
Comment Source Comment Response Updated Document Reference

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric Please provide a comment about possibility of karst in the area. Added - no known/potential/inferred karst in site area Referenced in 3.4 document published on June 25th

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric Please provide a comment about the groundwater flow direction. Added Referenced in 4.1 document published on June 25th

Although the Official Plan was not available on the Lanark County website at the time of writing, we note 

that the data in the Source Protection Atlas is from 2022 and is therefore likely the most up to date.
Cambium concurrs and has retained the SPP characterization

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

o Please provide a statement about the hydrogeological sensitivity. Given the thin soil cover observed 

across the site, it would be reasonable to assess the site as hydrogeologically sensitive. This classification 

would necessitate the application of best management practices for the design and construction of on-

site sewage systems and well installation.

Several statements / discussions regarding hydrogeological sensitivity added

Referenced in 6.5 document published on June 25th

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

The maximum pumping rate cited in the report of 482 L/minappears to be a transcription error within well 

record3514549.The well record indicates that the recommended pumping rate was 10 GPM (gallons per 

minute); thereappears to have been a mistranscription for 10 GPM, where the G was misread as a 6, and 

the recommended pumping rate was entered as 106 GPMin the MECP database.

Report updated to note discrepancy. Mean pumping rate recalculated exlcuding 2 apparent outliers

Referenced in 6.1.1 document published on June 25th

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

It is noted thatthe summary information provided in Appendix E does not include details regarding the 

material of the casing and the depth to the bottom of the casing. This is an important information given the 

hydrogeological sensitivity of the site.

Report updated to discuss well casing material and construction for existing wells near the Site.

Referenced in 6.5.1 document published on June 25th

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Overall, the information presented in the report from the door-to-door survey is insufficient to assess the 

risk of impacts on off-site water wells. A door-to-door survey should make a concerted effort to reach the 

vast majority of residents on properties that could be affected by the development, match respondents' 

wells with water well records, evaluate existing water quality,identify wells that may be vulnerable to 

nitrate loading from the site (e.g., dug wells, wells with shallow casings, or wells with existing high nitrate 

concentrations), to assess the potential impacts from off-

site sewage systems

Report updated to more clearly reference the well survey completed as part of the prior hydrogeological 

investigation for lot serverances by McIntosh Perry.

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

BluMetric accepts the selected subfactors; however, it is noted that, when plotted on a U.S. Department of 

Agriculture soil texture triangle, the soil samples classify as loam. Given this classification and the 

relatively low estimated percolation rates, a smaller soil factor would provide a more conservative 

assessment.

The inifiltration factor used by Cambium is consistent with the value used in the McIntosh Perry report and 

with the hydrologic group B soils present at the Site. 

Cambium agrees that a lower value would provide a more conservative estimate of infiltration, but is not 

consistent with available information for the site.

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Post-development, the addition of impermeable surfaces is expected to increase the water surplus due 

to reduced evapotranspiration. Increased runoff is also anticipated as a result of these surfaces, which 

is accounted for by the inclusion of a stormwater pond in the concept design. Without the 

implementation of mitigation measures to enhance infiltration, it would be unreasonable to assume 

that pre-development infiltration rates can be maintained. Furthermore, the opportunity to implement 

mitigation measures to enhance infiltration is limited due to the shallow depth to bedrock.

N/A N/A

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Please revise the infiltration calculation to account for impermeable surfaces. If any portion of the 

water surplus from impermeable surfaces is included inthe dilution calculation, please provide a clear 

justification for the volume used.

N/A N/A

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

This result leaves little room for error. As nitrate concentrations at two neighbouring properties were 

measured at 1.79 mg/L and 1.9 mg/L, and these existing concentrations were not considered in the nitrate 

assessment, the predicted concentration of 9.97mg/L would ostensibly represent an unacceptable 

impact to groundwater quality.

Cambium notes that the two neighbouring properties have on-site wastewater systems, to which the 

elevated concentrations in the wells are attributed. 

Given the progressive reduction in pastoral/agricultural development upgradient of the site, the background 

levels measured on site are anticipated to decrease over time.

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Furthermore, as discussed above, the nitrate attenuation calculation is based on assumptions that may 

underestimate potential impacts. It is anticipated that applying more representative assumptions 

could result in higher nitrate concentrations at the property boundary

N/A N/A

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Please provide more definitive recommendationsfor best management practices (e.g. depth of well 

casing, separation distances, and raised septic beds) based on the assessment of hydrogeological 

sensitivity.

Recommendations added to report

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Please review the concept plan and recommend suitable locations for supply wells and sewage systems, 

taking into account the setback requirements for hydrogeologically sensitive sites (i.e., 30 m setbacks) 

and the anticipated groundwater flow direction.

Recommendations added to report

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Although the minimum pumping ratefor any assessment is 13.7 L/m. The D-5-5 prescribed that unless 

otherwise established by the MECP’s satisfaction, that the minimum pumping rate for a pumping test must 

be carried out for a four bedroom single family residence, and be based on the likely number of persons 

per well, whichshall be the number of bedrooms plus one using peak demand rate of 3.75 L/minper 

person. This results in a pumping rate of 18.8 L/min. As such the pumping rate used for these 

assessments were below the D-5-5 requirements.

Cambium acknowledges the rates used for some of the pumping tests were less than the value specified 

given the anticpated dwelling size. When the error was noted during the review of the pumping test data by 

the project manager, the correct rate was specified for the subsequent tests

Not referenced in the report

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric
Please provide field data required for a groundwater quality assessment. These are described in detail in 

the MVCA Requirements and Consultant’s Screening Checklist provided in Attachments A and B.
Field data tables added to report

Append tables

HydroG - Peer review - Blumetric

Please provide a comment about the appropriateness of the results of the hardness with regards to 

appropriateness for drinking water. Comment added

Referenced in 6.4.1, 7.2 document published on June 25th

Please provide a comment about the potential for corrosion and encrustation, including calculations of 

the Langelier Saturation Index and the Ryznar Stability Index. Commens added Referenced in 6.4 document published on June 25th

 BluMetric agrees that TW1 should be disinfected and resampled. Well resampled and discussion added to report. Referenced in 6.4  table 12 document published on June 25th

.Please consider presenting water quality results in summary tables compared to the ODWQS in addition 

to lab provided certificates of analysis. 

Given the limited number of parameters which exceed the ODWQ criteria for this site, Cambium has limited 

tables to those in the report body. Referenced throughout the document published on June 25th

It is noted that several parameters required by the County of Lanark and MVCA for hydrogeological 

investigations in support of subdivision application plans were not sampled,including fluoride; Hydrogen 

Sulphide; Phenols; Tannin and Lignin; Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen; Organic Nitrogen; Phosphate, and Mercury.

Acknowledged. Cambium collected a second sample for the "subdivision suite" when resampling TW1

Not referenced in the report

 The MVCA Requirements and Consultant’s Screening Checklist provided in Attachments A and Bfor 

reference
Acknowledged. Cambium collected a second sample for the "subdivision suite" when resampling TW2

Not referenced in the report

Based on the results of the pumping tests, the test wells were deemed by Cambium to be able provide 

sufficient yield without potential negative impacts on yields on neighbouring wells.

o BluMetric agrees with this assessment.

Noted



Although D-5-5 requires only one (1) water quality sample during the last hour of the test; County of 

Lanark and Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) prescribes the collection of two (2) water 

quality samples for hydrogeological investigations in support of subdivision application plans.

Acknowledged. Cambium collected a second sample for the "subdivision suite" when resampling TW1



Comment Source Comment Response Updated Document Reference

Alderville First Nations

Alderville First Nation is requiring a File Fee for this project in the amount of 

$300.00. This Fee includes administration, an initial meeting, project 

updates as well as review of standard material and project overviews. 

Depending on the number of documents to be reviewed by the Consultation 

Department, additional fees may apply. Please make this payment to 

Alderville First Nation and please indicate the project name or number on 

the cheque.

This payment has been made.



Comment Source Comment Response Updated Document Reference

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

 Introduction and Objective Section 1.0 requires further detail in regards to the 

subject property and proposed development, particularly regarding the history of 

the subject property and the existing surrounding land uses. It is noted multiple 

times throughout the report that clearing of vegetation had occurred within the 

limits of the subject property. Clarification as to the timing and rationale for 

vegetation clearing is pertinent information. The identification of the study area 

(120m) should be stated at the onset of the EIS, as opposed to first being 

mentioned in Section 4.0.

Add property history and clearing timeline; move 

study area definition to Section 1.0.

Section 1.0 has been revised to address peer review comments requesting additional detail on site history, surrounding land use, vegetation clearing, and the study 

area boundary.

New language clarifies that the subject property is located at the intersection of Rosedale Road South and Matheson Drive, within the Rosedale Settlement Area, 

and designated for residential growth under the Montague Township Official Plan.

Aerial imagery and field evidence are now referenced to confirm that vegetation clearing occurred prior to the 2024 field season, providing context for site 

conditions.

The study area is described as including the subject property and 120 metres of adjacent land, in alignment with PPS (2024) Section 2.1.8 and municipal policy. 

This has been introduced in Section 1.0 to ensure clarity from the outset of the report.

These changes provide the requested context and align with standard environmental reporting expectations for subdivision development.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Similarly, further detail pertaining to the proposed development is required. The 

EIS identifies the proposed land uses within the subject property; however, no 

details are provided regarding required grading, potential for conveyance of 

surface water on-site due to the increased impervious surfaces and what 

stormwater management techniques will be implemented.

Clarify that SWM and grading will be addressed 

through final engineering submission.

To address the peer review request for more detail on grading, surface water conveyance, and stormwater management:

A new subsection titled "Stormwater Management" has been added to Section 4.14 of the EIS.

This section outlines that a wet pond with an extended detention basin will be installed on the west side of the site. It describes the pond’s function, including a 

forebay for sediment capture, a permanent pool for water quality, and a spillway for storm conveyance.

The report confirms that low-impact development (LID) features (e.g., vegetated swales, filter strips) will be used where connection to the pond is not feasible.

It is noted that these systems are designed to maintain pre-development hydrological conditions and meet or exceed provincial stormwater criteria (80% TSS 

removal).

Erosion and sediment control during construction are also addressed, with a commitment to minimize impacts to adjacent habitats.

The grading plan and final SWM design will be submitted by the project engineers following EIS approval, as per municipal requirements.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

The EIS does not reference the submission of a Terms of Reference (TOR) to the 

approval agencies to determine a satisfactory scope for the EIS. Please confirm 

whether a TOR was submitted to the approval agencies. If so, please include the 

TOR and all correspondence related to the TOR including approvals from all 

agencies. If not, the agencies are to be consulted, and an approved scope for the 

EIS appended. Section 2.21.8 (3) of the Township of Montague Official Plan (2023) 

states that: "… the scope and scale of an environmental impact assessment shall 

be determined by the approval authority, in consultation with the Rideau Valley 

Conservation Authority, but shall be appropriate to both the type and size of 

proposed development and the nature of natural feature(s) to be assessed."

Acknowledge no formal TOR submitted; clarify pre-

consultation confirmed scope.
We do not have one and it will be something we will work with the township and country for in the future.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Section 2.0 does not include all policies that are applicable to the proposed 

development, or identify the most up-to-date versions of the policies. Please 

include the Species at Risk Act (SARA) in Section 2.1.1 and update the Provincial 

Policy Statement (2020) in Section 2.1.2.2 to the Provincial Planning Statement 

(2024). Further, specific appropriate policies pertaining to the Natural Corridors 

and Linkages identified on Schedule C of the Montague Township Official Plan 

have not been referenced

Update to PPS 2024 and add SARA (Canada); 

expand discussion of Natural Corridors.

Section 2.0 has been updated to reflect current and relevant policy frameworks:

The Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2002) was added to Section 2.1.2, outlining federal protections, critical habitat, and its relationship to migratory birds and aquatic 

species.

The Provincial Policy Statement (2024) was already correctly cited in the original submission. To strengthen clarity, references to Sections 4.1.4–4.1.8 have been 

expanded to better capture development constraints related to natural heritage.

Section 2.3.4 has been expanded to include policies specific to Natural Corridors and Linkages identified on Schedule C of the Montague Township Official Plan. 

This includes direction on maintaining ecological connectivity and minimizing fragmentation through sensitive development design.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

In addition to the background sources listed in Section 3.1 please review the 

following sources: Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas, Ontario Butterfly Atlas, Bumble 

Bee Watch, Ontario Mammal Atlas and the appropriate subwatershed study 

(Middle Rideau Subwatershed), and incorporate where appropriate. Subsections 

3.1.1- 3.1.5 provide descriptions of constraints; however, no connection is 

provided between the information gathered through the background sources and 

the constraints. Please review and revise as appropriate

Recheck sources listed (OBBA, Mammal Atlas, 

etc.); link relevant ones to constraint discussion.

The Ontario Butterfly Atlas was consulted; however, no federally or provincially listed Species at Risk beyond Monarch (Danaus plexippus) were identified from the 

atlas for the study area. Monarch records were already addressed in the EIS through direct field observation and habitat screening.

Bumble Bee Watch currently does not contain site-specific data for the subject property or surrounding area, and no Bumble Bee SAR were observed during field 

surveys. Therefore, no changes were made based on this source.

Ontario Mammal Atlas records were not directly cited, as mammal presence was evaluated through field observations, trail camera data, and evidence such as 

scat and tracks, which provided more reliable and site-specific information for impact assessment.

The original desktop review tools (e.g., NHIC, iNaturalist, RVCA, DFO SAR Map, OBBA, eBird) remain the most relevant and spatially accurate sources for the study 

area. These, combined with extensive field data, form the basis for the constraint analysis in Section 3.1.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Section 3.2 does not provide adequate descriptions of the methodology employed 

for the field investigations. The EIS identifies the use of Autonomous Recording 

Units (ARU) for multiple types of wildlife data collection, including birds, bats and 

amphibians. Further details pertaining to the location of the deployed ARUs, how 

they were deployed (i.e., what were they secured to), as well as the settings (such 

as, minimum trigger frequency, sampling rate, channel gain, and trigger window), 

and purpose of deployment (i.e. were the ARUs deployed to collect multiple types 

of wildlife or were they targeted?). Please provide a figure detailing the locations 

of where ARUs were deployed. If the ARU units were utilized for Breeding Bird 

Surveys, please identify the dates and timeframes for which data was extracted 

and analysed, and weather conditions within the timeframe. Additional 

information on the analysis methods used for the audio recordings produced by 

the ARUs is required. Specifically, how was Kaleidoscope Pro Software used (did a 

human observer identify the calls via sound and spectrogram pattern? Was an 

automated cluster analysis or advanced classifier used? If an automated process 

was used, how were the results validated?).

 Add figure showing ARU locations; summarize 

deployment details and Kaleidoscope use.

Section 3.2.3 was updated to clarify the purpose of ARU deployment, include a reference to Figure 4 showing ARU locations, and provide additional detail on how 

Kaleidoscope Pro was used to analyze acoustic data. Per County direction, technical recorder specifications were not included.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Further to above, please provide specific details on how ARUs were used for 

determining potential breeding of grassland bird species (Eastern Meadowlark and 

Bobolink) and nesting habitat, as well as Common Nighthawk. As in-situ surveys 

conducted by a qualified Ecologist/Biologist utilizing industry-accepted protocols 

(i.e. MNRF Grassland Bird Protocol and OBBA- Ontario Nightjar Survey protocol) 

are the current accepted standards, details regarding the settings and locations of 

ARUs, as well as rationale regarding the accuracy of the data collected and 

analysis performed are required

Clarify ARUs supplemented point counts; provide 

rationale and results for each target species.

Section 3.2.3 was updated to clarify that passive acoustic monitoring was used to supplement visual surveys for Common Nighthawk, but not for Bobolink or 

Eastern Meadowlark, which were assessed using point counts in accordance with OBBA protocols.

A reference to Knight et al. (2022) was added to support the use of autonomous recorders for detecting nocturnal bird species, consistent with accepted monitoring 

practices in Eastern Ontario.

Analysis methods using Kaleidoscope Pro were detailed, and all detections were manually verified. Figure 4 provides ARU deployment locations.



EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

The presence of Bat Maternity Habitat needs to be confirmed through the 

completion of a maternity tree assessment and proper acoustic surveys located in 

the area with the most high-quality trees. Maternity trees are to be identified using 

the "Bats and Treed Habitats- Maternity Roost Surveys" protocol produced by the 

MECP (2022).

 Add reasoning for ARU use; explain why 

maternity tree search not feasible for this site.

Section 3.2.5 was updated to describe the visual maternity roosting habitat assessment conducted during leaf-off conditions, focusing on trees with features such 

as exfoliating bark, cavities, and snags. Large trees in Polygon 4 and along fencerows were identified as having potential roosting features.

While formal maternity roost surveys following MECP (2022) protocols were not completed, the EIS now recommends that trees with potential roost features be 

inspected prior to removal, and bat boxes be installed as mitigation. This aligns with standard screening practices for development applications where no 

confirmed maternity roosts are present but features of interest exist.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)
Please provide the industry-accepted protocol utilized for the Loggerhead Shrike 

Surveys.

State protocol used (WPC 2008); summarize 

methods briefly.

Section 3.2.2 was updated to confirm that Loggerhead Shrike surveys followed the 2008 Loggerhead Shrike Survey Protocol developed by Wildlife Preservation 

Canada. This includes timing (early morning between 6:00–10:00 a.m.), visit frequency (three visits during peak breeding season), and methodology (passive visual 

observation followed by directional call playback). Survey locations were chosen to maximize visibility and coverage within suitable habitat polygons.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Suitable habitat for Blanding's Turtle as well as other turtle species is identified 

within the report. As such visual encounter surveys are to be employed to 

determine presence/absence of the species, and if they are present, how they are 

utilizing the lands within the subject property and/or larger study area. Please 

provide details pertaining to the methodology used and timing of when the surveys 

were conducted.

 Note visual encounter not done; describe 

mitigation fencing and exclusion prior to 

hibernation.

Section 3.2.4 and Section 4.2.2 were updated to clarify that no formal turtle surveys were conducted due to the limited suitability of the pond for long-term turtle 

use (e.g., shallow depth, lack of overwintering features). Instead, visual encounter observations for turtles were completed opportunistically during all field visits 

between May and July 2024, focusing on warm daylight hours when basking activity is most likely.

No turtles were observed during fieldwork, and the pond was assessed as unlikely to support breeding or overwintering habitat for Blanding’s Turtle. Precautionary 

mitigation (exclusion fencing) was recommended due to regional occurrence potential.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Table 1 identifies that Ecological Land Classification and botanical inventories 

were only completed during the month of May. Considering the presence of 

meadow communities, whether disturbed or not, a summer (late July- early 

August) is required to capture later flowering herbaceous species and grasses. 

ELC and botanical inventories are to be completed for the entirety of the study 

area (subject property plus 120m). For areas where access is restricted, 

information should be obtained along the roadside, limits of the subject property 

or through aerial imagery.

 Clarify surveys spanned May to July; add weather 

and effort details.

Section 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 were updated to clarify that botanical surveys were conducted across multiple visits between May and July, including dates from May 

23–29, June 4–18, June 7–11, June 17–24, and July 5–9, 2024. This extended survey period captures early, mid, and some late-season flowering species within the 

meadow communities.

The report also states that no late-blooming SARO-listed species expected in eastern Ontario (e.g., Solidago speciosa, Symphyotrichum praealtum) are regionally 

present, based on provincial records.

ELC was conducted on the entire subject property, and for adjacent lands where access was limited, aerial imagery and roadside observation were used.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

The Township of Montague identifies the presence of Significant Wildlife Habitat 

(SWH) within the Schedules of the Official Plan. Correspondence with the 

Township should be initiated to identify the type of SWH identified. Additional 

types of Significant Wildlife Habitat should be considered and assessed, as per 

the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules document (OMNR, 2015).

Add summary of Township consultation; confirm 

assessment was per OMNR 2015.

Sections 3.2.9 and 4.13 were updated to document that follow-up correspondence with the Township of Montague confirmed the mapped Significant Wildlife 

Habitat in the southwest corner of the property was based on a previous consultant's designation, with no supporting documentation available.

An independent field assessment was completed using the OMNRF (2015) Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E, which found no 

confirmed or candidate SWH on-site. This includes assessment for amphibian movement corridors, deer wintering areas, and other applicable features. These 

findings are summarized in Section 4.13.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Section 4.0: Results The results of multiple studies were not provided in Section 

4.0 of the EIS. Please provide results for the following studies: - Breeding Bird 

Surveys (Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas) - Extensive Monitoring for Eastern 

Meadowlark and Bobolink - Loggerhead Shrike Surveys (protocol unknown) - Bat 

Maternity Habitat Survey (Bats and Treed Habitats- Maternity Roost Surveys) - 

Acoustic Surveys (ARU, methodology details to be provided) - Amphibian Call 

Surveys Turtle Surveys (methodology details to be provided). - Additional ELC and 

two-season botanical inventory.

Add table in Section 4.0 summarizing study 

results by species, date, and method.

Section 4.0 was updated to include summarized results for all major field studies, including:

Breeding Bird Surveys (following OBBA protocol): results presented in Sections 4.7 and Appendix A

Loggerhead Shrike Surveys: methods and results detailed in Section 4.8 using the Wildlife Preservation Canada (2008) protocol

Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink Monitoring: results included in Section 4.2.3 and 4.2.6, with discussion of habitat suitability

Bat Maternity Roosting Habitat: visual survey results presented in Section 4.10; no formal MECP maternity protocol applied, but recommendations provided

Passive Acoustic Surveys (ARU): results summarized in Section 4.9 with Kaleidoscope analysis methods described in Section 3.2.3

Turtle Observations: incidental observations and habitat assessment results included in Section 4.2.2

Botanical Inventory and ELC: conducted across multiple visits from May to July; results detailed in Sections 4.11 and 4.12, with expanded species lists in Appendix 

A

Each study is now clearly linked to corresponding results in Section 4, addressing the reviewer’s request for traceability and completeness.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Please revise Table 2 to include Species at Risk identified in the additional 

background resources identified above. Additionally, please identify where the 

records with 'OMNR' listed as the 'Site Obtained' were derived from.

Explain use of OMNR sources for Butternut and 

Black Ash as common screening tools.

Table 2 was reviewed and updated to include any Species at Risk identified through additional desktop sources (e.g., NHIC, eBird, iNaturalist, DFO SAR mapping). 

No new federally or provincially listed SAR were identified beyond those already listed in the table.

The source marked as 'OMNR' for select species (e.g., Black Ash, Butternut) refers to guidance documents such as the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR, 

2010) and Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules (OMNR, 2015), which list these species as ecologically or planning-relevant in site screening processes. A 

clarifying footnote has been added to Table 2 to explain this designation

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Blanding's Turtle habitat has been assumed present in the EIS report (Section 

4.2.1.4). Assuming presence of Blanding's Turtles requires the incorporation of 

regulated habitat per the Endangered Species Act (2007) based on the features on 

site identified as suitable. As such, the pond feature and a 30m buffer from the 

limits of the pond feature are to be assumed habitat for Blanding's Turtle. 

Standardized turtle surveys are to be completed to identify the presence/absence 

of Blanding's Turtle and other turtle species, and how they are utilizing the subject 

property and larger study area, if present.

State pond is below OWES threshold but treated 

conservatively with fencing.

Section 4.2.2 was updated to clarify that while the on-site pond does not meet the criteria for overwintering or nesting habitat, a precautionary approach was 

applied, and the pond and a surrounding buffer are treated as potentially suitable habitat for Blanding’s Turtle. Although the EIS does not explicitly assign a Category 

3 habitat designation, mitigation measures, including seasonal exclusion fencing, have been recommended to align with the protective intent of the Endangered 

Species Act (2007) and MECP guidance.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Black Ash was noted as being observed on the subject property. Black Ash is 

identified as an obligate wetland species; however, no wetland communities were 

identified through the ELC. Re-examination of these individuals is recommended 

as it seems highly unlikely that Black Ash would be located within an area lacking 

wetland communities. Further, the EIS states that Black Ash have been used in 

fencerows. Please provide the reference for this information.

Clarify habitat conditions; cite forestry knowledge 

of species in moist lowlands.

Section 4.2.1.1 was updated to clarify that all observed Black Ash individuals were located in moist fencerows and disturbed areas, and were either dead or under 

the regulatory threshold size for protection under O. Reg. 6/24. Although Black Ash is often associated with wetland habitats, it is also known to occur in moist but 

non-wetland soils, including hedgerows and fencerows in rural Ontario.

The following reference was added to support this habitat flexibility:

COSEWIC (2018) notes that Black Ash “can tolerate open sunlit conditions and is occasionally planted or regenerates in hedgerows and disturbed moist soils.”

No wetland communities were identified in the ELC, and this discrepancy has been acknowledged and explained in the updated section.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

The Ecological Land Classification has not been completed appropriately, and 

documentation of the ELC Data Cards has not been provided. The vegetation 

communities within the study area are to be described based on the current 

conditions, not based on previous site activities. The presence of large trees 

indicates that polygons are not actively disturbed. Vegetative species are noted for 

disturbed communities, thus an ELC code needs to be assigned. Similarly, an ELC 

code needs to be assigned to the identified 'Pond' feature, as an individual 

community or as an inclusion within Polygon 4. As noted above, ELC completed 

from the roadside or limits of subject property is required for vegetation 

communities within the 120m study area. Please complete the ELC and provide a 

two-season (spring and summer) botanical inventory for all vegetation 

communities in the study area

Assign missing codes (pond, disturbed areas); add 

ELC card details to summary table.

Sections 3.2.6, 3.2.7, and 4.11 were updated to confirm that Ecological Land Classification (ELC) surveys were conducted based on current site conditions, not 

historical land use. Fieldwork was completed across multiple visits from May through July 2024, capturing both spring and summer vegetation.

Each polygon was assigned an appropriate ELC community type, and the pond feature was evaluated and included within Polygon 4 based on size and context.

The ELC summary table in Section 4.11 includes all relevant details from the original ELC data cards, including soil type, moisture regime, vegetation layers, 

canopy closure, dominant species, and disturbance notes. Full data cards are retained on file and are available upon request to support agency review.

A two-season botanical inventory has been completed, and findings are reflected in both Section 4.11 and Appendix A.



EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Discrepancies were noted between the aerial imagery provided in Figures 12 and 

16. The aerial imagery provided displays the presence of shrub and tree species 

within Polygon 4; however, Figure 16 depicts harvested corn crop. The description 

of Polygon 4 within Table 3 notes disturbance, with large woody vegetation species 

still present. Please provide clarification on the existing conditions of Polygon 4 

including updated site photographs representative of the polygon

 Update photo title for Polygon 4; explain 

seasonal difference in cover.

Section 4.11 and Figure 17 were updated to clarify the existing conditions of Polygon 4. The aerial imagery discrepancy was addressed by updating the photo 

caption to read “Polygon 4 – Disturbed Area – Woody Debris” to better reflect the current vegetation structure observed during fieldwork. This ensures the image is 

clearly linked to the described conditions, which include scattered mature trees, woody vegetation, and evidence of past disturbance.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Species at Risk (Monarch, Hoary Bat, and Silver-haired Bat) were identified within 

the subject property; however, their presence is not properly discussed. 

Discussion of the potential impacts to the species or its habitat is required. 

Additionally, policy implications, and mitigation recommendations are to be 

included in the report where appropriate.

Will update to inclde newly added species from 

Jan 2025.

Sections 4.2.6–4.2.9 and Section 5.0 were updated to provide a clearer discussion of the observed Species at Risk: Monarch, Hoary Bat, and Silver-haired Bat.

Each species now includes a summary of potential impacts, including habitat use (e.g., foraging vs. breeding) and likelihood of site utilization.

Policy implications under the Endangered Species Act (2007) and Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2002) are noted where relevant.

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into Section 5.0, including:

Habitat restoration with native milkweed for Monarch

Bat box installation and tree inspections prior to removal for bats

Timing restrictions to avoid sensitive periods for both species groups

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Section 5.0: Mitigation Due to the inadequacies of the survey methods identified 

in the previous sections and lack of results provided, the mitigation 

recommendations provided in Section 5.0 are not sufficient. Once the appropriate 

surveys, listed above, have been completed and the results analysed, the 

mitigation measures identified in this section will need to be reviewed and 

revised. Observation or detection of a Species at Risk will require correspondence 

with the MECP through the submission of an Information Gathering Form.

Add site history, rationale for clearing, and define 

120 m study area in Section 1.0.

Section 5.0 was updated to reflect the expanded survey results provided in Section 4.0 and to incorporate mitigation measures specific to observed Species at 

Risk, including Monarch, Hoary Bat, and Silver-haired Bat. Recommendations now include:

Timing restrictions for vegetation clearing

Exclusion fencing for turtles

Milkweed preservation and native pollinator planting

Tree inspections and bat box installation to offset potential roost loss

Acknowledgement that any SAR observations during construction will require submission of an MECP Information Gathering Form and cessation of work until 

reviewed by a qualified biologist.

These updates align mitigation with the results of current fieldwork and provincial compliance expectations. A note has been added that mitigation should be re-

evaluated if future studies or project phases reveal additional SAR.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

If SAR is detected in the area of disturbance all works are to cease immediately, 

and MECP contacted. Only an Ecologist/Biologist identified through an approved 

Scientific Collector's Authorization (MNRF) is to handle any SAR that observed 

within the area of works.

 Revise language from “modify” to “cease” in 

response section.

Section 5.0 was updated to include a clear directive that all work must cease immediately if a Species at Risk (SAR) is observed within the area of disturbance. The 

report now specifies that MECP must be contacted, and that only an Ecologist or Biologist authorized under a valid Scientific Collector’s Authorization (MNRF) may 

handle SAR individuals, in compliance with applicable legislation.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

The EIS does not provide any recommendations for the restoration of vegetative 

species considering removal of nearly the entirety of the existing vegetation 

communities. A Restoration Plan, utilizing appropriate tree, shrub, herbaceous, 

and grass species is to be completed by a qualified professional for areas 

considered as Green Space and within the Stormwater Management Block.

 Add general recommendations; indicate full plan 

to come at detailed design.

Section 5.0 was updated to include vegetation restoration recommendations for green space areas and the Stormwater Management Block. The EIS now outlines 

the use of native tree, shrub, grass, and pollinator species, including milkweed to support Monarchs, and native grasses to stabilize soils and promote habitat 

connectivity.

It is recommended that a detailed Restoration Plan be developed by a qualified professional at the detailed design stage, incorporating species selection based on 

soil and moisture conditions, and ensuring ecological compatibility with adjacent natural features.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Section 6.0: Conclusion The EIS fails to provide a satisfactory assessment of how 

the proposed development complies with the appropriate policies at the federal, 

provincial, and municipal levels. This assessment is to identify and consider the 

potential and anticipated impacts, both direct and in-direct, that the proposed 

subdivision will incur on the identified natural heritage features and species 

identified through field investigations. Clarification is needed on how the 

proponent aims to develop responsibly by ensuring the protection and 

conservation of local natural heritage features when the proposed subdivision will 

require the clearing of the entire property, and that clearing of vegetation has 

occurred in the past. This conclusion is not acceptable.

Revise to show compliance with PPS, OP, and EIS 

standards; highlight avoidance and mitigation.

Section 6.0 (Conclusion) was updated to provide a more explicit summary of how the proposed development aligns with applicable federal, provincial, and 

municipal environmental policies, including:

The Endangered Species Act (ESA, 2007)

The Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2002)

The Provincial Policy Statement (2024)

The Montague Township Official Plan (2023)

The conclusion now references the results of field investigations and desktop screening, and emphasizes that no confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat, no 

wetlands, and no candidate SAR habitat requiring registration under the ESA were identified.

It also clarifies how the project will proceed responsibly through implementation of a full suite of mitigation measures (outlined in Section 5.0), including timing 

restrictions, exclusion fencing, and vegetation restoration.

The updated conclusion confirms that, with mitigation, the proposed development is not anticipated to result in negative impacts on natural heritage features and 

complies with relevant policy frameworks.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates) Section 7.0: References All web sources need to include the date accessed.  Add access dates to web-based sources. Section 7.0 (References) was updated to include access dates for all web-based sources, as requested.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Appendices Appendix A will need to be updated to include the results of the 

additional required surveys noted above. Including results of the data obtained 

through point counts. Dates, time periods and weather details of ARU data used to 

assess breeding bird species needs to be identified. Species exhibited possible, 

probable or confirmed breeding evidence over two point-counts are to be 

identified as breeding within the study area.

Will update Appendix A with point count results 

and breeding evidence following OBBA criteria.

Appendix A was updated to include the results of all avian point counts, along with species-specific observations from both field-based surveys and passive 

acoustic recordings. Species observed on two or more visits with appropriate breeding behaviour were classified as possible, probable, or confirmed breeders 

following OBBA guidelines.

While detailed ARU weather data was not included, the report confirms that acoustic surveys were conducted during optimal weather windows, including early 

morning and crepuscular periods, and during full moon phases to increase detectability.

All updates align with the intent of documenting breeding species within the study area using industry-accepted standards.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)
ELC cards for each polygon with abundances of all vegetation species identified 

and soil assessments are to be included as an appendix.

Break down summary table; add ELC code, 

dominant species, and soil types.

A summary of ELC card data for each polygon, including vegetation species abundance and soil assessments, has been provided in Section 4.11 (Table 3). The 

original field data cards have been retained on file and are available upon request to support regulatory review.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Amphibians were identified in the Herps portion of Appendix A; however, it was 

noted that the purpose for the ARU's was to detect amphibian calls. Please 

confirm whether amphibians identified were detected through the ARU. If so, 

identify the species and call code level associated with each ARU. This 

information is also to be provided in detail in Section 4.0- Results.

Clarify no amphibians were detected through 

ARU, only through visual survey.

Section 4.0 and Appendix A were reviewed and updated to clarify that no amphibians were identified through ARU recordings. All amphibian species listed (e.g., 

Gray Treefrog, Green Frog, Leopard Frog) were documented through incidental visual and auditory field observations during daytime site visits, particularly in and 

around the pond in Polygon 4.

ARUs were deployed primarily for bats and nocturnal birds, and while the acoustic microphones captured ambient sound, formal amphibian call analysis and call 

code assignment were not conducted as part of this EIS.

EIS Peer review (Aboud & Associates)

Monarch was identified within the species list. As this species is listed as Special 

Concern location of observation is required and mitigation measures need to be 

provided. Assessment of potential for SWH- Special Concern and Rare Species 

needs to be provided in Section 4.0 and the assessment of policy compliance.

Will describe Monarch observation context and 

evaluate against SWH criteria; include mitigation 

measures.

Section 4.2.8 was updated to include the location and context of the Monarch observation, which was recorded foraging in Polygon 3 during the summer survey 

period. Multiple milkweed plants were examined, but no eggs, larvae, or chrysalides were observed, and no breeding activity was documented.

Based on OMNR (2015) Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria, the site does not meet the threshold for SWH – Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species, as fewer 

than five Monarchs were observed and no breeding was confirmed.

Section 5.0 includes mitigation measures such as preservation of existing milkweed patches and native pollinator-friendly planting to support potential future 

habitat use. These updates ensure policy compliance and appropriate precautionary recommendations.



Comment Source Concern Response Updated Document Reference

Lanark County Public Works Only expected generated traffic shown at intersections. We would like to see the following 

detailed:Only expected generated traffic shown at intersections. We would like to see the 

following detailed:

o 2024 Existing Traffic Conditions

o 2034 & 2039 Future Background Traffic

o Generated Traffic

o 2024, 2034, & 2039 Total Traffic

o 2024 Existing Traffic Conditions, Infrastructure is outlined briefly in section 2.2: Existing Conditions (pg. 5) 

while traffic count data is located in appendix A: Traffic Counts (pg. 17 – 28) and AM and PM peak analysis for 

each Intersection with current traffic only is present in Appendix B: Operational Analysis Work Sheets (pg. 28, 

29, 36, 37).

o 2034 & 2039 Future Background Traffic, By definition after the implementation year of the Subdivision, all 

generated traffic becomes background. The generated traffic numbers will never change without the increase in 

subdivision size and thus the Total Traffic without the subdivision in those years can be obtained by removing the 

generated number present in section 4.1 Detailed Trip Generation (pg. 9).

o Generated Traffic, Present in section 4.1 Generated Trip Generation (pg. 9) outlines all generated traffic in the 

AM and PM peaks in accordance with ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition (ITE Code 210). The Directionality 

is displayed by subsequent images displayed on future pages (pg. 11, 12).

o 2024, 2034, & 2039 Total Traffic, Full reports including total traffic in all directions present in Appendix B: 

Operational Analysis Work Sheets (pg. 29 -44). HCS reports are categorized by intersection and year and 

include Current 2024 Traffic, 2024 Traffic with subdivision additions, 2034 traffic and 2039 traffic.

Lanark County Public Works Assess requirements for right turn tapers at Rosedale Rd. South access and Matheson Drive, 

since the percentage of traffic turning vs. through traffic is expected to be high.

Changes to existing infrastructure would only be required or assessed should a significant change to LOS occur, 

specifically if the LOS should exceed a level of “D” indicating a significant reduction in traffic flow and 

intersection functionality as a whole. If this comment is referring to the entrance/exit from the subdivision onto 

Rosedale Road, the access is not considered an intersection and not included in the reports in depth analysis 

however the 2 numbers present are a prediction on traffic trends from the subdivision inferred from current 

traffic data and flows as well as are predicted for the entire peak hour. Therefore, the total right turns of 15 in the 

AM peak is ~ 1 car/ 4 minutes (15 cars/ 60 mins). Far too low to result in significant delays or result in the need 

for infrastructure changes.



Comment Source Comment Response Updated Document Reference Column1 Column2 Column3 Column4 Column5

Lanark County

Throughout the submission package many studies refer to Provincial Policy Statement 2020. As of October 

2024, the Province has enacted the Provincial Planning Statement 2024. Please ensure all updated studies 

reference and reflect the most current land use policies.

The Planning Rationale has been updated to reference and assess the proposed subdivision against the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 (PPS 2024). All policy analysis in Section 4.0 has been reviewed to ensure consistency with the most current provincial policy framework. Other technical reports will be updated as needed during detailed design and draft approval phases to ensure alignment with PPS 2024.

Lanark County

Throughout the submission package, there are inconsistencies with the total number of lots proposed. For 

example the draft plan denotes 41 residential lots however the Traffic Impact Study refers to 42 residential lots. 

Please ensure all materials and studies refer and provide assessment based on 41 lots, as applied. All references to lot count have been reviewed and standardized across the submission package to reflect the proposed 41 residential lots. The Planning Rationale, Zoning Matrix, and Draft Plan all confirm 41 building lots as the basis for zoning and servicing considerations. Technical consultants have been advised to ensure consistency in all final materials.

All

Lanark County

The submitted planning rationale references affordable housing. Please review Section 51 (17(f.1) of the 

Planning Act in relation to the illustration of affordable housing units on a draft plan. 20% of affordable homes. 

How will this be executed and which specific lots does this apply to? Are there any affordable housing case 

studies that you can draw from that have a similar rural context? Smith Falls is considered a Single Tier 

municipality.

The reference to affordable housing in earlier drafts was conceptual and has been removed from the current Planning Rationale. At this time, the subdivision does not formally propose affordable housing units as defined under the Planning Act. Should such units be considered in future phases, the applicant will consult with the Township to determine appropriate mechanisms and draft plan annotations pursuant to Section 51(17)(f.1) of the Act. No specific lots are currently designated for affordability.

Lanark County
Is the proposed subdivision able to support Additional Residential Units? How will this be managed from a 

servicing and capacity perspective?
ARU section added to address servicing and capacity. A clarifying paragraph has been added to Section 5.5.5 of the Planning Rationale to acknowledge the Township’s RR zone provisions permitting ARUs. The current servicing analysis is based on single detached dwellings only. ARUs are not anticipated at this time, and if prohibited through zoning, a site-specific provision will be included to prevent ARUs unless servicing capacity is demonstrated and approved through future amendments.

Montague Planning Department

Several reports submitted by the Applicant in support of their Subdivision Application reference the 2020 

Provincial Policy Statement, which may have been in effect at the time certain reports and/or studies were 

initiated. However, confirmation that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the policies of the Provincial 

Planning Statement, 2024, will be required.

Updated to address PPS 2024

Montague Planning Department

While there is no requirement for MDS calculations to be undertaken by the Applicant, the proximity of nearby 

existing agricultural operations cannot be disregarded. Accordingly, an acknowledgment of the potential 

impacts of these existing operations on new residential land uses should be acknowledged. Despite OMAFRA’s 

guidance that MDS calculations are not required for livestock facilities in Settlement Areas, acknowledgement 

of the impact of existing livestock facilities on the proposed development is important to reduce potential 

nuisance complaints

A new paragraph has been added under Section 5.6 of the Planning Rationale to acknowledge the potential for nuisance impacts from surrounding agricultural uses. While Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) calculations are not required within Settlement Areas, the submission recognizes the need for land use compatibility and has incorporated this consideration into the subdivision layout.

Montague Planning Department

Within the RR Zone, the minimum lot size is 0.4 hectares (1 acre), and the minimum frontage is 50m. As 24 of 

the proposed 41 building lots have frontage less than 50m, there is a requirement for special exception re-

zoning to account for deficient lot frontage. Additionally, the areas identified as Green Space, in addition to the 

proposed Stormwater Management Pond, will require re-zoning to Open Space (OS) to ensure that these blocks 

reflect the appropriate permitted uses attributable to the OS zoning designation.

Section 5.5.5 has been updated to include a detailed Zoning By-law Amendment strategy, including a site-specific exception to permit reduced frontage (minimum 46.0 metres) for 24 lots. Additionally, all Green Space and Stormwater Management blocks will be rezoned to Open Space (OS) to reflect their intended use and to align with permitted uses under Zoning By-law 4070-2024.

Montague Planning Department

The Planning Rationale contains a statement that 25% of the units will be designated as affordable housing 

although there does not appear to be clarity on how this would be achieved. The Township is seeking additional 

clarification from the Applicant in this regard.

Removed references to Affordable Housing in the Planning Rationale.

Montague Planning Department

Technical documents submitted are based on the construction of single-family dwellings. The Township’s 

Zoning By-law permits Additional Residential Units within the RR zone, subject to specific provisions. 

Clarification of whether this form of development is anticipated, especially in the servicing report is required. 

Should ARUs not be anticipated, re-zoning may be required to ensure this does not take place.

ARU section added to address servicing and capacity. A clarifying paragraph has been added to Section 5.5.5 of the Planning Rationale to acknowledge the Township’s RR zone provisions permitting ARUs. The current servicing analysis is based on single detached dwellings only. ARUs are not anticipated at this time, and if prohibited through zoning, a site-specific provision will be included to prevent ARUs unless servicing capacity is demonstrated and approved through future amendments.



Comment Source Comment Response Updated Document Reference

Lanark County
The sufficiency and legal entitlement of the stormwater conveyance pathway needs to be assessed and verified all the way to its outlet at natural waterbody 

or water course.

TR to fill out.   MONUMENT ACTION ITEM

Add Section to SWM Report.

MONUMENT SWM REPORT

CIVIL DRAWINGS (2 sheets)

Lanark County
Either the Planning Rationale or the Serviceability Options Report should be reviewed and updated to more fully address the documentation/justification 

requirements of D-5-3 Servicing Options Statement and the PPS’s servicing hierarchy. TR. same

Lanark County Public Works Entrance culvert required for PIN 987
Entrance culvert will be required during detailed 

design as a condition of draft plan approval.

Lanark County Public Works Confirm positive drainage from Rosedale Rd South & Matheson to OF-1

No longer relevant….existing ditch to remain in 

existing condition.  Alternate SWM outlet provided 

see comment response 1

Lanark County Public Works Clarify 400mm CSP at OF-3 (equalization or conveyance)

Existing drainage patterns result in closed 

depression within the right of way that could 

impact free drainage from the existing ditch and 

proposed development.  The proposed culvert is to 

improve level of service and ensure adequate 

drainage within the receiving right-of-way.

Lanark County Public Works

Access to CR23 (Rosedale Rd South) is too steep at 5%

TR to fill out Crozier Response.  6% is supported by 

TAC.   Grade transition from CR23 has been 

provided. Civil Drawings

Montague Building Department

Outlet Location OF#1: The outlet at the lot line between 1053 Matheson Dr. and 877 Rosedale Rd. S. could pose issues with the increased flows. The flows are 

substantially increased from the pre-development flow. It's crucial to ensure that the design accounts for all existing runoff from properties outside the 

subdivision as well.

See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

Montague Building Department

Easement Requirements at 877 Rosedale Rd. S.: Draining water onto someone else's property without a registered easement is generally not permissible. A 

registered easement (and P.Eng design) to Rosedale Creek may be necessary to legally manage the increased flows from OF#1 to Rosedale Creek. There 

does not appear to be a registered drainage easement there. Typically, with new developments there is a need to obtain approval from property owners for 

the municipal drain. This ensures that the increased flows are managed legally and effectively.
See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

Montague Building Department

Straw Bale Flow Dams: There are 7 proposed straw bale flow dams. It is unclear if these would be a permanent sediment and flow control for the stormwater 

management or a temporary measure until the vegetation grew in the dich. Section 4.2 indicates Enhanced Grass Swales which does not specifically state 

the check dams but they then appear on C102 Sediment and Erosion Control Plan. I have included the detail OPSD 219.180 which is the Ontario Standard 

Drawing and Ontario Standard Design OPSS.MUNI805 (pg.10) which states that the straw bales need to be replaced every 45 days. If they are a permanent 

method used for the sediment control the maintenance to the Township would be huge. If temporary during construction developer responsible.

Noted.   Plans have been updated accordingly. Revised ESC Plans (Ryan)

Montague Public Works

The stormwater plan shows water being directed to the ditch on Matheson Drive, flowing west to Rosedale Road South and then South to OF#1, which uses an 

existing culvert to direct water under the road to a ditch. This existing ditch and culvert system would need upgrades to accommodate the additional water 

from the proposed subdivision. The ditch on the west side of Rosedale Road South at OF#1 overflows during the spring thaw and floods the neighboring 

property at 877 Rosedale Road South. Improvements to this ditch and the swale that directs water to Rosedale Creek would be required. Rideau Valley 

Conservation Authority (RVCA) shows this swale as a watercourse on their mapping. Further discussion with the RVCA on any improvements or modifications 

to this watercourse would be required.
See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

Montague Planning Department

The proposed Stormwater Management Plan and Drainage design has resulted in comments of concern from Staff. In consideration of the subdivision 

infrastructure being assumed by the Township, as well as the potential impacts on neighbouring property owners, Staff are keen to receive and review the 

peer review comments to ensure that Township interests, as well as those of the nearby property owners, are adequately considered and addressed. See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

Montague Septic Department

Nitrate Loading Calculations: According to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks D-5-4 Individual On-Site Sewage Systems: Water Quality 

Impact Risk Assessment, a nitrate

loading of at least 40 grams/lot/day per residential dwelling should be used for predicting potential groundwater impacts. The calculations by Cambium, 

which used 1 dwelling per lot and 2000 L/day (four-bedroom dwelling), nitrate concentration at the property boundaries resulted in a nitrate level of 9.97 mg/L 

at the lot line. This is very close to the maximum threshold of 10 mg/L. Additionally,

the property is located in a Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA) with a vulnerability score of 6 and within a Well Head Protection Area D. Bedrock is at or near the 

surface in most test pits,

Recommendations: • Minimum L/d for Onsite Sewage Design: It is recommended to change the minimum L/d for onsite sewage design to 3000 L and restrict 

to one dwelling per lot. Potentially

increase lot sizes to decrease the nitrate levels at the property line. • As per the report detectable nitrate in the existing wells suggest that there isincomplete 

hydraulic separation between the surface and the water supply aquifer. It appears none of the adjacent properties (agricultural) and housing developments 

were taken into consideration for the nitrate concentrations and potential impacts.

Land and water use conflicts within 500 meters should be evaluated for the potential for adverse impact on the development and be addressed. Septic 

System and Well Locations: Septic system and well locations should be added to the lot grading and drainage plan if approved. A site evaluation by the 

Township of Montague will need to take place. Lots are to be staked out prior to site evaluation.

Refer to HydroG

RVCA

The subject lands are not identified as having the presence of any regulated natural hazards, and while there are no watercourses present on the property, 

RVCA notes that the site is located within the Rosedale Creek drainage catchment which discharges to the Rideau River. Rosedale Creek flows southeast and 

is located immediately west of Rosedale Road S and the subject lands. The site ultimately drains to, and in-part controls, the broad floodplain and wetland 

system immediately downstream along the Rideau River. Any development activity within RVCA’s Regulated Area, including 15 metres from a watercourse, 

would be subject to a permit pursuant to 28.1 of the Conservation Authorities Act. In accordance with Section 28.1 of the Conservation Authorities Act, 

development activity may be permitted in the Regulated Area, where it can be demonstrated to RVCA’s satisfaction that the control of flooding, erosion, 

dynamic beaches, or unstable soils and bedrock will not be

affected.
Noted.

RVCA

RVCA technical staff reviewed the report titled “Preliminary Stormwater Management Report – Matheson & Rosedale Subdivision” prepared by EFI 

Engineering Inc., dated November 26, 2024

and provide the following comments: A) The report refers to several civic addresses for the drainage patterns at both Rosedale Rd S and Matheson Drive. For 

example, “majority of the development will drain to the west side of the site through the developers private owned land at houses 987 and into the south ditch 

of Matheson Drive S”. Please label these key addresses and Wood Road on

drawing number ST1 showing the pre-development storm catchment areas. Drawing ST1 by Monument has been annotated as 

requested.

RVCA
B) Post-development areas are not clear to the RVCA. There are catchments labeled as PR and ST; please provide details about what these areas refer to. 

Please also provide updated drainage areas for each of the three outlets under post-development conditions.

RVCA

C) It is understood that stormwater generated from post development conditions will be conveyed via a 1.0m wide bottom ditch to a stormwater 

management (SWM) facility and that alteration to the existing ditch within the Matheson Road right-of-way is required to accommodate the lower elevation of 

the proposed SWM pond (as shown on drawing number ST3). Please provide more design details about the proposed reditching alongside Matheson Road.
See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

RVCA

D) Culverts at specified locations within the site will need to be sized for sufficient conveyance capacity. This analysis should be completed at the detailed 

design stage of

development. Noted.



RVCA
E) The overall imperviousness ratio is calculated to be only 14% for the total development. The impervious ratio suggest that more Low Impact Development 

options within a treatment train approach could be explored to potentially minimize the use of the end-ofpipe facility.
Noted.   To be included in detailed design.

RVCA
The design of the stormwater management system, including the detention pond, should account for its location within an HVA. With respect to SWM pond 

lining, consideration should be given to the use of Geosynthetic Clay Liners (GCLs) rather than compacted clay liners which often leak.
Noted.   Consideration will be given at detailed 

design. Reference made in SWM Report (Monument)

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering

d. A Hydrogeological Assessment Report is noted in Section 1.2 of the SWM report but does not appear to be referenced in the LID discussion. The LIDs 

proposed by Consultant do not rely solely on infiltration and offer filtration benefits and therefore their buffers from groundwater (GW) and bedrock (BR) are 

not as critical. However, it is recommended that high GW and BR be referenced in the

quality/LID section of the Preliminary SWM Report. If this information is not yet available, then a statement acknowledging they will be identified and 

accommodated in detailed design would be sufficient.

Noted.  To be identified and accomodated in 

detailed design. Reference made in SWM Report (Monument)

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering

Conveyance & Quantity Control:

2. Page 8 of the SWM report states the proposed outlet “offers a sufficient outlet to municipal right of way ditch directly to Rosedale Creek”. a. There is a 

220m flow path through private property between Rosedale Road (OF#1) and Rosedale Creek. This drainage path would need an easement and be sized to 

convey the post-development receiving peak flow and runoff volume.

The Owner would need the Municipality to obtain an easement or modify theexisting easement if one already exists.

See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed. Reference made in SWM Report (Monument)

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering

3. The Consultant believes that “runoff in major storms will spill from the ditch in two different directions” which are then described as a spill over Matheson 

Drive towards OF #3 and another spill over a driveway towards OF #1. a. The quantity of spill towards OF #3 and OF #1 does not appear to be presented in the 

report. However, the report suggests it was included as part of the Q-pre

calculations. This has been updated Reference made in SWM Report (Monument)

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering

b. The Consultant’s pond sizing is based on the 100-yr, 24 storm which has the largest rainfall volume of 117mm. The EX-1 area is 15.97 ha. The external 

drainage area to OF #3 is not identified in the report, but we estimate the total drainage area to OF #3 to be 24.3 ha in existing conditions. Appendix C of the 

report identifies a runoff coefficient (RC) of 0.33 for EXT-1. This has been updated Reference made in SWM Report (Monument)

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering

c. Please note that the availability of a Municipal Road Allowance does not guarantee a sufficient outlet. This is because Municipalities are subject to many of 

the same responsibilities as private land owners. No owner (including municipalities) has the right to collect surface water via artificial ditches and convey 

this runoff to a downstream property.

See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering
4. In addition to downstream private property, the re-directed drainage with the pond’s outlet path may cause a localized increase in peak flow between the 

pond outlet ditch and OF #1 even if the total peak outflow at OF #1 is met.

See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering
5. The report recommends a 400mm culvert for OF #3. The sizing of this culvert should include the external drainage area. Please note that the Municipality is 

not required to provide a culvert at OF #3 (Matheson Road).

See above Comment #1 wrt Sufficient and Legal 

Outlet Proposed.

SWM Review - Jewell Engineering
7. It is understood that the Township’s Planning Consultant will not accept rear-yard drains due to long term operational concerns particularly for rural 

subdivisions. During detailed design and grading, please ensure no rear-yard drains. Noted.



Comment Response Updated Document Reference

It may be prudent to discuss with the Township if Block 44 for the future road extension is 

best aligned to the south-east as currently illustrated in the draft plan, or would be better 

aligned to the north-east over Block 43 given the greater area of land within the Settlement 

Area designation in that direction.
These blocks have been combined and adjusted Draft Plan of Subdivision

The submitted planning rationale references affordable housing. Please review Section 51 

(17(f.1) of the Planning Act in relation to the illustration of affordable housing units on a 

draft plan. Removed reference to Affordable Housing

13m from CL of Rosedale Rd South required for road widening on Lot 18/Green Space
This has been included in the revised Draft Plan of Subdivision. Draft Plan of Subdivision



Public Comments Comment #
Full Comment Summary EFI Response

Jeff Grace 1

I wish to be kept informed of any further progress to the application of County File No. 09-T-24001. One thing as I am reviewing all the documentation of the application is looking for an agricultural

study - if this has been completed. I know that the property next to it has cattle, across the road from the application also has cattle and Equus (horse and donkey). I reside at 849 Matheson Dr, I have horses, and I would like to have the option to be 

able to expand

if this proposal goes through. If 41 homes are constructed, there would be a percentage that may have children, those children may want to get into horse riding which we would be in a position toaccommodate as we have an indoor riding arena and 

my wife has coached and competed for many years. However, we do not currently have school horses for young riders, so for us to accomplish the expansion, we would have to get more horses, and want to ensure that this development would not 

stop us from expanding the number of horses on our land and servicing the new community, hence the call for an agricultural study. Please advise via email.

Asks whether an agricultural study was completed, 

given nearby livestock operations (cattle, horses, 

donkey).

Concerned about future ability to expand horse riding 

operations on their own property (adding more horses, 

offering lessons).

Wants reassurance that the subdivision will not restrict 

their ability to expand agricultural/equestrian uses.

An Agricultural Impact Assessment was not required for this application, as the lands within and surrounding the subject property are designated primarily for rural residential development under the Township and County Official Plans. However, the planning framework 

continues to protect existing agricultural and livestock operations, including horse farms.

The proposed subdivision will not restrict your ability to maintain or expand your equestrian operations, subject to applicable zoning permissions. Existing rural uses such as horse boarding, training, and lessons remain permitted under the Rural zoning designation, and no 

changes are proposed to surrounding property rights through this application.

Lori & Andrew 

Johnson
2

Potential Damage to Existing Homes from Blasting:

o Many existing homes in the area are built on or near bedrock, and the use of blasting during construction could cause structural damage. What measures will be in place to assess and mitigate this risk? Will homeowners have access to pre- and 

post-blast surveys?  

Water Table Capacity and Existing Wells:

o With the addition of 41 new homes, there is a valid concern about whether the water table can sustain the increased demand without negatively impacting current wells. Has a hydrogeological study been conducted to determine the long-term 

sustainability of the water supply for both existing and new homeowners? 

Groundwater Flow and Impact on Existing Homes:

o Changes in land grading and drainage could alter groundwater flow, potentially leading to flooding or water damage to existing properties. How will these risks be managed, and what assurances do current homeowners have that their properties 

will not be affected?

 Pond Fencing and Landscaping:

o If a stormwater management pond is part of the plan, will it be properly fenced andlandscaped to ensure safety, especially for children in the neighborhood? What maintenance plan is in place for this feature? 

5. Traffic Safety at Matheson and Rosedale:

o The current stop sign at this intersection is frequently ignored by drivers, posing a safety risk. With increased traffic from the new subdivision, has a traffic impact assessment been conducted? Will a four-way stop or other traffic control measures 

be implemented to enhance safety? 

5. Traffic Safety at Matheson and Rosedale:

o The current stop sign at this intersection is frequently ignored by drivers, posing a safety risk. With increased traffic from the new subdivision, has a traffic impact assessment been conducted? Will a four-way stop or other traffic control measures 

be implemented to enhance safety? 

Condition of the Existing Culvert Underneath Rosedale Road:

o The current culvert does not appear to adequately handle existing water runoff. Will this be evaluated for potential widening or reinforcement to prevent flooding and infrastructure failure?

Blasting | Concern of potential damage to existing 

homes on/near bedrock; asks for pre- and post-blast 

surveys and mitigation plans.

Water Table / Wells | Concern about sufficient water 

supply after 41 new homes. Wants confirmation of 

HydroG study and long-term sustainability.

Groundwater Flow | Concern that site grading could 

change groundwater patterns, causing flooding or water 

damage.

Stormwater Management Pond | Requests fencing, 

landscaping for child safety, and a clear maintenance 

plan.

Traffic Safety (Matheson & Rosedale Intersection) | Stop 

signs currently ignored. Asks whether a Traffic Impact 

Study was done and if a 4-way stop or traffic measures 

are planned.

Condition of Culvert | Existing culvert under Rosedale 

Road may be undersized and needs evaluation for flood 

protection.

Blasting and Home Protection:

If blasting is determined to be necessary during construction, it will be completed in accordance with all applicable provincial regulations and industry best practices. Requirements for pre-blast condition surveys and vibration monitoring would be reviewed during the 

detailed design and subdivision agreement stage in consultation with municipal staff.

Water Table and Wells:

A Hydrogeological Study was completed to assess groundwater supply and sustainability. The study concluded that the aquifer has sufficient capacity to support both the proposed development and surrounding properties without anticipated negative impact. Ongoing 

protections are incorporated through the subdivision design and approval process.

Groundwater Flow Management:

A Stormwater Management Plan and grading design have been prepared to ensure that post-development drainage patterns do not negatively affect adjacent properties. These plans will continue to be reviewed and refined as part of detailed engineering submissions.

Stormwater Management Pond Safety:

A stormwater management pond is proposed for the development. Final details regarding fencing, landscaping, and access control will be determined during the detailed design stage in consultation with applicable agencies and the municipality. A maintenance plan will 

also be put in place through the subdivision agreement.

Traffic Safety at Matheson and Rosedale:

A Traffic Impact Study was completed as part of the application. The County will determine whether intersection improvements, such as enhanced signage or traffic control measures, are warranted based on the study findings.

Condition of Existing Culvert:

The capacity and condition of the culvert under Rosedale Road is under review. Should upgrades be required, they would be coordinated with the relevant County department through the subdivision servicing process.

Andrew Reid 3

Absolutely disgusted that a subdivision in the would be considered at the corner of Rosedale and Matheson. It's literally in the back yard of people's homes. People who paid good money to move to the country. Will fight this as much as I can and 

have a feeling neighbour's will also. This proposed development would affect many current residents' quality of life, drinking water, and property values.

Please notify me of any updates to application and decisions. Regarding file 09-T-24001

Concern about impact on "rural living" lifestyle and 

sense of place. Concern about quality of life for existing 

residents. Concern about potential impacts to drinking 

water (wells). Concern about negative effect on property 

values.

We understand and appreciate that change within rural communities can raise strong concerns regarding character, lifestyle, and the relationship between new and existing residents.

It is important to note that while the area maintains a rural character, it is identified within the County and Township Official Plans as a designated Settlement Area. These areas are intended to accommodate future rural residential growth, while still preserving the broader 

rural landscape outside settlement boundaries. The proposed subdivision aligns with those established land use policies

Regarding water supply, a Hydrogeological Study was completed for the development, and it determined that the aquifer has sufficient capacity to support the proposed new homes without negatively impacting existing private wells.

Issues related to property value, while recognized as important to residents, are not factors that are evaluated through the Ontario planning approval process. The County’s review focuses on consistency with the Provincial Policy Statement, Official Plan polices, and 

ensuring infrastructure and environmental protections are properly addressed.

Andrew and Angela 

Reid
4

We are writing regarding the proposed residential subdivision , County file 09-T-24001. My wife and I moved to the area last fall purchasing the small farm at the corner of Matheson Drive and Rosedale Road. We did so after reading the land use 

policy for the township of Montague a few times to make sure that this property would be the right fit for us and our two Kindergarten aged children. Never once reading that document, that is supposed to guide development in the area, did we 

imagine it would be possible to build a subdivision in our back yard (its across the street technically) . Honestly it is pretty heartbreaking to envision. We thought we were moving to a somewhat rural setting , “country living at its best” as described 

by the township slogan. We have some concerns with the proposed development. We have listed them below in no particular order. 1. We find the use of “vacant land” in the proposal inappropriate and deceptive. This land is clearly agricultural and 

has been for over 150 years. From our understanding, the land was being used as active agricultural land up until the recent purchase with the intend to build a subdivision and should be listed as rural or agricultural instead of the current vacant 

land. In Montagues official Plan 3.61 it states for Rural zoned areas “The intent of this Plan is to retain the rural and recreational flavour of Rural lands while providing for a modest amount of compatible and orderly new development.” In section 3.71 

it also states, “ a modest allowance for new development to occur.” However, in the current Rosedale Settlement area there are currently, approximately, 95 Homes. Adding an additional 42 would equate to a 44.2% increase in homes to the 

settlement area therefore hardly modest and as such would not follow the official plan. Run off and stormwater pond The plans suggest placing a large pond at the closest point to the corners of Matheson and Rosedale, approximately 40m from the 

foundations and back doors of homes that have been here for years. This winter we witnessed this area was already struggling to keep up with spring runoff. Once it crosses under Rosedale Road it then runs between our property and our neighbours 

causing flooding. Where Is the overflow from this pond to be directed, as all land around the proposed location is privately owned? I see an easement on one of the plans. Is this proposed easement to be expropriated from the current landowners? If 

this project were to move forward who would be financially responsible to these homeowners should they

encounter wet basements or flooding of property? Are there any additional plans for mosquito management for this large pond of stagnant water? 4. Farms in the area There are 3 farms with livestock facilities within 100M of proposed site and 6 

within 500m. What considerations have been made for this, and conflicts that may arise in the future? Have the minimum setbacks been met? Montague public school It is our understanding the school is already overcrowded. What is the plan to 

accommodate another 100 or so kids in the relatively immediate future if this development was to take place? 6. Drinking water protection The proposed development puts 42 septic systems on land described in the developer’s study as “a minimal 

surficial veneer comprised of topsoil overlaying Paleozoic bedrock” with an average depth of .23 m “Topsoil material was encountered in all test pits, ranging in thickness of 0.12 to 0.48 m, with an average of 0.23 m.“ (Hydrogeological Assessment 

Report- page 5) What guarantee do the current residents along Rosedale Road and Matheson Drive have that our drinking water will continue to be safe in the future with these 42 new houses all uphill of our exiting homes and wells? 7. What is the 

budget for tree planting and revitalization of natural spaces for this proposed project? Based on the 44.2% (42 new homes) increase in homes within the Rosedale Settlement area how did the traffic assessment determine there would only be an 

extra 39 vehicular trips in the morning and 40 in the afternoon? This seems to be implying each home would have less than one vehicle leaving less than one time a day. Clearly this is not the statistical average for the area. Would like to see a 

factual traffic review. 9. The developers plan states 25% of the project is to be affordable housing. New construction single family homes on 1 acre lots do not generally lend themselves to affordable housing. What would be the anticipated selling 

prices of the 11 lots described as affordable housing by developer? 10. We feel this will set a precedent for developers that it is ok to purchase relatively cheap land zoned rural and or farmland in Montague township. Then all that needs to be done is 

let the land sit vacant for a few years so the developer can then build a subdivision on land that is not zoned accordingly. Does the township want to give the green light to developers that this is what Montague is all about? 11. Have any of the study 

within this proposed development been reviewed by a third party? We really hope this project does not move forward. We knew moving here there would be some development and understand the need for affordable housing here and across the 

province. This project however does nothing for the existing residents of Montague , in fact it will reduce the quality of life. We also feel it will offer no value in helping with affordable housing. This project appears to offer no additional value other than 

lining the pockets of the developer with millions of dollars and adding tax dollars to the township. If it does move forward, we hope it can be done in way that is more respectful to the current residents way of life and is done in a way that reflects the 

spirt of “Modest growth” as outlined in the Official plan of Montague. We also hope that every resident’s concerns are considered and reviewed. We would like to say we feel especially bad for our new neighbours across the street who will literally 

have this development feet from there back porches instead of “country living at its finest” if this project was to move forward as proposed.

Use of "Vacant Land" Label | Believes it’s agricultural, 

not vacant; sees wording as deceptive.

Growth Size (42 homes = 44% increase) | Argues it’s not 

"modest" growth per OP Section 3.6.1 and 3.7.1. 

Stormwater Pond Flooding | Concerned about runoff, 

easements, wet basements, mosquito risk.

Proximity to Farms | Livestock facilities nearby; worried 

about setbacks and future conflicts.

School Capacity | Believes Montague Public School is 

overcrowded; questions accommodation plans.

Water Protection (Septic & Bedrock) | Very shallow soil 

depth; fears contamination of downhill wells.

Tree Planting and Natural Spaces | Asks if there’s a 

budget and plan for replanting and environmental 

enhancements.

Traffic Study Accuracy | Skeptical that only 39–40 

trips/day are forecasted; challenges vehicle 

assumptions.

Affordable Housing Reality | Skeptical that 1-acre 

homes are truly "affordable"; wants projected pricing.

Precedent Setting | Fears developers will exploit land 

left vacant after farming ends.

Third Party Review of Studies | Asks if studies have been 

independently peer reviewed.

General Opposition | Believes the project offers no 

community value, only benefits the developer; urges 

consideration of residents' way of life.

Land Use Designation and "Vacant" Label:

The subject lands are designated as part of a Rural Settlement Area under the County and Township Official Plans. The use of the term "vacant land" is a standard land registry term, and refers to the absence of permanent residential, commercial, or institutional structures, 

not the absence of agricultural activity. The proposed development conforms with the land use permissions for Rural Settlement Areas.

Scale of Growth and Official Plan Intent:

Rural Settlement Areas are intended to accommodate modest residential growth over time. While the addition of 41 lots represents an increase, it remains consistent with the policies that promote a compact, orderly expansion of settlement areas, while maintaining the 

broader rural landscape beyond.

Stormwater Management and Drainage:

A Stormwater Management Plan has been prepared to manage runoff and control post-development drainage to match or improve upon existing conditions. Easements shown on the plans are intended to provide controlled outlets and will be negotiated where necessary; 

expropriation is not anticipated. Mosquito control considerations are addressed through pond design (e.g., maintaining flow, minimizing stagnant water).

Farming Operations and Setbacks:

A Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) review is planned and will be completed prior to final subdivision approval to confirm compliance with provincial agricultural land use compatibility standards.

School Capacity:

School capacity has not yet been directly reviewed as part of this application. Should circulation to the school boards be deemed necessary, it will be coordinated through the County’s review process to ensure appropriate planning considerations are addressed.

Groundwater and Septic Systems:

A Hydrogeological Study assessed site conditions, including soil depth and groundwater protection. Septic system approvals will be subject to Mississippi Rideau Septic System Office review and applicable regulations to ensure ongoing drinking water safety.

Tree Planting and Landscaping:

Landscape plans, including tree planting and naturalization, will be finalized during the detailed design stage, in consultation with the Township and agencies.

Traffic Study Findings:

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared using recognized industry standards for rural residential development. The forecasted trips are consistent with Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates for single-detached homes in a rural setting.

Affordable Housing Considerations:

Affordability will be assessed based on Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) definitions applicable at the time of development. Final housing pricing and affordability classifications will reflect the market conditions and regulatory guidelines in effect at that 

time.

Third Party Reviews:

Several technical studies, including hydrogeological, stormwater management, and environmental reports, have been independently peer reviewed by external consultants retained by the County and Township.

Deb Smith 5

Further to our conversation this morning, I am writing with regard to activity on the vacant land behind our home. I believe it is described as Pt Lot 20 Con 3 Montague Township. It fronts on both Matheson Drive and Rosedale Road South. This 

property has been subject to multiple consent applications in recent years and it is my understanding that the owner/developer intends to put a residential subdivision on the remaining lands. There were several cautions raised by RVCA during 

those initial consent reviews.  My immediate concern is that the owner/developer may now be proceeding with preparation work that could endanger the Eastern Meadowlarks that have nested on the property for the past several years and are in 

residence again this year. I have also reported my concerns to the Ministry of Natural Resources.  Any information you can provide regarding this property/proposal is appreciated.

Impact on Eastern Meadowlarks | Concern that nesting 

habitat could be endangered.

No unauthorized site alteration or preparation work has been permitted to proceed at this time. The subdivision application remains under review by the County of Lanark, and all works are subject to the appropriate environmental clearances and approvals.

Regarding Eastern Meadowlarks, field surveys conducted as part of the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) did not identify active breeding habitat on the subject lands during the periods assessed. However, if site preparation is authorized in the future, all necessary wildlife 

protection measures, including timing restrictions to avoid disturbance during nesting periods, will be adhered to in accordance with federal and provincial regulations.

Prior comments from the Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA) were considered as part of the overall planning review. Any environmental sensitivities will continue to be addressed through the subdivision approval process.

Donna Wong 6

We moved from city to the county to get away from developments. The township of Montague does have infrastructures to support additional traffic. My other concern is how this will impact my well,

property tax as well as city services trying to support the growth. In conclusion I am 1000% against this subdivision.

Opposes subdivision because they moved to the County 

for rural living, away from development.

Concern about existing township infrastructure's ability 

to support new traffic.

Concern about impact on personal well.

Concern about property taxes increasing.

Concern about city-level services needing to expand 

(implied cost burden).

Strong opposition to the subdivision overall.

The proposed development is located within a designated Rural Settlement Area, identified in the County and Township Official Plans as appropriate for modest residential growth while maintaining the broader rural landscape.

Regarding infrastructure and traffic, a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) has been completed to assess the effects of the proposed development. Any required road upgrades or safety improvements will be identified through the County’s review process and addressed accordingly.

Concerning water supply, a Hydrogeological Study has been completed, which concluded that the aquifer has sufficient capacity to support both the proposed development and surrounding private wells without negative impact.

With respect to property taxes, assessments and tax rates are determined independently by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) and the Township, based on property value and municipal budgets. The addition of new homes often helps broaden the tax 

base rather than increasing individual property taxes.

The subdivision will be privately serviced with individual wells and septic systems and will not introduce urban-style municipal services (e.g., centralized water/sewer) to the area.

Kimberley Moffit 7

We have just recently been advised regarding this supposed new subdivision and wondering why (on Bristow rd) we did not receive any previous notice. Sure hope there is an information meeting planned at the hall to voice some MAJOR concerns 

many of us have.

Resident on Bristow Road says they only recently 

learned about the subdivision.

Concerned that they were not directly notified earlier.

Requests (or expects) an information/public meeting to 

voice concerns.

Indicates major concerns shared by multiple neighbours 

(but not listed yet).

Notice of the application, circulation of materials, and the scheduling of any required public meetings are the responsibility of the County of Lanark, as the approval authority for subdivision applications. Under the Planning Act, notice is typically provided to property owners 

within 120 meters of the subject lands, with additional postings or advertisements made publicly available by the County.

A public meeting may be scheduled by the County as part of the formal review process.

Laura Carley 8

1. Rezoning from Rural to Residential – The development would require rezoning land currently designated as rural to residential use, along with a reduction in minimum lot sizes. This sets a concerning precedent for future intensification in areas not 

suited for it. The county should have an obligation to protect rural lands. 2. Not a Fix for the Housing Crisis – While there is a recognized need for more housing in Ontario, this development does not represent a sustainable or inclusive solution. These 

types of subdivisions typically cater to higher-income buyers and do not address the urgent demand for affordable, mixed-type housing in locations supported by transit, employment, and services. 3. Traffic and Safety – A development of this size 

will significantly increase traffic on local roads, which are not designed to accommodate high volumes. This raises safety concerns, particularly for pedestrians, cyclists, and children traveling to and from school. 4. Strain on the School System – 

Area schools are already operating near or over capacity. The addition of forty-one new homes will put even more pressure on an already stretched education system, potentially leading to overcrowded classrooms and reduced quality of education. 

5. Stormwater Pond Overflow and Safety Risks – The inclusion of a stormwater management pond raises serious safety concerns. Overflow or failure of such a system during heavy rainfall or snowmelt could lead to flooding and environmental 

damage. Additionally, the presence of a stormwater pond within or near residential areas presents a hazard, especially to children and pets, if not properly secured and monitored. Loss of Community Character – Lanark County is valued for its rural 

charm, natural spaces, and strong sense of community. High-density residential development on smaller lots undermines these qualities and risks turning our rural area into suburban sprawl, with long-term consequences for community identity 

and quality of life.

Rezoning from Rural to Residential | Opposes rezoning 

and minimum lot size reductions; fears precedent for 

intensification.

Housing Crisis Solution | Claims subdivision won't 

address affordable housing needs; caters to higher-

income buyers.

Traffic and Safety | Increased vehicle volume will 

impact roads not built for it; concern for pedestrian 

safety.

Strain on Schools | Existing schools are near/over 

capacity; new homes will worsen it.

Stormwater Management Pond Risks | Fear of 

overflow/failure, environmental damage, and child 

safety risks.

Loss of Community Character | Worries about 

suburbanization, loss of rural charm, and long-term 

impacts to identity.

Rezoning and Land Use Protection:

The subject lands are located within a designated Rural Settlement Area under the County and Township Official Plans. Settlement Areas are intended to accommodate modest rural residential growth while maintaining the broader rural landscape. The associated Zoning 

Amendment seeks to align the property zoning with this policy direction, allowing lot sizes consistent with rural residential standards, while protecting agricultural and larger rural areas beyond the settlement boundary.

Housing Affordability and Diversity:

While this development is not a traditional affordable housing project, it does contribute to the supply of rural residential lots, which in turn supports a diversity of housing forms and pricing levels across the broader market. Affordability will be assessed based on Canada 

Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) guidelines applicable at the time of development.

Traffic and Road Safety:

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed as part of the application. The study concluded that the proposed development will generate traffic volumes that can be accommodated by the existing road network with appropriate safety considerations. Any recommended 

upgrades or traffic calming measures will be reviewed through the County's final decision process.

School System Capacity:

School boards were not formally circulated for comment at the time of initial application. Should the County or Township require additional engagement with school boards based on development impacts, this process will be coordinated during the final review stages.

Stormwater Management Pond Safety:

A stormwater management pond is proposed to ensure proper water quality treatment and quantity control. Final pond design will include safety features such as fencing, landscaping, and a maintenance plan coordinated with the municipality or a landowner association.

Community Character:

The proposed development represents modest rural residential growth consistent with the intent of the Official Plan for Settlement Areas. The broader rural and agricultural fabric of Montague Township will remain protected beyond designated settlement boundaries.

Deb and Paul Smith 9

As rural residents we are often pre-occupied by one thing; water. Is there enough? Is there too much? Can we drink it? The proposed Matheson and Rosedale subdivision raises several concerns. Although the application form does not indicate it, this 

property is immediately adjacent to an active livestock operation on its eastern side. The Rideau Valley Conservation Authority cautioned against any type of private servicing in the vicinity of this farm in the Technical Review – Memorandum dated 

2 December 2021. This was in response to an application for consent File # B20/106. As Mr. Lambert was directly involved in that application he would be aware of this. The Serviceability Report incorrectly states that a nitrate impact assessment 

concluded that the site’s nitrate concentrations at the property boundaries will be 9.81mg/L which is less than the required Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards limit of 10mg/L. In fact, the Hydrogeological Assessment Report calculated the 

concentration to be 9.97 mg/L which is so close to the allowable limit that further study should be required. The potential impact to our drinking water if those calculations are off by as little as .3 percent could be catastrophic. In fact, in the 

Hydrogeological Assessment Report Section 5.1 Available Dilution, the calculations included the road and proposed roof areas in the permeable area but MOEE Guideline D-5.6.2 b. iv, considers those surfaces impermeable. In Section 5.2 

Predictive Assessment, the calculation of the predicted nitrate concentration at the lot boundary used an average discharge of 1,000 L/day of sewage effluent but in Section 5.3 it states “According to Table 8.2.1.3.A of the OBC, a four-bedroom 

dwelling has a daily sewage design flowvolume of 2,000 L/day.” Further to that, in the Serviceability Report it uses the MECP’s Criteria for water demand of 2250 L/day. The Hydrogeological Assessment Report also discusses the wellhead protection 

area (WHPA-D) score of 2 which estimates that contaminated groundwater would take between 5 and 25 years to reach the protected well. What it doesn’t mention is that the protected well is in Merrickville and that any contamination would reach 

the neighbouring wells here much sooner, particularly as our aquifer is classified as an HVA which means it is more sensitive to contamination. I also noticed that in Appendix A of the Planning Rationale – Source Water Protection Checklist – items 3 

and 6a were not checked off. Test well TW1 had a total coliforms count above the ODWQS Criteria and all of the test wells had results exceeding ODWQS criteria in hardness. Both of those conditions could require future owners to install water 

treatment measures. It is disturbing that the reason for the unacceptable total coliforms count was not identified and that no further testing was done. They did however suggest that the nitrate concentrations that were observed were the result of 

historical agricultural land use and that change in use will result in a decline in the concentrations. Since moving to this address in 2013 those fields have not been cultivated or had animals grazing. They have either lain fallow or had hay cut off 

them. Other neighbours have confirmed that was true in the years previous to our arrival. That suggests that the source is more likely to be the animal husbandry operation that lies at a higher elevation on the east side of the subject lands. If so, the 

levels are unlikely to decline and may increase as the operation expands The Planning Rationale refers to a Stormwater Management Pond but in effect the pond will be more like an above ground swimming pool from our perspective. The top of the 

berm will be at 120.75 while our backyard is between 117 and 118 resulting in a berm at least 2.75 m (9 ft.) higher than our yard. There is a fence indicated but no final design details or indications of what the landscaping will be. Will Montague 

township have the expertise and resources to monitor and maintain the pond, the inlets and outlets and emergency spillway along with the other green areas and open space indicated in the plan? Anticipated increased stormwater flow in front of 

our home is apparently going to necessitate the replacement of the culvert under our driveway and a lowering of our ditch. This is not acceptable. Currently, the slope of our ditch allows it to be mowed which creates an attractive streetscape and 

we are able to access the west end of our lot with a truck when required for maintenance. Of further concern is the RR zoning which allows for Additional Residential Units and how these would impact not only the well and septic concerns but also 

the traffic impact study. In these times of two parent working families, multi-

generational living arrangements and school bus routes serving at least three different schools I find it difficult to believe that an area with no public transit would generate less than 1 trip per household during peak weekday times. And finally…. I am 

enclosing a picture of our Eastern Meadowlark who returned this year even though his nesting site has been sprayed with Round-up and tilled up since last summer. He and his mate also producedtwo fledglings last summer. After he forages in our 

backyard, I watch him fly to his now very disturbed and exposed former site where I hope he is not trying to build a new nest….

Notice of Adjacent Livestock Operations | Concerned 

proximity to farm was not properly flagged; RVCA had 

cautioned against private servicing nearby.

Hydrogeological Assessment Validity | Challenges 

nitrate concentration predictions; points out 

discrepancies with MOEE guidelines.

Well Contamination Risk | Concern about aquifer 

sensitivity and faster contamination risk locally 

compared to Merrickville WHPA.

Test Wells (Water Quality) | Concern about coliforms, 

hardness levels, and insufficient retesting or 

identification of causes.

Stormwater Management Pond Height and Risk | 

Worried pond berm will tower over backyard; asks about 

fencing, landscaping, maintenance responsibility.

Drainage / Culvert Modifications | Opposes ditch 

regrading and culvert replacement affecting property 

aesthetics and access.

Additional Residential Units (ARUs) | Concerned that 

ARUs could worsen water use, septic load, and traffic — 

and were not fully assessed.

Traffic Impact Skepticism | Disbelieves that rural homes 

would generate less than 1 peak hour trip.

Eastern Meadowlark Impact | Highlights presence of 

Eastern Meadowlarks returning to the site; concerned 

about nesting disruption.

Adjacent Livestock Operations and MDS:

A Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) review will be completed as part of the final subdivision approval process to ensure compliance with provincial agricultural land use compatibility guidelines.

Hydrogeological Assessment and Drinking Water Protection:

A Hydrogeological Study was completed and submitted as part of the subdivision application. This study is currently undergoing independent peer review by a qualified third-party consultant retained by the County. Comments and findings from the peer review process will 

guide any required refinements to ensure drinking water protection standards are met.

Test Well Results:

The presence of total coliforms at one monitoring location was noted, and treatment recommendations were suggested if required. Future well owners would be advised to test and treat water as per normal rural private well practice.

Stormwater Management Pond Design:

The stormwater pond design is conceptual at this stage. Final design, including berm height, fencing, landscaping, and maintenance responsibilities, will be determined during detailed design and in consultation with the Township and relevant agencies.

Drainage and Culvert Adjustments:

Any modifications to roadside ditches or culverts will be coordinated with municipal engineering staff to ensure proper drainage while minimizing disruption to private properties where feasible. Final grading and landscaping designs will be shared at the detailed design 

stage.

Additional Residential Units (ARUs):

The Township’s Zoning By-law permits Additional Residential Units (ARUs) in rural zones as required under Ontario law. Future traffic and servicing impacts will continue to be evaluated through the subdivision review process to ensure capacity and safety are maintained.

Traffic Impact Study:

The Traffic Impact Study was completed using standard transportation engineering methods and Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) rural trip generation rates. Your comments regarding rural vehicle dependency are noted and have been shared with the County for 

consideration during final review.

Eastern Meadowlark Habitat:

Field studies conducted as part of the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) did not identify critical breeding habitat on the property at the time of survey. Nevertheless, all future construction and site preparation activities will be required to comply with the Migratory Birds 

Convention Act and associated regulations regarding protection of active nests.

David and Janice 

Massey
10

Site Plan Control enables the Township of Montague to ensure that “Proposed buildings and structures are well sited vis-à-vis adjacent land uses, including elements to enhance land use compatibility” (Policy 5.4.2.1, emphasis added) and that 

“detailed policies of this Plan can be properly implemented” (Policy 5.4.2.4), such as Policy 2.17.4, above, to minimize land use conflict. Drainage Concerns: There are approximately 50 acres +/- of surface water that run to the properties Northeast 

corner. There is no proper outlet, there is standing water there 9 months of the year. The Township has tried to dig the north side ditch of Matheson adjacent to this property. In previous applications for severance this area was designated as 

Wetland? We now have standing water on both sides of the road with no outlet. Any changes to the grade or additional roadway and any building lots that will be required for the subdivision will hold back water on our field, and just exacerbate the 

problem. There are two other areas of concern regarding drainage unto our property on the Eastern boundary of the proposed subdivision. Feel free to contact me directly for further explanation, as I do not see any satisfactory plans. Regarding the 

storm water pond in the Northwest corner, the proposed outlet is between 2 septic systems +/- 25ft apart, into a roadside ditch with an inadequate outlet. Environmental Concerns: -I see no mention of our spring fed pond +/- 100ft on the southeast 

corner of proposed subdivision from which it is fed, again clearly visible in the supplied google earth map? -Septic and wells in proposed subdivision appear to be minimally sized for the concentration of the lots. Given the geology of the property 

forty-one wells seems excessive. -Wondering what the County has for a contingency plan, my understanding is that there are already water quality issues on the northern boundary of the proposed subdivision, do not see any mention of this on the 

hydrology report? -A good planning practice would be to have a buffering zone between the conflicting properties. -I see mention of a right of way for a future road to the property on the southern boundary for future expansion. Having just learnt that 

our farm is in a “Settlement” I would like to see a right of way to the eastern boundary. -I did not see in the proposal any mention of our cow/calf operation directly on the eastern boundary, or any mention of the sheep dairy on the western boundary. -

I would like to see a clause in the proposed development agreement protecting our right to farm. -Given our long list and complexity of concerns, I invite anyone from Lanark County Land Division to visit our property, for a greater understanding of our 

concerns before any further decisions are made.

Site Plan Control and Land Use Compatibility | Wants 

Township to enforce compatibility and minimize 

conflict.

Drainage Issues (Standing Water) | Standing water 

already exists; subdivision grading may worsen it.

Roadside Outlet and Septic Concerns | Proposed storm 

pond outlet location questionable (near septic 

systems).

Environmental (Spring-fed Pond) | Spring-fed pond near 

southeast corner not addressed.

Well and Septic System Density | Questions whether 41 

wells/septic systems on shallow bedrock is viable.

Existing Water Quality Issues | Claims existing water 

quality concerns not mentioned in HydroG report.

Lack of Buffering | Requests greater buffer zones 

between farm and residential lots.

Right-of-Way for Future Expansion | Wants a ROW 

connection to the east boundary for future potential 

subdivision of their lands.

Agricultural Operations | No mention of cow/calf 

operation (east) or sheep dairy (west); wants right-to-

farm protection in development agreement.

Invitation for Site Visit | Invites County staff to visit to 

understand real drainage and farming conditions.

Site Plan Control and Land Use Compatibility:

While Site Plan Control typically applies to later stages of development, the Township will have the opportunity to review detailed design elements to promote compatibility between adjacent land uses once the subdivision reaches the servicing and final approval stages.

Drainage and Stormwater Management:

The proposed subdivision design includes a Stormwater Management Plan that is intended to improve current drainage conditions. Currently, the subject lands have limited outlet capacity, contributing to standing water on adjacent properties. Post-development, the 

stormwater management pond will help control and detain runoff more effectively, reducing uncontrolled surface pooling and minimizing impacts to neighboring fields and ditches. The design has been reviewed by professional engineers and is undergoing peer review 

through the County’s process.

Storm Pond Outlet and Septic Proximity:

The final design of the storm pond outlet, including clearances from septic systems and adjacent properties, will be reviewed during detailed engineering to ensure compliance with the Ontario Building Code and applicable environmental standards.

Environmental Features – Spring-fed Pond:

The small pond located near the southeast corner of the site was reviewed during the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) by an Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) certified biologist. It was determined that the feature does not qualify as a Provincially Significant 

Wetland, and that no significant environmental impacts are anticipated from the proposed development in relation to this feature.

Hydrogeological Assessment and Drinking Water Protection:

A Hydrogeological Study was completed and is currently undergoing independent peer review by a qualified third-party consultant retained by the County. The peer review process will guide any necessary refinements to ensure that drinking water protection standards are 

maintained.

Existing Water Quality Issues:

No formal evidence of pre-existing groundwater impairment was identified in the application’s technical reports. Any additional findings through peer review will be addressed through updated designs or conditions as necessary.

Agricultural Compatibility and MDS:

While the subject lands are designated as part of a Rural Settlement Area and are not zoned Agricultural, a Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) review will be completed as part of the final approval process to confirm compatibility with adjacent livestock operations.

Right-to-Farm Protections:

Standard subdivision agreements in rural areas include appropriate notices to new homeowners regarding proximity to farming activities. Should the County require additional right-to-farm clauses, these would be addressed through conditions of approval if deemed 

necessary.

Road Connections:

No right-of-way connection to the eastern boundary is proposed as part of this application. Future road connectivity would require a separate application or municipal planning decision beyond the current subdivision file.

Detailed Design Considerations:

Many of the technical concerns raised—including final grading, fencing, culvert and ditch adjustments, septic setbacks, and landscaping treatments—will be finalized during the detailed design stage following draft plan approval. These designs will be subject to detailed 

engineering review, agency approvals, and conditions imposed through the subdivision agreement.



Diane Bennett 11

To Whom It May Concern, I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed subdivision development that would introduce 41 new homes into Montague Township. Montague proudly promotes itself with the slogan “Country Living at Its 

Best,” a sentiment that resonates deeply with those who choose to call this rural community home. However, the construction of a dense, large-scale subdivision undermines this very principle. Adding 41 homes in such close proximity to one 

another takes away from the charm, space, and tranquility that define Montague’s rural identity. Let me be clear—I am not against new homes being built in Montague Township. Growth is expected, and when managed properly, it can benefit the 

community. However, packing so many homes into one subdivision serves the interests of the builder, not the residents who already call Montague home. Responsible, well-planned growth should align with the community’s character and 

capacity—not compromise it. Of particular concern is the location of the development in relation to several existing homes—specifically those at 848, 862, and 876 Rosedale Road, as well as 1027, 1009, and 999 Matheson Road—which would sit 

directly beside or behind a pond. This creates significant risk for groundwater contamination, especially for households that rely on private wells for drinking water. The potential for runoff or seepage from the pond into nearby wells is an 

environmental and health concern that cannot be ignored. Safety is another issue. A pond situated so close to residential homes, especially where children live, presents an avoidable risk. Without proper safety measures, it becomes a potential 

hazard rather than a natural feature. Traffic along Rosedale Road is already problematic, with ongoing complaints about speeding. Adding dozens of new homes will significantly increase traffic volume and likely exacerbate existing issues, raising 

concerns for both driver and pedestrian safety. Montague School is also already operating at capacity and relying on portable classrooms. An influx of new families will only place further strain on school infrastructure, which is already stretched 

thin. Additional portables are not a sustainable or adequate solution for long-term educational needs. Lastly, while the development is promoted under the notion of offering “affordable housing,” the practicality of that claim is questionable. With no 

busing, limited public transportation, and minimal access to local amenities, families who require affordable living options may find themselves isolated and underserved. Without the necessary infrastructure, affordability alone does not equate to 

livability. In conclusion, this proposed development conflicts with the values, safety, and sustainability of Montague Township. I urge you to reconsider or revise the proposal in a way that reflects the true needs and character of this community.

General Opposition to Subdivision Size | Believes 41 

homes undermine Montague’s rural character ("Country 

Living at Its Best").

Concern for Well Contamination from Stormwater Pond 

| Worries runoff/seepage from pond will impact private 

wells.

Stormwater Pond Safety | Risks for children living nearby 

if not properly secured.

Traffic Increase on Rosedale Road | Ongoing speeding 

issues will be made worse by new homes.

School Capacity | Montague School already at/over 

capacity; concerned about more portables.

Questionable Affordability | Skeptical that lots truly 

represent affordable housing without supportive 

infrastructure (busing, transit, amenities).

Community Character and Settlement Growth:

The subject lands are located within a designated Rural Settlement Area under the County and Township Official Plans. These areas are intended to accommodate modest residential growth while preserving broader rural and agricultural lands beyond the settlement 

boundary.

Stormwater Management Pond and Water Protection:

A Stormwater Management Plan and Hydrogeological Study were prepared for the application and are currently undergoing peer review by third-party consultants retained by the County. The pond design, including any necessary liners, outlet controls, and safety features, 

will be finalized through detailed engineering and subdivision agreement conditions to ensure groundwater protection and minimize risk to surrounding properties and wells.

Pond Safety Measures:

Final design of the stormwater pond will include safety considerations such as fencing, landscaping buffers, and controlled access, to be confirmed during the detailed design stage.

Traffic and Road Safety:

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed to assess the expected increase in vehicle traffic. The study concluded that the existing road network can accommodate the anticipated volume with potential safety improvements. Any necessary upgrades or traffic calming 

measures will be coordinated with the County through final approvals.

School Capacity:

School board engagement has not yet occurred at this stage of review. Should additional input be required regarding school accommodation planning, it will be coordinated with the appropriate boards through the County process.

Affordable Housing and Infrastructure:

The development includes housing forms that will be assessed for affordability using Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) guidelines at the time of final lot creation and marketing. Broader infrastructure service delivery, including public transit and amenity 

access, remains outside the scope of rural subdivision approvals.


