
 

 

 

September 7, 2021 

Delivered By Hand 

Objector ID: 195 

Jeremy Vink 
Manager of Planning 
Township of Woolwich 
24 Church Street West 
PO Box 158, Elmira, ON 
N3B 2Z6 
 
Subject:  Notice of Objector Response – Aggregate Resources Act  

Capital Paving Inc. – Shantz Station Pit 
License Application for a Category 3, Class A License under the Aggregate Resources 
Act, Part of Lots 81 and 82, German Company Tract (former Township of Waterloo) 
Township of Woolwich, Region of Waterloo 

 
By way of Township Council’s resolution on June 25, 2019, the Township objected to the licence 
application under the Aggregate Resources Act for the proposed Shantz Station Pit. As the Township is 
still considered an objector to this application, this letter and enclosures are being provided in 
accordance with Section 4.3.3.1 of the Aggregate Resources of Ontario: Provincial Standards. 
 
1. Introduction  
 
Capital Paving Inc. is a family-owned and operated construction company based in Puslinch. Capital 
Paving has applied to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) under the Aggregate 
Resources Act (ARA) for a licence to operate an above-the-water table gravel pit (“Shantz Station Pit”) 
on a property in the Township of Woolwich, Region of Waterloo.  
 
The proposed Shantz Station Pit will would cover a proposed licence area of approximately 94 hectares 
(232 acres), with a proposed extraction area of approximately 68 hectares (168 acres).  Capital has 
entered into an agreement with the current landowners, the Wagner family, which uses the land for 
cash crops and has been farming in the community for 45 years. The family is well known in the local 
farming community. It is proposed that the sand and gravel be removed in five phases, with farming on 
the property to continue during the pit’s operations. Capital would progressively rehabilitate the land 
back to farmland as each area is mined out. The company has operated many sites in Wellington County 
and Waterloo Region with this method and has successfully rehabilitated many of its sites back to 
productive farmland. 
 
 

 



 
 

The aggregate resources found at this location are proposed to be extracted to support local road 
building and construction projects in the Waterloo-Wellington area, and supply Capital’s asphalt plant in 
Puslinch. The planned and ongoing growth of the Kitchener, Waterloo, Cambridge and Guelph areas 
require millions of tonnes of close‐to‐market, high quality aggregate for use in infrastructure 
construction and on-going maintenance. 
 
2. Notification and Consultation Process 
 
The public consultation process under the Aggregate Resources Act allows residents or organizations to 
file objections to a proposed application. The applicant then attempts to resolve objections by providing 
information and/or making revisions to what was originally proposed. This information is provided to 
the objectors who have the option of maintaining or withdrawing their objections. At the end of the 
process, all the information is provided to MNRF who make a decision whether to issue, refuse, or refer 
the application to the Ontario Lands Tribunal (OLT) for a hearing.  
 
The following summarizes the progress of the Shantz Station Pit application to date: 
 

• Notice of the application was provided through newspaper notice, signage at the site and 
mailings to nearby landowners. The application was circulated to the required government 
review agencies. This was completed in May and June 2019. 

• A Public Information Session was held at the Maryhill Community Centre on June 26th, 2019.  

• Consultation with Aboriginal communities occurred prior to and during the application process. 

• Approximately 214 letters of objection (“ARA Objectors”) were received in response to the 
notice of the application. The majority were form letters that outlined four (4) main general 
areas of concern (water supply, noise, dust, and haul routes). 

• Capital provided letters to the objectors in August 2019 responding to the concerns identified.   

• The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Grand River Conservation Authority, Region of 
Waterloo, and Township of Woolwich, among others, have been involved with the 
comprehensive review of the application since June 2019. Independent, third-party peer 
reviewers were retained by the Region and Township to review the technical reports prepared 
for and submitted with the Shantz Station Pit Application. Capital Paving responded to all agency 
and peer review comments, provided additional information and made further revisions to the 
proposal as a result of these reviews. All peer review and agency concerns have been addressed.  

• The MNRF, GRCA and the Region have no further concerns with the application. 

• In addition to responding to the comments from the peer reviewers retained by the Township, 
responses and additional information were provided to the Township on numerous occasions 
through the application review process (e.g. March 6, 2020, April 21, 2020, April 27, 2020, May 
19, 2020, June 5, 2020, October 23, 2020, April 12, 2021, May 10, 2021, May 19, 2021, July 7, 
2021, July 13, 2021). 

• The application technical reports and the detailed peer review and agency comments and 
responses are posted on both the Township of Woolwich and Shantz Station Pit website. The 
public has had the opportunity to review the posted materials and provide input. 

• A dedicated project website has been set-up by Capital Paving (https://shantzstationpit.com/) 
and includes the full technical reports, technical report summaries, agency and peer review 
comments and responses, contact information for the application, and regular news updates. 
The website also includes examples of Agricultural Rehabilitation that Capital Paving has 
undertaken in nearby pits.  



 
 

• Between 2019-2021, Capital Paving provided 16 newsletters to the community including all of 
the ARA Objectors. The newsletters provided additional information regarding the proposal, 
responses to community concerns and updates on the review of the application.  

• Regular invitations to the community to meet with Capital Paving to discuss concerns and 
answer questions. The vast majority of invitations were declined or no response was given. 

• Provided responses to consultants retained by the Hopewell Creek Ratepayers Association on 
areas such as hydrogeology, natural environment and agriculture. 

 
3. Attempts to Resolve Objections 
 
Capital Paving has attempted to resolve objections by: providing responses to the objections received, 
being available to discuss any objector concerns, conducting additional review and investigations in 
response to review agency and public concerns, and by making revisions to the proposal as outlined in 
Section 5 of this letter and summarized in Table 1 (attached).  
 
Objectors may refer to previously provided response letters and the newsletters for responses to their 
objections. Complete information on the additional work completed and revisions to the proposal can 
also be found on the Shantz Station Pit and Township of Woolwich websites. 
 
The attached Summary Table provides responses to the main areas of public concern raised through the 
Aggregate Resources Act consultation process. The provided information is supported by detailed 
technical studies reviewed by peer review experts and government agencies. 
 
4. Responses to Concerns Raised at July 13, 2021 Township Council Meeting 
 
In Planning Report DS25-2021 dated June 22, 2021, the Township’s Manager of Planning recommended 
that Township Council approve the planning applications for the Shantz Station Pit and withdraw their 
ARA objection. 
 
During the meeting on July 13, 2021, Township Council raised several questions and concerns regarding 
the proposed applications which generally included the following matters: 
 

1. Additional information on the water table and concerns about extraction occurring below the 
water table. 

2. Potential impacts on shallow dug wells were not assessed. 
3. Potential impacts on nearby land uses e.g. Merry-Hill Golf Club, St. John’s-Kilmarnock School, 

Fred’s Nursery, etc. 
4. Concerns regarding dust impacts on children that attend St. John’s-Kilmarnock School. 
5. Controls for aggregate recycling. 
6. Potential impacts on prime agricultural lands and ability to rehabilitate lands back to agriculture. 
7. Application and technical review should be based on higher standards and different policy tests. 
8. Concerns regarding expert qualifications and accuracy of assessments. 
9. Concerns with NDMNRF ability to properly regulate and enforce activities at the pit.  

 
Several of these concerns and questions were already appropriately assessed and considered through 
the application process. Further, the technical reviewers engaged by the Township and Region as well as 
other review agencies have no outstanding concerns or issues with the proposed application.  
 



 
 

By way of response to these questions and concerns, we note that: 
 

1. The water table has been actively monitored since late 2017 through five on-site monitoring 
wells. Data loggers were installed on select wells and programmed to measure groundwater 
levels every eight hours. In addition, manual measurements have also been recorded on a 
quarterly basis from each of the wells. 
 
The water table elevation presented on the ARA Site Plans is based on the high water table 
elevation recorded from Spring measurements which typically correlates to the time of the year 
in which the water table is the highest.  
 
Water level data was gathered in agreement with the Provincial Reporting Standards, the 
Region’s Hydrogeology Guidelines and the agreed Terms of Reference (January 22, 2019) 
reviewed by the Region, Township, and the GRCA.  
 
The Applicant will be required to continuously monitor the water table throughout the life of 
the pit operation with annual monitoring reports to be provided to the Region and Township. 
 
The Applicant has repeatedly stated that they will not be proposing extraction below the water 
table at this site. Further, the Applicant has agreed to the recommendations in Township 
Planning Report DS25-2021 regarding a Holding provision that would provide the Township with 
additional control and approval authority for below water extraction. 
 
Please find enclosed a letter from MTE Consultants providing additional information regarding 
the methodology for establishing the high water table elevation and the volume of aggregate 
found above the water table. 
 

2. Shallow dug wells were considered and assessed in the application. The Hydrogeological 
Investigation determined that, based on the location of these wells and extraction remaining 
above the water table, these wells are not predicted to be affected by the pit operations. 
 
Ongoing water monitoring will be required throughout the life of the pit operation to ensure 
there are no adverse impacts on nearby private wells including shallow dug wells. Further, 
contingency plans have been developed and are included on the ARA Site Plans. 
 
Please find enclosed a letter from MTE Consultants providing additional information on the 
assessment of potential impacts to dug wells. 

 
3. Potential impacts on nearby land uses were properly reviewed and assessed in accordance with 

applicable policies, standards and regulations as confirmed by the substantial technical and 
expert peer reviews regarding this application. Revisions have been made to the application in 
response to community concerns which were openly communicated to the Township and 
community. 
 

4. With regards to dust concerns for children attending St. John’s-Kilmarnock School, Ministry of 
Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) guidelines are designed to protect the community 
at large, including public schools and secondary schools, as well as other facilities such as 
daycares and hospitals. MECP sets the Ambient Air Quality Criteria based on the best available 



 
 

science, to be protective of both the people of Ontario, and the environment. The criteria are 
based on the most restrictive potential effects, whether based on health, odour, visibility, 
effects on vegetation, etc. 

 
5. Aggregate recycling is encouraged by provincial policy and is specifically permitted by the 

Township and Region as an accessory use to a gravel pit. Trucks that would otherwise be 
travelling to the pit empty would, on occasion, bring in recycled concrete or asphalt for 
processing. Limits have been placed on the amount of recycled aggregate that can be imported 
to the site and where it can be stored. Water quality must also be monitored on site to ensure 
no adverse impacts on groundwater and surface water. Capital only permits reclaimed asphalt 
and concrete to its sites for processing and does not accept any other type of demolition 
material to be brought on site. The same equipment used for extraction activities at the pit will 
be used for recycling as well. 
 
The requirements and conditions summarized above are included on the ARA Site Plan. 
 

6. The proposed pit will be progressively rehabilitated back to an agricultural condition in 
accordance with the requirements included on the ARA Site Plan. This approach is consistent 
with provincial and municipal policy for above water extraction proposed in prime agricultural 
areas as confirmed by the Region’s agricultural peer review expert. 
 
The Rehabilitation Plan specifically requires that the extraction area be returned to an 
agricultural use, to a condition which substantially the same areas and same average soil 
capability for agriculture are restored (Class 2 soils). Ongoing agricultural monitoring will be 
required to document and assess progressive agricultural rehabilitation throughout the 
operation of the pit. 
 
The proposed pit will be operated sequentially in five phases. Areas outside of the extraction 
area will remain in agricultural use e.g. the 150 m buffer lands along Foerster Road, as well as 
extraction phases that are not disturbed. Capital has also agreed to a maximum disturbed area 
to limit areas of the site that can be disturbed at any one time. 
 
Capital has provided examples where they have successfully rehabilitated other above water 
pits back to agricultural use. 
 

7. Planning applications must be assessed based on land use policies, regulations and standards 
that are in effect at the time of application. The application has been thoroughly reviewed 
relative to the Township’s approved policies in the Official Plan, among others. As confirmed by 
both the Township’s Manager of Planning and the MHBC Planning Justification Report, the 
proposed application conforms with the Township Official Plan and other in-effect municipal 
and provincial land use policies. 
 
It is not reasonable or appropriate to suggest that the policy tests or prescribed standards 
should be changed at the end of the application process because the results may not be 
satisfactory to concerned residents and/or Council. 
 

8. The consultants retained by the applicant are qualified in their respective disciplines and have 
extensive experience with aggregate applications in Ontario. The same is true for those 



 
 

reviewers who were retained by the Township and Region as well as in-house staff for the 
various approval authorities and review agencies. The following summarizes the number of 
experts involved in this application: 
 

 Applicant (Capital Paving) Reviewers 

Land Use Planners Two (MHBC) Five (Township, Region, GRCA 

and MNRF) 

Hydrogeologists Two (MTE) Three (Region, GRCA and 

MNRF) 

Ecologists Three (RiverStone) Five (Region: peer review and 

EEAC, GRCA, MNRF and 

MECP)  

Air Quality Engineers Two (RWDI) One (Region) 

Archaeologists Three (ARA) One (MHTSCI) 

Heritage Planners Two (MHBC) Two (Township and Region) 

Noise Engineers Two (Valcoustics) One (Region) 

Traffic Engineers Two (Paradigm) Three (Township, Region and 

MTO) 

Visual Experts Two (MHBC) One (Township) 

Agricultural Planners / 

Agrologists 

Three (MHBC and DBH) Two (Region and OMAFRA) 

 
9. MNRF oversees the rules governing aggregate management; issues licences, permits and 

changes to existing approvals; inspects aggregate operations and responds to complaints; 
enforces compliance; and ensures rehabilitation is carried out. The rules and regulations for 
aggregate operations are set out under the Aggregate Resources Act. This Act provides MNRF 
with the authority to issue offences, penalties and compliance orders regarding licensed 
aggregate operations. 
 
Every licensee must provide an annual compliance assessment report to assess compliance with 
the ARA, regulations and the terms and conditions of the licence and site plan. In addition to this 
standard requirement, the proposed ARA site plan for the Shantz Station Pit would also require 
Capital to provide regular reports to the Township and Region regarding water monitoring, 
agricultural rehabilitation and noise audits, among others.  
 
 

 



 
 

5.  Summary of Revisions made to the Application in Response to Public Concerns 
 
The following list summarizes some of the key changes made to the application to address public 
concerns and agency comments, and resolve outstanding objections:  
 

• Limits on the areas of the site that can be disturbed at any one time (maximum disturbed area). 

• A Best Management Practices Plan for Dust has been completed which the pit must operate in 
accordance with e.g. restrictions on extraction and processing activities within proximity to 
sensitive receptors.  

• The berm heights adjacent to Merry-Hill Golf Club and a new residence on Maryhill Rd have 
been increased. 

• Noise audits must be completed throughout the pit operation to ensure noise levels are in 
compliance with applicable guidelines. 

• Additional tree screen plantings have been added along the perimeter of the site. 

• Limits on how much aggregate recycling can occur on site and where it may be stored, as well as 
water quality monitoring requirements, have been added to the site plan. 

• Additional surface and ground water monitoring including the following: 
o Additional baseline well monitoring 
o Regular fuel tank inspections 
o Monitor water temperatures of adjacent surface water features, and monitor water 

levels of adjacent wetlands 
o Water quality assessment for on-site monitoring wells 
o Provide annual water monitoring reports to Region and Township for review 

• Additional details and requirements for the annual agricultural monitoring, which includes a soil 
sampling program to assess soils prior to extraction and post-rehabilitation, to ensure soils are 
being restored to agricultural condition. 

• The pit is required to be operated and rehabilitated in accordance with the Ecological 
Enhancement and Compensation Plan which results in the creation of approximately 6.5 ha of 
new and enhanced natural features to improve connectivity between Hopewell Creek and the 
adjacent wetlands.  

• Additional certainty has been provided by Capital Paving that extraction will remain above water 
table e.g. agreement with Township recommendation to place site in hold zone which limits 
extraction to above water. 
 

Additional information is summarized in Table 1 in the column labeled “Additional Changes made to the 
Application”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 

6. Closure – Next Steps 
 
As per Section 4.3.3.2 of the Provincial Standards under the Aggregate Resources Act, please be advised 
that after review of this additional information you, the objector, have until September 28, 2021 to 
respond to the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and 
the applicant at the addresses shown below, with recommendations that may resolve the objections. 
 

Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, 

Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 

Applicant   

Integrated Aggregate Operations Section 

Regional Operations Division 

300 Water Street 

Peterborough, ON  K9J 3C7 

 

Attention:    Krystle Dinunzio 

Capital Paving Inc. c/o MHBC Planning 

540 Bingemans Centre Drive, Suite 200 

Kitchener, ON N2B 3X9 

 

 

Attention: George Lourenco, Director, Lands and 

Resources 

 
These recommendations must be delivered personally or by registered mail within the above‐noted 
20‐day period or it will be deemed that there is no longer an objection. Please see enclosed Notice of 
Objector Response Form for further information. 
 
If you have any questions, please let me know. 
 
Yours truly,  
 

 
George Lourenco, P.Eng 
Director, Lands and Resources 
519-822-4511 ext. 219 
www.shantzstationpit.com  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.shantzstationpit.com/


 

Notice of Objector Response 
Aggregate Resources Act 

 
 
 

Subject:  Application for a Category     3 Licence under the Aggregate Resources Act 

Lot: 81-82   Concession Germany Company Tract  

Township of: Woolwich   County of  Waterloo  

 

Objector:Name: Township of Woolwich  Ph:  

Address:  24 Church Street West, PO Box 158, Elmira, ON N3B 2Z6 

 

 

Further to your letter of      June 25, 2019 (Council resolution) regarding this licence application under the 
(Date) 

Aggregate Resources Act, I / we,         Capital Paving Inc. , offer the following further information to 
(Proponent) 

address your objections/concerns: 
 

  See enclosed cover letter. 

 

 

 

As per Section 4.3.3.2 of the Provincial Standards under the Act, please be advised that after review of this additional 

information you, the objector, have 20 days from receipt of this letter (i.e.   Sept. 28, 2021 ) to respond to the Ministry 
(Date) 

of Natural Resources and the applicant at the addresses shown below, with recommendations that may resolve the 

objections. 

These recommendations must be delivered personally or by registered mail within the above-noted 20-day period or it 
will be deemed that there is no longer a valid objection. 

 
Yours truly, 
 
George Lourenco, Capital Paving Inc. 

 

(Name of Applicant or Consultant on behalf of Applicant) 

 

Signature:    
 

Date:  Sept. 7, 2021   
 
 

Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, 
Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 

Applicant 

Integrated Aggregate Operations Section 
Regional Operations Division 
300 Water Street 
Peterborough, ON  K9J 3C7 
 
Attention:    Krystle Dinunzio 

Capital Paving Inc. c/o MHBC Planning 
540 Bingemans Centre Drive, Suite 200 
Kitchener, ON N2B 3X9 
 
Attention: George Lourenco,  
                 Director, Lands and Resources 

 



Capital Paving Inc. Proposed Shantz Station Pit 

Table 1: Summary of Responses to Community Concerns and Application Changes 

August 2021 

 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

1 This proposed site does not fall 
within the Region’s Aggregate 
Extraction Area or is in in 
compliance with the Region’s 
Official Plan. 

The Region’s Official Plan explicitly 
states that extraction may be 
permitted outside of Mineral 
Aggregate Resource Areas. 
 

n/a n/a 

A.  Air Quality 

2 The Best Management Practices 
Plan for dust has not been 
developed. 

The Best Management Practices 
Plan for dust has been developed, 
posted on the Proposed Shantz 
Station Pit website, and announced 
in Capital’s March newsletter, the 
newsletter was also posted on the 
website and widely circulated to the 
Maryhill community. 

The Air Quality Peer Reviewer for 
the Region of Waterloo has 
indicated that they have no 
outstanding concerns regarding the 
BMPP (August 21, 2020). 
 
The BMPP was updated in May 2021 
to include additional provisions for 
the sweeping and flushing of the 
public roadway and equipment 
emissions limits.   

The pit must be operated in 
accordance with the updated BMPP 
(Note 1.2.27, Dust).  
 
To limit the total area of the site 
that is disturbed at any one time, 
Capital has agreed to a maximum 
disturbed area (Note 1.2.1, 
Operation Plan & Note 1.3.1, 
Rehabilitation Plan). 

3 The assumption of a 95% control 
efficiency for fugitive dust 
emissions from onsite unpaved 
roads is not achievable. 

Published studies have 
demonstrated this is achievable, and 
the 95% level of control prescribed 
by Capitals’ air quality consultant is 
attainable through sufficient 
watering of road surfaces. The 
Region of Waterloo’s air quality peer 
reviewer is satisfied that this control 
efficiency is attainable.  

The Air Quality Peer Reviewer for 
the Region of Waterloo has 
indicated that they have no 
outstanding concerns (August 21, 
2020).  

n/a 

4 The report does not assess the 
potential impact of off-site vehicle 
traffic. 

The assessment of air quality 
impacts along regional roads and 
provincial highways is not required, 
since it is already considered in the 

The Air Quality Peer Reviewer for 
the Region of Waterloo has 
indicated that they have no 

n/a 
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 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

designation of approved truck 
routes.  

outstanding concerns (August 21, 
2020). 

5 Guideline D-6 requires assessment 
of all industrial uses in proximity to 
sensitive receptors. 

Guideline D-6 does not apply to pits 
and quarries. 

n/a n/a 

B.  Visual Impact    

6 Views from the Merry Hill Golf 
Course will be negatively impacted. 

Capital is proposing additional/ 
enhanced recommendations to 
ensure there are no significant view 
impacts to neighbouring residential 
properties, or to views that hold 
recreational or scenic value. These 
enhanced measures will be 
incorporated into the site plans and 
discussed with the owners of the 
golf course. 

Following discussions with Merry 
Hill Golf Course, an Addendum to 
the Visual Impact Report was 
completed which recommended 
additional visual mitigation 
measures next to the golf course. 
 
The Visual Impact Peer Reviewer for 
the Township confirmed that 
potential visual impacts to the golf 
course have been adequately 
mitigated with these changes (April 
9, 2020).  

Increased height of berm adjacent 
to golf course to 6 m and 
incorporated additional tree 
plantings. See updated berm and 
trees screens as shown on the 
Operations Page (Page 2) and 
updated Visual Impact Report 
Recommendations on the 
Operational Notes Page of the Site 
Plan (Page 3).  

7 Views from Foerster Road will be 
impacted. 

Regarding Foerster Road, the 
Township’s peer reviewers stated 
that “…mitigation measures are 
appropriate… [and] potential visual 
impacts are adequately mitigated.” 
Along with the proposed mitigation 
measures, the extraction area is set 
back from Foerster Road by 150 
metres. 

n/a Additional tree plantings proposed 
along western property boundary 
from Foerster Road to licence 
boundary.  

8 An 11-metre berm is a negative 
visual impact. 

The 11-meter barrier around the 
processing plant would be on the pit 
floor, some 5 to 10 metres below 
the grade level of the surrounding 
land. The Township’s peer reviewer 

n/a n/a 
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 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

does not identify this barrier as a 
negative visual impact. 

9 Capital has demonstrated it doesn’t 
care about impacts to the golf 
course by ignoring it in the original 
application and response to the 
Township. 

Capital has held discussions/ 
meetings with representatives of 
the golf course on 4 separate 
occasions - including in person in 
November 2017, at the public open 
house in June 2019, and during two 
subsequent meetings.  

See response to number #6. 
Changes have been proposed to the 
application to address concerns 
from the golf course e.g. increased 
berm height, additional tree 
plantings, retaining existing 
vegetation, etc.   

See response to number #6. Capital 
also proposing to install additional 
culvert beneath the berm next to 
golf course to allow overland runoff 
from adjacent lands and maintain 
existing surface water drainage.   

10 Views from 1224 Maryhill Road and 
Village View Road will be impacted. 

See above re. the additional/ 
enhanced recommendations being 
proposed on neighbouring 
residential properties, etc. Also, the 
Township’s visual impact peer 
reviewers indicate “the berm 
heights, setbacks and planting are 
appropriate to adequately address 
the potential for visual impacts from 
Village View Road and Maryhill 
Road.” 

The visual, noise and air quality 
studies were updated to incorporate 
the new house at 1224 Maryhill 
Road as a sensitive receptor. 
 
The visual, noise and air quality peer 
reviewers have no outstanding 
concerns with the application (April 
9, 2020; May 13, 2020; August 21, 
2020).  

Berm was increased to 3 m along 
northern licensed boundary with 
commitment to retain existing 
vegetation within 15 m setback. See 
updated berm shown on the 
Operations Page (Page 2) and 
updated Visual Impact Report 
Recommendations on the 
Operational Notes Page of the Site 
Plan (Page 3) 

C Noise    

11 There are no noise receptors at 
Grootendorst Farms. 

There are receptors located much 
closer to the proposed pit area than 
Grootendorst farms. Noise levels are 
expected to meet provincial 
guidelines, therefore Capital would 
be under the limits for receptors 
located farther away. 

A Noise Impact Analysis Addendum 
was completed (June 23, 2020) to 
address Peer Review comments. The 
recommendations from the Noise 
Impact Analysis are included on the 
site plan.  
 
The Region’s Peer Reviewer has 
signed off on the proposed 
mitigation measures and has no 
outstanding concerns (May 13, 
2020) 

Acoustic audit must be completed 
during Phases 1-4 of pit operations 
to confirm compliance with noise 
guidelines. The required noise 
control measures are shown on the 
Operations Page of the site plan 
(page 2) and detailed in Noise notes 
on the Operational Notes Page 
(Page 3).  
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 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

12 Noise will affect milk production of 
the farm. 

Capital is not aware of any evidence 
that this would be the case, 
especially since the dairy cattle at 
the farm are permanently inside the 
barn structures.  An active dairy 
farm – with cows grazing outside – is 
located within the licenced area of 
Capital’s Whistle Bare Pit, with no 
reported decrease in milk 
production. 

Capital met with the owners of the 
Grootendorst Farm in April 2021. 
They did not mention any concerns 
regarding milk production or the 
well-being of their dairy cattle. 

See response #11. 

13 There are no noise receptors at the 
neighbouring horse farms or Merry 
Hill Golf Course. 

Aggregate provincial standards state 
that sensitive receptors “Includes 
residences and facilities where 
people sleep (nursing homes, trailer 
parks, camp grounds, etc.); schools; 
day-care centres.” 
However, Capital will update the site 
plans to incorporate visual and noise 
enhancements to address the 
concerns of the golf course. Capital 
has met with representatives of the 
nearby Hopewell Creek Stables, who 
have not expressed concerns over 
Capital’s application, apart from 
some existing drainage issues. 

See response # 6 & 9 
 
 

See response # 6 & 9 

14 No baseline studies have been 
completed to document existing 
noise levels at surrounding 
properties that will be impacted by 
the proposed pit. 

This is not required.  The noise peer 
reviewer retained by the Region 
notes that the choice of the 
applicable sound level criteria is 
acceptable, as are the sample 
ambient sound level measurements.  

See response #11  See response # 6 

15 Stockpiles do not make adequate 
noise buffers since they can be 
depleted or not exist. 

Stockpiles used for noise buffers 
would be maintained at a minimum 
height of 11 metres. The Region’s 

Capital will be using on-site 
materials for the construction of 
noise barriers and previously 

See response #11.  
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 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

noise peer reviewer states that 
“respective barrier and berm heights 
recommended by [Capital’s noise 
consultant] were reasonable with 
regards to the respective predicted 
sound levels at the receptor points.” 
These barriers would be 
supplemented by perimeter berms 
surrounding the site. 

confirmed that they would not use 
other types of barriers such as 
shipping containers.  

16 Will the 6 am versus 7 am start 
times mean the Township by-laws 
will be superseded by the ARA? 

Extraction activities - including 
processing and loading – are subject 
to provincial noise guidelines, not 
Township bylaws. 

Shipping is the only activity that 
would occur at the pit between 6 to 
7 am during the week. Extraction 
and processing starts at 7 am.    

n/a 

D Cultural Heritage    

17 No conservation plan or vibration 
study has been done. 

A conservation plan will be 
completed for the house on the site 
at the start of operations, as noted 
in section 8.2 of the Cultural 
Heritage Report. A vibration study is 
not needed since there would be no 
blasting at the pit. 

The Cultural Heritage Peer Reviewer 
has no outstanding concerns with 
the application (July 3, 2020). 

Section 8.2 of the updated Cultural 
Heritage Report specifically outlines 
what the conservation plan is 
required to address (May 2020). 

18 The old house will have a stone 
foundation susceptible to damage 
from processing aggregate. 

It’s unclear to which old house this 
refers.  If it is the home owned by 
the landowner of the proposed pit 
property, there’s no reason to 
assume that its foundation might be 
damaged. Since there is no blasting 
at a pit and aggregate processing 
would be occurring more than 400 
metres away, Capital does not 
anticipate any issues regarding the 
integrity of the foundation. This has 
been acknowledged by the 
homeowner. 

Landowners confirmed their intent 
to continue residing at 1195 
Foerster Rd and they are satisfied 
there will be no unacceptable health 
or safety impacts as a result of 
extraction (see April 27, 2020 
response to Township comments). 

If the house at 1195 Foerster Road 
becomes vacant during pit 
operations, Capital will be required 
to maintain the house in its current 
state while the site remains under 
licence (Note 1.2.9, Operational 
Plan). 
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19 The boundaries of the CHL have not 
been determined. 

No CHL for Maryhill has been 
established, however Capital 
responded to a request from the 
Township to assess the Maryhill 
Candidate Cultural Heritage 
Landscape (CHL). 

The proposed pit is located outside 
the Candidate CHL for Maryhill 
(2018). Regardless, a CHL has not 
been established for Maryhill.  
 
The Cultural Heritage Peer Reviewer 
has no remaining concerns 
regarding the pit and potential CHL. 

n/a 

20 The University of Waterloo states 
the geographic areas identified are 
not intended as definitive 
boundaries and further analysis 
should be undertaken to determine 
the extent of the CHL if they are 
designated. 

No further analysis has been 
initiated by the Township. 
Overall, it is the opinion of the 
Township’s cultural heritage peer 
review consultant that the proposed 
development does not have 
significant negative impact on on-
site or adjacent cultural heritage 
resources. 

See response #19. n/a 

21 Maryhill is of Regional significance 
and no consultation has taken 
place with the Region. 

Meetings have been held with 
Regional planning staff dating back 
to the fall of 2017. 

No outstanding concerns from 
Region regarding cultural heritage. 

n/a 

E Transportation    

22 How can Capital say that future 
contracts north of this pit are not 
anticipated (e.g. its rebuild project 
of Sawmill Road between 
Conestogo and St. Jacobs)? 

Capital may be awarded contracts 
north of the site on rare occasions. 
The majority of aggregate produced 
at the Shantz Station Pit would 
travel south to Capital’s asphalt 
plant location in Puslinch. If Capital 
Paving does not perform work north 
of the site, it would be another 
company using the same network of 
roads to get to job locations such as 
Sawmill Rd. 

n/a n/a 

23 A southbound acceleration lane 
needs to be considered… to 

This is not required or warranted 
based on projected traffic numbers, 

As confirmed by the Region, only 
northbound deceleration and 

In addition to NB deceleration lane, 
Capital agreed to Region’s 
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prevent hold up traffic coming from 
St. Charles Street southbound 
along Shantz Station Road. 

and the Region’s Transportation 
Department did not request this. 

acceleration paved shoulders are 
required at the pit entrance along 
Shantz Station Road (even though 
majority of truck traffic will head 
south on Shantz Station Road to 
Highway 7).   

recommendation to include NB 
acceleration lane.  

24 The calculation of trucks/hour has 
been averaged out over too long a 
period to achieve a real-life 
experience. 

The Region’s review of Capital’s 
Traffic Study does not dispute the 
traffic volumes estimated by the 
company to result from the 
operations of the proposed pit.  

Region has no outstanding concerns 
with the traffic study. 

n/a 

25 Recycling will add significant truck 
traffic not considered in traffic 
numbers. 

Trucks that would otherwise be 
travelling to the pit empty 
would – on occasion – bring in 
recycled concrete or asphalt for 
processing. 

Region has no outstanding concerns 
with the traffic study. 

Limits placed on the amount of 
recycled aggregate that can be 
imported to the site (Note 1.2.11, 
Recycling). 

F Hydrogeology    

26 Wells are only considered 500 
metres from the proposed site, 
while Regional guidelines specify a 
1 km distance. 

Since the application is for an above-
water pit, there is no potential to 
generate a zone of influence that 
may cause interference to nearby 
domestic wells. As such, Capital’s 
hydrogeologists believe 500 metres 
from the extraction area is an 
adequate distance for the study 
area. The Region’s peer reviewer 
agrees with Capital’s position. 

A 500 m study area is commonly 
used in Hydrogeological 
Investigations and was chosen based 
on Regional and MECP 
Guidelines. The Region’s Peer 
Reviewer agreed that a 500 m study 
area was sufficient given there is no 
potential to generate a zone of 
influence that may cause 
interference to nearby domestic 
wells (April 7 & 15, 2020). Further, 
no outstanding concerns from MNRF 
regarding hydrogeology. 

Changes to the technical 
recommendations for Hydrogeology 
(Note 1.2.27, Operational Plan): 

• Additional baseline well 
monitoring 

• Additional sampling in event of 
spill  

• Requirement for fuel tank 
inspections 

• Adding water temperature to 
monitoring program 

• Completing geochemical analysis 
from on-site monitoring wells 

• Monitoring water levels in 
adjacent wetlands  
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• Additional details for annual 
monitoring report to be provided 
to Township and Region 

• Reinstall tile drains in suitable 
locations (if required)   

27 There has been no study of wells 
on adjacent properties. 

Capital’s hydrogeology consultants 
reviewed all wells on record within 
500 metres of the proposed licence 
boundary.  

Potential impacts to private wells 
were addressed in the 
Hydrogeological Investigation with 
the results being peer reviewed by 
BluMetric Environmental. 
 
Given that the proposed pit is for an 
above water table application, no 
impacts to private wells within the 
Study Area are anticipated. Water 
levels will be collected and 
monitored from participating 
domestic wells. 

Capital has offered to inspect 
additional wells of adjacent 
properties and add them to the 
monitoring program. 
 

28 With the removal of the 
overburden, the springs will be 
disrupted and wells will potentially 
go dry. 

There is no basis to these 
allegations, and they have not been 
raised in the Region’s hydrogeology 
peer review. Capital would be 
required to continuously monitor 
on-site wells to review and assess 
any changes in water levels. 
Adjacent wells - whether drilled or 
spring-fed - are protected under the 
Ontario Water Resources Act.  

See Response #26.  
 

See Response #26.  
 

29 A one-year study of water table 
levels was done and not the 
requisite two-year study. 

The Region’s hydrogeology peer 
reviewer notes that Capital’s 
hydrogeology consultant “has 
verbally communicated that the 
monitoring conducted in 
2018…continued in 2019 and 

Water level data was gathered in 
agreement with the Provincial 
Reporting Standards, the Region’s 
Guidelines and the agreed Terms of 
Reference (January 22, 2019), which 
were submitted for approval to the 

The annual groundwater monitoring 
program will extend throughout the 
life of the operation. A monitoring 
report summarizing and interpreting 
groundwater and geochemical data 
shall be provided to Township and 
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therefore this frequency 
requirement appears to have been 
met.”  
Monitoring water table levels would 
continue throughout the life of the 
operation. Capital also proposes an 
annual groundwater monitoring 
program, with reports submitted to 
the Region and Township every year 
during the life of the operation.  

Region, Township, and the GRCA 
during preconsultation. 
 
  
 

Region on annual basis (Note 1.2.27, 
Hydrogeology). 

30 The addendum has not been 
completed. 

Additional reporting will be 
completed in accordance with 
Region of Waterloo hydrogeology 
guidelines and the requirements on 
the ARA Site Plan. 

See Response #29 
 

See Response #29.  
 

31 It is widely known in the industry 
that below water table applications 
are usually applied for after the 
original approval has been granted. 

Capital is aware of only a few 
instances when this has occurred, 
and has repeatedly stated its 
proposal is for an above-water pit 
only.  

n/a n/a 

32 If the application is approved, what 
guarantees or legal agreements will 
Capital provide that it will never 
apply to go below the water table? 

Capital has publicly and repeatedly 
provided assurances that it would 
not apply to go below the water 
table in future. 

The application before the Township 
and MNRF is for a Category 3 Pit 
Above the Water Table. Capital 
continues to confirm that the 
proposed pit will only operate above 
the water table and that the site will 
be returned to an agricultural 
condition as required on the ARA 
Site Plan.  

n/a  

G Environmental    

33 Groundwater runoff will raise the 
temperature in Hopewell Creek, 
resulting in impacts to ecosystems. 

There is no evidence of anticipated 
negative impacts to ecosystems. 
This is an above-water pit so 
temperature impacts are not 

MNRF, GRCA, and both the Region’s 
ecology and hydrogeology peer 
reviewers have no outstanding 
concerns with the application 

On a seasonal basis, surface water 
temperature monitoring will be 
undertaken in Hopewell Creek which 
will be summarized in the annual 
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expected. Neither the Ministry of 
Natural Resource and Forestry nor 
the Grand River Conservation 
Authority (GRCA) have raised 
concerns that temperatures in 
Hopewell Creek would be increased 
as a result of this proposed pit.  

including any impacts on Hopewell 
Creek or ecosystems. 

monitoring report (Note 1.2.27, 
Hydrogeology). 

34 The haul road will impact the 
significant wetlands and woodlots. 

Capital, along with the GRCA, has 
staked the boundaries of the 
wetland edges, and has developed a 
management plan to ensure the 
protection of the wetland and 
woodlands. The haul road through 
the wetland was previously used for 
a gravel operation as recently as the 
early 2000s. Capital wants to use 
this already-established existing 
road for the proposed Shantz 
Station Pit. 

A comprehensive “Access Road 
Management/ Ecological 
Enhancement Compensation Plan, 
Shantz Station Pit” (ARM/EECP, 
March 2021) has been completed to 
ensure the protection of the 
significant wetland and woodlands. 
The ARM/EECP has been fully 
reviewed and revised in conjunction 
with GRCA, MNRF, Region, 
Township, expert peer reviewers 
and the Region’s Ecological and 
Environmental Advisory 
Committee (EEAC). There are no 
outstanding concerns from any of 
the review agencies or expert 
reviewers regarding impacts to the 
wetland or woodland.  

The recommendations from the 
ARM/EECP have been included on 
the revised Rehabilitation Page of 
the Site Plan (page 4 of 5). Further, 
the construction of the proposed 
access road will have to follow the 
mitigation and protection measures 
outlined in the Tree Inventory and 
Preservation Plan (August 2020). 
Jersey barriers will have to be 
constructed adjacent to the PSW 
(Note 1.2.27, Natural Environment). 
 
The proposed access road has also 
been surveyed in response to 
recommendations from the Region’s 
Peer Reviewer. Detailed design 
drawings are included in the 
ARM/EECP (March 2021).  

35 Road construction within the pit 
development area will destroy 
protected and provincially-
significant woodlots and wetlands. 

The management plan deals with 
the upgrade of the existing road and 
proposed road through the woodlot. 

See response to #34.  See response to #34. 

36 Why allow recycling at this 
proposed site? 

Aggregate recycling is encouraged 
by provincial policy and is 
specifically permitted by the 

No concerns from MNRF or the 
Region regarding the proposed 
recycling which is permitted as an 
accessory use.  

Limits to the amount of imported 
material for recycling have been 
added to the site plan, in addition 
to, restrictions to ensure that 
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Township and Region as an 
accessory use to a gravel pit.  

 
In response to community concerns, 
specific requirements have been 
added to the site plan to further 
regulate aggregate recycling. 
 
Capital only accepts reclaimed 
asphalt or concrete at its sites. No 
other types of demolition 
debris/materials are accepted. 

recycling activities remain an 
accessory use to the pit. Recycling 
can only occur within Phase 1 of the 
pit (Note 1.2.11, Operational Plan). 
 
Water quality monitoring has also 
been added to the water monitoring 
program (Note 1.2.27, 
Hydrogeology). 

37 No consideration was given to the 
increased traffic recycling would 
add to projected traffic numbers. 

Recycling would not add to truck 
numbers.  Instead of empty trucks 
returning to the pit, occasionally 
broken concrete or asphalt would be 
brought to the pit for processing. 

See also response #25 See also response #25 

38 Why haul and process broken 
asphalt waste into this site? 

Reclaimed asphalt is generally 
diverted to Capital’s asphalt plant 
location in Puslinch for reprocessing. 
Occasionally, some reclaimed 
asphalt would be brought to Shantz 
Station Pit for recycling. Only clean, 
reclaimed asphalt or concrete would 
be brought in.  

See also response #36 See response to #36. 

39 Traffic and processing of broken 
asphalt will add to the 
environmental concerns. 

Recycled aggregate is 
environmentally beneficial; 
using recycled concrete and asphalt 
can conserve natural resources. 
Processing is the same as processing 
virgin aggregate.  

See also response #36 See response to #36. 

40 Recycling will add years to the 
operational life of the proposed pit. 

Capital has committed that once the 
pit is depleted of virgin aggregate, 
then recycling would end as well. 

In response to community concerns, 
Capital is proposing to include 
further limitations to ensure that 
aggregate recycling remains 
accessory to aggregate extraction 

Recycled materials have to be 
removed from the site once shipping 
of native aggregate falls below a 
certain threshold (Note 1.2.11, 
Operational Plan). 
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and does not add years to the life of 
the pit. 

H Agricultural    

42 There was no consultation with any 
landowner other than the 
proposed pit site landowner. 

Capital representatives met with 
immediate neighbours of the 
proposed pit at the beginning of the 
application process in the fall of 
2017. We have responded in writing 
to each objector with an invitation 
for further meetings to discuss the 
application and any concerns he/she 
may have. 

Further discussions and meetings 
have occurred with willing 
neighbours over the last couple 
years since the application was 
submitted in 2019.  
 
The Region’s agricultural Peer 
Reviewer was satisfied regarding the 
consultation that occurred for the 
AIA and pit application. 

n/a 

42 Grootendorst Farms was not 
considered in this study. 

A representative of Capital - along 
with the landowner of the proposed 
pit site - met with the owners of 
Grootendorst Farms in the fall of 
2017.  The owners expressed no 
objections to the proposed pit to 
Capital, nor have they formally 
registered as objectors to the 
licence application. 

The May 4, 2020 AIA Peer Review 
Response included Grootendorst 
Farms in updated mapping and the 
Secondary Study Area Impact 
Assessment.  
 
Further discussions have occurred 
with Grootendorst Farms.  

n/a  

43 No consideration was given for the 
surrounding horse farms or any 
other agricultural property. 

A Capital representative met with 
the owners of the nearest horse 
farm – Hopewell Creek Stables – in 
the fall of 2017, held a discussion 
with them during the public open 
house and during a follow-up, on-
site meeting in July, 2019.  The 
owners did not express any 
concerns to Capital, apart from 
some existing drainage issues. They 
also did not register an objection to 
the proposed pit.  

The Region’s agricultural Peer 
Reviewer has no remaining concerns 
with the proposed application (July 
17, 2020). 

An internal sign will be posted at the 
exit advising truck drivers of other 
road users including farm 
equipment (Note 1.2.5, Operational 
Plan). 
 
In the event that activities at the pit 
cause flooding or drainage issues on 
off-site lands which are not an 
existing condition, Capital will be 
required to investigate and rectify 
the issue where activities at the pit 



13 

 

 General Commentary Capital’s Response to Community 
Concerns – April 2020 

Updated Response – August 2021 Change made to application (if 
applicable)  

Considerations for nearby 
agricultural operations are detailed 
in the Agricultural Impact Study. 

are deemed to be at fault (Note 
1.2.7, Operational Plan). 

44 Class 1 and 2 soils will be 
destroyed. 

The Provincial Policy Statement, 
Region of Waterloo Official Plan and 
Township of Woolwich Official Plan 
all allow for mineral resource 
extraction in prime agricultural 
lands. 
A Soil Survey confirms the land 
within the proposed licence area has 
a Class 2 average soil capability. 
If the proposed pit is approved, 96% 
of the land area would be 
rehabilitated back to an average 
Class 2 capability. Annual 
rehabilitation monitoring is 
proposed to occur during the life of 
the operation. 

Consistent with required policies, 
the proposed pit will be 
rehabilitated back to a condition in 
which substantially the same areas 
and same average soil capability will 
be restored (Class 2). 
 
OMAFRA and the Region’s 
agricultural Peer Reviewer have no 
concerns with the proposed 
application. 

Additional requirements for the soil 
testing program to be completed as 
part of progressive rehabilitation 
have been added to the Site Plan. 
 
The pre-extraction soil depths and 
classifications will be used as the 
benchmark for final agricultural 
rehabilitation.   
 
Additional details and requirements 
have also been added for the annual 
agricultural monitoring report. 
 
The Operational and Rehabilitation 
Plans have been revised based on 
comments received by the 
Township, Region and Agricultural 
Peer Reviewer.  

45 This land will not be returned to 
prime agricultural farm land. 

See above.  Capital has committed 
to returning the land to prime 
agricultural quality, as it has with 
several other of its pit operations. 

Capital will be legally required to 
return the lands back to prime 
agricultural land under the terms 
and conditions of the ARA licence. 
 
OMAFRA and the Region including 
its Agricultural Peer Reviewer have 
no concerns that the pit will not be 
returned to prime agricultural land.  

The Rehabilitation Plan specifically 
requires that the extraction area be 
returned to agricultural use, to a 
condition which substantially the 
same areas and same average soil 
capability for agricultural are 
restored (Class 2) in accordance with 
the “Pit Floor Agricultural 
Rehabilitation Sequence” (Note 
1.3.3 & 1.4.3, Rehabilitation Plan). 

46 Capital has not demonstrated that 
the quality and quantity of gravel 

Through test pit and borehole 
investigations, Capital has 

Capital has operated and 
rehabilitated several of its previous 

n/a  
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located above the water justifies 
destroying prime agricultural farm 
land. 

determined that there is sufficient, 
high-quality aggregate resources. 
Prime agricultural farm land would 
not be destroyed. Instead, mined 
out areas would be progressively 
rehabilitated back to prime 
agricultural farm land.  

gravel pits back to productive 
agricultural lands, including sites 
that were classified as prime 
agricultural farmland.  

I Social Impacts    

47 Two schools are in very close 
proximity to the proposed pit, 
resulting in a health and safety 
issue for children due to dust, noise 
and traffic.  

Several schools in southern Ontario 
are located within 1 kilometre of 
aggregate operations, with no 
demonstrated health and safety 
effects. The processing area is 
approximately 1.3 kilometres from 
the closest school, St. Boniface 
School, which was permanently 
closed in June 2021. Truck traffic 
would be on a Regional road, which 
already accommodates heavy truck 
traffic.  

Meeting occurred with St. John’s 
Kilmarnock School in October 2020. 
Discussion focussed on truck traffic, 
air quality and water impacts.  
 
The review agencies as well as the 
expert peer reviewers (air quality, 
noise, hydrogeology, visual) have 
not raised any concerns regarding 
the proximity of the proposed pit to 
existing schools. 

An internal sign will be posted at the 
exit advising truck drivers of other 
road users and that trucks must 
yield to school buses (Note 1.2.5, 
Operational Plan). 
 
Capital is required to operate the pit 
in accordance with the Best 
Management Practices Plan for Dust 
(May 2021). 
 
A noise audit will be required when 
the pit is operating in Phases 1-4 to 
ensure the pit is operating in 
compliance with noise guidelines. If 
necessary, any required remedial 
actions will be provided. This audit 
will be provided to the Township 
and Region. 

48 Traffic studies of similarly-sized pit 
operations show daily truck traffic 
will be entire orders of magnitude 
higher than the number in the 
applicant’s transportation report – 
especially considering aggregate 

Capital is unaware of such traffic 
studies.  
 

There are no outstanding concerns 
from the Region or any other review 
agency regarding proposed truck 
traffic. 

n/a  
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repurposing and recycling being 
requested concurrently. 

49 Businesses will be impacted by 
noise, dust and traffic. 

Noise, dust and traffic levels are 
projected to fall below allowable 
provincial limits. 

See also Response #47 See also Response #47 

50 Property values will decrease. There is no reliable evidence to 
support this claim. A study was 
undertaken for a thesis project at 
the University of Guelph (June 2017) 
- involving 9,000 arms-length sales 
of rural residential properties in 
Wellington County in Ontario. “The 
empirical evidence found in this 
study does not support the public 
claims that aggregate sites are 
negatively affecting neighbouring 
property values.” 

There are no technical concerns 
regarding property values. The pit 
has been designed such that 
potential impacts on surrounding 
land uses will be minimized in 
accordance with municipal and 
provincial standards and 
requirements. 

n/a  

51 Township policy states there 
should be no negative visual impact 
from the pit. 

Capital’s Visual Impact Study 
includes recommendations to 
mitigate any impacts to meet the 
Township’s policy tests. The 
Township’s peer reviewer agrees 
with Capital’s consultant that there 
would be no negative visual impacts.  

The Visual Impact Peer Reviewer for 
the Township confirmed that 
potential visual impacts will be 
adequately mitigated by the 
proposed mitigation plans and the 
existing landscape and topography. 

Where vegetation is impacted or 
removed within the setback during 
berm construction, replacement 
trees will be planted to assist with 
visual mitigation (Note 1.2.27, 
Visual). 

 



 

 

August 26, 2021 
MTE File No.: C43294-100 
 
Mr. George Lourenco Resources Manager Capital Paving Inc. P.O. Box 815 Guelph, ON  N1H 6L8  
Dear Mr. Lourenco: 
 
RE:  Response to Objection Letters and Township Council Meetings  Level 1 and Level 2 Hydrogeological Investigation Report Proposed Shantz Station Pit  
1.0 Introduction 
MTE Consultants Inc. (MTE) has been retained by Capital Paving Inc. (Capital) to provide additional information based on comments from Township Council and delegations presented at the July 13 and August 10, 2021 Township of Woolwich Council meetings regarding the Proposed Shantz Station Pit.  This letter will provide additional information regarding the following:  

 The methodology for establishing the high water table elevation;  
 The volume of aggregate found above water table;  
 Local dug wells;  
 Merry-Hill Golf Club;  
 Hopewell Creek; and  
 Climate Change.  

 
2.0 Methodology for Establishing the High Water Table Elevation 
According to the Aggregate Resources of Ontario Technical Reports and Information Standards, the “water table” means:  

“the surface of an unconfined water-bearing zone at which the fluid pressure in the  unconsolidated medium is atmospheric. Generally, the water table is  
the top of the saturated zone.”   
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To establish the elevation of the high water table at the proposed Shantz Station Pit, a Level 1 and Level 2 Hydrogeological Investigation was completed by MTE Consultants Inc. dated May 10, 2019.  This investigation was completed in accordance with Provincial Reporting Standards1, the Region of Waterloo Guidelines2 and the agreed Terms of Reference (January 22, 2019), which were submitted for approval to the Region of Waterloo, Township of Woolwich, and the GRCA during pre-consultation meetings. This investigation assessed potential impacts of the proposed Shantz Station Pit on groundwater resources using 15 monitors (Figure 1), which included: 
 5 drilled monitoring wells screened in the water table zone; 
 4 domestic wells (3 dug wells and one drilled well) located on and adjacent to the proposed pit; and 
 6 mini-piezometers installed in Hopewell Creek and in wetlands around the proposed pit. 

Several of the monitors listed above were instrumented with pressure transducers (data loggers) which were programed to automatically measure a water level every eight hours.  Data loggers have recorded water levels across the proposed Shantz Station Pit for almost four years (2018, 2019, 2020, and 2021).  The data loggers provide a continuous data set showing seasonal fluctuations and changes to recharge events (i.e. snowmelt and precipitation).  Groundwater data from these monitors was used to determine the high water table elevation measured across the proposed pit.  
All gravel pits in Ontario that extract aggregate from above the water table must remain 1.5 m above the water table as per the Aggregate Resources Act (2020, ARA). This 1.5 m buffer accounts for seasonal variations in the water table due to increased precipitation and/or snowmelt and ensures the proposed pit has no interaction with the water table, thereby protecting existing groundwater users.  Given that the proposed Shantz Station Pit must remain 1.5 m above the water table, there will be no dewatering to cause the lowering of the water table, thus eliminating the potential for off-site impacts due to aggregate extraction. 
 
3.0 Volume of Aggregate Above Water Table 
The high water table elevation was reported in the Level 1 and Level 2 Hydrogeological Investigation completed by MTE Consultants Inc. dated May 10, 2019. Once this elevation was determined, the proposed Shantz Station Pit was designed to remain 1.5 m above this elevation.  The volume of aggregate above the water table was then calculated using 50 test pits dug with an excavator to a depth ranging from 3.7 m to 6.1 m.  These test pits were used to verify that an economically viable resource was available.   
Using the geology information from the test pits and the monitors, MTE constructed geological cross-sections showing the geology, the high water table, and the proposed pit floor (see Figure 2 and 3).  Through this assessment, a total reserve of approximately 3 million tonnes was calculated above water table, which translates into 10-15 years of aggregate supply based on the anticipated annual tonnage.  There is a significant aggregate resource available, which can be used to manufacture asphalt or concrete products as well as road construction aggregate for 
Capital’s construction division.  
  

                                                
1 Aggregates Resources Act (ARA) Provincial Standards of Ontario for a Category 3 Class A Pit Above Water  2 Regional Municipality of Waterloo - Guidelines for Hydrogeological Assessments for Proposed Mineral Aggregate Resource Extraction Projects (Date of Issue: August 2008). 
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4.0 Local Dug Wells 
To assess potential impacts to water wells (including local dug wells) related to the proposed Shantz Station Pit, a Level 1 and Level 2 Hydrogeological Investigation was completed by MTE Consultants Inc. dated May 10, 2019.  This investigation assessed potential impacts of the proposed pit on groundwater resources including:          

a) Water wells; 
b) Springs; 
c) Groundwater aquifers; 
d) Surface watercourses and bodies; and 
e) Discharge to surface water.  

The Hydrogeological Investigation was thorough and included the collection of geological data as well as water level and water quality data, which was used to build a conceptual groundwater flow model to understand the groundwater flow system and potential impacts to groundwater resources, including local dug wells as a result of aggregate extraction at the proposed pit.   
The Hydrogeological Investigation used well records on file with the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) as well as local knowledge obtained from the land owner to identify water supply wells around the proposed pit.  This part of the investigation identified six dug wells in the study area, of which three were made accessible so that supplemental groundwater information could be collected.   
Not all wells are registered in the MECP database which holds the record of some 800,000 wells across the province.  The highest percentage of the non-reported wells are shallow dug, or bored wells.  At the ARA Public Open House, which took place on June 26, 2019, MTE was made aware of additional dug wells owned by the residents and the nursery adjacent to the proposed pit.  Given that the proposed pit is for an above water table application, there is no potential to generate a zone of influence that may cause interference to nearby wells.  As such, no impacts to private wells are anticipated (whether a drilled well, a dug well or a spring-fed well).   
To ensure protection of local water supplies, the Hydrogeological Investigation recommended that water levels be measured from all domestic wells participating in the groundwater monitoring program.  The results will be reported annually to the Township of Woolwich and Region of Waterloo. Currently four domestic wells are part of the program.    In addition, a Well Interference Complaint Procedure was included on the Site Plans for the proposed pit.  The groundwater monitoring program coupled with the Well Interference Complaint Procedure shall become a condition on the license when issued under the ARA and is referred to on the approved ARA Site Plans.  In so doing, Capital is required by law to protect groundwater resources.  The groundwater-monitoring program and the Well Interference Complaint Procedure will be enforced under the ARA until the license is eventually surrendered.    
5.0 Merry-Hill Golf Club  
Concerns were raised by Merry-Hill Golf Club that the Hydrogeology Investigation failed to take into account the water wells located on the Merry-Hill Golf Club.  MTE understands that attempts were made by Capital during a meeting on July 17, 2019 to inspect the wells on their property.   
The Hydrogeological Investigation used well records on file with the MECP to identify water supply wells that are located on and may be used by the golf course to meet their water demands (i.e. irrigation and washrooms).  Although a confirmed match is yet to be determined 
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through a physical well inspection, MECP well records of irrigation wells in the area indicated that they obtained their water from a deep confined overburden aquifer or bedrock aquifer. These drilled wells are protected by a thick sequence of overlying confining layers of low permeability, which will not be altered (due to their depth) by the proposed pit.  As such, any drilled wells will not be impacted by the proposed pit.  Further, given that the proposed pit is for an above water table application where no dewatering will occur, there is no potential to generate a zone of influence that may cause interference to nearby wells including the wells on the Merry-Hill Golf Club.   
MTE and Capital were made aware of concerns that Merry-Hill Golf Club recently observed standing water in some areas of the golf course, and that the water table may be higher than reported in the pit application. Baseline groundwater data was collected at MW3, located along the west boundary of the proposed Shantz Station Pit adjacent to the golf course (Figure 1).  This monitoring well is installed in the water table aquifer zone and almost four years of background data has been collected at this location using a data logger programmed to measure a water level every hour.  According to the data collected, groundwater levels at this location have been consistently been lower than the proposed pit floor elevation of 332 mAMSL, which shows that the proposed pit floor is set in accordance with the groundwater data. 
Given the groundwater elevations measured at MW3, MTE interprets the water ponding on the golf course to be perched surface water due to low infiltration rates of the underlying geologic material at the golf course (see Figure 2).  
 
6.0 Hopewell Creek 
During the July 13, 2021 Township Council meeting, concerns related to potential impacts to Hopewell Creek were expressed.  As part of the Hydrogeological Investigation, a surface water study was done to measure flow rates in Hopewell Creek and to understand groundwater surface water interactions.  Surface water flow rates were monitored by MTE for a full year at two stations; one upstream (SWS1) and one downstream (SWS2) of the proposed pit (see Figure 1).   
Piezometers were installed into the creek bed at three locations (MP1-MP3) to measure differences between surface and groundwater levels.  The Grand River Conservation Authority also monitors flow via a flow station established at the downstream monitoring location, which provided supplemental information.  The information collected at these stations provided baseline data that was used to characterize the hydrology and hydrogeology of the Hopewell Creek as it flows past the proposed pit.      
After collecting baseline data, hydrologic impacts from the proposed pit on Hopewell Creek was assessed as part of the Hydrogeological Investigation. MTE mapped the sub-catchment of these features and completed a micro-drainage analysis3. The results of this assessment showed that the entire licensed area of the proposed pit (93.5 ha) represents less than 1% of the catchment area of Hopewell Creek.   
In this way, a subwatershed scale was used to assess the impact of the proposed pit on Hopewell Creek.  MTE does not predict any adverse effects to Hopewell Creek because the water balance of the land will be maintained.  Since the proposed pit will remain above water table, there will be no dewatering to create a zone of influence and no groundwater sink that draws groundwater towards the pit. Instead, on-site infiltration of precipitation and runoff will continue to recharge the shallow groundwater system as it is currently.  MTE’s assessment has 
                                                
3 (see Appendix F of the May 10, 2019 MTE report as well as the April 28, 2020 Response to Grand River Conservation Authority Comments) 
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been reviewed and signed off by the Grand River Conservation Authority, Ministry of Natural Resources, and Region of Waterloo Peer Reviewers. 
 
7.0 Climate Change   
Climate Change and Long-Term Monitoring  
To account for concerns with respect to climate change and the proposed pit floor, a long-term monitoring program has been included on the Site Plans which will span the life of the proposed pit.  This long-term monitoring program will be used to ensure the pit floor remains 1.5 m above the reported high water table elevation.   
As required under the ARA, all pits extracting aggregate above water table must set their pit floor elevation 1.5 m above the established high water table elevation.  The purpose of this standard is to provide a 1.5 m buffer to account for possible fluctuations in the water table, thereby ensuring the proposed pit floor remains above the water table elevation. The 1.5 m buffer is established by the Province as a reasonable buffer to provide adequate distance to account for groundwater fluctuations. 
The long-term monitoring program includes manual water levels measured on a seasonal basis, three times per year (once each in the spring, summer and fall) at all monitoring wells and participating domestic wells.  Currently, all monitoring wells (MW1 through MW5) are instrumented with automated instruments (i.e. data loggers) so that a continuous dataset is developed.   
The Site Plans show that the proposed pit will be extracted in phases.  This phasing, coupled with the data collected through the long-term monitoring program, will allow for adaptations to be made during extraction if necessary, thereby accounting for changes due to climate change. 
Climate Change and Extreme Weather Events 
During the July 13, 2021 Township Council meeting concerns were expressed about record-breaking extreme weather events and changes to the water table elevation.  When estimating the high water table across the proposed pit, MTE used the latest approved climate normal data from Environment Canada.  The high water table elevation is based on up-to-date water level data that reflects past and current climate change conditions.  
 
Yours Truly, 
MTE Consultants Inc. 
 
 
 
Fraser Cummings, M.Sc., P.Geo Manager, Environmental Practices 519-743-6500 ext. 1248 fcummings@mte85.com 

Peter A. Gray, P.Geo., QPESA VP, Senior Hydrogeologist 519-743-6500 ext. 1306 pgray@mte85.com 
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