EﬂglgEegNEG ‘%///7 grlcl)rfle]s:)lonal Engineers

171 King St « Suite 120  Peterborough ON « K9J 2R8

September 24, 2025

The Corporation of the County of Prince Edward
280 Picton Main Street,

Picton, ON KOK 2T 0B9

Attention: Emily Overholt

Dear Emily Overholt

Re: Redtail Winery
Application for Draft Plan of Condominium, Site Plan and Removal of
Hold — Second Submission
19314 Loyalist Parkway
Prince Edward County
Engage Engineering Project No. 21067

We are in receipt of Comment Letters provided by the Corporation of the County of
Prince Edward and Quinte Conservation with respect to the 2nd Site Plan Control,
Submission for the proposed Redtail Vineyard development.

The relevant civil comments are in the order they were presented in the following
letters:

e Application for Draft Plan of Condominium, Site Plan Control and Removal of
Hold — Second Submission from Emily Overholt, Intermediate Planner dated

August 6, 2025

1. General Submission Comments

Comment 2: A fire flow assessment is required. The calculation should indicate
what the K value for the building will be and quantify water demand based on
this. Please verify that there is sufficient water for fight fighting purposes per
NFPA.

Response 2: A fire flow memo has been completed by Engage and provided with this
resubmission.

Comment 3: Please provide detailed existing/proposed cross sections for
Loyalist Parkway with slope of swales, etc.
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Response 3: Detailed drawings for the Loyalist Parkway improvements are currently
being completed by Engage and will be provided post-submission. A preliminary cost
estimate has been provided with this submission as an interim measure .

2. Stormwater Management Report

Comment 29: There still appears to be inconsistencies between storm sewer
pipe lengths in the report and drawings SPCA-4.2 (i.e. between DICB6 to
CBMH5, CBMH5 to CBMH1, and CBMH1 to STMH1).

Response 29: The storm sewer design sheet has been updated to reflect pipe lengths
from the servicing plan.

Comment 30: There still appears to be additional culverts in the site frading
plan drawings that do not have a culvert report sizing them (i.e. culvert
upstream of C6 on SPCA-4-1, and pair of culvers upstream of C8 on SPCA-
4.3). Please clarify how these culverts were sized.

Response 30: As noted, both culverts are directly upstream of a culvert with a sizing
report. The additional culverts were conservatively sized with the same diameter and
a greater or equal slope with smaller contributing drainage areas. They are sufficiently
sized to convey the design flows.

3. Site Grading Plans Package

Comment 31: Drawing SPCA-4.1: Still refers to drawing SPCA-6 for grading and
conveyance swale details. Drawing SPCA-6 has not been provided.

Response 31: The reference has been updated.

Comment 32: Please remove references to 'future spa' as it is understood that a
phased approach is no longer proposed.

Response 32: Multiple phases are still proposed, and it is understood that the layout
for the SPA may be revised. The note has been left on the drawings.

4. Site Servicing Plans Package

Comment 33: Please show servicing laterals for the spa.

Response 33: Servicing laterals have been shown.
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Comment 34: Please show location of fire hydrants throughout the site as required
under the Ontario Building Code (Section 3.2.5.5).

Response 34: The location of the fire hydrants have been illustrated on the plan. A
dry hydrant is proposed in vicinity of the restaurant, gym and spa buildings. Refer to
the fire flow memo for further information.

Comment 35: Please show spatial separation between water and sanitary services as
per OBC (Section 7.3.5.6).

Response 35: Separation dimensions have been shown at some locations on the
servicing plan to generally illustrate the illustrations. All water and sanitary services
meet the required separation.

Comment 36: The minimum required distance between manholes shall not exceed
60 m for NPS 24 or smaller. Please include a note on the drawing to verify that this
requirement is satisfied.

Response 36: This has been reviewed and confirmed. A note has been added to the
notes page of the drawing.

Comment 37: The pattern used to delineate laneway/internal roads appears to
correspond with 'sidewalk' in the legend. Please revise.

Response 37: This has been revised.

5. Quinte Conservation

Comment 3: The two parking lots (daytime and overnight guest parking) are
proposed to be porous pavement with underlying infiltration gallery. As stated in
QC'’s last response, the proposed configuration of pavement to an infiltration
gallery LID, does not provide any opportunity for pretreatment or hydrocarbon
interception. This configuration provides a direct connection between possibly
contaminated surface water with the water table. As the site will rely on
groundwater as a water supply, this possible contamination route may be
considered.

Response 3: As noted, the permeable pavement locations are located very far away
from the proposed well. There are no opportunities for pretreatment or hydrocarbon
retention in a permeable pavement parking lot.
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We trust this information meets with your concurrence. Please do not hesitate to
contact our office if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,
Logan Mattern, P. Eng. Luke Parsons, P. Eng.
Water Resources Engineer Water Resources Manager
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