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SUBJECT: Response to Peer Review Completed by Beacon Environmental (April 29, 2020) 

Shantz Station Pit Aggregate Licence Application  

Township of Woolwich 

 

 

Dear Mr. Lourenco: 

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (hereafter “RiverStone”) has reviewed the Peer Review of 

Natural Environment Report & Access Road Management/Ecological Enhancement Compensation 

Plan for the Proposed Shantz Station Pit Township of Woolwich, Region of Waterloo (dated April 29, 

2020) provided by Beacon Environmental Limited (hereafter “Beacon”). The Beacon Peer review 

includes a review and comments pertaining to the Level 1/Level 2 Natural Heritage Report prepared by 

RiverStone (May 2019).   

RiverStone would like to thank Beacon for their review of the Level 1/Level 2 Natural Environment 

Report (hereafter “NER”). Beacon’s review identified four (4) primary issues including: 

1. The NER does not include an assessment of site access alternatives that avoid impacting Core 

Environmental Features and associated ecological functions;  

2. The NER does not appropriately identify fish habitat in the Northern Wetlands;  

3. There are gaps in the impact assessment; and  

4. Recommendations for mitigation require more detail and better integration with the Site Plan 

package. 

The following letter details RiverStone’s responses to these items. For the purposes of minimizing 

textual redundancies, RiverStone has not included the entirety of Beacon’s comments below (i.e., no 

sub-points have been reproduced herein); however, RiverStone’s responses are comprehensive. 

This document will be treated as an addendum to the original NER, similarly to other documents 

submitted by RiverStone (such as the Access Road Management/Ecological Enhancement and 

Compensation Plan (ARM/EECP).  
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PRIMARY ISSUE 1. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITE ACCESS OPTIONS 

A “comparative analysis” of alternative site access options was not included in the original NER 

because the other alternatives had been eliminated by the proponent for reasons other than ecological. 

Therefore, the NER focussed on alternative methods for utilizing the preferred access. As a result of 

the peer review, RiverStone has submitted a memorandum to MHBC for inclusion in their updated 

Access Road Analysis Report which is intended to address this comment.  Detailed ecological input 

was also included in the detailed design for the preferred option prepared by MTE, the Access Road 

Management Plan and Ecological Enhancement and Compensation Plan submitted by MHBC, and also 

in the detailed tree inventory included with this response document. 

PRIMARY ISSUE 2. FISH HABITAT 

Many of Beacon’s peer review comments focus on the possible presence of fish habitat in the Northern 

Wetlands. The NER discussed the sensitivity of the wetland due to its function as a headwater area for 

a coldwater tributary to the west of Shantz Station Road but indicated that there are no defined surface 

drainage features on the site. 

In response to Beacon’s request for additional information pertaining to fish and fish habitat associated 

with the Northern Wetlands, RiverStone completed a targeted onsite survey in June 2020. Beacon 

noted (3rd bullet in the fish habitat rationale in the peer review) that the Ontario Base mapping, used by 

both MNRF and GRCA identified the presence of two channels: one (1) located immediately south of 

the existing laneway running parallel to the driveway from the Wagner Woodlot, and one (1) located 

north of the laneway that extends through the wetland to St Charles Rd. RiverStone reviewed both of 

these areas during the June 2020 onsite assessment and found no areas of defined, continuous channels 

that would warrant mapping as defined watercourses. Instead, the portions of the Northern Wetlands in 

which the OBM mapping shows defined channels are better described as pockets of standing water 

intermixed between hummocks of wetland (swamp) vegetation. GRCA comments on the Terms of 

Reference requested confirmation of whether a watercourse is present in the northwest corner of the 

site. GRCA staff agreed onsite, that no watercourses are present, and no related follow-up comments 

were received on the application.  

 

Staff from RiverStone have found it common for OBM or topographic maps to show historic 

tributaries that are no longer present. It has become standard industry practice to update localized site 

mapping to better reflect existing drainage features. In addition to the June 2020 fieldwork, RiverStone 

staff conducted direct observations within the southern portions of the Northern Wetland during 

assessments for potential Jefferson Salamander habitat. Combined, all of our fieldwork indicates that 

there are no continuous channel threads in the Northern Wetlands on the east side of Shantz Station 

Road within the study area. The swamp communities were observed to have isolated pockets of 

standing water during field surveys completed for this project, with areas more inundated in high 

spring freshet periods.  

 

At Shantz Station Road, RiverStone reviewed the conditions upstream and downstream of culverts 

30016 and 30017 (please see new fish habitat survey figure attached). Culvert 30016 is located south 

of the existing driveway and conveys flows westward from the site under Shantz Station Road. This 

culvert is 0.6 m CSP and appears to have been backfilled or filled in by sediment to provide a 

functional opening of 0.5 m. At the time of RiverStone’s assessment in June 2020, a narrow pool was 

present upstream of the culvert with a wet width of 0.63 m which ran parallel to Shantz Station Road; 

no flow was observed in this pool. The eastern edge of this pool was marked by a hard edge of Eastern 
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White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis) which form the edge of the wetland community. No defined channel 

or watercourse was observed in the wetland community. Based on the conditions observed during the 

onsite assessment, the edge of the wetland community represents a barrier to fish movement for adult 

fish. No fish were observed upstream of the identified barrier, along the roadside ditch or within the 

isolated pools within the wetland community. Downstream of Culvert 30016, on the west side of 

Shantz Station Road, flows from the culvert were observed to discharge into a narrow channel flowing 

to the south southwest with a discontinuous flow path that contained extensive leaf litter and live tree 

roots. The conditions observed here suggest that flows downstream of the culvert are intermittent 

throughout the year.  

 

Approximately 131 m to the north of the adjacent lands boundary (i.e., outside study area) a roadside 

ditch conveys flows along the east side of Shantz Station Road moving water from south to north. The 

construction and maintenance of this ditch have created a bank that separates it from the Northern 

Wetland.  The Northern Wetland still drains into the ditch but doesn’t have a direct channelized 

connection and is limited to overflow through topographic low points along the edge of the ditch bank.   

The ditch crosses to the west side of Shantz Station Road through Culvert 30017, which is located 

north of the existing access driveway. This culvert is also a 0.6 m CSP and is embedded approximately 

0.1 m into the substrates. Evidence of a recent ditch cleanout was observed on the east side of the road 

extending south from Culvert 30017 to a driveway culvert, providing access to shipping containers on 

private land north of the Site. South of this driveway culvert the ditch showed no signs of maintenance 

and was dry and choked with Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea) southward to the existing 

access driveway. The eastern side of the ditch was marked by a sharp change in elevation resulting in a 

low ‘berm’ that separated the ditch from the wetland to the east. RiverStone noted several locations 

where water appears to overtop the ‘berm’ during periods of high water; however, this feature 

represents a barrier to fish passage during low water periods throughout the year. During the onsite 

assessment completed in June 2020, RiverStone did not observe any defined channels or watercourses 

extending east from any of the locations where water appears to overtop the ‘berm’. Conditions within 

the wetland were consistent with those observed south of the existing access driveway and were 

dominated by isolated pools of standing water interspersed between hummocks of Eastern White 

Cedar and other swamp vegetation. No fish were observed along the roadside ditch or within the pools 

within the wetland community. 

 

Given the channel conditions upstream and downstream of the culvert and the small size and condition 

of culverts 30016 and 30017, there is a limited likelihood that these culverts could provide for fish 

passage even during spring freshet. Flow velocities, both in high flow and low flow conditions through 

this size of culvert would likely preclude most adult fish. These factors suggest that there is a low 

likelihood of the wetlands to the east of Shantz Station Road functioning as spawning habitat.  

 

Based on the conditions observed on site, the Northern Wetland located adjacent to existing driveway 

is best described as indirect fish habitat, although it is not possible to state that that small bodied fish 

are not periodically able to access inundated portions of the wetland. The fish habitat functions of the 

wetland communities east of Shantz Station Road are primarily related to conveyance of water to 

downstream receiving habitats. Regardless, there will be no direct effects on the Northern Wetland. 

 

In addition to the above, with respect to indirect effects on water balance, and in response to bullets #1 

and 2 of the fish habitat rationale in Beacon’s  review, MTE analyses indicate that the proposed pit will 

have no hydrologic impact on the water balance or water quality in the northern pond or Northern 

Wetlands.  MTE conducted more detailed analysis of ground and surface water interactions with the 

northern pond area and northern wetlands, contained in their response to GRCA comments on April 
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24, 2020. The updated analysis separates the northern pond and northern wetlands into discrete 

catchments and concludes that the proposed pit will have no negative effects and a possible slight flow 

increase in the northern wetlands.  Therefore, no negative hydrologic impacts are expected to result in 

the northern wetlands, northern pond, or fish habitat, whether onsite or downstream in the Hopewell 

Creek tributary to the west of Shantz Station Road. It should be noted that both the GRCA and 

Region’s consulting hydrogeologist have indicated they have no concerns related to the 

hydrogeological analysis completed by MTE. 

AMPHIBIAN MOVEMENT CORRIDORS 

The reviewers raise concerns with respect to movement corridors as it relates to amphibians. Section 

5.5.1.4 of the NER contains the impact assessment of the proposed pit on Amphibian Movement 

Corridors. It should be noted that there is a typographical error in this section. The report currently 

states that “To maintain potentially significant amphibian movement corridors between the Northern 

Wetlands and the larger components of the PSW to the west, RiverStone recommends…”. Reference 

to the Northern Wetlands in this sentence is incorrect and should have instead referred to the Northern 

Pond. RiverStone apologizes for any confusion this error may have caused for the Reviewers. As 

outlined in section 5.5.1.1 of the NER, only the Northern Pond was found to contain sufficient anuran 

species to be identified as Amphibian Breeding Habitat (wetlands) Significant Wildlife Habitat. As per 

the Ecoregion 6E SWH Criteria Schedules, assessment of potential amphibian movement corridors is 

triggered by the identification of Amphibian Breeding Habitat.  

In the case of the Amphibian Breeding Habitat in the Northern Pond, there are three (3) potential 

Amphibian Movement Corridors: 1 – between the Northern Pond and the Hopewell Creek Valley; 2 – 

between the Northern Pond and the portions of the Breslau Wetland Complex (PSW) located south of 

the existing driveway; and 3 – between the Northern Pond and the portions of the Breslau Wetland 

Complex (PSW) located north of the existing driveway.  

Based on the proposed development plan, no impacts to the potential movement corridor between the 

Northern Pond and Hopewell Creek (1) are anticipated. In fact, the proposed enhancements to this area 

as outlined in the ARM/EECP will result in an improvement in the ecological conditions within this 

potential movement corridor.  

The proposed 8 m wide access road will bisect the potential amphibian movement corridor located 

between the Northern Pond and portions of the PSW located south of the existing driveway (2). Based 

on data collected during targeted anuran surveys completed as part of preparing the NER, the number 

of anurans identified in wetland south of the existing driveway is limited, suggesting that this area has 

a lower likelihood of being connected to the Northern Pond via a movement corridor. This is discussed 

further below. 

Finally, the potential movement corridor located between the Northern Pond and the Breslau Wetland 

Complex (PSW) north of the existing driveway (3) will not be impacted by the proposed development. 

The proposed access route will not sever this potential movement corridor as the access route is located 

entirely to the south of this area.  

Regarding the potential for the proposed access route to result in negative impacts to the ecological 

form or function of amphibian movement that may be located perpendicular to the road (2), RiverStone 

offers the following comments: 
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• This corridor is not significant for amphibian movement, especially in comparison to corridors (1) 

and (3) described above. 

• The existing driveway is already in place and as such does not represent a new potential impact to 

wildlife.  

• Anticipated traffic volume on the access road will be limited to nine (9) trucks per hour in each 

direction at peak production (i.e., worst case scenario) limiting the potential for roadkill events.  

• Amphibians are nocturnal by nature and typically make migratory or larger scale movements at 

night. During that time, limited to no traffic is anticipated to occur on the proposed access route; and 

• Traffic on the proposed access route will be moving at low speed (maximum speed limit of 20 km/h, 

further reducing the potential for amphibians to be injured or killed.  

•  

Recommendations related to the installation of culverts along the existing access route were primarily 

made to ensure the water balance was maintained between the two (2) portions of the Breslau Wetland 

Complex (PSW) located to the north and south of the existing driveway (see Section 5.2 of the NER). 

Despite the typographical error described above, the merits of promoting enhanced movement versus 

exclusion along the existing laneway were considered further during the development of the 

ARM/EECP.   

The 2019 NER was prepared in advance of the updated Hydrogeological analysis and engineering 

input for the improvements to the existing laneway. These more detailed analyses indicated that no 

culverts are currently present under the existing driveway and concluded that there is no need to alter 

the current water balance by installing new culverts. Additionally, through discussions with MTE, 

RiverStone understands that the extent of fill required to install a 24” CSP culvert would require the 

footprint of the road to be expanded into the PSW thereby resulting in potential impacts. The reviewers 

have helpfully suggested an alternative culvert (i.e., ACO AT500 tunnel). Based on material available 

from the manufacturers website (http://www.acodrain.us/assets/aco-wildlife-brochure.pdf, accessed 

August 18, 2020), the recommended culvert is 20.47” in height and is therefore similar in size to the 

24” CSP. As such, the alternative culvert would also not be feasible for installation without expanding 

the footprint of the road base into the PSW. Finally, culverts designed to function as crossing structures 

for amphibians are typically dry or contain dry benches to facilitate movement. Through discussions 

with MTE, it is RiverStone’s understanding that culverts installed under the existing driveway would 

contain water throughout the year and as such would be unsuitable to function as crossing structures 

for amphibians. As ecologists we rely on the knowledge and expertise of the other members of the 

project team in matters related to engineering and hydrogeology.  

Regarding the Jersey Barriers: The reviewers raised concerns related to the use of Jersey Barriers along 

the existing driveway. The intent of the Jersey Barriers is to act as an additional precautionary measure 

to ensure vehicular traffic remains on the access road adjacent to the PSW. RiverStone agrees with the 

reviewers that these barriers will also exclude amphibians from the existing driveway. Most mitigation 

efforts currently assume that the primary focus should be on improving permeability of roads to animal 

movements; for that reason, the focus is on ecopassages such as culverts (Beebee, 2013). Roads have 

been shown to little effect on small mammal abundances (Fahrig & Rytwinski, 2009; Rytwinski & 

Fahrig, 2012) and as such it is questionable whether crossing structures are required to maintain 

connectivity for these species. Cunnington et al. (2015) found that fencing is more effective than 

ecopassages at reducing road mortality in anurans. Additionally, several studies have found that road 

mortality has a larger impact than the movement barrier effect when considering both population 

persistence and genetic diversity (Jaeger & Fahrig, 2004; Jackson & Fahrig, 2011). To this end, we 

http://www.acodrain.us/assets/aco-wildlife-brochure.pdf
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have focused on excluding wildlife from the access road to minimize the impacts to local wildlife 

populations. Final details of the road and barrier structures will be subject for approval by MNRF. 

GAPS IN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY (EIS) 

Beacon Comment RiverStone Response 

Access Road 

As the NER does not include a comparative 

evaluation of alternatives for the proposed access 

road…The NER should be revised to include a 

detailed comparative technical evaluation of 

alternative access roads as per the guideline. (p4) 

See discussion above (Primary Issue 1), attached 

memo and Access Road Analysis Report 

prepared by MHBC with input from RiverStone, 

MTE, Paradigm Transportation Solutions Ltd., 

and Valcoustics Canada Ltd. 

Fish Habitat 

 

See discussion above (Primary Issue 2) 

  

Gaps in Impact Assessment 

The NER and HIS should be amended to include 

some estimation of the net change in surface 

water levels in the wetland. (p10) 

 

Both GRCA and the Region’s hydrogeologic 

peer reviewer have approved the hydrogeologic 

and surface water conclusions, with the amended 

micro-catchment analysis prepared April 24, 

2020.  Since no negative impacts are predicted 

on water balance to the northern ponds, northern 

wetlands and downstream receivers, there are no 

negative impacts from water balance effects on 

fish habitat (see discussion above).  

Should the evaluation of access road options (to 

be included through an addendum to the NER) 

determine that there are no feasible alternatives 

for accessing the site, then the NER should be 

supported by a detailed tree survey that 

quantifies the extent of vegetation affected by 

the proposed works to allow the NER to fully 

assess impacts to this PSW and its functions. 

(p10) 

See the attached Access Road Tree Inventory 

and Preservation Plan prepared by RiverStone. 

Follow-up work has confirmed that there are no 

trees or other vegetation in the wetland that will 

be removed as part of the improvements to the 

existing laneway. 

Section 5.2 of the NER recommends that 

“culverts should be installed in the existing and 

proposed laneways to promote connectivity 

between wetland components and herpetofaunal 

movement”. A similar recommendation is 

provided in Section 5.5.1.4 which states that 

“Specialized barrier fencing and passable 

culverts for amphibians must be erected along 

the northern and northeastern extraction limits 

and existing and proposed portions of the access 

route”. We understand from Section 5.5.1.4 that 

these recommendations were provided to 

“maintain potentially significant amphibian 

movement corridors between the Northern 

Wetlands and the larger components of the PSW 

to the west”. We agree that connectivity within 

Please refer to Amphibian Movement discussion  

above. 
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and between the PSW must be maintained to 

avoid impacting this wetland function and that 

culverts can help mitigate loss of connectivity. It 

is therefore unclear why the ARM/EECP, which 

was prepared after the NER, has abandoned the 

previous recommendations for culverts and is 

now suggesting that “there is a low likelihood 

that there is a wildlife movement corridor that 

extends in a north-south in this location”. We 

have difficulty understanding how this statement 

can be rationalized, considering that the NER has 

already acknowledged the presence of a 

significant Animal Movement Corridor. 

Furthermore, it is unclear how wildlife 

utilization was determined to be low. If wildlife 

utilization of this corridor is considered low, then 

why has a 600+ m long continuous jersey barrier 

been recommended for the purposes of 

“preventing wildlife (amphibians, reptiles and 

small mammals) from accessing the travelled 

surface of the road thereby reducing the potential 

for mortality”. 

In our opinion the introduction of continuous 

jersey barrier along approximately 660 m of 

access road through the Northern Wetlands and 

Wagner Woodlot will significantly restrict 

wildlife movements for smaller animals which 

will impair connectivity functions of the 

wetlands and woodlands. (p10/11) 

Please see Amphibian Movement discussion 

above. In addition, the Jersey Barriers are only 

proposed to be installed along the portion of the 

proposed haul route located along the existing 

driveway (adjacent to the PSW) and not through 

the Wagner woodlot. 

Should the evaluation of access road options 

determine that there are no feasible alternatives 

for accessing the site, then the NER and 

ARM/EECP should be amended to include 

appropriate wildlife crossings at least every 30 

m. For example, ACO AT500 tunnel units have a 

much lower profile that can easily be integrated 

into the road. The ecopassage design should be 

confirmed with MNRF. (p11) 

Please see Amphibian Movement discussion 

above. 

Section 5.3 relates to Endangered and 

Threatened Species. Appendix 8 of the NER 

includes a waypoint corresponding to an 

endangered butternut tree within the study area. 

The NER text suggests no butternut are present. 

(p11) 

Appendix 4 contains copies of raw digital field 

data. Datapoint No. 92 does make mention of a 

Butternut tree and is located within the study 

area limits. It should be noted that this tree is 

located east of Hopewell Creek (outside the 

licence area). This tree was initially documented 

outside of the growing season, reviewed again 

during the growing season and determined to be 

a Black Walnut (Juglans nigra). The text in the 
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NER is accurate in that no Butternut were 

identified within the study area.  

We note that MECP considers all Forest and 

Swamp ecosites as habitat for endangered  

bats unless it can be demonstrated through snag 

and acoustic surveys that such species  

are absent or not sufficiently abundant to 

confirm maternity roosts. While the NER has  

conducted snag surveys, we note that Tri-

Coloured Bat roost in habitats other than snags.  

The roost in dead leaves in maple and oak trees, 

which make communities such as the  

Wagner Woodlot potentially important. The 

NER does not included an assessment of Tri- 

coloured Bat habitat. MECP should be consulted. 

Additional surveys for Tri-coloured Bats were 

completed in June 2020. These surveys focused 

on identifying clusters of dead leaves in Maple, 

Oak, and Ironwood trees throughout the Wagner 

Woodlot. No clusters of dead leaves were 

identified during these surveys, suggesting that 

Tri-coloured Bats are unlikely to be present 

within the deciduous forest community. Through 

the licencing process, MECP was consulted and 

circulated on this application..  

Section 5.4 relates to Significant Woodland. The 

Wagner Woodlot and Northern Wetlands 

collectively comprise a Significant Woodland. A 

30 m buffer has been applied to the woodland 

which in our opinion is sufficient to protect key 

ecological functions. 

Noted. 

We note that Figure 6 of the NER illustrates the 

proposed limit of extraction to be within the 30 

m buffer which appears to be an error and should 

be corrected. 

This has been corrected in an amended figure, 

attached. 

On the proposed Site Plan, there is 160 m long 

haul road 10 m in width that has been proposed 

to cut diagonally through the woodland. As was 

noted in the beginning of this section, we expect 

that the NER will be updated to include a 

detailed evaluation of site access alternatives that 

can avoid impacting the Wagner Woodlot. The 

NER estimates that the direct impact of the road 

will be the loss of 0.16 ha for forest habitat, 

although an area of 0.36 ha is noted on pg. 4 of 

ARM/EECP and a width of 8-10 m is indicated 

on Figure 2. It is unclear whether this estimate is 

based on required travel surface or disturbance 

area as no plans for this road have been provided 

in the ARM/EECP. Should the evaluation of 

access road options determine that there are no 

feasible alternatives for accessing the site, then 

the NER and ARM/EECP should be amended to 

include details for this road. 

RiverStone has conducted more detailed road 

layout work along with a Tree Inventory and 

Preservation Plan. The route has been designed 

to minimize tree removals in general, and higher 

value trees specifically. See Access Road 

Analysis Report prepared by MHBC and the 

Access Road Tree Inventory and Preservation 

Plan prepared by RiverStone. 

In the absence of more details regarding the 

location and alignment of the road, extent of 

associated clearing and grading, construction 

limits and a tree inventory summarizing effects 

See above (Primary Issue 1) and Access Road 

Analysis Report prepared by MHBC and the 

Access Road Tree Inventory and Preservation 
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to trees, vegetation and drainage as well as 

wildlife habitats and movements, it is not 

possible to support the impact assessment 

contained in the NER. 

Plan prepared by RiverStone, and the 

ARM/EECP. 

If the Northern Wetlands and Wagner Woodlot 

have been identified as candidate habitat for 

Raptor Wintering Areas and Woodland Raptor 

Nesting, then the impact assessment should 

include some discussion of the effect of 

constructing and operating the proposed haul 

road on these wildlife habitat functions.  

 

Additionally, these areas should be evaluated for 

SWH as it related to Bat Maternity Roosts for 

non-SAR bat species. 

 

As noted in the 2019 NER, no stick nests were 

observed within the forested communities 

present in the study area. Additionally, raptors 

were not documented as part of the targeted 

onsite surveys. While there is the potential for 

the forest communities to function as Raptor 

Wintering or Raptor Nesting Habitat, the 

proposed pit  activities have a low likelihood of 

result in negative impacts to the ecological form 

and function of these communities as it relates to 

their ability to function as SWH. 

1. Construction of the proposed haul route 

will not result in an opening of the 

canopy that exceeds 20 m. This distance 

is the maximum gap width used to define 

separations in woodland communities. As 

such, the proposed access route will not 

result in the severing of the woodland 

into smaller patches with reduced habitat 

quality. 

2. Restoration of the haul route will occur 

upon cessation of extraction activities 

within the licence boundary which is 

anticipated to have a lifespan of 

approximately 12-15 years.  

3. Raptors were not documented nesting on 

or using any portion of the subject 

property during targeted onsite surveys. 

4. Extraction activities will be limited 

during winter months thereby minimizing 

the potential for negative impacts to 

potential winter roosting habitat if 

present.  

 

The reviewers should note that SWH for Bat 

Maternity Colonies were addressed in Appendix 

9 of the NER.  

 

Similar to our comments on Section 5.2, we 

recommend that if the evaluation of access road 

options determines that there are no feasible 

alternatives for accessing the site, that the NER 

and ARM/EECP be amended to include 

 

See Amphibian Movement discussion as well as 

the Road Alternatives Analysis prepared by 

MHBC. 
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appropriate wildlife crossings at least every 30 

m, subject to MNRF review. 

Site Plans to be updated Changes resulting from these addendums and 

responses are being reflected in site plan updates 

where appropriate. 

 

 

 

Specific Comments on NER 

Section/Page Comment RS Response 

Report Summary 

Pg. I Add fish habitat to the list of 

significant natural heritage 

features. 

Acknowledged. Fish habitat 

has been addressed as above 

(Primary Issue 2 discussion).  

Pg. I Add an explanation that the NER 

also functions as an EIS and that it 

has been prepared in accordance 

with the TOR. 

This was an oversight in the 

report summary but was 

included in study scope in 

Section 1.1. 

Recommendations 

Pg. I Consider moving the 

Recommendations section to the 

end of the report. 

This section is part of the non-

technical report summary and 

the recommendations are in 

fact provided both here and at 

the end of the report.  

Pg. I Include in this section a statement 

indicating that all of the 

recommendations provided in the 

NER and supplementary Access 

Road Ecological Enhancement and 

Compensation Plan are also 

reflected in the updated Site Plan 

package. 

We agree this could have been 

pointed out more clearly in the 

NER, but the ARA requires 

that technical 

recommendations are reflected 

in the site plans. This is 

industry practice for all 

relevant technical disciplines. 

Regardless, the updated 

recommendations will be 

reflected on an updated site 

plan, including the 

recommendations from the 

ARM/EECP. 

Pgs. I-II – All bullets. Replace verbs such as “shall” or 

“should” with more assertive 

“will” or “are to be” or “must be” 

to strengthen the recommendations 

to make it clear they are to be 

implemented. 

Agreed. The recommendations 

have been revised accordingly. 

Pg. II Bullet 3 The Access Road Ecological 

Enhancement and Compensation 

Plan states culverts are not feasible 

but NER relies upon them to 

Please refer to comment above 

(Primary Issue 1). 
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mitigate impact to wildlife 

movement. Alternative crossing 

methods must be included as was 

discussed in this review. 

Pg. II, Bullet 5 This recommendation speaks to 

general water table monitoring. It 

should speak to shallow 

groundwater and surface water 

monitoring required to assess 

ecological conditions in the 

watercourses and wetlands on and 

adjacent to the site. 

Updated water monitoring 

recommendations are included 

in MTE amendment 

documents (submitted to 

GRCA April 24, 2020) and are 

reflected on the updated site 

plans. 

Pg. II, Bullet 6 Instead of prior to pit operations, 

should be prior to site preparation. 

Site preparation is a first 

operational step, initiated only 

after all licensing and 

approvals are in place.  

Pg. II, Bullet 7 As these recommendations relate 

in part to the proposed access 

road, they are premature in the 

absence of an evaluation of access 

road alternatives. In our opinion, 

all access road options should 

have been staked out to allow for a 

detailed assessment of impacts to 

trees, vegetation, wildlife habitats 

and drainage features prior to 

completion of the Access Road 

Options Review and Evaluation. It 

is recommended that all trees and 

vegetation be thoroughly 

inventoried to quantify the loss of 

habitat, both from the Significant 

Woodland and the PSW. 

See Access Road Analysis 

Report prepared by MHBC 

and the Access Road Tree 

Inventory and Preservation 

Plan prepared by RiverStone. 

Pg. II, Bullet 9 Same as above. See response above. 

Pg. II, Bullet 10 Consider mentioning that the 

buffers will be planted with native 

species. 

This has been acknowledged 

in the ARM/EECP and on the 

site plans. 

Pg. II, Bullet 11 Please add “any encroachments 

into SAR habitats are to be 

confirmed with MECP” 

MECP has and will continue 

to be consulted. 

Pg. II, Bullet 12 Please add “barriers and 

ecopassage designs to be 

confirmed with MNRF” 

See responses above 

(Amphibian Movement 

discussion). 

Pg. II, Bullet 13 Please add “monitoring program 

to be confirmed with MNRF” 

Agreed. The MNRF is actively 

involved in the review and 

approval of monitoring 

required as part of the licence. 
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Pg. II, Bullets 14 & 15 These recommendations may be 

unnecessary as it is implicit that 

extraction will not occur outside 

the pit. 

While we agree with the 

reviewers that extraction will 

not occur outside of the pit, 

these recommendations were 

provided as part of directing 

the establishment of the limit 

of extraction.  

Pg. III, Bullets 1 and Table 

3(4) 

The list of suitable native species 

for rehabilitations is limited to a 

handful of species and is 

inadequate to fulfill the objectives 

for buffering and habitat 

enhancement. Please consult with 

GRCA staff to develop a more 

appropriate and diversified species 

selection. Same comment applies 

to the Rehabilitation Plan. 

GRCA has signed off on the 

application including 

rehabilitation requirements. In 

addition, while RiverStone 

typically recommends native 

species mixes, the goal of 

rehabilitation is usually to 

foster succession and invasion 

of existing local plant 

communities. 

Background 

Pg. 2 – Last paragraph of 

Section 1.1 

Expand this section to explain how 

the NER is intended to meet the 

requirements of an EIS and that it 

has been prepared in accordance 

with approved EIS TOR 

(Appendix 11) 

Please see ToR response table 

below. 

Approach and Methods 

Pg. 9 – Section 2.4.7 Expand discussion to explain how 

habitat for each SAR bat species 

was determined, including Tri-

coloured bat. MECP should be 

consulted to  

confirm that the approach utilized 

is acceptable. 

RiverStone addresses SAR 

initially through a background 

screening and habitat 

assessment process which is 

outlined in our methods 

sections with more specific 

details provided for species 

requiring additional survey 

work. 

Pg. 12 – Section 2.5.7 More discussion should be 

provided on how fish habitat was 

identified and what areas were 

examined. 

See comment responses above 

(Primary Issue 2). 

Pg. 15 & 16 Descriptions for FOD6-1 and 

FOD5-4 note the presence of 

regionally rare Carex trisperma. In 

our experience this species is 

typically only found in coniferous 

swamps and bogs. Please 

confirms. 

RiverStone revisited the 

location where this species 

was noted in June 2020 in 

order to confirm the 

identification of the plant 

identified as Carex trisperma 

(Three-seeded Sedge) in the 

NER. We would like to thank 

the reviewers for noting this 

error and can confirm that this 
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species is actually Carex 

deweyana (Dewey’s Sedge). 

Pgs. 16&17 ELC unit SWM1-1 is noted as 

having organic soils in the ELC 

field notes in Appendix 4. Please 

confirm. 

This ELC community was 

noted to have a thin layer of 

organics overlaying the parent 

soils. Parent soils associated 

with this community are 

mineral.  

Pg. 19-20 Section 3.6.4 Revise to include discussion of the 

extent of indirect and direct fish 

habitat in the Northern Wetlands. 

See comment response above 

(Primary Issue 2). 

Pg. 20 Table 2. Correct last row of Table 2 to 

recognize the presence of Fish 

Habitat within the site. 

See comment responses above 

(Primary Issue 2) 

Pg. 21 Section 3.7.3 Habitat requirements for Tri-

coloured Bat are different from 

that of the others. They are not 

cavity or snag dependent, so 

explain how their habitats were 

defined. Also confirm approach 

with MECP. 

See response related to Tri-

coloured bats provided above 

(Pg. 9 – Section 2.4.7; and 

comments 7 and 12 in the 

Gaps in EIS table). 

Pg. 22 Section 3.7.7 Please correct this section. The 

Northern Wetland PSW supports 

fish habitat as defined by DFO and 

overlaps with the subject property 

and site. 

Please see comment responses 

above (Primary Issue 2). 

Phasing and Operations Plan 

Pg. 22 Section 4 Preceding this section, there 

should be a new section for the 

Evaluation of Access Road 

Alternatives that would 

demonstrate the process by which 

a preferred option was identified 

and then naturally lead into 

introducing the Site Plan, Phasing 

Plan, etc. The evaluation should 

include a comparative assessment 

of all access road options from an 

ecological perspective. Specific 

criteria for evaluating the 

alternatives should be developed 

in consultation with the MNRF, 

Region, Township and GRCA. 

The costs associated with loss of 

habitat or ecological functions 

should also be identified. 

See above (Primary Issue 1) 

and Access Road Analysis 

Report prepared by MHBC. 
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Pg. 22 Section 4 As noted above, an Evaluation of 

Access Road Alternatives must be 

provided to support the proposal 

as described herein. 

See above (Primary Issue 1) 

and Access Road Analysis 

Report prepared by MHBC. 

Impact Assessment and Recommendations Section 5 

Pg. 23 It is recommended the Impact 

Assessment and 

Recommendations section either 

be split into two sections. The first 

section would deal with items 1-3 

in section 5.1, and the second 

would deal with item 4 

(mitigation). The mitigation 

section would summarize all the 

preventative, mitigative or 

remedial measures considered, and 

recommendations provided. This 

section should make clear linkages 

and connections to the Site Plan, 

Operation Plan, Notes and Details 

Plan, and Rehabilitation Plan to 

demonstrate in detail how the 

recommendation will be 

implemented. Details should 

include specifics for each 

recommendation (i.e. what, where, 

when, how, and by whom). 

We appreciate the reviewers’ 

comments as they relate to the 

structure and organization of 

our report. We will take these 

comments into consideration 

when preparing future reports.  

Pg. 23. Last paragraph Fish Habitat has been omitted 

from the constraint list as well as 

the Impact Assessment. A section 

should be provided. 

See the response provided 

above related to Fish Habitat 

(Primary Issue 2). 

Section 5.2 PSW 

Pg. 24 Section 5.2 Impact pathways to PSW is 

comprehensive and acceptable. 

Impact assessment paragraphs that 

follow lacks sufficient detail to 

support conclusions. Please 

confirm that no wetland vegetation 

will be directly affected by the 

clearing to accommodate the 

laneway widening. Will the 

canopy of the PSW trees be 

affected? If so, is there and edge 

management plan proposed to 

mitigate? 

See the Access Road Tree 

Inventory and Preservation 

Plan prepared by RiverStone. 

No vegetation rooted within 

the PSW will be affected and 

no PSW canopy trees will be 

removed, except for minor 

pruning. 

Pg. 25 The NER relies upon the MTE 

Hydrogeological Investigation to 

assess impact to the PSW features. 

We have relied on the project 

hydrologist, hydrogeologist 

and civil engineers. Updated 
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As per our comments on Section 

5.2, the analysis offered in the HIS 

is problematic and leaves it 

unclear in terms of how the 

hydraulic head will be maintained 

and what effects this has on water 

levels. Inclusion of a pre and post 

hydrograph plotting conditions 

relative to historical norms, mins 

and maxes would help support the 

conclusions offered. 

analyses were undertaken (see 

MTE submission to GRCA 

April 24, 2020) after the initial 

submissions to provide 

additional detail on discrete 

catchments, water balance 

issues, hydraulic connectivity, 

and road design issues. Please 

see responses above. 

Pg. 26 Bullet 3 Culverts recommended to provide 

hydrologic connection but not 

included in the Access Road 

Options Review and Evaluation or 

on the proposed Site Plan, 

Operations Plan or Rehabilitation 

Plan. In the absence of a surface 

water analysis to confirm post 

development water levels, it is 

unclear how it can be 

demonstrated that the hydrologic 

connection can be maintained. 

See responses above related to 

amphibian movement 

corridors and MTE’s 

submission to GRCA April 24, 

2020. 

Pg. 26 Bullet 4 Recommendation speaks to 

general water table monitoring. It 

should speak to shallow 

groundwater and surface water 

monitoring required to assess 

ecological conditions in the 

watercourses and wetlands on and 

adjacent to the site. 

This has already been 

addressed by the MTE 

monitoring recommendations 

(submission to GRCA April 

24, 2020) which will be 

reflected in the updated site 

plans.  

Section 5.3 – E & T Species We note that this section does not 

contain a discussion for butternut. 

See response provided above 

related to Butternut in 

comments on Section 5.2 of 

the report.  

Section 5.3.1 – Bats 

Pg. 26 Unclear how impacts to Tri-

coloured bat habitat are being 

addressed as this species roosts in 

habitats other than cavities and 

snags. Please confirm approach 

and impact assessment findings 

with MECP. 

See comment provided above 

related to Tri-coloured bats 

and communications with 

MECP (Pg. 9 – Section 2.4.7; 

and comments 7 and 12 in the 

Gaps in EIS table  

Pg. 26 If the evaluation of access road 

alternatives determines that that 

the only alternative is to pass 

through the woodland, then the 

exact alignment must be addressed 

See Primary Issue 1 and 

Access Road Analysis Report 

prepared by MHBC and the 

Access Road Tree Inventory 
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in the NER. It is unacceptable to 

select the alignment after 

licensing. 

and Preservation Plan prepared 

by RiverStone. 

Section 5.4 – Significant Woodland 

Pg. 27 Para. 3 and bullet 2 Same comment as previous. See Primary Issue 1, Access 

Road Analysis Report 

prepared by MHBC and the 

Access Road Tree Inventory 

and Preservation Plan prepared 

by RiverStone. 

Section 5.5 – SWH 

Pg. 28 Bullets 2 & 3 Confirm barrier specifications 

with MNRF and include approved 

details to Site Plan, Operational 

Plan and Notes, prior to licensing. 

We confirm that the site plan 

notes specify MNRF will 

approve the barrier fencing 

specifications. 

Pg. 29 Para 1 See comments on Section 5.2. See response above in 5.2 

comments 

Pg. 30 Bat maternity roosts for non-

Endangered bat species should be 

discussed. 

The SWH as it relates to non-

endangered Bat Maternity 

Colonies were addressed in 

Appendix 9 of the NER.  

 

Pg. 30 Complete surveys to confirm 

Woodland Raptor Nesting 

Habitats. 

In June 2020, RiverStone 

completed nest surveys for 

Woodland Raptors within the 

Wagner Woodlot and Northern 

Wetland. Surveys were 

completed following a 

wandering transect method to 

search for raptor nests. No 

evidence of raptor nesting was 

identified.  

Pg. 30 Confirm barrier specifications 

with MNRF and include approved 

details to Site Plan, Operational 

Plan and Notes, prior to licensing. 

See response provided above 

related to amphibian 

movement corridors 

Pg. 31 Seeps and springs noted in the 

ELC field notes for the Northern 

wetland. A portion of the Northern 

Wetland overlaps with the Site. 

Consider revising text to 

acknowledge. Also, it is not 

possible to conclude that there will 

be not impacts to groundwater in 

the wetlands as the assessment in 

the HIS (MTE) is inadequate. 

We have relied on the project 

hydrologist, hydrogeologist 

and civil engineers. Updated 

analyses were undertaken after 

the initial submissions to 

provide additional detail on 

discrete catchments, water 

balance issues, hydraulic 

connectivity, and road design 

issues. MTE re-assessed water 

tables, infiltration/exfiltration, 

tile drain locations, etc. 
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especially in the vicinity of 

earlier field observations of 

potential seepage by field 

biologists. Finally, both 

GRCA and the Region’s 

consulting hydrogeologists 

have signed off on this 

application indicating no 

remaining issues. Please see 

responses above. 

Pg. 34 Same comments as Section 5.2 See response above in 5.2 

comments 

Pg. 35 Similar comments to introduction 

on plant species list and lack of 

planting details and phasing. If the 

rehabilitation plantings are 

proposed after pit closure, then 

when do the plantings of 

protective buffers happen. 

Plant species, planting details, 

and timing are outlined in the 

ARM/EECP. The planting of 

Zone 6 will occur within first 
five 
years of site preparation 
occurring in Phase 1. Please see 
attached “Rehabilitation and 
Compensation Activities Plan” by 
MHBC dated April 17, 2020 and 
Table 5 of the ARM/EECP. 

Section 6.8 – Fisheries Act 

Pg. 45 Statement regarding there being 

no fish habitat within the site 

should be corrected. 

Please see discussion in 

Primary Issue 2 above. We 

acknowledge the presence of 

indirect fish habitat within the 

site and that no potential 

impacts are expected and no 

review by DFO is needed. 

Figures 2-6 Add and label watercourse layers. Please see Primary Issue 2 

discussion above and new 

attached figure showing fish 

habitat survey summary 

prepared for this response. 

Figure 5 Provide unique identifiers to 

individual ELC polygons as there 

are multiple sharing same code. 

Also correct in text as it is unclear 

which unit is being discussed. 

It is not clear where the 

reviewers’ confusion lies. 

From our review of Figure 5 

each ELC polygon is 

individually labelled with the 

associated ELC code. The 

legend contains both the code 

and corresponding full 

community name.  

Figure 6 Remove extraction limits line 

from Wagner Woodlot buffer. 

See updated figure attached. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 (see attached email May 1, 2019) 

RiverStone Response 

Identification and assessment of all Core 

Environmental Features or candidate Core 

Environmental Features 

Completed (NER, ARM/EECP, this response) 

2.Analysis of alternate road options for internal 

haul routes 

Completed (see Primary Issue 1 above) 

3a/b boundaries/buffers for Significant 

Woodlands and Wetlands 

Completed (NER, ARM/EECP, figure attached 

to this response) 

3c. Enhanced ecological corridor along northern 

boundary of properties 

Completed (NER, ARM/EECP) 

3d. Inventory of Regionally significant species Completed (NER, this response) 

3e. Maintenance of water balance and quality Completed (NER, ARM/EECP, April 24, 2020 

response from MTE to GRCA) 

3f. Identification of long term 

ecological/stewardship opportunities in 

rehabilitation plan 

Completed (NER, ARM/EECP) 

3g. Monitoring Plan Completed (see site plans and MTE response 

April 24, 2020 to GRCA) 

3h. Growth Plan Completed. (see MHBC Planning Report, NER) 

3i. Inclusion of all raw data Completed (see NER, ARM/EECP, this 

response) 

3j. Impact analysis of internal haul route on 

wildlife and vegetation 

Completed (see NER, ARM/EECP, this 

response) 

4 Three Breed Bird Surveys Completed. (see NER, attached memo dated 

November 10, 2019 with supplemental BBS) 

5 EEAC working group membership N/A 
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Please contact us if there are any questions regarding the above, or if further information is required.   

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. 

 

 

   

 

 

     

Kevin Trimble, M.Sc.    Glenn Cunnington, Ph.D. 

Senior Advisor    Senior Ecologist / Species at Risk Specialist  

 

 

 

 

Bev Wicks, Ph.D. 

Senior Review 
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Attachment 1. 1 Shantz Station Fish Habitat Survey Figure (June 2020) 
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Attachment 2. New Figure 7 Shantz Station Concept Plan Overlay  
(updated setbacks) 
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Attachment 3. Tree Preservation Report for Shantz Station Pit Access Road 
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TREE INVENTORY 
Pit Access Road   

Shantz Station Pit Application 
Township of Woolwich 

August 2020 

 
 

RIVERSTONE
ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC. 



 

47 Quebec St, Bracebridge Ontario, P1L 2A5 / T 705.645.9887 / F 888.857.4979 / E info@rsenviro.ca 

 

 
 
August 21, 2020 
RS# 2017-098 
 
George Lourenco, P. Eng. 
Resources Manager 
Capital Paving Inc. 
P.O. Box 815 
Guelph ON N1H 6LB 
via email: glourenco@capitalpaving.on.ca 

  

SUBJECT: Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan – Shantz Pit Aggregate Licence Application, 
Pit Access Road 

 Township of Woolwich 
 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. is pleased to provide you with the attached report.  
 
Please contact us if there are any questions regarding the report, or if further information is required.  
 
Best regards, 
 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. 
 
 
Report prepared by:  
 
                  
 
 
Bev Wicks, Ph.D.              Craig Mann H.B.Sc.F., Dipl. IFRM. 
Senior Ecologist/Principal           Ecologist/ISA certified Arborist (ON-2369A)
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1 BACKGROUND 

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (hereafter, “RiverStone”) was retained by Capital Paving Inc. 
to prepare a Tree Inventory along the proposed access road extension, through the Wagner Woodlot 
into the proposed Shantz Pit (Figure 1). Additionally, RiverStone reviewed the vegetation within the 
existing driveway, along the Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) boundary as staked by Grand 
River Conservation Authority (GRCA) to determine if any vegetation removal within the PSW needed 
to be addressed.  This Tree Inventory Report was prepared as part of addressing comments provided by 
Beacon Environmental as part of the peer review process. The inventory included ~ 165 m long portion 
of proposed road and extends from an existing driveway, through the Wagner Woodlot to an active 
agricultural field with additional review of trees being completed along the existing driveway 
proximate to the PSW boundary.   

2 APPROACH AND METHODS 

2.1 Methods 

The tree inventory was completed on June 16, 2020, by C. Mann (arborist) and G. Cunnington (senior 
ecologist). Trees >15 cm diameter at breast height (DBH) were inventoried, identified to species, and 
assessed based on health and condition. Tree information recorded for each specimen included: 

 Tag Number, 
 Species (common and scientific name), 
 Diameter at breast height (DBH),  
 General condition (health and structure), 
 Canopy radius,  
 Comments, and 
 GIS location. 

All trees >15cm DBH have been tagged with aluminum numbered tree tags affixed to the trunk with an 
aluminum nail (i.e., 142). These results will be used to inform the detailed design and to guide tree 
protection and preservation measure during construction.  

3 DEFINITIONS 

The following definitions have been utilized in this report, inventory table, or to assess trees in the 
field. 
 
Tree Number – Tag number applied in the field to identify trees on maps and tree inventory tables 
Species – The scientific and common names of each tree 
DBH – The diameter in centimetres of a tree at breast height, measured at 1.37 m above the ground 
Inclusion – Location where multiple stems meet and form a junction where a weak union may be 
present 
Tree Health Condition – Overall health of the tree based on the crown condition 
Tree Structure Condition – Overall condition of the tree based on the presence of defects, inclusions, 
and branching on the stem and in the crown 
Good – A tree with observed deficiencies less than 15% within a tree’s health and structure condition 
Fair –A tree with observed deficiencies between 15%-40% within a tree’s health and structure 
condition 
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Poor – A tree with observed deficiencies greater than 40% within a tree’s health and structure 
condition 

4 TREE INVENTORY AND HEALTH ASSESSMENT 

At the time of our site visit completed on June 16, 2020 the inventoried area consisted of a mature 
upland woodland. Regeneration and shrub growth are minimal along and in proximity to the proposed 
access road. The reason for lack of under growth is unknown but may be partially a result of livestock 
grazing and/or physical removal compounded by the lack of canopy opening. These factors indicate 
the likelihood of the woodland producing an abundant amount of young growth is quite low. Without 
young undergrowth regeneration, the woodland is missing a range of age classes that is characteristic 
of a deciduous forest.  
 
This report provides an inventory of trees located along the proposed pit access road that will connect 
an existing driveway to the extraction area. All trees inventoried are located on privately owned lands 
(Figure 1 and Figures 2).  
 
A total of ninety-four (94) trees were assessed in this study (tree tag’s 142 to 235). Based on the 
characteristics of both the trees and the woodland feature, the trees inventoried within the proposed 
access road are assumed to be naturally grown. Trees inventoried consisted of a mix of deciduous and 
coniferous species that are mid-mature to mature in age. They range in size from 16.0 to 63 cm in 
DBH with most trees falling within the 20 to 40 cm DBH range. Of the ninety-four (94) trees tagged 
and assessed six (6) different species were documented with Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum) being the 
most dominant, American Beech (Picea pungens) being the second most abundant, followed by 
Eastern Hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), Black Cherry (Prunus serotina), Eastern White Cedar (Thuja 
occidentalis), and Ironwood (Ostraya virginiana). The complete inventory of trees can be found in 
Appendix 1. 
 
Overall, the health of the trees present, other than American Beech, is very good with no trees assessed 
with poor health and only five (5) trees with poor structure. However, three (3) American Beech were 
in poor health and two (2) have poor structure. An additional two (2) American Beech were dead. 
Based on the conditions of the American Beech in the stand, further decline is expected. Observation 
of decline and defects that were observed in trees inventoried along the proposed assess road included: 
 

 Die back 
 Inclusion wood at stem or large branch unions 
 Multiple stems 
 Large lateral branches 
 Severe lean 
 Wounds on stem or branches including cavities, seams, or splits 
 Beech Bark disease 

 
Trees along the existing access road adjacent to the PSW were visually assessed but not inventoried 
using the method described above. The edge of the wetland and the existing wetland stakes were 
walked and re-painted to increase visibility of the wetland boundary. Based on the visual assessment 
completed, there were no trees located within the PSW that will require removal as a result of upgrades 
to the existing driveway. A number of trees may require pruning of the canopy for vehicle clearance, 
but full removal is not anticipated. Young regeneration and shrub growth along the existing driveway, 
outside of the PSW, will require removal (see Section 6).  
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5 IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Impact Assessment 

This assessment addresses potential impacts to individual trees found along the proposed access road 
alignment (existing driveway and the road extension). Impacts outlined in the following section are 
subject to change as a result of alterations of the access road extension during the ongoing design 
process. Existing trees within the Wagner Woodlot and along the existing driveway may be negatively 
affected during grading, construction, and other activities associated with implementation and use of 
the access road via the following pathways: 

 Direct tree removal in areas where trees conflict with construction of the access road; 
 Mechanical injury to the trunk, roots, branches, and/or foliage during construction activities; 
 Soil compaction within the rooting zone; and 
 Smothering or exposure of roots because of changes in grade.  

Figure 2 provides an overlay of the proposed access road with RiverStone’s tree preservation/removal 
direction. 

5.1.1 Injury and Removal of Trees 

Removal of individual trees from the Wagner Woodlot will occur during the initial clearing for the 
access road extension. There will also be potential injury to individual trees if construction activities 
that include grading encroach into areas containing trees to be retained. The centerline of the access 
road extension along with roadbed was laid out and surveyed in the field. Trees within and directly 
adjacent (within grading limits) were also surveyed. Tree protection fencing is recommended during 
construction along both sided of the access road to protect adjacent trees. Trees located directly 
adjacent to the predicted clearing limit may be injured or require removal. To minimize impacts 
mitigation measures have been recommended (see Section 5.2). In summary: 

 Total of fifty-three (53) trees to be removed, and 
 The remaining trees tagged directly adjacent to the access road have the potential to be impacted 

through root damage or damage to crown. 

5.1.2 Preservation of Trees 

Tree preservation is recommended for trees where encroachment, excavation, or disturbance into the 
root and driplines is anticipated to be minor or non-existent, and for individuals for which tree health 
and stability will not be negatively impacted. Where minor encroachments may occur, mitigation 
measures will be employed to reduce the potential for negative impacts to individuals allowing for 
these trees to be preserved.  
 
The removal of trees along the proposed access road extension may provide a benefit to the adjacent 
portions of the Wagner Woodlot. As mentioned above, there is a lack of regeneration within the 
woodlot and the lack of canopy open has created an un-even aged forest that does not show abundant 
regeneration.  

5.2 Avoidance and Mitigation Measures 

With the proposed access road going through a mature woodlot, it is difficult to avoid the dripline area 
of all trees. Instead of removing all trees that have potential to be impacted, RiverStone has taken a 
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conservative approach and indicated retention for as many trees as possible through the access road 
extension, supported by mitigation measures and the recommendation for conditional maintenance. 
The following protection measures are recommended to protect the retained trees: 

 All trees to be retained will be assessed based on clearance height requirements and branches 
pruned accordingly. Pruning is to be completed by a qualified arborist. 

 Where pruning is required to provide vehicle clearance, the following best management 
practices are recommended: 

o Prune damaged limbs cleanly and according to standard arboricultural practices. 

o Prune damaged roots that have been exposed cleanly and according to standard 
arboricultural practices. 

o Trim loose bark but avoid enlarging any open wounds. 

 All trees to be retained shall be monitored for damage and health during and post construction 
of the access road extension, with pruning (see above recommendations) completed on any 
poor health or damaged trees. Removal of trees will be the last resort if maintenance is 
unsuccessful. Consideration is to be made for maintaining as many trees as possible for 
wildlife purposes.   

 Machinery movement, or storage of equipment or materials shall not occur outside of the 
immediate access road extension footprint within the adjacent areas containing trees to be 
retained.  

 At a minimum, tree protection fence shall be installed along the grading limits of the access 
road extension to protect adjacent trees.  

 If excavation must occur within the dripline of the trees adjacent to the access road extension, 
hydro‐excavation / air spading is recommended to minimize the damage to roots. The 
following methods are to be applied where hydro‐ excavation is to occur:  

o At the limit of excavation, hydro‐excavate to a depth of 150 mm along the length of 
the buffer distance and at a width of 0.5 m to expose roots.  

o Prune any roots in this area using good arboricultural practices per the guidelines 
in this report or under the supervision of a Certified Arborist.  

o Backfill with excavated material and reinstate to original condition or better.  

o Upon completion reinstate tree protection fencing to original location.  

o Water trees periodically during construction.  

o At the completion of road construction, apply 100 mm depth shredded bark mulch 
within the root zone of adjacent trees (may vary depending on tree location). 

6 EXISTING ACCESS DRIVEWAY 

On June 16, 2020, RiverStone staff reviewed the vegetation along the potion of the existing driveway 
that is proposed to form part of the access route. As outlined in the Natural Environment Report (NER) 
prepared by RiverStone (May 2019), the boundary of the Breslau Wetland Complex Provincially 
Significant Wetland was staked with staff from the GRCA in 2018 (Figure 3). It is RiverStone’s 
understanding that the proposed improvements to the existing driveway will not extend into the PSW 
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and the existing footprint of the road base will not change. During the June 16, 2020 site assessment, 
RiverStone staff identified the wetland boundary stakes placed by the GRCA, repainting stakes as 
necessary to ensure they were visible. Once the stakes were located, RiverStone staff reviewed the 
extent of vegetation between the PSW boundary and the toe of slope along the existing travelled edge 
of the driveway to determine the extent of removals required.  

At the time of RiverStone’s assessment in June 2020, it was noted that the existing driveway and 
associated side slopes were located entirely outside of the boundary of the PSW as staked by GRCA. 
This is consistent with the findings of the NER (May 2019). Vegetation was observed to have become 
established along the side slopes of the road with some small shrubs and groundcover being 
established along the travelled driveway surface. As any  trees located outside of the PSW boundary 
have become established after the driveway was initially constructed and traffic associated with the 
previous pit activities had ceased; these trees are not of sufficient age or size to form part of the canopy 
of the PSW. Results of RiverStone’s onsite investigation found that a total of 46 trees ranging between 
5-15 cm DBH will require removal or pruning to re-establish the travelled width of the existing 
driveway (Figure 3). These trees are a mixture of Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides), Balsam 
Poplar (Populus balsamifera), White Birch (Betula papyrifera), Yellow Birch (Betula alleghaniensis), 
Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), American Elm (Ulmus americana), Silver/Freeman’s Maple 
(Acer freemanii), Tamarack (Larix laricina), and Willow (Salix sp.) and are all located outside of the 
PSW.  

7 COMPLIANCE WITH RELEVANT POLICY AND LEGISLATION 

7.1 Federal Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 (MBCA) 

Section 6 of the Migratory Birds Regulations under the MBCA makes it an offence to “disturb, destroy 
or take a nest, egg, nest shelter, eider duck shelter or duck box of a migratory bird.”  

Restricting clearing of vegetation for the proposed development to times outside of the period May 1 to 
August 31, will prevent contravention of Section 6 of the regulations. 

If development and site alteration is going to occur during this period, a nest survey will be conducted 
by a qualified avian biologist prior to commencement of construction activities to identify and locate 
active nests of migratory bird species covered by this Act. If a nest is located or evidence of breeding 
noted, then a mitigation plan should be developed to address any potential impacts on migratory birds 
or their active nests. Mitigation may require establishing appropriate buffers around active nests or 
delaying construction activities until the conclusion of the nesting season. 

7.2 Provincial Endangered Species Act, S.O. 2007, c. 6 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects designated Endangered and Threatened species in Ontario 
from being killed, harmed, or harassed (s. 9) or having their habitat damaged or destroyed (s. 10). To 
comply with the ESA, all land clearing and vegetation removal be completed outside of the active 
season for endangered and threatened species (i.e., removal is to occur between November 1 and April 
15).  

8 CONCLUSIONS 

Provided that RiverStone’s proposed recommendations and mitigation measures outlined herein are 
implemented in full, we believe that impacts to trees adjacent to the proposed access road will be 
limited. Finally, upon completion of aggregate extraction activities within the licence area, the road 
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through the woodlot will be rehabilitated in accordance with the Access Road Management Plan / 
Ecological Enhancement and Compensation Plan. 
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RS Job #: 2017‐098 Staff Assessment Criteria and Condition

Client: Shantz Pit Health: health of tree base and crown Good (G): tree displays less than 15% deficiency or defect

Date of On‐site Inventory: July 8, 2020

Certified Arborist:   Craig 

Mann

CERT ID: ON‐

2369A

Fair (F): tree displays 15‐40% deficiency or defect

Assistant: Glenn 

Cunnington Poor (P): tree displays greater than 40% deficiency or defect

Recommendation
Health Structure

142 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 33.6 g g 8.0 retain possible canopy inpact

143 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 39.8 g g 5.0 remove

144 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 28.2 dead remove

145 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 37.9 g p 5.0 retain rot at base with wound

146 Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar 32.1 f p 6.0 retain multy stem, woodpecker holes, FB

147 Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar 37.9 g g 2.0 retain possible root impact

149 Tsuga canadensis Easter Hemlock 26.0 g g 2.0 retain

148 Tsuga canadensis Easter Hemlock 36.9 g g 4.0 retain possible root impact

150 Tsuga canadensis Easter Hemlock 37.1 g g 4.0 retain possible root impact

151 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 33.5 g g 3.0 remove

152 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 63.0 f p 2.5 remove dieback, multy stem at 7 m, bark inclusion

153 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 23.4 g g 4.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, consider prune

154 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 21.0 g g 3.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, consider prune

155 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 34.4 g g 4.0 remove

156 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 20.8 g g 3.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, consider prune

157 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 28.5 g g 3.0 remove

158 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 35.9 g g 5.0 remove

159 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 49.0 g g 5.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, consider prune

160 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 30.6
p p 5.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, beech bark, major wound with rot @ 5m

161 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 46.2 g g 5.0 retain with maintanance possible root and branch impacts, 

162 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 25.9 f g 6.0 retain possible root and branch impacts, consider prune, beech bark

163 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 29.0
f g 5.0 retain with maintanance

possible root and branch impacts, consider prune, beech bark, insect in 

foliage

164 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 51.0 g g 5.0 retain possible root impact

165 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 32.4 g g 4.0 retain possible root impact

166 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 21.8 g f 3.5 remove bark inclusion, large branch at dbh

167 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 24.5 g g 4.0 remove

168 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 46.2 g g 4.5 retain retain, possible root and limb impact overhang branches

169 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 24.8 g g 3.0 remove

170 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 22.9 f f 3.0 remove dieback, bark inclusion, multy stem with #171 

171 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 21.9 f f 3.0 remove dieback, bark inclusion, multy stem with #170

172 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 23.1 f g 2.0 remove dieback, sparse foliage

173 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 48.5 g g 4.0 retain possible overhanging branch impact 

Comments

Appendix 1. Tree Inventory

Tag No. Common Name Scientific Name DBH (cm)
Condition Canopy Radius 

(m)

Weather: Sunny with limited breeze.

Structure: defects of weakness, multiple stems, barck inclusions in 

trunk and canopy

Tree Inventory — Shantz Station Pit Access Road
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Recommendation
Health Structure CommentsTag No. Common Name Scientific Name DBH (cm)

Condition Canopy Radius 
(m)

174 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 46.0 g g 6.0 retain possible overhanging branch impact, sap sucker

175 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 44.9 g g 6.0 retain

176 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 22.8 f g 2.0 retain

177 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 24.7 f f 3.0 remove bark inclusion, dieback

178 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 23.2 f f 3.0 remove bark inclusion, dieback

179 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 26.3 g f 4.0 retain bark inclusion, possible root and limb impact

180 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 37.4 g g 5.0 retain possible root impact

181 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 27.1 g g 6.0 retain possible root impact

182 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 34.0 g g 6.0 retain

183 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 24.5 g g 3.0 remove

184 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 24.0 f f 3.0 remove

185 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 29.5, 21.0 f p 3.0 remove bark inclusion, dieback

186 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 23.2 g f 3.0 remove bark inclusion

187 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 22.5 g g 3.0 remove

188 Tsuga canadensis Eatern Hemlock 34.4 g g 6.0 retain

189 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 26.5 f f 3.0 remove beech bark

190 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 22.0 f f 2.0 remove beech bark

191 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 31.5 f g 6.0 remove beech bark

192 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 21.0 f g 3.0 remove beech bark

193 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 25.1 f g 3.0 retain beech bark

194 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 25.4 g g 3.0 remove

195 Tsuga canadensis Eastern Hemlock 51.4 g g 6.0 retain possible root and branch impact, consider pruning

196 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 23.9 f f 6.0 remove beech  bark, severe lean

197 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 20.3 f f 4.0 remove beech  bark, severe lean

198 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 24.6 g g 4.0 remove

199 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 25.5 p p 4.0 remove beech bark, dieback

200 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 23.0 p f 3.0 remove beech bark, dieback

201 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 49.8 f f 5.0 retain beech bark, dieback

202 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 36.4 g g 5.0 retain

203 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 25.5 f f 2.0 remove beech bark, dieback

204 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 24.6 f g 4.0 remove

205 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 25.5 g g 4.0 retain overhanging branches, possible root and branch impact

206 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 27.0 dead

207 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 36.5 g f 5.0 remove

208 Ostrya virginiana Ironwood 25.8 g g 3.0 remove

209 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 27.9 g g 4.5 remove

210 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 34.5 f f 3.0 remove beech bark

211 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 21.5 g g 5.0 remove

212 Ostrya virginiana Ironwood 24.8 g f 4.0 remove

213 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 45.5 g g 6.0 retain overhanging branches, possible root and branch impact 

214 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 30.8 f f 4.0 remove

215 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 25.0 g f 4.0 remove severe lean into proposed road, die back,

216 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 20.8 g g 3.0 remove

217 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 20.1 g g 4.0 retain possible root impact

Tree Inventory — Shantz Station Pit Access Road
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Recommendation
Health Structure CommentsTag No. Common Name Scientific Name DBH (cm)

Condition Canopy Radius 
(m)

218 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 24.2 g g 4.0 remove

219 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 20.9 g g 3.0 remove

220 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 25.0 g p 3.0 remove severe lean

221 Prunus serotina Black Cherry 49.5 g g 5.0 retain

222 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 20.8 f f 3.0 remove severe beech bark, lean

223 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 22.1 g g 3.0 remove

224 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 31.4 g g 3.5 retain possible root and branch impact

225 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 17.7 g g 3.0 remove

226 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 22.5 g g 3.0 remove

227 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 22.2 g g 3.0 remove

228 Fagus grandifolia American Beech 20.6 f f 3.0 remove beech bark, inclusion at 6m

229 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 37.7 g g 7.0 remove

230 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 54.8 g g 8.0 retain has been pruned, overhanging branches, possible root impact

231 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 31.0 g g 5.0 remove

232 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 42.4 g g 5.0 retaine

233 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 26.7 g g 2.0 remove

234 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 62.6 g g 7.0 retain has been pruned, possible impact to roots and limbs

235 Acer saccharum Sugar Maple 36.7 g g 5.0 retain

Tree Inventory — Shantz Station Pit Access Road



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 4. Supplemental Breeding Bird Survey November 2019 
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SUBJECT: 2019 Supplemental Breeding Bird Surveys  

Natural Environment Level 1 and 2 Technical Report 
Shantz Station Pit Aggregate Licence Application 
Township of Woolwich 

 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (RiverStone) was retained to prepare a Level 1 and 2 Natural 
Environment Report to support an application under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA), consisting of 
a new Class A, Category 3 pit above the water table on Lots 81 and 82, Woolwich Township. The area 
to be licensed is 93.5 ha, 69.1 ha of which would be in the extraction area. 
 
Meetings were held with the Waterloo Region Environmental and Ecological Advisory Committee 
(EEAC) on January 14, 2019 and February 25, 2019, with subsequent email correspondence regarding 
the Terms of Reference for natural environment studies. As a result of those consultations, EEAC 
requested an adjustment to the breeding bird surveys undertaken during 2018. Given that the licence 
application and supporting reports were submitted in May 2019, the updated surveys were not yet 
completed, but supplemental breeding bird surveys were undertaken in 2019. The following are the 
findings of the supplemental surveys and interpretation of the results in the context of the original 2018 
data, impact analyses, and reporting. 

Site Investigations 

During the initial fieldwork in 2017 and 2018 for Shantz Station Pit, breeding bird surveys (BBS) were 
scoped to consist of two (2) breeding bird surveys in accordance with the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
(Bird Studies Canada et al. 2001). Surveys were conducted on May 23 and July 9, 2018. Following 
comparison with the Region of Waterloo Greenlands Network Implementation Guideline (Document 
2138763), it was suggested by EEAC both in meetings and in subsequent correspondence that became 
part of the Terms of Reference, that supplemental BBS be completed in 2019. These new surveys were 
to consist of three (3) rounds of breeding bird surveys in accordance with the Region of Waterloo 
Greenlands Network Implementation Guideline (Document 2138763), specifically targeting the peak 
breeding bird window in June. EEAC also requested that BBS stations be located in the Core 
Environmental Feature in the northwest corner of the site. Based on the revised and approved Terms of 
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Reference, additional breeding bird surveys were conducted June 7, June 15, and June 26, 2019 (Table 
2).  

Table 2. Site Visits and Primary Tasks. 

Date Primary Task(s) RiverStone 
Staff 

Weather Conditions Time of Task(s) 

June 7, 
2019 

Breeding Bird Survey WB Air Temperature: 18-29 °C; 
Beaufort Wind: 1-2; Cloud 
Cover 0-5%; No Precipitation 

3 hrs 

June 15, 
2019 

Breeding Bird Survey WB Air Temperature: 18 °C; 
Beaufort Wind: 1-3; Cloud 
Cover 80%; No Precipitation 

3 hrs 

June 26, 
2019 

Breeding Bird Survey  CM Air Temperature: 20-25 °C; 
Beaufort Wind: 1-2; Cloud 
Cover 0-5%; No Precipitation 

3 hrs 

 

Results of the 2019 BBS and Comparison with 2018 data 

Three (3) rounds of breeding bird surveys were conducted in accordance with the Region of Waterloo 
Greenlands Network Implementation Guideline (Document 2138763). A total of eight (8) breeding 
bird stations were established and situated systematically to cover potentially significant bird habitats, 
particularly the Core Environmental Feature and areas that could occur adjacent to proposed areas of 
extraction or disturbance (Figure 3A). Each station was surveyed for a minimum duration of 10 
minutes. Birds were also recorded incidentally in transit between stations during the breeding bird 
survey, and incidentally during other field activities on-site. The full results of these surveys are 
provided in Appendix 1. 
 
A total of thirty-three (33) bird species were recorded during the 2019 breeding bird surveys and 
incidental observations. Ten (10) Regionally Significant bird species were recorded, five (5) of which 
were not identified during the 2018 surveys. 
 
In addition to Regionally Significant species, two (2) Threatened species were identified in these 
supplemental surveys including; Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), and Barn Swallow (Hirundo 
rustica). Barn Swallows were identified foraging over adjacent wetlands outside of the proposed 
extraction area.  Bobolink were observed off-site, in hay field agricultural communities on the 
Adjacent Lands to the north of the proposed licence boundary. Barn Swallow and Eastern Meadowlark 
had been identified in the 2018 surveys and documented in our report. There is no habitat for these 
species on the site. Given the location of the habitat for these species the proposed pit licence area has 
a low likelihood of impacting these species and their habitat. 
 
Five (5) new Regionally Significant species were identified in the study area in the 2019 surveys, two 
(2) of which are area sensitive. These include Belted Kingfisher, Scarlet Tanager, Turkey Vulture, 
Brown Thrasher, and Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker. The only new Regionally Significant species 
identified in the Core Environmental Feature was the Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker. The primary habitat 
for these species will be protected outside of the proposed extraction area, per the assessment of 2018 
species included in our report. Recommendations were made in the report for protection of adjacent 
areas including the forest/swamp complex and wetlands, in combination with recommendations for 
rehabilitation and management of the access road through the Core Environmental Feature. 
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We trust that the information provided in this letter report satisfies the requested supplemental 
breeding bird surveys and provides useful recommendations to minimize impacts in the planning and 
implementation of Shantz Station Pit. Please do not hesitate to call should you have any questions.  

Best regards, 
RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. 
 
 
 

        
Kevin Trimble, M.Sc.     Bev Wicks, Ph.D. 
Senior Ecologist     Senior Ecologist / Principal 
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Appendix 1. Results of Breeding Bird Surveys completed by RiverStone in 2018 and 2019 for Regionally Significant and listed species. 

Combined 2018 and 2019 2018 2019 Waterloo Area Sensitive END-THR Legend  

American Crow American Crow American Crow         2018 and 2019 

American Goldfinch American Goldfinch American Goldfinch         2019 only 

American Pipit American Pipit   W       2018 only 

American Redstart American Redstart   W     

American Robin American Robin American Robin       

American Tree Sparrow American Tree Sparrow         

American Woodcock American Woodcock         

Baltimore Oriole Baltimore Oriole         

Barn Swallow Barn Swallow Barn Swallow THR 

Belted Kingfisher   Belted Kingfisher W 
 

  

Black-capped Chickadee Black-capped Chickadee Black-capped Chickadee       

Blue Jay Blue Jay Blue Jay       

Bobolink   Bobolink     THR 

Brown Creeper Brown Creeper   W     

Brown Thrasher   Brown Thrasher W     

Brown-headed Cowbird   Brown-headed Cowbird       

Canada Goose Canada Goose   W     

Cedar Waxwing   Cedar Waxwing       

Chipping Sparrow Chipping Sparrow Chipping Sparrow       

Cliff Swallow Cliff Swallow   W     

Common Grackle Common Grackle         
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Common Raven Common Raven         

Common Yellowthroat Common Yellowthroat Common Yellowthroat       

Dark-eyed Junco Dark-eyed Junco         

Downy Woodpecker Downy Woodpecker Downy Woodpecker       

Eastern Kingbird Eastern Kingbird         

Eastern Meadowlark Eastern Meadowlark       THR 

Eastern Phoebe   Eastern Phoebe       

Eastern Wood-pewee Eastern Wood-pewee       SC 

European Starling   European Starling       

Field Sparrow Field Sparrow         

Fox Sparrow Fox Sparrow         

Golden-crowned Kinglet Golden-crowned Kinglet   W     

Gray Catbird Gray Catbird Gray Catbird       

Great Blue Heron Great Blue Heron Great Blue Heron W     

Great Crested Flycatcher Great Crested Flycatcher         

Green Heron Green Heron   W     

House Wren   House Wren       

Indigo Bunting Indigo Bunting Indigo Bunting       

Mourning Dove Mourning Dove Mourning Dove       

Northern Cardinal Northern Cardinal Northern Cardinal       

Northern Flicker Northern Flicker         

Northern Rough-winged 
Swallow 

Northern Rough-winged 
Swallow 

  
      

Northern Shrike Northern Shrike   W     
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Ovenbird Ovenbird   W X   

Pileated Woodpecker Pileated Woodpecker Pileated Woodpecker W X   

Red-bellied Woodpecker Red-bellied Woodpecker   W     

Red-eyed-vireo   Red-eyed-vireo       

Red-tailed Hawk Red-tailed Hawk         

Red-winged Blackbird Red-winged Blackbird Red-winged Blackbird       

Ring-billed Gull Ring-billed Gull         

Rose-breasted Grosbeak Rose-breasted Grosbeak Rose-breasted Grosbeak       

Ruby-crowned Kinglet Ruby-crowned Kinglet   W     

Rusty Blackbird Rusty Blackbird         

Scarlet Tanager  Scarlet Tanager W X   

Song Sparrow Song Sparrow Song Sparrow       

Spring Peeper Spring Peeper         

Tennessee Warbler Tennessee Warbler         

Tree Swallow Tree Swallow Tree Swallow       

Turkey Vulture   Turkey Vulture W   

Veery Veery Veery W X   

Warbling Vireo Warbling Vireo         

White-breasted Nuthatch White-breasted Nuthatch         

Winter Wren Winter Wren   W X   

Yellow Warbler Yellow Warbler Yellow Warbler       

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker 
 

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker W X   
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Attachment. EEAC Approved final Terms of Reference,  
 email dated May 1, 2019. 
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Al Shaw

From: Jane Gurney <JGurney@regionofwaterloo.ca>
Sent: May 1, 2019 10:27 AM
To: Neal DeRuyter <nderuyter@mhbcplan.com> (nderuyter@mhbcplan.com)
Cc: glourenco@capitalpaving.on.ca; Kevin Trimble; David Welwood; Jeremy Vink
Subject: EEAC Recommendation for Proposed Shantz Station Road Aggregate Extraction Site

(1195 Foerster Road)

Good morning Neal,
EEAC considered the Terms of Reference for the proposed Shantz Station Aggregate Extraction Site at their
meeting in February, but as you are aware, no action was taken as an addition was requested regarding the
breeding bird survey methodology and a member of the subcommittee was absent.  EEAC again considered
the terms of reference provided in Report EEAC-19-004 and modified the Terms of Reference to remove the
first clause (shown in strike through text below) and added the condition discussed at the February meeting
regarding the breeding bird survey (condition 4, below).

Please be advised that at the April 29, 2019 meeting, EEAC approved the following recommendations with
respect to the proposed Capital Paving Shantz Station Pit, 1195 Foerster Road and Adjacent Lands, Township
of Woolwich:

1. Advise Community Planning staff that the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Capital Paving Shantz Station Road Pit, located at 1195

Foerster Road and adjacent lands, in the Township of Woolwich, prepared by RiverStone

Environmental Solutions Inc., dated January 11, 2019, are not supported by EEAC as related

to the proposed removal of a portion of the Significant Woodland or the widening of the

existing private road, where impacts to the adjacent Core Environmental Features may be

unavoidable, to accommodate an internal hauling road for access and egress from the

proposed Capital Paving Pit site to Shantz Station Road.

1. Advise Community Planning staff that the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Capital Paving Shantz Station Road Pit include the

identification, delineation and evaluation of all Core Environmental Features or candidate Core

Environmental Features, and their boundaries, within and adjacent to the subject lands,

including Signficant Woodlands and Provincially Significant Wetlands.  This exercise should

specifically include an assessment of the existing private road to assess the potential of this

area to be included in the Core Environmental Feature.

2. Advise Community Planning staff that the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Capital Paving Shantz Station Road Pit is to include an

evaluation of the potential environmental and ecological impacts of alternate options for

internal hauling roads for access to and egress from the proposed site, including but not

necessarily limited to, access from Foerster Road or from Shantz Station at points south of the

proposed route.
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3. Advise Community Planning staff that the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Impact

Statement (EIS) for the proposed Capital Paving Shantz Station Road Pit, located at 1195

Foerster Road and adjacent lands, in the Township of Woolwich, prepared by RiverStone

Environmental Solutions Inc., dated January 11, 2019 are generally acceptable with regard to

matters other than those identified in items 1, 2 and 3, above, and that it be further modified to

address the following items, as per policies 7.C.9, 7.C.10, 7.C.11, 7.E.6, 7.E.8, 7.G.4 and

9.C.6 and 9.C.8 of the Regional Official Plan and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden

Horseshoe (2017):

a. confirmation of an ecologically appropriate boundary of the Significant Woodland and

Provincially Significant Wetlands on the subject properties and adjacent lands;

b. delineation and design of a suitable buffer between the Significant Woodland and

Provincially Significant Wetlands and the proposed aggregate operation within the subject

lands, including access and private hauling roads within the site;

c. enhancements to linkages along the northern limits of the properties in order to provide a

contiguous linkage across the site in an east-west manner to protect and facilitate

opportunities for plant and animal movement among environmental features;

d. a biophysical survey to identify natural habitats and/or populations of Regionally significant

plant and animal species in the natural areas on the subject lands that might be adversely

affected by the proposed aggregate operation;

e. maintaining quantitative and qualitative aspects of the hydrological and hydrogeological

regimes sustaining the wetlands on the subject lands;

f. identification of ecological enhancement, restoration and long-term stewardship

opportunities on the subject lands to be incorporated in the site rehabilitation plan;

g. content of an ecological and groundwater monitoring program for the proposed aggregate

operation;

h. a policy review of Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017, to determine if

any natural features on the subject lands not currently designated may qualify for inclusion

in the Natural Heritage System;

i. inclusion of original field survey data forms and records of correspondence with the

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and/or Grand River Conservation Authority

staff;

j. impact analysis of the proposed hauling roads internal to the site on Core Environmental

Features with respect to dust, noise and vibration impacts to wildlife and vegetation and

buffers.

4. Breeding bird surveys to be conducted in accordance with the Greenlands Network

Implementation Guideline:

a. Three breeding bird surveys are to be completed in late May, mid-June, and late June to

early July in light of the Core Environmental Feature being identified as potential habitat for

Species at Risk birds, and as the feature will not be buffered and may be impacted by

proposed internal haul routes.

5. Confirmed membership of a working group to review the scoped Environmental Impact

Statement for the proposed aggregate operation when it is submitted (W. Caston, A. Dean, K.

Hough).

If you have any questions or concerns, please let me know.
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Jane E. Gurney, AICP, MCIP, RPP
Principal Planner
Community Planning
Planning, Development and Legislative Services
Region of Waterloo
150 Frederick Street, 8th Floor
Kitchener, ON  N2G 4J3
Tel: 519-575-4500 Ext. 3454
JGurney@regionofwaterloo.ca

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

Confidentiality Notice: This email correspondence (including any attachments) may contain information
which is confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law, and is intended only for the use of
the designated recipient(s) listed above. Any unauthorized use or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, or have otherwise received this message by mistake, please notify the sender by
replying via email, and destroy all copies of this original correspondence (including any attachments). Thank
you for your cooperation.
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