMWATER < \
MANAGEMENT = \
3.42Ha L ,’q.u \
_ 1 1? %
1 \
/ i - N AN
~_ \ \ EGEND
\ \
[ \ RKLA VALUE RATING 'A’
|
~\ | 5 BLOCK 35 RKLA VALUE RATING ‘B’
N S MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
g R - o
B N T _ .38Ha RKLA VALUE RATING 'C
— N EnE () RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
, \ RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
N > ) O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
625 1 75 4 625 [ EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS
20.0
STR EET l_l [C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
SEE SHEET 12R
PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 (SHOWN 2m WIDE)
267 267
w
2
o
3
266 5 266|
2
<
<
b 5
265 i s 265|
@ < e
2 - & S8
zL FINISHED s ~ & g
< £z C/L ROAD o 8 RN H
264 by Sug < 2 7 - 264
] S3 " ~ © ©.
= K oQE & 1.00% S0
@ o (X -
a P 050% -
— 0.50% ~ S S S G S
e B B S B A A S S g S S NI S -
EXISTING :GROUND
262 262
261 261
260 260
259 259
z z
] ]
3is 3is
E E
zoE zoE
§&2 §&2
H o o o o ) ) o o o o o o o o
:l z = =] =1 <l S S = = o) o) S S = =1 z
g2 re} S Ire} o w0 =] re) =1 0 o| el =] Il o| g
H 8 R ® 8 2 2 ¢ 2 2 8 8 S 9 b5 g
e ¥ P P 7 ? e ¥ ? 7 ¥ pi pi b pi b
2 S 3 3 3 3 3 S 3 3 3 3 3 S 3
7 DRAWING SOURCE DATE CONSULTANT OR  DMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE e PROJECT No.
) EXISTING SERVICES #. DATE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS CONSULTANT
e e e LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19—009
£ Z:A;:ESYB:QJE/RN London Office Office [e] 10m OLD OAK PROPERTIES SHEET No.
g - 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 d N b
i FaK. S8 (519) 672-8310 2V2|0pm2nt 1 2Q
] . . VERTICAL — 1:50
Paris Office engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 08 0 1 STREET H
3 31 Mechanic St., Unit 301 London) Limited o — FROM STA. 04250 TO STA. O+444 RO FLE
§ 19) 442-1441
é PR rerr—ys (519) CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS \TS IF REDUCED FROM 22°34"




BLOCK 38
MEDIUM DENSITY RES.

1.39Ha

SEE SHEET 12Q

200 |

0+300

1

1

|
2.00

1

T

TN

BLOCK 64

}— 0.3m RESERVE

0.00Ha

S
2 /
3l / BLOCK 35
I / MEDIUM DENSITY RES.
/ 2.38Ha
/
/
n T -
o 750 |
" T 200 ~
0+020 T 0+040 0+060 . 0+080 . o+
| \ \
1 2.00
1.50 1
* 1
7
/
\ /
\
. ,
/ AN /
I AN /
BLOCK 59 N /
STORMWATER N
MANAGEMENT >4
3.42Ha
Ve /
CONCEPTUAL TOP /
OF SWMF POND = \ ‘ ‘ |
[ ELEV.=260.65

7 e
s 4 |
\ s
\ v e I
: CONCEPTUAL PP

O DEVENG RECOMMENDED REMOVAL
7 EXISTING PROTECTED LANDS

LEGEND

RKLA VALUE RATING ‘A’
RKLA VALUE RATING 'B’

RKLA VALUE RATING 'C’

() RKLA VALUE RATING "D’
RKLA RECOMMENDED REMOVAL

ELEV.=258.65
[C] EXISTING ACCESS EASEMENT
S PAN N E R STR E ET PROPOSED BIKE ROUTE
CURB AND GUTTER OPSD 600.040 SHOWN 2m WIDE;
( )
266 266
265 269
B
Es s FINISHED
264 s 2 RO 264
B 1,09‘7»/_/——/—/ _
263 0%, 2.00,5 B i -
262 —— i i \-7@// 262
EXISTING CROUND/
261 261
260 260
259 259
258 258
3gs R

c,
ELEVATION

STORM
SEWER
INVERT

STORM
SEWER
INVERT

SANITARY
SEWER
INVERT

SANITARY
SEWER
INVERT

RQuon Oct.26/22-1:09pm DEL19-009 — P&P.dw:

FILE: DEL19-009 - P&P.DWG

Paris Office
31 Mechanic St., Unit 301
(519) 442-1441

London)  Limited
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

e —

NTS IF REDUCED FROM 22°x34"

FROM STA. 0+000 TO STA. 0+124

g 3 3 2 = 5 S 3 3 2 5
2 ] 8 S 8 8 5] 8 S S 8 S 2
S o S| o =} " = o =1 o S o S
g 2 3 5 3 3 S 5 3 2 S o £
2 3 3 ES ES 3 3 S 3 3 3
EXISTING SERVICES DRAWING #, SOURCE AS CONSTRUCTED SERVICES |COMPLETION DETAILS No. REVISIONS DATE CONSULTANT CONSULTANT  OR  DMISION ENGINEER'S STAMP SCALE TILE PROJECT No.
I—MN 5w O NN ) S . LPH CAMPUS REDEVELOPMENT DEL19-009
DRAWN BY HORIZONTAL — 1:500 OLD OAK PROPERTIES
Q London Office o) 10m SHEET No.
CHECKED BY JB/RH 41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 N b
FBK. 580 (519) 672-8310 development ’] 2R
. . VERTICAL — 1:50
engineering DO NOT USE FOR CONSTRUCTION 05 o i SPANNER STREET

PLAN FILE No.




MONITORING ST-TION LOC-TED ON
525mm TRUNK S-NIT-RY SEWER TO
DUND-S NE-R FORMER BOWLING CLUB.

Plotted: Oct.26/22—11:30am Name: DEL19-009 — FPR Figures.dwg

London Office SANITARY FLow DEL19-009 Flgure Number
41 Adelaide St. N., Unit 71 %i\ for o]

e engearng LPHLEGACY VILLAGE MONITORING DATA nTS | RA 13

oy amtaat ' GONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS Mj AN. 27/21




APPENDIX 3 — ESTIMATED DC REVENUE & CSRF CLAIM
WORKSHEET



Initial Proposal Report (IPR) Claimable Works & DC Revenue Estimate Worksheet
City of London - Development Finance
Development Charges By-law C.P.-1551-227

Development: LPH Legacy Village Subd. TS File #: 2020-002
Address: 850 Highbury Ave. N., London Prepared By: R.A. Hern
Applicant: Old Oak Properties Date Prepared: Oct. 31, 2022 (FPR)

Claimable Works

Provide a general listing and cost estimate of anticipated development charge claimable works triggered by the proposed development.

DC Background Study
DC Claimable Works Estimate ($)
(if applicable)

Initial Proposal Report

Estimate ($) Notes / Description

- assumed external works scope under BRT East leg contracts (by

Minor Roadworks' $0 City)

Road Oversizing' $702,900| - assumed at 45% ROW length & 3m widening w/ paint markings
Wastewater Oversizing $216,710 - per conceptual design strategy

Storm Sewer Oversizing $598,789 - per conceptual design strategy

Watermain Oversizing $82,500 - assumed 300mm size over 1.5km of draft plan ROW length
LID Subsidy $76.725| ~ assumed at 5% of internal draft plan ROW length, at 2.5m deep,

subject to feasibility

Trunk Sewer

Major SWM Works'

- per SWM block area of 3.42 ha (assumed) at DC rate of $457,145

Land $1,563,436 per ha.

Other

Total| $ - |8 3,241,060

DC Revenue Estimate

Provide summary of proposed units/floor space to calculate estimated revenue. Use typical unit/ha densities for blocks and actual lot counts if available.

Residential Hectares Units per Hectare Proposed Units C?;Enl?:;te CSRF Revenue
Low Density Single & Semi Detached 2.1 14.4 30.0 $38,120 $ 1,143,356
Medium Density Multiples / Row Housing 18.7 150.2 2,805.9 $25,780 $ 72,336,690
High Density Apartment < 2 bedroom 5.2 277.3 1,447.5 $16,861 $ 24,406,311
Apartment >= 2 bedroom 5.2 277.3 1,447.5 $22,848 $ 33,072,498
Non-Residential Hectares Sq m. per Hectare Proposed Floor Space ng;n':;te CSRF Revenue
Commercial 12.2 3,000.0 36,540.0 $322.90 $ 11,798,766.00
Institutional 0.0 $199.19 $ -
Industrial 0.0 $230.19 $ -
Total $ 142,757,620.29
Notes:

1. Claimable works subject to submission of a Work Plan by the Owner's consulting engineer for City review and approval at time of first submission of Engineering drawings.
2. Development Charges By-Law C.P.-1551-227 rates effective from January 1, 2022 to December 31, 2022
3. This Form is for "Inside Urban Growth Areas" only and excludes lands "Outside Urban Growth Areas".


https://142,757,620.29

Summary of DC Claims from the City Services Reserve Fund (CSRF)

City of London - Development Finance

Development Charges By-law C.P.-1551-227 / January 1, 2021

File #: 2020-002 Development Name: LPH Legacy Village Subd.
Owner: Old Oak Properties Engineering Consultant: DevEng
Date Prepared: Oct. 2022 Prepared By: R.A. Hern
Wastewater Oversizing Schedule 4, Appendix 4-A
(see attached worksheet) HST (13%) Total
Subtotal| $ 216,710.00 | $ 28,172.30 | $ 244,882.30
Storm Sewer Oversizing Schedule 4, Appendix 4-B
(see attached worksheet) HST (13%) Total
Subtotal| $ 598,789.00 | $ 77,842.57 | $ 676,631.57
Low Impact Development (LID) Subsidy Schedule 4, Appendix 4-B
(see attached worksheet) HST (13%) Total
Subtotal | $ 76,725.00 | $ 9,974.25 | $ 86,699.25
Watermain Oversizing Schedule 4, Appendix 4-C
(see attached worksheet) HST (13%) Total
Subtotal| $ 82,500.00 | $ 10,725.00 | $ 93,225.00
Engineering Schedule 4 Section 1.9
Description Amount (see attached Work Plan) HST (13%) Total
Item 1 $ - |$ -
Item 2 $ - |$ -
Item 3 $ - |8 -
Item 4 $ - $ -
Item 5 $ - |$ -
Subtotal| $ - $ - $ -
Construction Schedule 4
Description Amount (see attached Work Plan) HST (13%) Total
Item 1 $ - $ -
Item 2 $ - $ -
Item 3 $ - $ -
Item 4 $ - $ -
Item 5 $ - $ -
Subtotal| $ - $ - $ -
HST (13%) Total
Total CSRF Claims| $ 974,724.00 | $ 126,714.12 | $ 1,101,438.12

Rev: January 1, 2021




Wastewater Oversizing Worksheet
DC By-law C.P.-1551-227, Schedule 4, Appendix 4-A (Agreements post August 3, 2019)

Segment Description Segment Length Diameter Average Depth Subsidy Total
(MH to MH) (m) (mm) (m) ($/m) ($)

Phase 1-StAtoB 570.0 300 5.00 $ 63.00 | $ 35,910.00

$ - |$ -
Ph 2 - South Outlet 525.0 525 5.00 $ 188.00 | $ 98,700.00
Ph2 - Street D to A 180.0 450 5.00 $ 113.00 | § 20,340.00
Ph2 - Street Cto D 695.0 375 5.00 $ 73.00 | $ 50,735.00
Ph3 - Howland to C 175.0 300 5.00 $ 63.00 | $ 11,025.00

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |$ -

$ - |$ -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |8 -

$ - |$ -

$ - |$ -

$ - |$ -
$ 216,710.00

Notes:

1) )
2)88\,?( rs which are not

e subsidy Is base ameter of pipe and the average ewer ween maintenance

The subsidy unit cost is determined by rounding the average depth of sewer between maintenance holes to the nearest 0.5 metre.
»  The subsidy unit cost per metre of pipe is applied to each segment length of sewer to determine the total oversizing subsidy.
zl)lf the total oversizing subsidy exceeds the actual cost to construct the oversized sewer, the upset Claim limit shall not exceed the actual construction cost.
iii)The oversizing subsidy amounts cover the cost per metre of all associated eligible costs including engineering, manholes, restoration, etc.

Instructions:

‘Under Segment Description, list the sections of oversized sewer pipe ( > 250mm) between the maintenance holes (i.e. SA1 to SA2, SA2 to SA3, etc).

‘List the corresponding sewer Segment Length (m) in the next column.

‘From the drop down menu, select the Diameter (mm) of the oversized sewer.

‘From the drop down menu, select the Average Depth (m) between maintenance holes by rounding the average sewer depth to the nearest 0.5 metre.

‘Based on the diameter of pipe and the average sewer depth, the Subsidy ($/m) will be determined based on the values within Appendix 4-A of the 2019 DC Study.

‘The Segment Length multiplied by the per metre Subsidy will determine the Total subsidy for that segment of oversized sewer.
7. The worksheet will add all of the’ oversized sewer segments together to determine the total wastewater oversizing subsidy.

o g~ WN =

e r|10t?1ae| (‘jrirunk Sewers that service externa(Jedp%eA?gable zggﬁs and have a dlam?ltgreg.reater than 250mm are eligible for wastewater oversizing subsidy.




Storm Sewer Oversizing Worksheet
DC By-law C.P.-1551-227, Schedule 4, Appendix 4-B (Agreements post August 3, 2019)

Circular Pipe Subsidy

Non-Circular Subsidy (if applicable)

Segment Description Segment Length Diameter Average Depth Subsidy Total Additional Subsidy Type Total
(MH to MH) (m) (mm) (m) ($/m) (%) (Box or Elliptical) (%)

SWM Block & Street H 2315 1650 3.5 $ 1,076.00 | $ 249,094.00 $

Street A& D 185.0 1500 3.5 $ 812.00 | $ 150,220.00 $

Street D & C - Rushland 505.0 1200 3.0 $ 395.00 | $ 199,475.00 $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ - $
$ 598,789.00 $

Notes:

1)

Storm Sewers that service external developable areas and have a diameter greater than 1050mm are eligible for storm sewer oversizing subsidy.

)i) The subsidy is based on the diameter of pipe and the average depth of sewer between maintenance holes.

The subsidy unit cost is determined by rounding the average depth of sewer between maintenance holes to the nearest 0.5 metre.

The subsidy unit cost per metre of pipe is applied to each segment length of sewer to determine the total oversizing subsidy.

ICR;) Where Box and Elliptical sewers are constructed, an additional non-circular subsidy percentage is applied to the subsidy unit cost per metre.

4 I}the total oversizing subsidy exceeds the actual cost to construct the oversized sewer, the upset Claim limit shall not exceed the actual construction cost.
The oversizing subsidy amounts cover the cost per metre of all associated eligible costs including engineering, manholes, restoration, etc.

Instructions:

‘Under Segment Description, list the sections of oversized sewer pipe ( > 1050mm) between the maintenance holes (i.e. ST1 to ST2, ST2 to ST3, efc).
"List the corresponding sewer Segment Length (m) in the next column

‘Cram tha dAran Aaum manin enlact tha Ninmatrar lmm) Af tha Avarciza A crvinr

For Box and Elliptical sewers, the closest circular equivalent must be calculated.

From the drop down menu, select the Average Depth (m) between maintenance holes by rounding the average sewer depth to the nearest 0.5 metre.
Based on the diameter of pipe and the average sewer depth, the Subsidy ($/m) will be determined based on the values within Appendix 4-B of the 2019 DC Study.
‘The Segment Length multiplied by the per metre Subsidy will determine the Total subsidy for that segment of oversized sewer.

8. 1R QS TRed S B Pl S SR LR FogabEe T SR e T L QRS WA v e 2BBARSy.

\lO‘:_O’l;l;wl\)—t

If it is a round sewer, select the blank option.




Low Impact Development (LID) Subsidy Worksheet
DC By-law C.P.-1551-227, Schedule 4, Appendix 4-B

Segment Description Segment Length Average Depth Subsidy Total
(MH to MH) (m) (m) ($/m) ($)

Varies 275.0 2.5 $ 279.00 | $ 76,725.00
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -
$ - $ -

$ 76,725.00

Notes:

1) LID works with all of the following attributes are considered eligible for subsidy:

the LID works are infiltration systems designed to improve water quality or water balance within a new Development;
i the LID works are constructed in conjunction with local stormwater servicing on City owned lands or within a dedicated municipal easement; and
(i) the design has been accepted by the City Engineer (or designate). LID works constructed within a site plan are not eligible for subsidy.

2) For LID pipe systems, the subsidy is based on the average depth of pipe between maintenance holes. The subsidy unit cost is determined by rounding the average depth of pipe between maintenance holes to the

nearest 0.5 metre. The subsidy unit cost per metre of pipe is applied to each segment length of pipe to determine the total LID subsidy. For other LIDs, such as rain gardens or infiltration swales, the subsidy is
payable based on a 5m depth for the length of the LID feature.

3) If the total subsidy exceeds the actual cost to construct the LID works, the upset Claim limit shall not exceed the actual construction cost.
4) The LID subsidy amounts cover the cost per metre of all associated eligible costs including engineering, construction, etc.

Instructions:

1. Under Segment Description, list the sections of LID works between maintenance holes (i.e. ST1 to ST2, ST2 to ST3, etc).

2. List the corresponding LID Segment Length (m) in the next column.

3. From the drop down menu, select the Average Depth (m) between maintenance holes by rounding the average pipe depth to the nearest 0.5 metre. For other LIDs such as rain gardens or infiltration swales,
select the 'other LID' option which is based on a 5 metre depth for the length of the LID feature.

4. Based on the average LID depth, the Subsidy ($/m) will be determined based on the values within Appendix 4-B of the 2019 DC Study.
5. The Segment Length multiplied by the per metre Subsidy will determine the Total subsidy for that segment of LID.

6. The worksheet will add all of the LID segments together to determine the total LID subsidy.




Watermain Oversizing Worksheet
DC By-law C.P.-1551-227, Schedule 4, Appendix 4-C (Agreements post August 3, 2019)

Segment Description Segment Length Diameter Subsidy Total
(m) (mm) ($/m) ($)

Select spine ROWs 1500.0 300 $ 55.00 | $ 82,500.00
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ R _
$ R _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ R _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ - 1% _
$ -1 B

$ 82,500.00

Notes:

1) Watermains that service external developable areas and have a diameter greater than 250mm are eligible for watermain oversizing subsidy.

2) The subsidy is based on the diameter of pipe and expressed as a unit cost per metre applied to the length of watermain to determine the total oversizing subsidy.
3) If the total oversizing subsidy exceeds the actual cost to construct the oversized watermain, the upset Claim limit shall not exceed the actual construction cost.

4) The oversizing subsidy amounts cover the cost per metre of all associated eligible costs including engineering, appurtenances, restoration, etc.

Instructions:

1. Under Segment Description, list the sections of oversized watermain ( > 250mm).
2. List the corresponding watermain Segment Length (m) in the next column.
3. From the drop down menu, select the Diameter (mm) of the oversized watermain.

4. Based on the diameter of pipe, the Subsidy ($/m) will be determined based on the values within Appendix 4-C of the 2019 DC Study.

5. The Segment Length multiplied by the per metre Subsidy will determine the Total subsidy of oversized watermain segment.




6. The worksheet will add all of the oversized watermains together to determine the total watermain oversizing subsidy.



APPENDIX 4 — TREE REMOVAL PLAN & TREE REMOVAL
INVENTORY
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TAGGED TREES
22 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Areal 20 D Conflict with
Boundary tree proposed road
with City ROW
23 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Area 1 28,25 D Conflict with
Boundary tree proposed road
with City ROW
24 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Area 1 30,28 D Conflict with
Boundary tree proposed road
with City ROW
25 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Area 1 ~20,~15 D Conflict with
Boundary tree proposed road
with City ROW
26 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Areal ~30 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
27 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Areal ~20 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
28 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Areal ~25 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
29 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Area 1 ~25 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
30 | Ailanthus altissima Tree of Heaven | *Area 1 ~20 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
47 | Acer negundo Manitoba Maple | *Area 1 ~40 D Conflict with
Boundary tree proposed road
with City ROW
48 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut *Area 1 19 D Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




65 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 75 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

66 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 54 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

83 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 68 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

84 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 85 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

85 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 83 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

86 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 87 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

88 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Area 1 102 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

89 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 1 83 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

100 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 1 65 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

101 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 1 63 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

116 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 24 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

117 | Acer rubrum Red Maple Area 1 71 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

118 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 1 29 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

127 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 1 70 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

128 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 1 72 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

129 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 1 104 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




148 | Robinia Black Locust Area 2 54 Conflict with
pseudoacacia 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
149 | Populus deltoides Eastern Area 2 113 Conflict with
Cottonwood 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
150 | Populus deltoides Eastern Area 2 87 Conflict with
Cottonwood 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
152 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 2 94 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
159 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 2 47 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
199 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 2 47 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
206 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 67 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
207 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 60 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
208 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 65 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
209 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 45 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
210 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 55 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
211 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 61 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
218 | Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine Area 2 70 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
212 | Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine Area 2 21 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
213 | Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine Area 2 15,10,7 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
219 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 65 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




220 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 78 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
221 | Picea glauca White Spruce Area 2 40 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
222 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 2 51 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
223 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 2 24 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
239 | Picea pungens Colorado Green | Area 2 42 Conflict with
Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
241 | Picea pungens Colorado Green | Area 2 21 Conflict with
Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
242 | Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine Area 2 31 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
243 | Picea abies Norway Spruce | Area2 44 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
249 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Area 2 72 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
250 | Picea glauca White Spruce Area 2 17 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
251 | Picea pungens Colorado Green | Area 2 34 Conflict with
Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
252 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 2 54 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
253 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 2 75 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
265 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 80 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
266 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 37 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




267 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 40 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
268 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 48 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
269 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 3 104 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
270 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 3 92 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
271 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 3 42 Conflict with
saccharinum hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
288 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 60 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
289 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 87 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
290 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 87 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
291 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 61 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
292 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 107 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
293 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple *Area 3 79 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
295 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 87 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
296 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 108 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
297 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 75 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
298 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 90 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




299 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 155 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

300 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 92 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

302 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 97 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

303 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 87 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

306 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 81 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

307 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 98 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

318 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 97 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

319 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 106 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

320 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 133 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

321 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 118 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

324 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 123 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

330 | Picea abies Norway Spruce | Area3 86 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

331 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 3 97 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

334 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 3 73 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N

340 | Picea glauca White Spruce Area 3 39 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




341 | Picea glauca White Spruce Area 3 38 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
342 | Abies concolor Silver Fir Area 3 60 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
343 | Picea pungens Colorado Green | Area 3 45 Conflict with
Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
344 | Juglans nigra Black Walnut Area 3 52 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
345 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 3 47 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
353 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 47 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
354 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 64 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
355 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 41 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
356 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 37 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
413 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 3 92 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
414 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 45 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
432 | Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine Area 3 28 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
433 | Picea pungens var. Colorado Blue Area 3 ~40 Conflict with
glauca Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
434 | Picea abies Norway Spruce | Area3 73 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
435 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area3 ~65 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




436 | Ulmus spp. Elm Area 3 84 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
481 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 3 68 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
482 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 3 76 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
503 | Picea abies Norway Spruce | Area3 52 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
504 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 46 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
507 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 45 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
508 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 46 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
509 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 55 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
510 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 43 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
511 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Area 3 77 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
512 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Area 3 71 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
513 | Acer saccharum Sugar Maple Area 3 74 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
514 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 3 34 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
515 | Acer platanoides Royal Red Area 3 39 Conflict with
‘Royal Red' Norway Maple 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
516 | Picea pungens var. Colorado Blue Area 3 42 Conflict with
glauca Spruce 850 Highbury proposed road

Ave N




517 | Acer platanoides Royal Red Area 3 46 Conflict with
‘Royal Red' Norway Maple 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
518 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 73 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
519 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 72 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
520 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 75 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
521 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 71 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
522 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 77 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
523 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 63 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
524 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 70 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
525 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 63 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
526 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 87 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
527 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 91 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
528 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 69 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed

grading




529 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 64 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
530 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 62 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
531 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 69 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
532 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 70 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
533 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 68 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
534 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 76 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
544 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 43 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
545 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 43 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
546 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 30 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
589 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 38 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
590 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 32 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
591 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 33 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
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592 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 28 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
593 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 40 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
594 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 35 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
595 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 36 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
598 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 4 63 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
599 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 4 54 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
600 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 49 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
601 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 49 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
608 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 4 104 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
616 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 57 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
620 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 50 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
623 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 49 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
624 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 30 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
625 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 37 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
626 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 36 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
627 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 41 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
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628 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 29 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
629 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 52 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
630 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 36 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
631 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 39 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
632 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 42 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
633 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 30 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
637 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 36 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
638 | Acer rubrum Red Maple Area 4 57 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
639 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 4 51 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
640 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 46 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
641 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 99 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
642 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 92 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
643 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 64 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed

grading
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644 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 71 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
645 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 4 86 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
646 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 54 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
647 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 67 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
660 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 4 62 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
661 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 53 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
662 | Tilia cordata Little Leaf Area 4 55 Conflict with
Linden 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
663 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 4 96 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
670 | Pinus nigra Austrian Pine Area 4 44 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
686 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 41 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
705 | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 66 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
706 | Aesculus Horse Chestnut | Area 4 95 Conflict with
hippocastanum 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
707 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 ~70 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
726 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 5 96 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
727 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 75 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
748 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 100 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
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753 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 64 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
754 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 51 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
755 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 87 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
756 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 55 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
757 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 57 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
758 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 58 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
759 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 45 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
760 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 50 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
761 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 55 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
762 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 63 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
763 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 34 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
764 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 45 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
765 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 46 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
766 | Catalpa speciosa Northern Area 5 44 Conflict with
Catalpa 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
772 | Quercus rubra Red Oak Area 5 38 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
775 | Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm Area 5 89 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
776 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 54 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
777 | Acer rubrum x Red/Silver Area 5 33 Conflict with
saccharinum Maple hybrid 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
778 | Ulmus spp. Elm spp. Area 5 59 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
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843 | Robinia Black Locust Area 5 25 Conflict with
pseudoacacia 850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N and proposed
grading
916 | Acer saccharinum Silver Maple Area 6 97 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
931 | Morus alba White Mulberry | Area 6 / Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
TREES NOT TAGGED IN THE FIELD
T | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 ~45 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
U | Acer platanoides Norway Maple Area 4 ~35 Conflict with
850 Highbury proposed road
Ave N
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