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Recommendation:
THAT the Council of the Township of Woolwich, in accordance with Report DS25-2021,
adopt Official Plan Amendment Application 3/2019 (Capital Paving) attached as
Appendix ‘A’ concerning an aggregate license for 93.5 hectares and the proposed
extraction area of approximately 68 hectares on lands located at 1226 Maryhill Road,
1175 Foerster Road, 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road to permit, with a
site-specific policy area, the establishment and operation of an above the water table
mineral aggregate operation outside of an area that is designated Mineral Aggregate
Resources Area in the Regional Official Plan, subject to the following:
1. That the Official Plan Amendment be in accordance with the proposed By-law and
Amendment attached as Appendix ‘A’.
AND FURTHER THAT the Council of the Township of Woolwich, in accordance with
Report DS25-2021, approve Zone Change Application 9/2019 (Capital Paving)
concerning an aggregate license for 93.5 hectares and the proposed extraction area of
approximately 68 hectares on lands located at 1226 Maryhill Road, 1175 Foerster
Road, 1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road change the zoning from
Agricultural (A) to Extractive (E) with site specific provisions and holding provisions to
permit an above water table mineral aggregate extraction operation, subject to
following:
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That the amending By-law be in accordance with the proposed By-law attached as
Appendix ‘B’ to Report DS25-2021; and
That Official Plan Amendment Application 3/2019 receives final approval from the
Regional Municipality of Waterloo (the “Region”).

AND FURTHER THAT Council advises the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
(MNRF) and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing of this decision to approve
the Zone Change Application 9/2019 subject to Official Plan Amendment Application
3/2019 being approved by the Region and coming into effect.
AND FURTHER THAT Council advises the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
that the Township withdraws its objection under the Aggregate Resources Act subject to
the proposed ARA plans and clauses being implemented as per Appendix E to Report
DS25-2021.

Background:
In September of 2019, the Township held that public meeting for the Official Plan
Amendment and Zone Change applications received from MHBC on behalf the
applicant, Capital Paving, to permit an above water table mineral aggregate extraction
operation for the following properties:
1. 1226 Maryhill Road – is a 42.6 hectare (ha) property which contains a single
detached dwelling and accessory structures. No extraction is proposed on
this property however, the existing driveway with an existing entrance onto
Shantz Station Road is proposed to be utilized for trucks to enter/exit the
aggregate operation from Shantz Station Road.
2. 1175 Foerster Road – is a 0.8 ha property which contains a single detached
dwelling. This property is proposed to be located within the License
boundary however, no extraction is proposed to occur on this property.
3. 1195 Foerster Road together with vacant lands on Foerster Road – is an
86.3 ha property which contains a single detached dwelling and a number of
farm buildings. The majority of this property will be located within the
License and extraction area. The dwelling will be located within the License
boundary, but outside of the limit of extraction.
4. 1472 Village View Road – is a 27.2 ha property. The western portion of this
property (west of the dwelling) is proposed to be included in the License and
extraction area. The area east of the dwelling including Hopewell Creek,
wetland/riparian areas and a woodlot are not proposed to be located within
the License area.
The properties are designated Rural Land Use and Restricted Land Use in the
Township’s Official Plan and are zoned Agricultural (A).
The purpose of the applications is to amend the Township’s Official Plan and Zoning
By-law to permit extraction, processing and shipping of aggregate resources within the
License Area involving the above-noted properties. The proposal is for a Category 3
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above ground water table extraction. Specifically, the applicant is proposing the
following.
1. An Official Plan amendment to add a Rural Site-Specific Policy Area to permit the
establishment and operation of an above the water table mineral aggregate
operation outside of an area that is designated Mineral Aggregate Resources
Area in the Regional Official Plan.
2. A Zoning By-law amendment to rezone approximately 93 ha, comprising of four
parcels of land, from Agricultural (A) to Extractive (E) to allow the establishment
of an above the water table mineral aggregate operation with site specific
provisions to permit the following:
• the importation of recycled material for the purpose of blending it with onsite mineral resources as an accessory use; and
• to recognize the rural residential uses associated with the existing farming
operations.
Generally, the operation within the licensed area is proposed as follows:
i.
The total area proposed to be licensed is approximately 93.5 hectares and the
proposed extraction area is approximately 67.9 hectares.
ii.
The licence proposes to permit an annual extraction of no more than 500,000
tonnes per year, with an expected average annual tonnage of 250,000 tonnes.
iii.
An estimated amount of material to be extracted is 3 million tonnes.
iv.
Extraction will remain 1.5 metres above the established water table save and
except the wash pond used to clean the gravel. A monitoring program is to be
implemented to track water levels in the area.
v.
The deposits are estimated to be between 1 metre and 15 metres in thickness
and extraction will vary from 2 to 8 metres in depth.
vi.
Estimated minimum life span is 10 to 15 years.
vii.
Access will be over the former Mann Pit driveway at 1226 Maryhill Road, onto
Shantz Station Road. The haul route for the trucking activity is primarily to travel
south on Shantz Station Road to Victoria Street North (Highway 7).
viii.
The extraction is proposed in 5 phases.
ix.
The majority of the processing and operation will take place within Phase 1
including the office, scales, fuel storage, and wash pond. A portable crusher will
be located within each phase to process the material extracted. Material from the
portable crusher will be transferred directly to a conveyor which will move the
material to the processing plant. The processing plant will include a crusher,
screens, wash plant and stackers.
x.
It is anticipated that at full capacity the site would generate 9 truck trips in each
direction during the weekday AM peak hour, and during the PM peak hour.
xi.
A northbound, right-turn deceleration lane is proposed at the site driveway on
Shantz Station Road in accordance with the Regional standards.
xii.
The lands will be progressively rehabilitated back to an agricultural condition with
the same average soil conditions that currently exists on site. Rehabilitation will
also include some areas of reforestation and naturalization
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Equipment on site will generally consist of two front end loaders, a processing
plant, a portable crusher, a screening plant, conveyors and the trucks.
Extraction activities will maintain a 30 metre setback from the environmental
features.
A portion of the access from the processing area to the existing haul route on
1226 Mayhill Road will impact the woodlot. Habitat compensation measures
incorporated in the rehabilitation plan will be implemented to offset potential
impacts associated with the construction of the proposed access road through
the significant woodland.
A number of berms are proposed / required for noise and visual attenuation
purposes.
Sections of the site will be subject to a Stage 3 Archeological Assessment.
Studies submitted include:
- Planning Justification Report and ARA Summary Statement
- Level 1 and Level 2 Hydrological Investigation
- Level 1 and 2 Natural Environment Technical Report and
Environmental Impact Study
- Traffic Impact Study
- Noise Impact Analysis
- Air Quality Assessment
- Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessments
- Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment
- Visual Impact Report
- Agricultural Impact Assessment
- Site Plans including Existing Features Plan, Operational Plan,
Operational Notes, Rehabilitation Plan and Cross Sections

Minutes of the September 2019 public meeting are attached as Appendix ‘D’.

Comments:
The proposed development is to be weighed based on the policies from the Province
(The Provincial Policy Statement, A Place to Grow), the Regional Official Plan and the
Township’s Official Plan. Below is a summary of those policies and comments related
to the proposed aggregate operation along with a review of the relative supporting
studies.
Provincial Policy
The Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”) indicates that as much of the mineral
aggregate resources as is realistically possible and as close to markets as possible,
shall be made available. This includes the recovery and recycling of manufactured
materials derived from mineral aggregates. However, the PPS also indicates that
mineral aggregate extraction shall be undertaken in a manner which minimizes the
social, environmental and economic impacts, and that the natural heritage features shall
be protected for the long term. Although extraction may be permitted within the Natural
Heritage System, the conservation of cultural heritage resources shall be appropriately
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addressed. Accordingly, in evaluating mineral aggregate applications, a balance must
be achieved between maximizing the extraction of the resource and minimizing the
impact to the natural environment, which at times are competing requirements within the
PPS.
For Mineral Aggregate Resources, the PPS requires the progressive rehabilitation of
aggregate operations, including those on prime agricultural lands. The rehabilitation is
to take place so that substantially the same areas and same average soil quality for
agriculture are maintained.
The Township is subject to the Province’s A Place to Grow (P2G) legislation. Similar to
the PPS, the P2G has policies to Protect What Is Valuable being the natural heritage
features and areas, agricultural land, irreplaceable cultural heritage resources, and
valuable renewable and non-renewable resources. In Section 4.2.8 Mineral Aggregate
Resources, the policies outline the strategy to protect such resources.
These policies are very similar to those contained in the PPS. Such developments are
to be reviewed to determine if they comply with the intent of the P2G and the
requirements of 4.2.8.
The assessment of compliance with the Provincial Policy will be reviewed in the context
of the various reports provided in support of the application which are to fulfill these
Provincial policies. In general, however the use complies with the Provincial policies.
Region Official Plan
The Regional Official Plan contains a variety of policies with regard to review of such a
development. The key section is the Aggregate policies in Chapter 9, and specifically
Section 9.C which outlines the requirements for new Aggregate operations. In
accordance with those policies the appropriate studies were requested, submitted and
where required, peer reviewed. These reports are outlined in more detail below.
It is noted that the subject extraction is not within an identified resource as per Map 8
the Region’s Official Plan, however, the ROP (Section 9.A) allows for identification of
resources outside of the identified areas without an amendment to their plan. The
applicant has provided information that demonstrates a resource exists.
The Region of Waterloo has provided comments in regard to the proposed development
and have no objections subject to the necessary requirements being implemented as
part of the ARA site plans and the zoning. The Region’s comments are attached.
Township staff is satisfied that the Region Official Plan policies have been adequately
addressed as required in Section 9 of the Regional Official Plan, including addressing
the agricultural impacts, environmental impacts and hydrogeological, noise/dust air
quality, transportation, archeological, and cultural heritage. The impacts can be
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appropriately mitigated in a manner to support the proposed application in accordance
with the requirements of the Regional Official Plan.
Township Official Plan
The Township Official Plan policies applicable to zone change applications for mineral
aggregate operations are contained in Chapter 11 and require studies of geological
resources, transportation, environment, visual impact, cultural heritage, water
resources, noise, dust/air quality and land use, including social impact. The studies are
to determine if there will be unacceptable impacts, including any cumulative impacts
and recommend the level of monitoring that should be undertaken.
In addition, the Township Official Plan contains policies regarding rehabilitation of
mineral aggregate sites, and policies around the protection of environmental features.
The property and extraction area does not fall within an area identified on Map 8 of the
ROP, and as per Section 11.3 of the Township Official Plan, an amendment to the
policies are required as extraction is limited to consideration for lands as identified on
the Regional mapping. The proposed amendment to the Official Plan is addressed
later on in this report.
With regard to the policies in 11.1, the Township, under Provincial policy is not
permitted to apply the “need” test. However, the remaining elements are considered
and evaluated as per this report, and as per the studies provided (noted below). Staff is
also satisfied that there are limited / no other areas outside of the designated prime
agricultural area for extraction, and in accordance with Provincial policy it is then
appropriate to consider an area where a resource is identified. As such consideration is
given to proper utilization of the resource in a manner to minimize (underline added for
emphasis) the undesired effects.
As per the policies, the necessary reports where provided and have been reviewed as
per Section 11.11.
Requirements in regard to the Zoning, to conform to 11.7 will be addressed later in this
report.
In a review, staff is satisfied that the requirements of Section 11.6, 11.8, 11.9, and
11.10, have been addressed in terms of Official Plan conformity, zoning, annual review
and public consultation.
The following sections will provide an analysis of the above noted issues and determine
whether the application conforms to the applicable policies.
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Geological Resource
The property is in an area south of Maryhill which has seen gravel pits in operation over
time.
The applicant is estimating that there is approximately 3,000,000 tonnes of high quality
sand and gravel resources suitable for road based granular construction materials as
well as aggregate used for the manufacture of asphalt and concrete. The information is
based on the site studies using 50 test pits and 11 boreholes. The details of the works
completed are contained in the Hydrogeological report which was peer reviewed. The
sand and gravel material ranges from 1 metre to 15 metres in thickness with the sand
and gravel thickness corresponding to topographic highs on the properties. As such
Staff is satisfied that there is sufficient quantity and quality of material that exists on the
lands and has value for extraction as per the PPS.
The ARA licence application would permit an annual extraction of no more than 500,000
tonnes, but the applicant expects to extract an average of about 250,000 tonnes per
year. The applicant is anticipating that the lifespan of the operation would be 10 to 15
years. The time period proposed is the estimate and even best-case scenario. From
many aspects the faster the site is extracted the better, so as to generally reduce any
negative impacts over time. The goal is to see the material removed and that the
property be rehabilitated quickly within the context of the reports provided. Previously,
the Township had tried to implement a life span or sunset clause to the operations,
however, that is no longer an option legally.
Based on the geological data provided, Staff are satisfied the material exists to be
extracted and that the approval be subject to:
•
•

limiting the extraction area, and
limiting the uses to match the application.

Hydrogeological (Water)
The operation is for above water table extraction license. This means, in accordance
with Provincial standards, the operation must remain 1.5 metres above the established
seasonal high water table. The water table was determined by the applicant using
monitoring wells and test pits to establish the ground water table elevations and
contours. The applicant has provided sufficient data (two years) to establish that high
water mark.
The updated ARA site plans reflect the water table based on the monitoring work. The
applicant’s report has demonstrated that the operation can extract the estimated
3,000,000 tonnes of aggregate material and remain at a minimum of 1.5 metres above
ground water table.
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A Hydrogeological impact study was completed by MTE and reviewed by the Region of
Waterloo and their peer reviewer.
The applicant began data collecting on the site for surface and groundwater in 2017.
There are locations around the site and within the wetland areas where regular
monitoring of the water conditions will take place, at least 3 times a year. Monitoring is
also to include temperature conditions. The information gathered and provided will be
used as baseline data for comparison to ensure operations are not creating a negative
impact in any way. Regular monitoring will be shared with the Township and Region as
required in the ARA license.
The monitoring of the groundwater table will continue to ensure they maintain the
required 1.5 metre buffer.
The applicant reviewed wells within a 500-metre radius of the proposed operation.
Although the community would have preferred to see analysis within a 1km or 2km
distance the Region (and the Region’s peer reviewer) have accepted the 500m review
as there is no need to review additional areas given the nature of the operation. The
site is outside of the Maryhill Well Field and the Well Head Protection Area. MTE does
not predict any adverse impacts to Hopewell Creek, Maryhill Municipal wells, or
domestic wells in the area. The Peer Reviewer has accepted the work and findings in
the MTE study.
As the operation is an above water extraction there should be no reason that wells
would be impacted by the operations as there will be no drawdown of the water table.
There will be no pumping or diversion of groundwater with the exception of the source
pond (the wash pond is a closed loop system that is not connected to the surface or
ground water). Any water that may potentially accumulate in the pit will be as a result of
precipitation. The proposed pit will expose highly permeable materials that will allow for
the rapid infiltration of water into the local groundwater system. Monitoring will be
ongoing to assist in ensuring there are no impacts.
Comments from the community raised concerns that there might be impacts to their
wells, and their own peer review suggested that deposits be taken to cover the cost of
any potential impacts. The assumption from the rate payers peer review is that there
will be impacts, but this was made in absence of reviewing all of the comments related
to the Regional peer review. Their peer review assumed that that there will be impacts
but they do not explain how, the level, or why there would be these impacts. Using the
applicant’s work and the peer review completed by the Region and Regional staff, Staff
are not satisfied that the concerns from the ratepayers can be substantiated. If there
are impacts, the legal recourse is under the Ontario Water Resources Act. Staff cannot
support the taking of funds in the form of a deposit in case there are impacts. The
Township cannot use the Planning Act or ARA process to require such funding, nor
does the Township have the legislative authority or mechanisms in place to oversee
such funds. The legal system is the appropriate process set in place to review, assess
and determine costs if there is such a concern.
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The study reviewed and is proposing to maintain ground water flows as well as surface
flows so that existing natural functions will continue. There will be no discharge to any
surface water bodies from the extraction. In fact, there will be more groundwater
infiltration from the site, which is permeable and the amount of groundwater contributing
to Hopewell Creek and the adjacent wetland is predicted to increase because of the
infiltration. This level of increase will not have an adverse impact to the features.
Although the operation proposes an above water table extraction, the site will contain a
wash pond. This pond is small in comparison to the extraction area and is a closed loop
system (i.e., not connected to the ground water). The applicant will need to apply and
obtain a water taking permit from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP) to fill the pond, which will require the submission of impact assessments.
Water will be used for dust suppression, which is typical and is not known to cause any
impacts hydrogeologically.
Tile Drainage
Drainage onto the site from the properties to the west will be maintained as well as
drainage from the site to lands to the south. As noted previously, the site will not
generate significant surface discharge onto adjacent lands because of the level of
infiltration on the subject lands.
Septic
The existing farm house, well and septic system are to be maintained. The extraction
around the dwelling will not impact the function of the private services as sufficient area
around the septic will be maintained for its continued operations.
Rehabilitation
General grading and drainage patterns will be maintained on site and the ground water
resources should not be impacted. Also, a condition in the ARA plans will state that no
water diversions or points of discharge to surface water - on or off site – shall occur.
Post extraction surface drainage will be allowed to percolate through the rehabilitated pit
and will generally reflect surface drainage patterns.
The work also reflects that once the operation has reverted back to Agricultural use the
applicant will complete soil testing and complete an annual Rehabilitation Reports to
ensure that soil amendments are being added properly. The farmer will also implement
Agricultural Best Management Practices to prevent and mitigate the potential for
detrimental nutrient loading to impact groundwater.
Recycling/Fuel
Recycling of asphalt and concrete is proposed. Concrete recycling does not cause any
contamination concerns with the water resources as the material is inert. As asphalt
(which is not inert) recycling is also proposed, additional measures are required for the
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safe storage of the asphalt with increased separation to any water or ground water
source. These clauses are contained in the ARA site plan.
The maximum amount of recycling material permitted on site established to ensure the
recycling use is accessory to the main extraction operation. Similar to other such
operations, the recycling will be regulated in the Zoning By-law and as part of the ARA
license to restrict the amount and type of material to ensure the operation remains
compliant in this regard.
Fuel storage is proposed on site. The applicant has provided Best Management
clauses as part of the ARA plans for re-fuelling to reduce concern with regard to fuel
spillage, and any spills are to be reported to the MECP, the Township and the Region.
With the groundwater monitoring in place and the inclusion of the necessary monitoring
clauses in the ARA site plans, the water resource issues have been adequately
addressed and no unacceptable impacts are anticipated, or measurable risks identified
to the aquifers, neighbouring measurable wells or natural features. In addition, with the
seasonal high-water table being established and the groundwater monitoring occurring
throughout the operation, any adverse impacts can be identified, then mitigated and
resolved.
The hydrogeological impact and water resources have been reviewed and addressed.
The policies in the Township Official Plan have been addressed along with the Regional
and Provincial requirements. All agencies are satisfied in this regard.
Transportation Impacts
A transportation impact study was completed by Paradigm and reviewed by the Region
given the haul route access is off of a Regional road, being Shantz Station Road. The
study is to consider activities in the area, alternative haul routes, physical road
characteristics, road structure, proposed level of traffic, and the horizon year.
The proposed operation, at maximum capacity (500,000 tonnes per year), would
generate about 9 truck trips (40% tri-axle - 21 tonne, 40% tractor trailer – 37 tonne, and
20% live bottom trailers – 37 tonne) in each direction per hour at peak times, for about
60 trucks entering and leaving the operation each day.
The estimates are based on the number of work days per year and hours of operation.
It is estimated that the shipping of material can be sustained for approximately 50
weeks annually, resulting in about 275 full operating days per year (which averages to
5.5 days per week). They also provided revised estimates for information purposes only
in the event that shipping the delivery of material is limited or reduced over the winter
months:
a) Operating Days During Peak Demand: 200 (37 weeks, beginning of April to midDecember)
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b) Average Extraction Per Day: 2,500 tonnes
c) Average Number of Trucks Per Day: 82 trucks
d) Average Number of Trucks Per Hour: 6.3 trucks one-way, 12.6 trucks return.
Even with these revised estimates - assuming a worst-case scenario of 500,000
tonnes/year, there would only be an average of one truck every five minutes on Shantz
Station Road – a Regional road capable of accommodating heavy trucks.
The Ministry of Transportation (MTO) has indicated that the Ministry should not be held
responsible for the potential closure of Shantz Station Road associated with the
construction of new Highway 7. Capital Paving has indicated agreement with MTO’s
request and has included this condition on the Site Plan for the aggregate pit.
As Shantz Station Road is a Regional Road, the Region of Waterloo reviewed the traffic
reports. In their comments the Region has required a northbound deacceleration lane
and all of the Regional issues have been addressed to their satisfaction.
Many of the public comments and objections raised were in regard to the potential truck
traffic, road safety, health, noise etc. along Shantz Station to Highway 7 as a result of
the increase in truck traffic from proposed aggregate operation. Since Shantz Station
Road is Regional road, part of its function is to accommodate the truck traffic from the
surrounding area as well as truck traffic that by-pass the area. The estimated increase
of truck traffic from the aggregate operation are considered to be acceptable and will not
create an adverse impact based on the findings of the TIS and haul route noise
assessment. From a TIS perspective, comments in terms of noise or safety beyond the
driveway (i.e., beyond the site distances etc) is not a component of this application but
more so the function of the road which is already in existence.
The noise assessment of the selected haul route also concluded that there would be no
noticeable noise impacts in the worst-case scenario.
Some key points:
a. The road is intended to carry larger volumes of traffic and is not at or near
capacity to suggest that the proposed traffic will not create a concern or
unacceptable situation.
b. There will be more trucks than is currently using the road, but noise will be similar
to existing sounds from trucks or car traffic that is already taking place. Noise
frequency of trucks will increase during the hours of operation yet there is nothing
to support that proposed use is unreasonable or unacceptable on a Regional
Road, or different from other truck traffic that uses the road. In many cases we
have businesses and houses along such roads and they are able to co-exist.
The noise study assessed haul route noise and suggested the noise level
increase would be nominal.
c. The duration each truck will be heard will only be for a short period. –
d. The haul route is using a Regional Road with traffic from various sources
(Maryhill, farm equipment, golf course, clinic, and school), and the site is near a
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highway, soon to be closer to a new provincial highway. Each of these uses
generates traffic on the road. With regard to the clinic – the walking path is about
100m from Shantz Station, 700 m from the new highway 7 (which will have an
interchange), 1km to the existing Highway 7. So staff cannot suggest that the
area is necessarily “serene”.
e. Safety is important. Again, this is a Regional road with traffic that is still below
any maximum capacity. The truck access and required deacceleration lane to
the site has been addressed for safety. Once on the road, safety is between all
users of the road and it is up to all users to follow the rules of the road. Most of
the safety issues appear to be related to speed, which is an enforcement issue.
Other comments are related to ensuring that other road users are given the
ability to enter and exit a property along the haul route in their current desired
fashion. Again, this is not part of this planning analysis to review all the existing
driveways on the road in terms of road speed and site lines - this is handled at a
Regional staff level based on engineering and policies. If there are issues with
an existing driveway and their site lines being unsafe this should be addressed
between that land owner and the Region, but is not an issue with regard to the
proposed operation.
f. Dust impacts from the traffic. Shantz Station Road has a paved surface and
there should be no definable increase in dust from truck traffic using Shantz
Station Road. There is nothing to suggest that dust or air quality along the road
way is increased and unacceptable.
g. The amount of traffic is disputed. Staff Regional and Township considered the
information provided and sought clarity in terms of traffic numbers of trucks
proposed. The numbers suggested by some of the community would not add up
to the size and operation of the site. The information provided by the applicant
appears reasonably calculated.
The test for any development application is not “no impact”. The test is the level of
impact and can such impact be appropriately mitigated or is it unacceptable. In this
case they have demonstrated the impacts are reasonable.
Staff have no reason to disagree with the Regional review and the analysis in the
reports by the applicant are acceptable.
Triggered by the EIS, the initial haul route report was supplemented by a second haul
route analysis which reviewed the various alternative routes including accessing the
1226 Maryhill Road driveway and the south farm driveway. All the haul routes were
evaluated based environmental, financial, technical, social, agricultural, traffic, and
noise factors to determine the optimum route.
The south farm driveway would exit onto Foerster Road and then send trucks to the
west, to Shantz Station Road. It is noted that Foerster Road is a tar and chip Township
road with a bridge restriction to the east on one end and a golf course on the other. The
road is not currently designed to handle such truck traffic. Furthermore, the golf course
is bisected by the road with golfers crossing on foot or by cart. As such, Township staff
were not supportive of the haul route exiting onto Foerster Road.
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Other options would have required additional access and impacts as result of crossing
the creek to the east.
The recommended haul route is to use the existing accesses onto Shantz Station Road
that was used by the former Mann Pit. The trucks would travel to the south on Shantz
Station Rd (a Regional Road and a designated truck route) to Highway 7 to send trucks
to their Guelph plant and where most deliveries will be headed to. A limited amount of
traffic may go north or elsewhere (on Regional roads) depending on specific projects or
demands.
On Site Haul Route
The existing driveway for the Mann Pit was built to withstand heavy truck traffic but has
not been used for truck traffic since the early 2000s. The original gravel road base and
road-bed width remains. In addition, the Region’s Core Environmental Feature mapping
as well as the PSW specifically exclude the existing driveway. The width of the existing
Mann Pitt driveway varies between 6.2 to about 12 metres. Since the surrendering of
the Mann Pit Licence, successional vegetation has established on the edges of the
existing road base. To accommodate the trucks from the Shantz Station Pit, the
existing driveway would have to be widened and resurfaced with asphalt to reduce
maintenance and potential dust impacts. The wetland boundary on either side of the
existing driveway has been surveyed in consultation with MNRF and GRCA and there is
room outside of the wetland areas to accommodate the required widening (varying
between 6.2 m to 8 m). It is from the proposed pit crushing area to the former Mann Pitt
driveway that a proposed access will impact the Core Environmental Feature on the
subject farm, as it will create a driveway through the woodlot. This driveway would be
about 165 metres long and 8 metres wide cutting through the forested area. The
environmental impacts of this access traversing through the feature as well as the
portion being re-instated (i.e. the former Mann Pit driveway) will be addressed in the
forthcoming section on Environmental Impact.
The report recommends that the development be approved with the addition of a
northbound right-turn deceleration lane at the site driveway on Shantz Station Road.
Based on an evaluation of the transportation information and the comparison of the haul
route options, the proposed haul route is logical, reasonable and appropriate as it
directs the traffic to a Regional road which is built and designed to support the type of
truck traffic and volumes generated from the site. The haul route conforms to the PPS,
P2G, ROP and Township Official Plan as:
• being the most efficient use of existing infrastructure;
• making good use of the existing truck route/regional road, balancing the needs;
and
• the use of a resource in a manner that minimize social, economic, and
environmental impacts.
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Combined with the rehabilitation plan to compensate and enhance linkages the overall
natural heritage impacts can be balanced consistent with the policies in place.
Agricultural Impact Assessment
The Agricultural Impact Assessment was submitted by MHBC and peer reviewed by
Colville Consulting Inc.. It is also noted that the resident’s group had a peer review
completed also to which MHBC responded.
Based on the initial report and the peer review comments, Township staff are satisfied
that the resulting work is appropriate to support the proposed use and that the
development conforms to the PPS, Place to Grow, Regional Official Plan and Township
Official Plan.
The appropriate clauses and requirements have also been provided for in the ARA
plans, especially in the ARA rehabilitation plan. The ultimate goal is to have the site
rehabilitated (as much as possible) back to an agriculture state and to have the soils
achieving its average existing agricultural capabilities. For the areas around the edges
of the extraction as well as the farm cluster on the property, slopes will be created at a
maximum of 3:1. The slopes of the farm fields as a result of the extraction, the depth of
the soil, and the extraction depth above the groundwater have been reviewed to
demonstrate that the tillable areas will continue to be farmable in the future.
Areas not rehabilitated back to agriculture will in this case become part of environmental
features to enhance and support the natural areas.
It is also noted that as lands are being stripped for extraction, the layers will be
separated and stored on the lands to preserve the soils (i.e., top soil separate from
other soil layers). This will aid in maintaining topsoil quality for rehabilitation.
The report addresses and adequately responds to the applicable policies for the
surrounding agricultural uses. There should be no unacceptable impact to the adjacent
farms in terms of impacts related to noise, dust, their farming crops and surface /
groundwater.
Impacts of the haul route on the surrounding farms was also considered and reviewed.
As traffic for the gravel operation will use Shantz Station, there are only a few farms in
this area. The conflicts should be minimal compared to many other areas in the
Township where there are larger, more active farming operations.
Environmental Impact
The lands to be extracted are cultivated fields which are adjacent to a woodlot to the
north. The proposed haul route traverses through a Core Feature (woodlot) and a
wetland area. Lands to the north contain ponds and wetlands while Hopewell Creek is
to the west.
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The policies do not prohibit extraction to impact the environmental features, but they do
place a higher test on the application if impacts are proposed. If there are impacts to
Environmental features identified, the applicant needs to demonstrate that:
• the portions affected will be replaced or restored within a reasonable timeframe
with habitat of greater extent and/or ecological value,
• there are no adverse environmental impacts,
• the surface water and groundwater quantity / quality will be maintained; and
• the area will be appropriately rehabilitated (ROP Section 9.C.6).
Significant review of these elements was completed by the Region’s peer reviewer,
Regional EEAC, the GRCA and MNRF given that the haul route traverses through the
woodlot and the works required to upgrade the existing driveway through the
environmental area to Shantz Station Road. The reports and peer reviews considered
various wildlife, flora/fauna etc within the Core Features. The review also considered
the water quality and quantity and alternative haul routes.
Generally, a 30-metre setback will be maintained between the operations and the
environmental features. The areas impacted will be restored. In the first phase, works
will be undertaken to plant trees and enhance/create a connection from the wetland
complex to the creek. A detailed Access Road Management / Ecological Enhancement
and Compensation Plan has been created that the applicant will implement which will
be reviewed to ensure they are in compliance. As per the recommendation in the
environmental report:
“implementation of the mitigation and rehabilitation activities outlined in this plan will
ensure that there are no negative impacts to the significant woodland or the Breslau
PSW Complex as a result of the use of the existing road and proposed new access
road for pit operations. Both roads will be decommissioned, as outlined in this
document, once extraction of the pit is completed. The ecological enhancement
activities outlined in this plan will result in a net increase in approximately 6.5ha of
naturalized and enhanced area. The compensation and ecological enhancement
activities will occur within the Licenced area and on adjacent lands and will improve
connectivity between the Breslau PSW Complex to the west and the Hopewell Creek
wetland complex to the east. Through the execution of the planting plan and creation
of a new pond and specialized wildlife habitat, an overall net-gain in ecological value
will be achieved.”
The access road through the woodlot will be constructed once laid out and staked by
the biologists to protect any key tree specimens. With respect to use of the former haul
route driveway, sections will be widened where it has been determined it is acceptable.
Jersey barriers will be installed to reduce movement of animals across the driveway
along with specialized fencing.
Rehabilitation and any new plantings are to use native species where appropriate.
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The notes on the site plans address environmental requirements as identified by the
various agencies comments.
Staff note that the MNRF, Region of Waterloo, Region EEAC, Regional peer reviewer,
and GRCA have reviewed this report and subsequent addendums and have no
concerns. Township staff are satisfied that the study and recommendations completed
adequately addresses the Provincial, Regional and Township policy framework and are
acceptable.
Visual
The Township Official Plan requires visual impacts to be studied by the applicant and
requires that there be no unacceptable impacts. The applicant submitted a report in this
regard which Township staff had peer reviewed. The peer review was thorough and
ensured the visual impacts were appropriately addressed and mitigated.
The report identified areas where the potential gravel extraction could be seen from
surrounding properties, roads, the golf course, and even from the church in Maryhill.
Where necessary, the use of berms were proposed to help screen the operation, while
in some locations tree plantings were proposed to also mitigate impacts. As the site will
be extracted in phases, each phase was reviewed and will have berming in place to
reduce the visual impacts. Berming ranges in heights from 2 to 8.5 metres around the
edges of the site and a proposed 11-metre high berm next to the processing plant, as
per the operational plans. The 6.0-metre high berm along with some tree planting
adjacent to the golf course will help with noise and visual impacts.
The visual impact also reviewed views from the community of Maryhill, especially the
site lines from the church. These views are also addressed.
As the land use is temporary, in that there is a life to the operation, the impacts will also
be temporary on a phase-by-phase basis and only for the life of the operation.
The peer reviewer also noted that the proposed berms will not be out of character with
the surrounding area and are acceptable measures in addressing the potential visual
impacts.
Given the height and extent of the berms proposed, staff are comfortable that there is
enough top-soil material on site to use for berming to ensure that other mechanisms are
not used such as containers etc which would not be typical in a rural setting.
The proposed ARA plans show the required visual mitigation measure and contain
provisions to implement the requirements. Staff and the peer reviewer are satisfied that
visual impacts have been addressed and that the requirements of the policy framework
have been met especially in terms of the ROP and Township Official Plan.
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Cultural Heritage
MHBC submitted a cultural heritage impact study as part of the submission. The
Township had the study peer reviewed, who provided a very thorough and
comprehensive review.
The study and peer review considered properties designated, the potential impacts to
the cultural heritage landscape (CHL) around Maryhill, views, historic farm patterns,
rural landscapes, and the history of the site. In addition, the study reviewed the
buildings on the subject properties for heritage value. Staff note that CHL landscapes
do not prohibit change as landscapes evolve. The review takes into account the
heritage, its value and the impacts.
The study identified the retention of the building area of 1195 Foerster Road in terms of
house, barn, location, trees, etc) for heritage reasons. Similar recommendations were
made about 1472 Village View Road.
As excavation is taking place around the dwelling at 1195 Foerster Rd, it was also
identified that an extraction was not to damage the structure, especially the foundation
of the house from nearby excavation works.
The ARA plans for the license include the following as a result of the heritage works
completed:
• A conservation plan for the house located at 1195 Foerster Road will be
prepared in order to ensure that the heritage attributes of the house are retained.
This shall occur at the commencement of site operations.
• Site rehabilitation shall occur in order to restore the laneway connections to 1195
Foerster Road and also to the rear of the subject lands following the completion
of extraction, as well as the field areas surrounding the buildings.
• A conservation plan for the house located at 1472 Village View Road will be
prepared in order to ensure that the heritage attributes of the house are retained.
This shall occur at the commencement of site operations.
• Photo documentation of the laneway and remnant fence areas at the rear of the
property shall be completed prior to removal of the features for aggregate
extraction.
The peer reviewer is satisfied that the study and subsequent responses to the peer
review are adequate and that subject to the requirements noted above, heritage items
have been adequately addressed to meet PPS, P2G, ROP and Township Official Plan
policies.
Archeological Assessment
A Stage 1 and Stage 2 archeological assessment was completed on the lands. Based
on the works completed there are two sections, identified as Sites 2 and 5, that will
require a Stage 3 assessment, and if necessary, a Stage 4 archeological assessments.
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These assessments are more detailed works of sifting through the soils to review for
any archeological items. These areas identified on the ARA plans are to the east of the
farm cluster and along the easterly property boundary north west of 1065 Foerster
Road. These areas are within portions of Phase 3 and 4 of the extraction. To ensure
the areas are protected until the additional work is completed, a 20 m protective buffer
and a 50-metre monitoring buffer is required. All lands within the 20 m protective
buffers area must be protected until the additional assessment is completed. All soil
disturbing activities within the 50m. monitoring buffer must be monitored by a licensed
archaeologist to ensure the effectiveness of this avoidance strategy. The various
clauses in the ARA plans outline the protection and the works to be completed before
the lands can be extracted.
The Region has required a Holding Provision for Sites 2 and 5 to restrict extraction until
the assessment is completed and the holding provision is lifted. A holding provision
has been included in the draft amending By-law.
All other areas of the site have been given clearance to proceed.
The approval authorities, Region and the Province, have reviewed this information and
are satisfied with the same. Township staff is satisfied the required measures are in
place, and that the necessary works will be completed to the satisfaction of the
Province.
Noise
There are MECP noise guidelines, including noise level limits which must be satisfied by
the proposed aggregate operation. These standards form an important basis in
determining whether there are no undue noise impacts as per the Township’s Official
Plan.
The selected receptors in the area were determined to be Class 2 and Class 3. These
classes determine the acceptable levels of noise.
The noise study was completed by Valcoustics and peer reviewed by SS Wilson
Associates. Noise was evaluated based on the equipment proposed, much of which
would operate from the processing area.
Since the site is extracted in phases, noise is addressed per phase. The berms and
tree planting, which will be installed to mitigate the visual impacts, will also serve to
address noise. Using the various berms, noise levels to nearby homes will be within
acceptable limits. The peer review also considered mitigating the noise to the golf
course lands.
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The portable crusher, one of the louder pieces of equipment, has specific requirements
to reduce the noise impacts. Specifically, portable crushing near the working face of the
extraction area is only permitted within 405 m of the Phase 2 boundary to minimize the
impacts to adjacent properties.
Also, the applicant is required to verify noise levels with off-site noise audit
measurements to be completed when operations are underway on the site to confirm
the MECP noise guideline limits are met. The audit measurements must be done by a
qualified acoustical engineer. The noise audit will be provided to the Township and
Region and will be completed once operations are fully commenced in Phase 1 followed
by subsequent audits in Phases 2, 3 and 4. If necessary, any required remedial actions
for noise mitigation will be provided. The acoustical engineer shall check/verify that the
onsite noise control measures required by this noise assessment are in place as part of
the noise audit.
The haul route noise along Shantz Station Road and Highway 7 was also assessed.
The noise model used a worst-case scenario with an average of 18.4 trucks per hour
travelling along haulage route in addition to the existing traffic. The current background
noise levels range from 52 to 62 dBA, and proposed operation will increase the noise
levels to about 57 to 63 dBA, an increase of 5 to 3 dBA along Shantz Station and 1 dBA
along Highway 7. The increase, given the background traffic, is considered nominal
even in the area of the clinic. It is noted that the haul route analysis is required as part
of the local review and not required by the MNR. The haul route chosen should
consider the least noise impact and based upon the review preferred has the least noise
impact.
The peer review accepted the noise classifications applied to the various parcels, also
considered the necessary berm heights and slopes to ensure it could be constructed.
The peer reviewer was satisfied with the works completed and that the necessary noise
mitigation measures to be implemented. The appropriate clauses are contained in the
ARA license to ensure that noise levels will remain within acceptable levels.
Hours
Hours of operation will conform to the Township noise by-law and extraction activities
will be permitted to occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday to Friday.
The applicant is proposing to load trucks starting at 6 am but extraction are to start at
7am.
No extraction or processing is permitted on Saturdays although hauling may take place,
and the operation shall be closed on Sundays and holidays.
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Dust / Air Quality
As part of the Operational Plan, the applicant has addressed the Township Official Plan
requirements and addressed any concerns to the satisfaction of the Township in regard
to dust and air quality. Again, Ministry of the Environment air quality standards are used
as a basis in determining whether there are unacceptable impacts.
The applicant submitted a dust and air quality study, assessing the equipment and
material that may emit dust or impact the air quality issues. This assessment considered
the impact of emissions from the proposed pit in combination with background
contaminant levels from other sources in the surrounding area and completed using a
dispersion model. This report was peer reviewed. The analysis indicated that:
“with a high level of control on the haul routes and appropriate setback distances,
compliance with the relevant criteria can be achieved at all residential receptors without
the inclusion of background air quality data. Predicted concentrations of TSP, PM10,
and Silica exceed the relevant criteria at Receptor R3 (rental unit owned by the
applicant located at 1472 Village View Road) when background air quality data is
included. However, the predicted frequency of excursions above the relevant criteria is
low, occurring 0.05% of the time, or once during the 5-year simulation period. (quote
from report).”
A Best Management Practice Plan (BMPP) has been created and approved.
Based on the study and peer review, the following measures have been included on the
ARA site plans:
a) Dust will be mitigated on site;
b) Water or another provincially approved dust suppressant will be applied to
internal haul roads and processing areas as often as required to mitigate dust; ·
c) Stripping, excavation and loading operations shall be monitored hourly when all
of the following criteria are met:
a. Dry weather is anticipated;
b. Excavation and loading activities are within 200 m of a residence;
c. Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. If visible dust
is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced, or
additional mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust
is prevented from leaving the site.
d) A row of conifers will be planted along the top of the berm adjacent to Receptor
R3, on the portion of that berm located in Phase 1. It is our understanding that
this dwelling is owned by the owner of the gravel pit lands. If it could be ensured
that this dwelling becomes and remains vacant during the life of the site, then
Receptor R3 could be removed as a receptor location and the need for the
conifer trees will not be required.
e) In addition to preceding recommendations, the licensee shall maintain and
implement the Best Management Practices Plan for dust control (BMPP). The
BMPP will be reviewed annually, at a minimum, and updated if required.
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The Region and the peer reviewer are satisfied with the information provided and the
clauses in the ARA plans. Dust and air quality issues have been adequately addressed.
A number of comments and issues are raised in the comments about Crystalline silica
dust from the operation. This was reviewed in the report and there is no reason to
suggest that there are any unacceptable impacts and none to the school.
The operator will need to have equipment available at all times for the necessary
watering to keep dust at a minimum.
A portion of the haul route on site will be paved which will also reduce the amount of
dust.
As part of the operation the applicant needs to monitor the operations and make
monitoring results available for agencies to inspect. This includes visual monitoring,
watering plans, and daily logs of the dust monitoring and actions taken. If the best
management practises and conditions in the ARA site plans are implemented, the
operation will be within the Provincial Standards.
In light of the dust-oriented conditions that have been added to the ARA site plans, staff
are of the opinion that there will be no unacceptable impacts with regard to dust and air
quality as a result of the aggregate extraction activities.
Rehabilitation
The pit will be rehabilitated to agricultural use consistent with the requirements of the
PPS and as outlined in the ARA plans. As noted, the lands will be extracted in phases
and it will be progressively rehabilitated back to agriculture. The phasing will reduce the
amount of land being disturbed at any one time and out of agricultural production.
Once the works are completed, the license is to be surrendered at which time the lands
need to be re-zoned back to agriculture.
Cumulative Impact
There are no other aggregate operations in the Township in close proximity to the
subject lands. There is an extraction operation on the Wellington County side, to the
east of Maryhill which is approximately 2km directly to the north-east, and much further
in terms of drive distance. This operation in Wellington County is an above ground
extraction, staying well above the ground water table, extracting 200,000 tonnes per
year.
Based on the information in the applicant’s reports and the information from the
operations on the Wellington County side there is no overlapping water/hydrogeological
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areas (both sites are above water table extraction) or noise to suggest that a cumulative
impact exists.
The haul route from the Wellington County operation is not defined once trucks exit the
local road onto the County Road, so traffic from this operation may be in the Maryhill
area but the overlap with the subject application would be minimal along the Regional
Road.
Also, the operation on the Wellington County side might be nearing completion in the
next few years, meaning that the potential for overlap could be very limited.
Based on Township Staff’s review of the technical issues with respect to the operation
Staff concludes that there will be no unacceptable cumulative impacts and the proposed
application will conform to the applicable policies.
Planning report
The applicant provided a land use planning study. The study reviewed the policy
framework and how the land use compatibility has been addressed, balancing the
various policies. The report along with the studies completed accurately describe the
area and land use taking place and provides a summary of the proposed actions taken
to address the policies and the measures to be taken to adequately address
compatibility. Supplementary comments have also addressed other social impacts.
Although there are impacts, they have been minimized and are not significant to be
deemed unacceptable.
Comments From Agencies
The Region of Waterloo has no outstanding issues or concerns with the application.
The Region, including any peer reviews and issues reviewed by EEAC have all been
addressed to the satisfaction of the Region.
The Region requests that the extraction be zoned with a holding zone provision to
implement the recommendations in the Archaeological Assessment, in accordance with
the Ministry’s acknowledgement letter. This request will be included in the proposed
zoning.
The GRCA reviewed in detail the necessary reports and provide various comments,
especially in regard to the wetlands and slopes. The GRCA concerns were addressed
as stated in their October 2, 2020 comments, of which an excerpt has been provided:
“The response included a revised micro-drainage analysis for each the wetland units
in proximity to the proposed extraction area, which updates the findings for the
Hydrogeological Investigation Report (MTE, May 2019). The revised analysis
demonstrates that, although the wetland units will experience changes in water
balance, these changes will not significantly impact their ecological or hydrological
function.
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As such, we can confirm our comments have been satisfactorily addressed. We have
no further objections or concerns regarding this application.”
MTO has noted that the applicant will need to address alternative routes should Shantz
Station Road or Highway 7 be closed due to construction. The applicant will then use
alternative Regional Roads.
MNRF have provided a letter stating that
“Since MNRF’s original objection, the proponent and MNRF have had a number of
discussions to scope and resolve issues. A number of revisions were made to the
original submission in order to address issues identified by MNRF as well as other
objectors. MNRF staff have subsequently reviewed proposed changes contained in a
January 14, 2021 e-mail from Capital Paving Inc.’s consultants, MHBC Planning. This
e-mail contained a revised ARA site plan (dated January 2021) and a document
entitled 2 “Access Road Management / Ecological Enhancement and Compensation
Plan" (revised November 2020). Based on these recent submissions, all previous
issues have now been addressed to MNRF’s satisfaction. Based on the foregoing,
MNRF staff withdraws its official “objection” for the subject ARA licence application.”
As such, MNRF’s concerns have been addressed.
Comments from the Public
A significant number of letters were received from the public. Staff did not attach the
letters but will summarize the key points and issues that where consistently expressed.
Dust /Air quality
A number of comments were raised that dust and air quality will impact the surrounding
crops and health of children at the school.
As dust is to be controlled on site, there should be no substantial dust issues to impact
the crops on the subject lands or the adjacent farms.
Given the separation distance between the pit and the school (about 750 m to the
south), prevailing wind direction, berms, elevation changes and that dust will be
suppressed on site, along with the studies completed and peer reviewed – staff cannot
support these claims that dust will have an impact on students.
Traffic
The traffic issues can be broken down further into the amount of traffic from the site, the
safety on the road (Shantz Station), and noise from the trucks on Shantz Station Road.
Amount – the number of trucks to the site is disputed. Given the amount of
material being extracted and the maximum extraction rate, the proposed number of
trucks from the applicant appears reasonable. The calculation provided by owners of
the clinic would not match the proposed operation as detailed in the traffic section of this
report. The comparisons made to other pits are questionable.
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Safety – safety is raised in terms of the trucks using the road with other uses on
Shantz Station. This is road safety and not directly related to the gravel pit operation.
Safety to enter and exit the site has been addressed with the required deacceleration
lane.
Noise – from trucks on the road. This is traffic noise to properties along the haul
route. Traffic noise on a Regional road is “anticipated”. Urban areas with Regional
roads in the Region and across the Province would have higher levels of traffic and
have similar land uses and are able to co-exist. In this case the noise was assessed,
and the impacts were considered minor and acceptable.
Visual
The visual impacts to the surrounding area have been considered. The visual impacts
have been addressed by berms and plantings.
Water – wells
The proposed extraction will be above the water table and ongoing monitoring will be
occurring to determine if there is any adverse impact to neighbouring well or adjacent
environmental features.
Noise
Noise has been addressed elsewhere in this report. It is noted that a number of the
clinic letters raised noise as a concern. However, the noise levels have been mitigated
appropriately, and the clinic being 700m away will not be impacted by noise from the
extraction operation in any unacceptable manner.
Noise to other nearby properties, including the golf course, has also been considered
and addressed as per the reports.
Appropriateness
Many of the comments can be compiled under the concern of appropriateness.
A number of comments raised concerns that the use is not appropriate to the
rural/residential/serene area and gravel extraction is better to take place in other areas.
The area is still rural, although it does have a mix of land uses. The extraction site is
very “internal” to the farm, not in close proximity to a settlement. The policies in the
PPS support the removal of aggregate resource and the extraction operation as an
interim use. Gravel is required for various road works, construction of homes, etc., that
are needed to support construction needs of the community. There is also only so
much material available. The more we can use gravel in close proximity to the areas of
need is beneficial to the environment, reduces the need for more trucks or longer
haulage routes along our roadways. Pushing the extraction elsewhere just moves the
issue to another backyard and would increase the costs to truck the material from a
greater distance. Applications need to be reviewed on their merits, and the policies set
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in place. Based on the policies the applicant’s reports and studies address the impacts
- demonstrating the extraction can be supported and appropriately mitigated.
There were some other comments in respect to heritage, agricultural impacts,
environmental etc, however the comments elsewhere in this report speak to those
issue.
Although not an issue that was raised by the community, many of the concerns can tie
back to the impact to the nearby residents. Staff do not wish to lose sight of this
somewhat overarching and underlying element what might be called the social impact.
This element is tied back to the appropriateness and whether the impacts are
unacceptable. Again, it is not the test that there be no impacts, but whether such
impacts have been properly assessed and can be addressed (mitigated). Based on an
overall understanding of the operation, the proposed impacts are within reason and
acceptable.
Cumulative Impact
This cumulative impact of the proposed operation and other nearby extraction
operations was reviewed in this report.
Property Value
It is noted that property values are not a consideration in land use planning
recommendations.
Furthermore, the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) assesses the
value of a property based on as many as 200 different factors. Five major factors
usually account for 85% of a property’s value including: 1) location; 2) lot
size/dimensions; 3) living area; 4) age of the house and; 5) quality of construction.
Property taxes are not calculated based on the market value but rather the assessed
value of the property. The market value of a property depends on a host of factors
including the state of the economy and the individual purchaser’s preferences. The
likelihood of impacts to property values should be minimal, and given the life span of the
operation, even if there are impacts they would be limited.
Golf Course
5 of the 27 golf course holes are located within 200 m of the proposed extraction area
and the processing plant is located over 600 m from the nearest point of the closest
hole. To address any visual and noise impacts berming and tree planting has been
provided.
The applicant has also noted that in contrast, approximately half of the holes are located
within 200 m of Shantz Station Road meaning that these holes are impacted by road
noise which is likely to have a greater noise impact than the operation.
Dust is not an issue.
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Clinic
The clinic was assessed in the haul route noise and the information does not identify
any significant impact to the clinic.
As noted elsewhere noise and dust are not an issue.
School
The issues with the school relate to road safety. General road safety is not a planning
item, nor specific to the proposal. There is no direct conflict with a school on a regional
road, where in fact many schools have access onto higher order roads, some with more
than two lanes.
As noted elsewhere noise and dust are not an issue.
Implementing Official Plan and Zoning
An Official Plan Amendment is required to permit the use as the lands are not within a
designated or identified area of aggregate resource in the Regional Official Plan.
Although not within the identified area, it does not suggest that gravel does not exist on
the site. The mapping only identifies areas that are likely to have potential gravel for
extraction. The details from the studies identifies that there is sufficient quantity
(3,000,000 tonnes) and adequate quality of the aggregate resource on site to make the
operation economically viable. The proposed site is located in proximity to other
extraction operation that previously occurred. As there is a resource, the proposed
extraction is consistent with the PPS where it identifies that such resources should be
identified and removed. The ROP policies may not identify the area; however the ROP
policies do allow extractions outside of the identified areas provided the applicant can
demonstrate that the resource exists. Therefore, the proposed Official Plan
Amendment is consistent with the PPS and ROP.
Various studies have been completed to the satisfaction of the peer reviewers and
agencies. Although there are dwellings and various uses nearby, the extraction area is
not in close proximity to a community or a large amount of residential, and the impacts
are minimized and addressed. All of the other policies of the Official Plan have been
met, especially in regard to the reports and studies in Section 11.11. Therefore, Staff
recommends that the proposed Official Plan Amendment be approved. The use would
then conform to the Official Plan.
As sunset clauses and zoning for depth of extraction is not permitted, these clauses
cannot be added to the zoning.
The Region of Waterloo has requested a Holding provision as it applies to the
archeological works. Holding provisions are required for the areas where additional
archeological study is required, and the surrounding lands as identified in the ARA
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plans. Prior to extraction in these areas the holding provisions will need to be lifted
based on the additional archeological study work and clearance from the Province.
The proposed zoning will be site specific to allow the extraction on the subject lands and
the area identified on the ARA site plans. Township staff also propose that a Holding
provision be added to require the necessary reports to be provided should a below
water table extraction be proposed. The Township cannot zone to prevent extraction, or
implement a vertical zoning, however, a holding provision can be applied to ensure the
reports are provided and approved before any amendments are made to the ARA plans
and license that would allow a below water table extraction.
Staff is satisfied that the bylaw will meet policies are per the Official Plan, Section 11.7
subject to approval of the OPA, and that the zoning as proposed be implemented upon
approval of the Official Plan Amendment by the Region of Waterloo.

Interdepartmental Impacts: None
Financial Impacts: Revenue from gravel extraction
Strategic Plan Impacts:
•
•
•

Ensure Managed and Sustainable Community Growth and Development
Support Sustainability of the Natural Environment and Other Resources
Expand Financial Sustainability / Best Practices

Conclusion:
Township Staff have determined through the review of the application and the technical
information provided along with the various peer reviews that were completed that the
proposed operation minimizes the impacts in a manner that no unacceptable impacts
will occur, and the application conforms to the PPS, A Place to Grow, the Regional
Official Plan and the Township Official Plan, subject to the recommendations contained
in this report and the proposed ARA site plan documents being approved by the
Ministry.
By informing the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry of Council’s decision with
regard to this Official Plan Amendment and rezoning application, they are made aware
of the efforts to resolve issues and the changes that are required to the ARA site plan to
address the Township’s concerns and requirements.
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APPENDIX A
TOWNSHIP OF WOOLWICH
BY-LAW NUMBER
(SHANTZ STATION PIT)

A BY-LAW TO ADOPT OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER ___
TO THE OFFICIAL PLAN OF THE WOOLWICH PLANNING AREA
The Council of the Corporation of the Township of Woolwich, in accordance
with the provisions of Section 21 of the Planning Act 1990, as amended,
hereby ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
1. THAT Amendment Number ___ to the Official Plan of the Township of
Woolwich consisting of the attached text and mapping is hereby
adopted.
2. THAT the Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to make application
to the Council of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo for approval of
Amendment Number ____, to the Official Plan of the Township of
Woolwich.
3. THAT this By-law shall come into force and effect on the final passing
thereof.
PASSED THIS

Mayor

Clerk

DAY OF

, 2021
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TOWNSHIP OF WOOLWICH OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO _______
“SHANTZ STATION PIT”

PART A – PREAMBLE
PURPOSE
The proposed Official Plan Amendment is to permit the establishment
of an above the water table mineral aggregate operation, with a
proposed licensed area of approximately 93 hectares and an extraction
area of 67.9 hectares outside of a designated Mineral Aggregate
Resource Area.
The lands are designated Rural Land Use Area in the Township of
Woolwich Official Plan and are zoned Agricultural (A).
LOCATION
This Amendment applies to the area of two properties that are legally
known as Part of Lots 81 & 82 German Company Tract (Geographic
Township of Waterloo), Township of Woolwich, Regional Municipality of
Waterloo. The area of proposed to be re-designated is about 93ha.
BASIS OF AMENDMENT
This application proposes to add a Rural Site-Specific Policy Area to
Schedule A to permit the establishment and operation of an above the
water table aggregate operation outside of an area that is designated
Mineral Aggregate Resource Areas in the Regional Official Plan.
The proposed Shantz Station Pit contains approximately 3 million
tonnes of high-quality aggregate resources that will supply local
construction projects in the Waterloo Region and Guelph areas. No
significant natural heritage features, surface water features or
significant cultural heritage resources are located within the extraction
limits of the proposed operations. The area subject to the official plan
amendment is located within a prime agricultural area and will be
restored back to an agricultural condition in a progressive manner.
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The proposed Shantz Station Pit has been designed to ensure no
negative impacts on surrounding natural heritage features, agricultural
resources, surface and ground water resources, cultural heritage
resources, and surrounding sensitive uses.
PART B – THE AMENDMENT
The Amendment consists of the following:
Mapping Changes:
1. To amend Schedule A to add a Rural Site-Specific Policy Area
“Shantz Station Pit” attached hereto (Appendix A).
Text Changes
1. To amend section 6.1.3 (Aggregate Resources) by adding the
following site-specific policy, immediately after section 6.1.3 in
the Township Official Plan accordingly.
“6.1.3.1 Shantz Station Pit Rural Site-Specific Policy Area
The following policies apply to the Shantz Station Pit Rural SiteSpecific Policy Area as indicated in Schedule “A” Rural Special
Policy Areas.
1. The lands located at Part of Lots 81 and 82, Germany
Company Tract are so designated to permit the
establishment of an aggregate operation outside of a
designated Mineral Aggregate Resource Area shown on
Map 8 of the Regional Official Plan.

Report DS25-2021

32

Report DS25-2021

33
APPENDIX B

The Corporation of the Township of Woolwich
By-law No. ###-2021
A By-law to Further Amend Zoning By-law 55-86, of the Township
of Woolwich
for
1226 Maryhill Road, 1175 Foerster Road,
1195 Foerster Road and 1472 Village View Road,
(Capital Paving)
Whereas the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Woolwich
deems it desirable to further amend By-law 55-86, as amended:
NOW THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE
TOWNSHIP OF WOOLWICH ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
1. That immediately following Schedule ‘C28’ the following schedule
(Schedule ‘C29’) attached as Schedule C to this By-law be added
concerning the property described as German Company Tract, Part of
Lots 81 and 82, Township of Woolwich, to rezone from Agricultural (A)
to a site specific Extractive (E) zone with Holding Provisions (H-1 and H2) to permit an above water table aggregate extraction operation.
2. That immediately after Section 26.1.374 of By-law 55-86, as amended,
the following Section and corresponding Schedule ‘A’ be added to permit
an aggregate extraction operation within a licensed area of
approximately 93 hectares and an extraction area of 67.9 hectares ha.,
for the lands located at German Company Tract, Part Lots 81 and 82 –
1226 Maryhill Road, 1175 Foerster Road, 1195 Foerster Road and 1472
Village View Road:
26.1.375 Notwithstanding any other provisions of this By-law, the lands
illustrated and identified as the License Area / Area of
Extraction on the Plan forming Part 29 of Schedule ‘C’ and
Section 26.1.375 of Schedule ‘A’, hereafter the “Plan”, of this
By-law are subject to the following:
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1) Permitted Uses:
A) An aggregate extraction operation within the Area of
Extraction
B) Accessory uses to A) above including:
I. The importation of recycled aggregate asphalt and
concrete materials for the purposes of blending
with on-site material;
II. On site fuel storage; and
III. Wash pond.
2) Holding Provisions
a. Notwithstanding any other provision of this By-law,
extraction and related uses shall not be permitted on the
lands on the Plan identified with an H-1 Symbol,
corresponding with the lands zoned Extractive (E) until
such time as:
i. A Stage 3 Archaeological Assessment and, if
required, a Stage 4 Archaeological Assessment is
completed for Site 2 (AjHc-40) and Site 5 (AjHc-41),
and an Acknowledgement letter is obtained from
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture
Industries (MHSTCI);
ii. Archaeological
Assessment(s)
and
MHSTCI
Acknowledgement letter shall be submitted to the
satisfaction of the Region; and
iii. A By-law has been passed removing the Holding
Provision (H) symbol from the Zoning Schedule
pursuant to Section 36 of the Planning Act, RSO,
1990.
b. Notwithstanding any other provision of this By-law, a
below water table extraction as defined in the Aggregate
Resource Act shall not be permitted on the lands on the
Plan identified with an H-2 Symbol, corresponding with
the lands zoned Extractive (E) until such time as:
i. the appropriate studies have been completed to the
satisfaction of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo
and the Township of Woolwich, in accordance with
the Regional Official Plan and Township of Woolwich
Official Plan policies regarding mineral aggregate
resource extraction below the water table in force
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and effect at the time of an application for the lifting
of the Holding Provision (H) symbol; and
ii. A By-law has been passed removing the Holding
Provision (H-2) symbol from the Zoning Schedules
pursuant to Section 36 of the Planning Act, RSO,
1990.

2. That the Key Map which forms part of By-law 55-86, as amended, be
amended accordingly to recognize this site-specific zoning amendment.
3. That this By-law shall come into effect on the final passing thereof by
the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Woolwich subject to
the provisions of the Planning Act, 1990, and amendments thereto.
PASSED THIS

DAY OF

2021
______________________
______________________
Mayor
______________________
Clerk
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Capital Paving Inc. Proposed Shantz Station Pit
Summary of Public & Agency Comments and Responses
May 19 2021 / OUR FILE: 16313B

Table 1: Summary of Public Comments and Responses
General Commentary
1

2

3

A.

This proposed site does not fall
within the Region’s Aggregate
Extraction Area or is in in
compliance with the Region’s
Official Plan.
Air Quality
The Best Management Practices
Plan for dust has not been
developed.

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
The Region’s Official Plan explicitly
states that extraction may be
permitted outside of Mineral
Aggregate Resource Areas.

Updated Response – May 2021

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

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

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

n/a

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

Change made to application (if
applicable)
n/a

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

General Commentary
4

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

5

Guideline D-6 requires assessment
of all industrial uses in proximity to
sensitive receptors.
Visual Impact
Views from the Merry Hill Golf
Course will be negatively impacted.

6

B.

7

Views from Foerster Road will be
impacted.

8

An 11-metre berm is a negative
visual impact.

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
The assessment of air quality
impacts along regional roads and
provincial highways is not required,
since it is already considered in the
designation of approved truck
routes.
Guideline D-6 does not apply to pits
and quarries.

Updated Response – May 2021

n/a

n/a

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

Following discussions with Merry
Hill Golf Course, an Addendum to
the Visual Impact Report was
completed which recommended
additional visual mitigation
measures next to the golf course.

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

Regarding Foerster Road, the
Township’s peer reviewers stated
that “…mitigation measures are
appropriate… [and] potential visual
impacts are adequately mitigated.”
Along with the proposed mitigation
measures, the extraction area is set
back from Foerster Road by 150
metres.
The 11-meter barrier around the
processing plant would be on the pit
2

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

The Visual Impact Peer Reviewer for
the Township confirmed that
potential visual impacts to the golf
course have been adequately
mitigated with these changes (April
9, 2020).
n/a

n/a

Change made to application (if
applicable)
n/a

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

n/a

General Commentary

9

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

10

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

11

C

Noise
There are no noise receptors at
Grootendorst Farms.

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
floor, some 5 to 10 metres below
the grade level of the surrounding
land. The Township’s peer reviewer
does not identify this barrier as a
negative visual impact.
Capital has held discussions/
meetings with representatives of
the golf course on 4 separate
occasions - including in person in
November 2017, at the public open
house in June 2019, and during two
subsequent meetings. Capital will
continue to meet with the golf
course representatives in an effort
to address their concerns.
See above re. the additional/
enhanced recommendations being
proposed on neighbouring
residential properties, etc. Also, the
Township’s visual impact peer
reviewers indicate “the berm
heights, setbacks and planting are
appropriate to adequately address
the potential for visual impacts from
Village View Road and Maryhill
Road.”

Updated Response – May 2021

Change made to application (if
applicable)

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

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

The visual, noise and air quality
studies were updated to incorporate
the new house at 1224 Maryhill
Road as a sensitive receptor.

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

There are receptors located much
closer to the proposed pit area than
Grootendorst farms demonstrate
that noise levels are expected to
meet provincial guidelines,
therefore Capital would be under

A Noise Impact Analysis Addendum
was completed (June 23, 2020) to
address Peer Review comments. The
recommendations from the Noise
Impact Analysis are included on the
site plan.

3

The visual, noise and air quality peer
reviewers have no outstanding
concerns with the application (April
9, 2020; May 13, 2020; August 21,
2020).

Acoustic audit must be completed
during Phases 1-4 of pit operations
to confirm compliance with noise
guidelines. The required noise
control measures are shown on the
Operations Page of the site plan
(page 2) and detailed in Noise notes

General Commentary

12

Noise will affect milk production of
the farm.

13

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

14

No baseline studies have been
completed to document existing
noise levels at surrounding

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
the limits for receptors located
farther away.

Updated Response – May 2021

Capital is not aware of any evidence
that this would be the case,
especially since the dairy cattle at
the farm are permanently inside the
barn structures. An active dairy
farm – with cows grazing outside – is
located within the licenced area of
Capital’s Whistle Bare Pit, with no
reported decrease in milk
production.
Aggregate provincial standards state
that sensitive receptors “Includes
residences and facilities where
people sleep (nursing homes, trailer
parks, camp grounds, etc.); schools;
day-care centres.”
However, Capital will update the site
plans to incorporate visual and noise
enhancements to address the
concerns of the golf course. Capital
has met with representatives of the
nearby Hopewell Creek Stables, who
have not expressed concerns over
Capital’s application, apart from
some existing drainage issues.
This is not required. The noise peer
reviewer retained by the Region
notes that the choice of the
applicable sound level criteria is
4

The Region’s Peer Reviewer has
signed off on the proposed
mitigation measures and has no
outstanding concerns (May 13,
2020)
Capital met with the owners of the
Grootendorst Farm in April 2021.
They did not mention any concerns
regarding milk production or the
well-being of their dairy cattle.

Change made to application (if
applicable)
on the Operational Notes Page
(Page 3).

See response #11.

See response # 6 & 9

See response # 6 & 9

See response #11

See response # 6

General Commentary

15

properties that will be impacted by
the proposed pit.
Stockpiles do not make adequate
noise buffers since they can be
depleted or not exist.

16

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

D
17

Cultural Heritage
No conservation plan or vibration
study has been done.

18

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
acceptable, as are the sample
ambient sound level measurements.
Stockpiles used for noise buffers
would be maintained at a minimum
height of 11 metres. The Region’s
noise peer reviewer states that
“respective barrier and berm heights
recommended by [Capital’s noise
consultant] were reasonable with
regards to the respective predicted
sound levels at the receptor points.”
These barriers would be
supplemented by perimeter berms
surrounding the site..
Extraction activities - including
processing and loading – are subject
to provincial noise guidelines, not
Township bylaws.
Capital is discussing this matter with
Township officials.

Updated Response – May 2021

Change made to application (if
applicable)

Capital will be using on-site
materials for the construction of
noise barriers and previously
confirmed that they would not use
other types of barriers such as
shipping containers.

See response #11.

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

n/a

A conservation plan will be
completed for the house on the site
at the start of operations, as noted
in section 8.2 of the Cultural
Heritage Report. A vibration study is
not needed since there would be no
blasting at the pit.
It’s unclear to which old house this
refers. If it is the home owned by
the landowner of the proposed pit
property, there’s no reason to
assume that its foundation might be
damaged. Since there is no blasting

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

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

Landowners confirmed their intent
to continue residing at 1195
Foerster Rd and they are satisfied
there will be no unacceptable health
or safety impacts as a result of

If the house at 1195 Foerster Road
becomes vacant during pit
operations, Capital will be required
to maintain the house in its current
state while the site remains under

5

General Commentary

19

The boundaries of the CHL have not
been determined.

20

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

21

Maryhill is of Regional significance
and no consultation has taken
place with the Region.
Transportation
How can Capital say that future
contracts north of this pit are not
anticipated (e.g. its rebuild project
of Sawmill Road between
Conestogo and St. Jacobs)?

E
22

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
at a pit and aggregate processing
would be occurring more than 400
metres away, Capital does not
anticipate any issues regarding the
integrity of the foundation. This has
been acknowledged by the
homeowner.
No CHL for Maryhill has been
established, however Capital
responded to a request from the
Township to assess the Maryhill
Candidate Cultural Heritage
Landscape (CHL).
No further analysis has been
initiated by the Township.
Overall, it is the opinion of the
Township’s cultural heritage peer
review consultant that the proposed
development does not have
significant negative impact on onsite or adjacent cultural heritage
resources.
Meetings have been held with
Regional planning staff dating back
to the fall of 2017.
Capital may be awarded contracts
north of the site on rare occasions.
The majority of aggregate produced
at The Shantz Station Pit would
travel south to Capital’s asphalt
plant location in Puslinch. If Capital
6

Updated Response – May 2021
extraction (see April 27, 2020
response to Township comments).

The proposed pit is located outside
the Candidate CHL for Maryhill
(2018). Regardless, a CHL has not
been established for Maryhill.
The Cultural Heritage Peer Reviewer
has no remaining concerns
regarding the pit and potential CHL.
See response #19.

Change made to application (if
applicable)
licence (Note 1.2.9, Operational
Plan).

n/a

n/a

No outstanding concerns from
Region regarding cultural heritage.

n/a

n/a

n/a

General Commentary

23

A southbound acceleration lane
needs to be considered… to
prevent hold up traffic coming from
St. Charles Street southbound
along Shantz Station Road.

24

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

25

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

26

F

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
Paving does not perform work north
of the site, it would be another
company using the same network of
roads to get to job locations such as
Sawmill Rd.
This is not required or warranted
based on projected traffic numbers,
and the Region’s Transportation
Department did not request this.

The Region’s review of Capital’s
Traffic Study does not dispute the
traffic volumes estimated by the
company to result from the
operations of the proposed pit.
Trucks that would otherwise be
travelling to the pit empty
would – on occasion – bring in
recycled concrete or asphalt for
processing.
Since the application is for an abovewater pit, there is no potential to
generate a zone of influence that
may cause interference to nearby
domestic wells. As such, Capital’s
hydrogeologists believe 500 metres
from the extraction area is an
adequate distance for the study
area. The Region’s peer reviewer
agrees with Capital’s position.
7

Updated Response – May 2021

Change made to application (if
applicable)

As confirmed by the Region, only
northbound deceleration and
acceleration paved shoulders are
required at the pit entrance along
Shantz Station Road (even though
majority of truck traffic will head
south on Shantz Station Road to
Highway 7).
Region has no outstanding concerns
with the traffic study.

In addition to NB deceleration lane,
Capital agreed to Region’s
recommendation to include NB
acceleration lane.

Region has no outstanding concerns
with the traffic study.

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

A 500 m study area is commonly
used in Hydrogeological
Investigations and was chosen based
on Regional and MECP
Guidelines. The Region’s Peer
Reviewer agreed that a 500 m study
area was sufficient given there is no
potential to generate a zone of
influence that may cause
interference to nearby domestic

Changes to the technical
recommendations for Hydrogeology
(Note 1.2.27, Operational Plan):
• Additional baseline well
monitoring
• Additional sampling in event of
spill
• Requirement for fuel tank
inspections

n/a

27

28

General Commentary

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020

There has been no study of wells
on adjacent properties.

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

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

Updated Response – May 2021

There is no basis to these
allegations, and they have not been
raised in the Region’s hydrogeology
peer review. Capital would be
required to continuously monitor
on-site wells to review and assess
any changes in water levels.
Adjacent wells - whether drilled or
spring-fed - are protected under the
Ontario Water Resources Act.
8

Change made to application (if
applicable)
wells (April 7 & 15, 2020). Further,
• Adding water temperature to
no outstanding concerns from MNRF
monitoring program
regarding hydrogeology.
• Completing geochemical analysis
from on-site monitoring wells
• Monitoring water levels in
adjacent wetlands
• Additional details for annual
monitoring report to be provided
to Township and Region
• Reinstall tile drains in suitable
locations (if required)
Potential impacts to private wells
Capital has offered to inspect
were addressed in the
additional wells of adjacent
Hydrogeological Investigation with
properties and add them to the
the results being peer reviewed by
monitoring program.
BluMetric Environmental.
Given that the proposed pit is for an
above water table application, no
impacts to private wells within the
Study Area are anticipated. Water
levels will be collected and
monitored from participating
domestic wells.
See Response #26.

See Response #26.

General Commentary
29

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

30

The addendum has not been
completed.

31

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

32

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
The Region’s hydrogeology peer
reviewer notes that Capital’s
hydrogeology consultant “has
verbally communicated that the
monitoring conducted in
2018…continued in 2019 and
therefore this frequency
requirement appears to have been
met.”
Monitoring water table levels would
continue throughout the life of the
operation. Capital also proposes an
annual groundwater monitoring
program, with reports submitted to
the Region and Township every year
during the life of the operation.
An addendum to the Hydrogeology
Study will be done in future, in
accordance with Region of Waterloo
hydrogeology guidelines.
Capital is aware of only a few
instances when this has occurred,
and has repeatedly stated its
proposal is for an above-water pit
only.
Capital has publicly and repeatedly
provided assurances that it would
not apply to go below the water
table in future.

9

Updated Response – May 2021
Water level data was gathered in
agreement with the Provincial
Reporting Standards, the Region’s
Guidelines and the agreed Terms of
Reference (January 22, 2019), which
were submitted for approval to the
Region, Township, and the GRCA
during preconsultation.

Change made to application (if
applicable)
The annual groundwater monitoring
program will extend throughout the
life of the operation. A monitoring
report summarizing and interpreting
groundwater and geochemical data
shall be provided to Township and
Region on annual basis (Note 1.2.27,
Hydrogeology).

See Response #29

See Response #29.

n/a

n/a

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

n/a

General Commentary
G
33

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

34

The haul road will impact the
significant wetlands and woodlots.

35

Road construction within the pit
development area will destroy

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020

Updated Response – May 2021

Change made to application (if
applicable)

There is no evidence of anticipated
negative impacts to ecosystems.
This is an above-water pit so
temperature impacts are not
expected. Neither the Ministry of
Natural Resource and Forestry nor
the Grand River Conservation
Authority (GRCA) have raised
concerns that temperatures in
Hopewell Creek would be increased
as a result of this proposed pit.
Capital, along with the GRCA, has
staked the boundaries of the
wetland edges, and has developed a
management plan to ensure the
protection of the wetland and
woodlands. The haul road through
the wetland was previously used for
a gravel operation as recently as the
early 2000s. Capital wants to use
this already-established existing
road for the proposed Shantz
Station Pit.

MNRF, GRCA, and both the Region’s
ecology and hydrogeology peer
reviewers have no outstanding
concerns with the application
including any impacts on Hopewell
Creek or ecosystems.

On a seasonal basis, surface water
temperature monitoring will be
undertaken in Hopewell Creek which
will be summarized in the annual
monitoring report (Note 1.2.27,
Hydrogeology).

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

The recommendations from the
ARM/EECP have been included on
the revised Rehabilitation Page of
the Site Plan (page 4 of 5). Further,
the construction of the proposed
access road will have to follow the
mitigation and protection measures
outlined in the Tree Inventory and
Preservation Plan (August 2020).
Jersey barriers will have to be
constructed adjacent to the PSW
(Note 1.2.27, Natural Environment).

The management plan deals with
the upgrade of the existing road and
proposed road through the woodlot.
10

See response to #34.

The proposed access road has also
been surveyed in response to
recommendations from the Region’s
Peer Reviewer. Detailed design
drawings are included in the
ARM/EECP (March 2021).
See response to #34.

General Commentary

36

protected and provinciallysignificant woodlots and wetlands.
Why allow recycling at this
proposed site?

37

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

38

Why haul and process broken
asphalt waste into this site?

39

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020

Updated Response – May 2021

Change made to application (if
applicable)

Aggregate recycling is encouraged
by provincial policy and is
specifically permitted by the
Township and Region as an
accessory use to a gravel pit.

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

Limits to the amount of imported
material for recycling have been
added to the site plan, in addition
to, restrictions to ensure that
recycling activities remain an
accessory use to the pit. Recycling
can only occur within Phase 1 of the
pit (Note 1.2.11, Operational Plan).

In response to community concerns,
specific requirements have been
added to the site plan to further
regulate aggregate recycling.

Recycling would not add to truck
See also response #25
numbers. Instead of empty trucks
returning to the pit, occasionally
broken concrete or asphalt would be
brought to the pit for processing.
Reclaimed asphalt is generally
See also response #36
diverted to Capital’s asphalt plant
location in Puslinch for reprocessing.
Occasionally, some reclaimed
asphalt would be brought to Shantz
Station Pit for recycling. Only clean,
reclaimed asphalt or concrete would
be brought in.
Recycled aggregate is
See also response #36
environmentally beneficial;
using recycled concrete and asphalt
can conserve natural resources.
Processing is the same as processing
virgin aggregate.
11

Water quality monitoring has also
been added to the water monitoring
program (Note 1.2.27,
Hydrogeology).
See also response #25

See response to #36.

See response to #36.

General Commentary
40

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

H
42

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

42

43

Grootendorst Farms was not
considered in this study.

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
Capital has committed that once the
pit is depleted of virgin aggregate,
then recycling would end as well.

Updated Response – May 2021

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

Further discussions and meetings
have occurred with willing
neighbours over the last couple
years since the application was
submitted in 2019.

A representative of Capital - along
with the landowner of the proposed
pit site - met with the owners of
Grootendorst Farms in the fall of
2017. The owners expressed no
objections to the proposed pit to
Capital, nor have they formally
registered as objectors to the
licence application.
A Capital representative met with
the owners of the nearest horse
farm – Hopewell Creek Stables – in
the fall of 2017, held a discussion
with them during the public open
house and during a follow-up, onsite meeting in July, 2019. The
12

In response to community concerns,
Capital is proposing to include
further limitations to ensure that
aggregate recycling remains
accessory to aggregate extraction
and does not add years to the life of
the pit.

The Region’s agricultural Peer
Reviewer was satisfied regarding the
consultation that occurred for the
AIA and pit application.
The May 4, 2020 AIA Peer Review
Response included Grootendorst
Farms in updated mapping and the
Secondary Study Area Impact
Assessment.

Change made to application (if
applicable)
Recycled materials have to be
removed from the site once shipping
of native aggregate falls below a
certain threshold (Note 1.2.11,
Operational Plan).

n/a

n/a

Further discussions have occurred
with Grootendorst Farms.
The Region’s agricultural Peer
Reviewer has no remaining concerns
with the proposed application (July
17, 2020).

An internal sign will be posted at the
exit advising truck drivers of other
road users including farm
equipment (Note 1.2.5, Operational
Plan).

General Commentary
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Class 1 and 2 soils will be
destroyed.

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020
owners did not express any
concerns to Capital, apart from
some existing drainage issues. They
also did not register an objection to
the proposed pit.
Considerations for nearby
agricultural operations are detailed
in the Agricultural Impact Study.
The Provincial Policy Statement,
Region of Waterloo Official Plan and
Township of Woolwich Official Plan
all allow for mineral resource
extraction in prime agricultural
lands.
A Soil Survey confirms the land
within the proposed licence area has
a Class 2 average soil capability.
If the proposed pit is approved, 96%
of the land area would be
rehabilitated back to an average
Class 2 capability. Annual
rehabilitation monitoring is
proposed to occur during the life of
the operation.

Updated Response – May 2021

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

Capital will be legally required to
return the lands back to prime
agricultural land under the terms
and conditions of the ARA licence.

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

OMAFRA and the Region including
its Agricultural Peer Reviewer have
13

Change made to application (if
applicable)
In the event that activities at the pit
cause flooding or drainage issues on
off-site lands which are not an
existing condition, Capital will be
required to investigate and rectify
the issue where activities at the pit
are deemed to be at fault (Note
1.2.7, Operational Plan).
Additional requirements for the soil
testing program to be completed as
part of progressive rehabilitation
have been added to the Site Plan.
The pre-extraction soil depths and
classifications will be used as the
benchmark for final agricultural
rehabilitation.
Additional details and requirements
have also been added for the annual
agricultural monitoring report.
The Operational and Rehabilitation
Plans have been revised based on
comments received by the
Township, Region and Agricultural
Peer Reviewer.
The Rehabilitation Plan specifically
requires that the extraction area be
returned to agricultural use, to a
condition which substantially the
same areas and same average soil
capability for agricultural are
restored (Class 2) in accordance with

General Commentary
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Capital has not demonstrated that
the quality and quantity of gravel
located above the water justifies
destroying prime agricultural farm
land.

I
47

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

48

Traffic studies of similarly-sized pit
operations show daily truck traffic

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020

Updated Response – May 2021

Through test pit and borehole
investigations, Capital has
determined that there is sufficient,
high-quality aggregate resources.
Prime agricultural farm land would
not be destroyed. Instead, mined
out areas would be progressively
rehabilitated back to prime
agricultural farm land.

n/a

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

Meeting occurred with St. John’s
Kilmarnock School in October 2020.
Discussion focussed on truck traffic,
air quality and water impacts.

Capital is unaware of such traffic
studies.

no concerns that the pit will not be
returned to prime agricultural land.

The review agencies as well as the
expert peer reviewers (air quality,
noise, hydrogeology, visual) have
not raised any concerns regarding
the proximity of the proposed pit to
existing schools.

There are no outstanding concerns
from the Region or any other review
14

Change made to application (if
applicable)
the “Pit Floor Agricultural
Rehabilitation Sequence” (Note
1.3.3 & 1.4.3, Rehabilitation Plan).
n/a

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

General Commentary
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will be entire orders of magnitude
higher than the number in the
applicant’s transportation report –
especially considering aggregate
repurposing and recycling being
requested concurrently.
Businesses will be impacted by
noise, dust and traffic.
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Property values will decrease.

51

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

Capital’s Response to HCRA &
Community Concerns – April 2020

Updated Response – May 2021

Noise, dust and traffic levels are
projected to fall below allowable
provincial limits.
There is no reliable evidence to
support this claim. A study was
undertaken for a thesis project at
the University of Guelph (June 2017)
- involving 9,000 arms-length sales
of rural residential properties in
Wellington County in Ontario. “The
empirical evidence found in this
study does not support the public
claims that aggregate sites are
negatively affecting neighbouring
property values.”
Capital’s Visual Impact Study
includes recommendations to
mitigate any impacts to meet the
Township’s policy tests. The
Township’s peer reviewer agrees
with Capital’s consultant that there
would be no negative visual impacts.

See also Response #47

See also Response #47

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

n/a

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

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

Change made to application (if
applicable)

Table #2 – Hopewell Creek Residents Association (HCRA) Peer Reviews and Responses
HCRA Peer Reviews
Michael Frind & Emil Frind:

Responses
Capital Paving:

• October 12, 2020 – “Review of Hydrogeological Investigation”
• November 24, 2020 – “Response to Capital Paving Comments”

• October 23, 2020 Response to Frind & Frind Oct 2020 Review
• April 12, 2021 Response to ELM Technical Review

Planscape:

MTE:

• March 2, 2021 – “Review of Agricultural Impact Assessment”

• May 18, 2021 Response to Frind & Frind and ELM Reviews of
Hydrogeological Investigation

ELM Inc.:
• April 6, 2021 – “Review of Natural Environment Report”
• April 26, 2021 – “Potential for environmental and economic disruption
of water resources in study area”

MHBC:
• March 18, 2021 Response to Planscape Review of AIA
• May 10, 2021 Response to Cumulative Impact Questions from HCRA

Table #3 – Summary of Agency and Peer Review Comments
Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Hydrogeology

MTE

GRCA:

• January 22, 2019 - Terms of
Reference - Level 1 and 2
Hydrogeological Investigation
• May 10, 2019 – “Level 1 and Level 2
Hydrogeological Investigation”
• January 13, 2020 – “Response to
Grand River Conservation Authority
Comments, August 16, 2019”
• January 14, 2020 – “Response to
Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry, August 7,
2019”
• February 7, 2020 – “Response to
Region of Waterloo Peer Review
Comments, January
7, 2020”
• April 28, 2020 – “Response to Grand
River Conservation Authority
Comments, March
20, 2020”

• March 28, 2019 Comments on Terms
of Reference
• August 16, 2019 Comments on ARA
and Planning Applications
• March 20, 2020 Comments
• May 6, 2020 & October 2, 2020 –
Confirmation that all GRCA
comments have been addressed

MHBC
• April 15, 2020 – “Response to
BluMetric April 7, 2020 Hydrogeology
Comments”

MNRF

Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
•
•

•

•

• August 7, 2019 Comments on ARA
Application
• January 22, 2021 – MNRF
withdrawal of objection

•

BluMetric (Peer Reviewer):
•
•
•

January 7, 2020 Peer Review
April 7, 2020 Comments on MTE
Response
April 15, 2020 – Signoff from
BluMetric
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•

Baseline and ongoing petroleum hydrocarbon
monitoring has been added to the monitoring program
that is included on the site plan
Groundwater temperature monitoring of on-site
monitoring wells and surface water temperature
monitoring of Hopewell Creek has been added to the
monitoring program on the Site Plan.
Agreed to provide annual hydrogeology monitoring
report to the Region and Township by March 31 of
each year. This note requirement is included on the
site plan.
Additional water monitoring to track water level trends
throughout the pit operation relative to the adjacent
wetlands. In addition, surface water monitoring in the
norther pond will also occur. This note is included on
the revised site plan.
The on-site tile drains that may be removed as part of
extraction will be reinstalled in suitable locations, if
required. This note is included on the site plan.
Groundwater samples will be collected for
geochemical analysis from all on-site monitoring wells.
This updated note is included on the site plan.

Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Natural
Environment

RiverStone Environmental:

GRCA:

• January 11, 2019 & February 19,
2019 – Terms of Reference for EIS
• May 2019 – “Natural Environment
Report Level 1 & 2 Assessment”
• August 28, 2020 – “Response to Peer
Review Completed by Beacon
Environmental (April 29, 2020)”
(includes Tree Inventory and
Preservation Plan, August 2020)

• March 28, 2019 Comments on Terms
of Reference
• August 16, 2019 Comments on ARA
and Planning Applications
• March 20, 2020 Comments
• May 6, 2020 & October 2, 2020 –
Confirmation that all GRCA
comments have been addressed

MHBC et al.
• January 13, 2020 – “Response to
GRCA Comments, August 16, 2019”
• February 2020 – Access Road
Management/Ecological
Enhancement and Compensation
Plan (Revised Nov 2020, Jan 2021
and Mar 2021)
• March 11, 2020 – “Response to
MNRF Comments (August 7, 2019)”
• April 28, 2020 – “Response to GRCA
Comments (March 20, 2020)”
• September 2020 – “Access Road
Analysis”
• November 20, 2020 – “Response to
MNRF October 20, 2020 Comments”

MNRF:
• August 7, 2019 comments
• October 20, 2020 Comments on
Road Design and Management Plan
• January 22, 2021 – MNRF
withdrawal of objection
Beacon (Peer Reviewer):
•
•
•

April 29, 2020 Peer Review
comments
January 20, 2021 Response to
RiverStone Comments
March 24, 2021 – Clearance Letter

Region of Waterloo (including EEAC):
•

May 1, 2019 EEAC Recommendation
for EIS Terms of Reference
18

Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
• Complete Access Road Management/Ecological
Enhancement and Compensation Plan and include all
agency comments in subsequent revisions. All
recommendations from this Plan are included on the
Site Plan. Revisions that were undertaken to this Plan
as a result of agency comments, include:
o Updating the species planning lists for the pond;
o Adding additional tree and shrub plantings for
compensation areas;
o Adding pit-closure rehabilitation requirements
along the existing driveway;
o Adding road mortality monitoring and signage;
o Revisions to the maintenance of the turtle
nesting sites, and,
o Strengthening and clarifying the language
throughout the document.
• Identify specific planting zones and compensation areas
on Rehabilitation Plan.
• Complete Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan which
will be a condition of the ARA licence (Riverstone).
• Additional water monitoring for adjacent wetlands and
Hopewell Creek.
• Survey location of proposed access road and complete
detailed Road Access Drawings for the existing Road
and the proposed Road (MTE). These drawings are
incorporated into the Access Road Management/
Ecological Enhancement and Compensation Plan.
• Completed Access Road Analysis Report to provide
further information and evaluation regarding proposed
access to site in comparison to alternatives.

Discipline

Agricultural
Impact Study

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

• December 4, 2020 – “Response to
EEAC Working Group Comments
(Nov 22, 2020)”
• February 3, 2021 – “Additional
Information for Meeting with Beacon
Environmental”
• March 5, 2021 – Response to Beacon
comments regarding Management
Plan and Ecopassages
• March 23, 2021 – “Clarification on
Proposed Shrub Plantings”

•

MHBC

Colville Consulting Inc. (Peer Reviewer)

• March 2019 – “Agricultural Impact
Assessment”
• May 4, 2020 – “Response to Colville
Consulting Peer Review of AIA”
• June 30, 2020 – Email
correspondence with Colville
Consulting

•
•

•

November 22, 2020 EEAC Working
Group Comments
May 5, 2021 Region Post-Circulation
Comments

Feb 5, 2020 Peer Review Comments
July 17, 2020 – Clearance letter
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Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments

• Provided a complete list of references used to
complete the AIA
• Additional information was provided for the farm
operations located in the secondary study area
• Additional information was provided from the
Agricultural System Portal
• Prepared a Summary of agricultural net impacts
• Preparation of a soil budget that estimates topsoil and
subsoil volumes available for rehabilitation
• Edited and revised the site plan notes as requested by
the Peer Reviewer. All agreed upon site plan changes
have been reflected on the revised Site Pln.
• Capital agreed to install signage at the pit exit and
provide truck operators with specific direction for when
they encounter farm traffic
• Further details and requirements for Annual
Agricultural Rehabilitation Monitoring Program
included on Site Plan

Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
• Clarified the maximum depth of extraction on the site
plans.
• Clarified and labelled the grade of the final
rehabilitated lands on the site plan
• Provided additional information from the AIA Guideline
Checklist

Air Quality

RWDI

Dillon (Peer Reviewer):

• A Best Management Practices Plan for Dust (BMPP) has
been completed. A reference to the BMPP is included
on the revised Site Plan. The BMPP is to be reviewed
annually and updated if required.
• Additional specifics regarding the installation of a tree
screen was included in the BMPP and is also included
on the Site Plan.
• The BMPP was updated in May 2021 to include minor
updates requested by the Region, including
sweeping/washing of the pit entrance onto Shantz
Station Road.

• May 14, 2019 – “Air Quality
Assessment”
• February 4, 2020 – “Response to Air
Quality Assessment – Technical Peer
Review” (included BMPP for Dust, Jan
2020)
• May 4, 2020 – “Response to Air
Quality Assessment”
• May 2021 – Revised BMPP for Dust
Noise

Valcoustics
•
•
•
•

May 10, 2019 – “Noise Impact
Analysis”
November 20, 2019 – “Response to
Peer Review Comments”
March 10, 2020 – “Response to Peer
Review Comments #2”
June 23, 2020 – “Revised Noise
Impact Analysis”

•
•
•
•

December 19, 2019 Peer Review
Comments
April 15, 2020 Peer Review
Comments #2
June 1, 2020 Peer Review
Comments #3
August 21, 2020 – Clearance
Letter

SS Wilson Associates (Peer Reviewer):
•
•
•

September 13, 2019 Peer Review
Comments
January 8, 2020 Peer Review
Comments #2
May 13, 2020 – Clearance Letter
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• Updated the Noise Report to:
o Reference other applicable policies including MECP
Landfill Guideline Requirements for truck traffic
noise on municipal roads
o recommend that the operations be undertaken in
accordance with the ARA Site Plans including that
pit equipment remain on the pit floor following the
initial operations in Phase 1.
o recommend that the “third Party” Acoustical
Consultant responsible for monitoring the progress
of noise control implementations also monitor the
recommended sound barriers.

Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
o recommend that Capital forward the reports for
noise monitoring to Region and Township and
include any remedial actions for noise, if found
necessary.
• Added newly built home as sensitive receptor and
assessed for compliance with noise guidelines (did not
show any exceedances in noise or air quality with the
current mitigation measures in place).
• All of these updates and recommendations have been
included on the revised Site Plans.

Visual Impact

MHBC

WND Associates (Peer Reviewer)

• A VIA Addendum was completed to inventory and
assess the potential visual impact to the new residence
at 1224 Maryhill Road and the Merry-Hill Golf Club to
ensure all significant views have been included
• The addition of a 3m high berm along the north license
boundary and retain existing vegetation in the setback.
Add additional vegetation planting as part of the
compensation plan prior to Phase 1 extraction
activities.
• Increase the berm located along the western property
line next to golf course from 3m to 6m
• Additional tree planting was added along the western
property line and in the setback along Foerster Road.
• Replacement trees to be planted in the setback areas if
existing vegetation is removed for berm construction.
• All of these updated recommendations are included on
the revised Site Plans.

•
•

•

May 2019 – “Visual Impact Report”
March 4, 2020 – “Visual Impact
Report Addendum – Response to
Peer Review”
April 24, 2020 – “Visual Berm
Phasing Correction”

•
•
•

November 19, 2019 Peer Review
Comments
April 9, 2020 – Clearance Letter #1
May 8, 2020 – Clearance Letter #2
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Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Traffic

Paradigm:

Region of Waterloo

•
•
•

April 2019 – “Transportation Impact
Study”
November 20, 2019 – “Response to
Region’s Comments”
September 28, 2020 – “Revised
Response to Region’s Comments”

MHBC
•
•

Cultural
Heritage

October 11, 2019 – “Response to
MTO Comments”
September 2020 – “Access Road
Analysis”

MHBC
•
•

•

•

March 2019 – “Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment”
March 11, 2020 – “Response to
Cultural Heritage Impact Study Peer
Review” (includes March 2020
Addendum)
June 2, 2020 – “Response to Cultural
Heritage Impact Study Peer Review”
(includes Revised Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment May 2020)
June 23, 2020 – “Response to Final
Peer Review”

•
•
•

August 21, 2019 Comments
September 30, 2020 Response to
Revised Comments
May 5, 2021 Region Post-Circulation
Comments

MTO:
•
•

September 23, 2019 Comments to
Township
October 22, 2019, MTO sign-off

Township
• October 8, 2019 Comments on
Township Roads
Letourneau Heritage Consulting (Peer
Reviewer):
•
•
•
•

January 2020 Peer Review
Comments
April 6, 2020 Peer Review #2
June 12, 2020, Peer Review #3
July 3, 2020 – Clearance Letter
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Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
• Capital agreed to the Region’s request to add a
northbound acceleration lane along Shantz Station
Road in addition to recommended northbound
deceleration lane.
• The functional design drawings for the new commercial
entrance onto Shantz Station Road is being prepared
and will be submitted to Region for review.
• If agreed to by the Township and Region, Capital will
provide truck route directional signage at Foerster
Road and Shantz Station Road directing pit-related
trucks to the main entrance on Shantz Station Road.
• An internal sign will be posted at the exit advising truck
drivers of other road users and that trucks must yield to
school buses and farm equipment.

• An Addendum to the March 2019 Cultural Heritage
Impact Assessment was provided which included
additional information and detail.
• Further analysis undertaken regarding the property
history and assessment of heritage resources.
• Further information provided on the requirements for
the Conservation Plan to be prepared for the on-site
dwellings.
• All of the recommendations from the March 2019 and
March 2020 Cultural Heritage Report are included on
the revised site plan.

Discipline

Proponent Reports and Responses

Peer Review/Agency Comments

Archaeology

Archaeological Research Associates

MHSTCI

•
•

May 10, 2019: “Stage 1 and 2
Archaeological Assessments”
August 15, 2019: “Updated Stage 1
and 2 Archaeological Assessments”

•

April 3, 2020 Review and
Acceptance of Archaeological
Assessments

Summary of Application Changes / Report Updates based
on Agency and Peer Review Comments
• Incorporated requirements of updated Archaeological
Assessment on site plan.
• Added remaining archaeological areas to Rehabilitation
Plan.

Region of Waterloo
May 5, 2021 Region Post-Circulation
Comments
Township of Woolwich
•

Planning / Site
Plans

MHBC
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

May 14, 2019: “Planning Justification
Report & ARA Summary Statement”
May 2019: “ARA Site Plan” (Revised
Sept 2020, Nov 2020, Jan 2021, May
2021)
March 6, 2020: “Response to
Township Comments (November 26,
2019)”
March 11, 2020 – “Response to
MNRF Comments (August 7, 2019)”
April 27, 2020: “Response to
Township Comments (April 9, 2020”
June 5, 2020: “Clarification on Use of
Conveyors”
May 14, 2021: “Response to Region’s
Post-Circulation Comments”

•
•
•

November 26, 2019 Staff Comments
April 9, 2020 Response to March
2020 Comments
May 2020 Comments on Conveyor
System

Region of Waterloo
•

May 5, 2021 Region Post-Circulation
Comments

MNRF:
• August 7, 2019 comments
• January 22, 2021 – MNRF
withdrawal of objection
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• Clarified areas where portable crushing is prohibited.
• Established maximum disturbed area.
• Added information regarding the proposed conveyor
system.
• If the on-site houses are occupied by tenants not
related to the landowner, a noise study will be required
to assess the house(s) as a sensitive receptor and any
resulting mitigation measures must be implemented
before the house(s) are occupied by tenants.
• Added proposed planting zones to Rehabilitation Plan.
• Added specific condition that lands must be returned to
an agricultural condition (average soil capability of
Class 2).
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APPENDIX D
Planning Public Meeting Minutes
September 10, 2019

Planning Public
Mayor Shantz read the following statement to open the meeting:
This meeting constitutes a formal public meeting required under Sections 17 and 34 of the Planning Act.
This meeting is for information purposes only, and no decisions will be made at this time. The
application will be brought forward at a future meeting of the Committee of the Whole when staff has
had an opportunity to review all submissions and prepare a recommendation. All those in attendance
will be allowed to speak. Interested parties are invited to sign the appropriate sign-up sheets in the
lobby if they wish further notification concerning the applications. Individuals are requested to submit a
written outline of any oral submissions made at the Public Meeting to the Meeting Coordinator.
If a person or public body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting, or written submissions to
the Township of Woolwich prior to approval or refusal of the proposal, that party is not entitled to
appeal the decision or be added as a party to the hearing of an appeal before the Local Planning Appeal
Tribunal unless, in the opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to do so.

DS01-2019: Planning Public - Zone Change 9/2019 - Official Plan
Amendment 3/2019 - Capital Paving - 1226 Maryhill Road, 1175
Foerster Road, 1195 Foerster Road, and 1472 Village View Road
Mayor Shantz declared the Public Planning Meeting to be open and asked staff to review the
application. Jeremy Vink, Acting Manager of Planning, reviewed the report and stated that a future
report with staff’s recommendation would be prepared for the Council.
George Lourenco, Capital Paving
Mr. Lourenco spoke as a representative for Capital Paving and spoke to the history of the business, the
potential of the site, previous communications and community consultation efforts, and the
rehabilitation to return the site to agricultural use.
Brian Zeman, MHBC Planning
Mr. Zeman also spoke on behalf of the applicant to review the proposed gravel pit, the studies
submitted with the application, truck routes, haul averages, traffic volumes, environmental
considerations, water resource considerations, efforts to minimize visual or noise impacts, and shared
their intent to continue working to address community concerns.
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In response to an inquiry from the Council, Mr. Lourenco confirmed the intent to pave the driveway
accessing the proposed gravel pit and to late rehabilitate that land used.
Bonnie Bryant, Resident of Maryhill
Ms. Bryant shared her belief that the application is not a compatible land use and will have an adverse
impact on the surrounding lands. Ms. Bryant shared her concerns respecting traffic, noise, and dust.
Silvana Gobbi, Property Owner in Maryhill
Ms. Gobbi shared her opposition to the application and the impact on the community. Ms. Gobbi spoke
to the Mann Pit's effect on residents, concerns about the monitoring of operations, the lifespan of the
pit, the hours of operation, as well as gravel extraction, processing, and recycling. Ms. Gobbi shared
concerns about the health impact of dust, as well as concerns about the reliability studies and modeling,
noise, truck traffic, the separation distance from nearby sensitive land uses, implications for property
values, and the effect on the Maryhill community.
Don Schwartzentruber, Resident of Shantz Station Road
Mr. Schwartzentruber spoke to his opposition to the application, noted his professional experience with
trucking, and shared concerns about noise, dust, truck volumes, compliance with trucking routes, traffic
safety, and the proximity of the driveway to his home, future extensions to the life of the pit, impact to
property values, the effect to the enjoyment of his property, and shared his belief that the application is
not a compatible land use.
Brian Hawker, Resident of Guelph
Mr. Hawker, a patient of Dr. Schaman's clinic, spoke to his experience of Dr. Schaman's programs and
shared his concern about the impact of the gravel pit on those who attend the clinic. Mr. Hawker shared
his opposition to the application.
Jan Neilson, Resident of St. Charles Street East
Ms. Neilson stated her opposition to the application and shared her concerns about increased truck
traffic and safety regarding signage, speed, and space for trucks to turn. Ms. Neilson expressed concern
about traffic monitoring and enforcement as well as how this could be extrapolated by additional truck
traffic.
Adolph Schneitz, Resident of Silversmith
Mr. Schneitz stated his opposition to the gravel pit. Mr. Schneitz shared his concerns about the ethics of
the application because of the impact to the community and environment.
Brandon Peister, Representative of the Maryhill Golf Course
Mr. Peister stated his opposition to the application and spoke to the impact of the gravel pit on the
business. Mr. Peister shared his concerns about health and safety, such as the effect of dust on golfers
or runners, and driver hazard sight distances. Mr. Peister shared his belief that the golf course was not
properly included or considered in the technical studies. Mr. Peister shared concerns about safety, dust,
noise, traffic, preserving wetland and farmland, as well as impacts to the community and local
businesses.
Ian Watt, Representative of St. John's-Kilmarnock School
Mr. Watt spoke to the reputation of St. John’s-Kilmarnock School and shared his objection to the
proposed gravel pit. Mr. Watt noted concern about student safety as well as the impact on the school
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and community. Mr. Watt questioned the inclusion of the school zone in the truck haul route and shared
his belief that the gravel pit would negatively impact the school.
John Schaman, Resident of Shantz Station Road and Hopewell Creek Road
Mr. Schaman spoke to the history of the property, the development of his clinic and patient centre, and
the programs he provides. Mr. Schaman stated his objection to the application and shared his concern
about the effect of the gravel pit on air quality, noise, traffic, and his patients. Mr. Schaman also spoke
to the impact on nearby residents, businesses, farms, and institutions. Mr. Schaman discussed his efforts
to estimate the noise and daily truck traffic as well as the quality of the gravel in the area.
Debbie McGurr, Resident of Maryhill
Ms. McGurr spoke in opposition to the application and shared concerns about noise, trucking routes, as
well as the effects on property values for the residents and community of Maryhill.
Staff was asked to outline the process moving forward. Staff member Jeremy Vink outlined next steps
including collecting the objections and concerns received, sharing those with Capital Paving for their
comment, and undertaking a peer review of the application. Mr. Vink described how a recommendation
report would be prepared for a future meeting of Council, that notice would be provided to those who
signed up, and that residents could also appear as a delegation at that meeting.
Michael Grace, Resident of Kitchener
Mr. Grace spoke in opposition to the application and shared concerns about noise, the impact to
students and residents, the pollution created by trucks, the amount of water used in the gravel pit's
processes and the handling of any waste products.
Ron, Resident of Maryhill
The resident expressed concern about the gravel pit’s effect on property values.
Mr. Lourenco reiterated Capital Paving’s intent to continue working to address community concerns.
Keith, Resident of Maryhill
The resident shared his objection to the application.
In response to an inquiry from the Council, Mr. Vink discussed potential changes to provincial policy
regarding aggregates resource and below water table extraction.
No one else in the gallery requested to speak regarding the application. Mayor Shantz declared the
Planning Public Meeting to be closed.
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APPENDIX E
Required ARA License Clauses

NUMBERING SCHEME USED FOR OPERATIONAL NOTES REFERS TO AGGREGATE
RESOURCES ACT PROVINCIAL STANDARDS FOR A CLASS "A" CATEGORY 3 LICENCE
Sequence and Direction
1.2.1 This plan depicts a schematic operations sequence for the property based on the best
information available at the time of preparation. Extraction, stripping and rehabilitation areas
shown are schematic and may vary. Phases do not represent any specific or equal time period.
The direction of extraction will generally be in accordance with the Sequence of Operations
diagram shown on this page. Rehabilitation will be progressive. A combined maximum disturbed
area between Phases 2 to 5 shall not exceed 50%. The maximum disturbed area may be
increased with prior written approval by MNRF. Notwithstanding the operational and
rehabilitation notes, demand for certain products or blending of materials may require minor
deviation in the extraction and rehabilitation sequence.
Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden Stripping and Stockpiling
1.2.2 Areas within the Limit of Extraction will be stripped of topsoil, subsoil and overburden in
stages and in accordance with the Sequence of Operations diagram. Topsoil will be placed back
on the pit floor and/or sideslopes or stockpiled in temporary berms. Subsoil will be used in the
progressive rehabilitation of the side slopes, stored in temporary berms/stockpiles or used in the
construction of the visual and acoustic berms. Wherever there are distinguishable layers and
sufficient thickness to allow it, topsoil and subsoil will be stripped and stored separately, and
replaced on the pit floor and side slopes during site rehabilitation in a similar manner (see note
1.2.27 "Agricultural Impact Assessment" on this page).
Lifts
1.2.3 Extraction will occur in 1 lift (maximum lift height 12 metres) through the five phases as
shown in the Sequence of Operations diagram, in accordance with the Ministry of Labour
requirements.
Haul Roads
1.2.4 All traffic for operations will enter and exit the site onto Shantz Station Road (Regional
Road #30) at the location shown on the Sequence of Operations diagram. The main internal
haul routes will be located between the pit faces, processing area (on the active pit floor) and
the entrance/exit. Locations of internal haul routes may vary as the operation progresses. A field
conveyor will be used to transport crushed material from Phases 1-5 to the processing plant in
Phase 1. The conveyor will be assembled and dismantled in each phase, and will remain on the
pit floor. The existing field/residential access on to Foerster Road will not be used by haul
trucks. Haul trucks will not use Foerster Road or Village View Road.
Entrance and Exit
1.2.5 All entrances/exits are described above in note 1.2.4. Operational entrances/exits will be
gated and the gate will be closed at all times when the pit is not in operation (except the
Operational entrance/exit at Shantz Station Road - See Variations from Operational Standards
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table 5.2). If agreed to by the Township and Region, Capital will provide truck route directional
signage at Foerster Road and Shantz Station Road directing pit-related trucks to the main
entrance on Shantz Station Road.
An internal sign will be posted at the exit advising truck drivers of other road users and that
trucks must yield to school buses and farm equipment.
Ground Water Table
1.2.6 Hydrogeological information prepared by MTE and taken from "Level 1 and Level 2
Hydrogeological Investigation Proposed Category 3 Class ‘A’ Pit Above-Water-Table", (May
2019) identifies the ground water table onsite ranging in elevation from ±323.0m a.s.l. at the
east boundary of the site to ±332.0m a.s.l. in the north-central portion of the site.
Surface Water Discharge Points
1.2.7 The Sequence of Operations diagram (on page 2 of 5) identifies the location of existing
and proposed culverts. These culverts will allow overland run-off from adjacent lands to
maintain the existing surface water drainage patterns. In the event that activities at the pit cause
flooding or drainage issues on off-site lands which are determined not to be an existing
condition, the licensee will be responsible for investigating the issue and rectifying it where
activities at the pit are deemed to be at fault for causing an adverse impact.
Fencing
1.2.8 In areas not secured by post and wire fence, temporary construction fencing will be placed
around the perimeter of each phase to provide security from active areas of the operation. All
fencing for enclosure of operating areas shall be minimum 1.2 metres high construction fencing
and shall be maintained around active phases of the operation. Sections of the existing fence
may be removed, replaced and/or repaired with 1.2 m post & wire fence or as otherwise
required by the Aggregate Resources Act. Marker posts will be used to demarcate the Boundary
of Area to be Licensed as shown on the Sequence of Operations diagram. Also see Variations
from Operational Standards table 5.1, this page.
Proposed Buildings and Structures
1.2.9 An office/scale house and scales will be erected on site (approximate location as shown).
From time to time, office trailers will be brought onto the site for the use of workers during
operational hours. These portable structures will be located as required by site operations. If the
existing dwelling at 1195 Foerster Road becomes vacant during pit operations, Capital shall
maintain the dwelling in its current state while the site remains under licence. If the on-site
houses are to be occupied by tenants not related to the landowner, a noise study shall be
required to assess the house(s) as a sensitive receptor. Any resulting mitigation measures shall
be implemented prior to the house(s) being occupied by tenants.
Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden Stockpiles
1.2.10 Overburden, subsoil and topsoil not required for immediate use in berm construction or
progressive rehabilitation of this site may be temporarily stockpiled throughout the extraction
area. Any stockpile to be stored for longer than 1 year will be vegetated to control erosion.
Stockpiles may be located within 30m of the Licensed Boundary except for the required
setbacks from the adjacent significant wetland and significant woodland (see Variations from
Operational Standards Table on this page and Note 1.2.27 Natural Environment).
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Aggregate Stockpiles and Recyclable Material
1.2.11 Aggregate material will be stockpiled adjacent to the processing area on the pit floor, in
Phase 1. Stockpiles will not exceed 15m in height. Recycling of concrete and asphalt material
will be permitted on this site in Phase 1 as an accessory use to the pit operation.
Recyclable asphalt materials will not be stockpiled within:


30m of any water body or man-made pond; or



2 m of the surface of the established water table.

Any rebar and other structural metal must be removed from the recycled material during
processing and placed in a designated scrap pile on site which will be removed on an on-going
basis. The maximum amount of imported concrete and asphalt materials (unprocessed) to be
stored on-site is 50,000 tonnes. Removal of recycled aggregate is to be ongoing. Should
shipping of native aggregate from the site fall below 25,000 tonnes in a calendar year for 3
consecutive years, then all recycling materials will be removed from the site within the 2 years
following. Once the aggregate on site has been depleted there will be no further importation of
recyclable materials permitted and all recycling operations will cease.
Temporary Scrap Storage
1.2.12 Temporary scrap storage will be located adjacent to the office/scale house and scale and
will be removed on an on-going basis. Scrap will not be stored within 30m of the Licensed
Boundary (see Sequence of Operations diagram).
Fuel Storage
1.2.13 All fuel storage and associated products are stored in above ground tanks or containers
and in compliance with the Technical Standards and Safety Act, 2000, Liquid Fuels Regulation
O.Reg.217/01 and Liquid Fuels Handling Code, 2000. Fuel trucks may be used for onsite
refuelling of equipment within the pit in accordance with the "Prescribed Conditions" that apply
to all Category 3 licences. (See Sequence of Operations Diagram, this page). The site will
operate in accordance with the Capital Paving Inc. Spills Plan (included in the Hydrogeology
Report).
Area to be Extracted
1.2.14 The area to be extracted is ±67.9 ha (167.8 ac).
Setbacks
1.2.15 Setbacks will be as shown/labelled on the site plans. Also see Variations from
Operational Standards table on this page.
Extraction Depth
1.2.16 The proposed maximum depth of extraction will remain 1.5 m above the established
groundwater table and is indicated by the proposed spot elevations on the Sequence of
Operations Diagram, this page. The depth of extraction ranges from approximately 1m (south
and northwest portion of extraction area) to 12m (central portion of Phase 5).
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Processing Equipment
1.2.17 The processing plant will be located in Phase 1, in the general location shown on the
Sequence of Operations diagram, once the pit floor has been established. A source pond and
silt pond will also be located in Phase 1 subject to any MECP permits. The portable crusher
and/or portable screening plant will be located on the pit floor and will move in association with
the phasing subject to the noise controls in note 1.2.27. All processing equipment is subject to
applicable permitting under MOE Environmental Compliance Approvals (see note 1.2.27
"Noise").
Berms
1.2.18/19 Locations and heights for all berms are provided on the Sequence of Operations
diagram on page 2 of 5. Berms may be constructed from overburden materials including
subsoil. The heights shown are the minimum required. Berm Details on page 2 of 5 provide
additional details on location and heights for the proposed berms. Overburden may be stored in
separate berms throughout the extraction area. All proposed berms will be vegetated and
maintained to control erosion as required.
The culverts beneath the berms will be sized to allow overland runoff from adjacent lands and
maintain existing surface water drainage patterns. The exact location of the culverts will be
determined at the time of construction of the berms.
Equipment
1.2.20 Main equipment on site may include, but is not limited to: primary crusher (portable
plant), processing and wash plant with secondary crusher, conveyors, 1 extraction loader, 1
plant/shipping loader, highway trucks and service vehicles for general operations and
maintenance.
Tree Screens
1.2.21 Planting of trees is to be carried out prior to extraction in Phase 1. Trees will be
maintained and/or replaced if required, throughout the operation of
the pit.
Hours of Operation
1.2.22 The pit may operate subject to the following restrictions and hours:
--Shipping: 6 am to 7 pm Monday to Friday and 7 am to 3 pm on Saturdays.
--Extraction and processing: 7 am to 7 pm Monday to Friday
--No operations on Holidays as defined in accordance with the Employment Standards Act.
--The pit will not operate Sundays or overnight except as required by a
specific
contract and subject to notifying the Township and will be limited to shipping activities only.
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Tree and Stump Disposal
1.2.23 Timber resources (if any) will be salvaged for use as saw logs, fence posts and fuel wood
where appropriate. Stumps and brush cleared during site preparation will be burned (subject to
necessary local approvals)or mulched for use in the progressive rehabilitation of the site.
Cross Sections
1.2.24 The location of cross sections are as shown on pages 1,2, and 4 of 5.
Cross sections are provided on page 5 of 5.
Variations from Operational Standards
1.2.25 See table this page for Operational Standards (Section 5.0 of ARA Provincial Standards)
that will be varied by this site plan.
Tonnage Limit
1.2.26 The maximum number of tonnes of aggregate to be removed from the site in any
calendar year is 500,000 tonnes.
1.2.27 Technical Recommendations
Hydrogeology: "Capital Paving Inc. Shantz Station Pit Level 1 and Level 2
Hydrogeological Investigation", May 2019 and Peer Review and Agency Responses,
January 14, 2020, Feb 7, 2020 & April 28, 2020 (MTE Consultants Inc.)
1.

Prior to extraction, baseline groundwater samples shall be collected from MW3 and MW5
for hydrocarbons (F1-F4 + BTEX). Future sampling will occur in relation to the Spills
Contingency Plan and the recommendations of a retained Qualified Person in the event a
spill should occur. Monthly inspections of the integrity of any on-site fuel tanks or
containers will occur and be documented in the annual monitoring report.

2.

Manual water levels will be collected on a seasonal basis, three times per year, once in the
spring, summer and fall, at all on-site monitoring wells and participating domestic wells. In
addition, the monitoring program shall include groundwater temperature at on-site
monitoring wells and surface water temperature monitoring of Hopewell Creek.

3.

Monitoring of MP5 and MP6 shall occur three times per year to track water level trends
throughout the pit operation relative to the adjacent wetlands. In conjunction, monitoring of
surface water levels within the Northern Pond will occur.

4.

Groundwater samples will be collected for geochemical analysis from all on-site monitoring
wells. The wells will be sampled in the spring and late summer on an annual basis which
may be progressively decreased over time. Background conditions shall be established
prior to the pit operating.

5.

The annual groundwater monitoring program shall extend throughout the life of the
operation. A monitoring report summarizing and interpreting groundwater and geochemical
data shall be provided to the Township and Region on an annual basis by March 31 of the
following year. Reporting requirements will be reviewed on an annual basis and may be
decreased in frequency pending agreement from the Region.
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6.

Monitoring wells that may be destroyed by extraction activities be decommissioned
according to the Wells Regulation (O.Reg. 903) and subsequently replaced at a location
that will ensure the new monitoring well will remain intact to allow groundwater monitoring
to continue;

7.

Capital Paving Inc. shall adopt the Well Interference Complaint Procedure described in
Section 9.1 of this report; and

8.

Capital Paving Inc. shall adopt their Spill Contingency Plan for the Site and that a QP be
retained, in the unlikely event of a spill.

9.

In the event the on-site tile drains are removed during extraction, Capital shall reinstall tile
drains in suitable locations, if required.

Natural Environment: "Natural Environment Report, Level 1 & 2 Assessment, Shantz
Station Pit Application", May 2019 "Access Road Management / Ecological Enhancement
and Compensation Plan", March 2021 and "Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan",
August 2020 (RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc.)
1.

Proposed pit extraction activities shall be setback a minimum of 30 m from the boundary
of all PSW units (except the existing laneway in the northwest corner of the site). The 30
m setback will be well-marked prior to the commencement of pit operations.

2.

The 30 m wetland setback area shall be undisturbed by pit operations and remain as
natural self-sustaining vegetation.

3.

Sediment and erosion control measures shall be employed where appropriate to prevent
the erosion of unstable soils and the movement of sediment and/or other deleterious
substances into the adjacent PSW (and other identified wetlands). These measures shall
be in place prior to the onset of site preparation.

4.

Sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts and be properly
installed (trenched in) to maintain its integrity during inclement weather events.

5.

Once installed, sediment fencing must be routinely monitored and maintained.

6.

All stockpiled aggregates shall be stored in a location that will prevent the movement of
sediment laden runoff into the PSW units (and other identified wetlands) and their
setbacks.

7.

Proposed pit extraction activities shall be setback a minimum of 30 m from the dripline of
the Significant Woodlands. The 30 m dripline setback will be well-marked prior to the
commencement of pit operations.

8.

The proposed access road shall be laid out and staked with qualified biologists to avoid key
tree specimens where possible.

9.

Tree removal will be timed to avoid Breeding Bird and potential SAR bat roosting (April 1 to
October 15) seasons. If limited vegetation removal must occur early during this period (i.e.,
between April 1-April 15), additional bat and/or bird surveys will be required.

10. The mitigation and protection measures outlined in the Tree Inventory and Preservation
Plan (August 2020) shall be implemented for the construction of the proposed access road.
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11. The habitat compensation measures developed by RiverStone and incorporated in the
rehabilitation plan and Access Road Management / Ecological Enhancement Plan (March
2021), shall be implemented in full to offset potential impacts associated with the
construction of the proposed access road through the significant woodland.
12. The 30 m Significant Woodland setback area shall be undisturbed by pit operations and
remain as natural self-sustaining vegetation.
13. Any proposed rehabilitation/compensation activities proximate to or within the identified
habitat will be reviewed to ensure compliance with the ESA..
14. Jersey barriers shall be erected adjacent to the PSW along the existing driveway.
Specialized barrier fencing for reptiles shall be erected between extraction areas and
natural features as indicated on the Operational Plan. The designs of both the barriers and
fencing shall be subject to MNRF review and approval.
15. A qualified person will be retained to confirm the adequacy of the specialized barrier fence.
The fence will be inspected to ensure any necessary repairs are made on a routine basis
(monthly from April through October).
16. Proposed pit extraction activities shall not occur within the dripline of the non-significant
FOD6-1 woodlands that are outside of the proposed extraction area and adjacent to
wetland features (i.e. FOD6-1 east of the Northern Ponds and east of the site in the
Hopewell Creek valley). To protect the FOD6-1 communities, a 5 m setback from the
dripline shall be undisturbed by pit operations and remain as natural self-sustaining
vegetation.
17. Proposed pit extraction activities shall not occur within the CUT1-1 thicket adjacent to the
site to protect potential shrub/early successional bird breeding habitat within these
vegetation communities.
18. At pit closure, site rehabilitation will be required. The list of plant species provided on the
Rehabilitation Plan (page 4 of 5) will be used in the final rehabilitation plan in areas subject
to naturalization that blends with the adjoining vegetation communities.
Noise: "Noise Impact Analysis Shantz Station Pit", May 10 2019 and “Noise Impact
Analysis Addendum” June 23, 2020 (Valcoustics Canada Ltd.)
Phase 1
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 1,
Construct a 1.2 m high berm along the northern property line (close to the Processing Plant);
Construct a 7.5 m high berm in the vicinity of POR03;
Prior to the operation of the processing plant and portable crusher,
Construct a 11 m high localized berm for screening the processing plant; and
Construct a 7.5 m high acoustic enclosure around the portable crusher.
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Phase 2
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 2,
Construct a 2.8 m high berm along the northwest property line;
Construct a 2.5 m high berm along a portion of the south property line; and
Construct a 5.5 m high berm around POR03.
Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the processing plant; and
Maintain a portion of the 1.2 m high berm along the northern property line.
Phase 3
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 3,
Construct a 4.0 m high berm along a portion of the Phase 3 perimeter; and
Construct a 5.8 m high berm along around POR03;
Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the processing plant and
the 1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north boundary of the site.
Phase 4
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 4,
Construct a 1.5 m high berm along the south property line;
Construct a 7.5 m high berm along the east property line adjacent to POR02;
Construct a 2.0 m high berm along the east property line (adjacent to POR03);
Construct a 7.5 m high berm around POR03.
The portable crusher operating near the working face is permitted to operate no more than
100 m east of the Phase 3 boundary. In addition, a 6 m high localized berm is needed at the
portable crusher location; and
Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the processing plant and
the 1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north property line.
Phase 5
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 5,
Construct an 8.5 m high berm around POR03;
Portable crushing near the working face is only permitted within 405 m of the Phase 2
boundary. In addition, a 6.5 m high localized berm at the portable plant is needed;
The height of the berm along the east property line adjacent to POR02 can be reduced to 3.7
m; and
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Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the processing plant and a
1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north property line.
1. These are the minimum noise mitigation requirement for each phase. It is noted that if a berm
constructed for a previous phase is higher than that required for the next phase, it is likely that
the higher berm constructed in earlier phase will remain (i.e. no reduction in berm height). For
example, the minimum berm heights around POR03 are 7.5 m in Phase 1, 5.5 m in Phase 2,
5.8 m in Phase 3, and 7.5 m in Phase 4; in this case, a berm of 7.5 m height can be
constructed prior to extraction in Phase 1 and maintained the height over Phase 1 to Phase 4
operations.
2. The local berms recommended above can be constructed using aggregate stockpiles and
shall be no more than 30 m from the portable crusher or processing plant locations.
3. It should be noted that the highest sound barrier is needed to protect POR03. It is our
understanding that this dwelling is owned by the owner of the gravel pit lands. If it could be
ensured that this dwelling could remain vacant over the life of the site, then POR03 could be
removed as a receptor location and the barrier height requirements reduced.
4. The sound barrier configurations are considered conceptual and can be modified to account
for grading and drainage requirements. However, the final sound barrier design must be
reviewed by a qualified acoustical engineer to ensure the MECP noise guideline limits will be
met at all off site receptor locations.
5. According to the MECP, a sound barrier means a wall, berm, wall/berm combination or
similar structure. The minimum surface density (face weight) of a sound barrier is 20 kg/m2.
The barrier must be structurally sound, appropriately designed to withstand wind and snow
load, and constructed without cracks or surface gaps. Any gaps under the barrier that are
necessary for drainage purposes will be minimized and localized, so that the acoustical
performance of the barrier is maintained. Sound barrier walls can be constructed from a variety
of materials including wood, masonry, composites, etc., provided the above requirements are
met.
6. Any changes to the noise mitigation and/or equipment will be reviewed by a qualified
acoustical consultant to ensure compliance with the MECP noise guideline limits.
7. The sound emission level for all pieces of equipment used for construction activities including
site preparation and rehabilitation must comply with the limits outlined in MECP Publication
NPC-115, “Construction Equipment”.
8. Construction activities shall only occur during the daytime (i.e. 0700 to 1900 hours) period,
Monday to Friday. There shall be no construction on weekends or on statutory holidays unless
required due to an emergency.
9. The perimeter berms will be constructed as early in the construction process as possible to
minimize the off-site noise impacts from the construction activities.
10. Sound emissions from equipment to be used on-site will be measured to confirm that they
comply with the levels outlined within this report. Alternatively, for equipment brought onsite on an as-needed basis, they should have appropriate portable C’s of A or ECA’s.
11. Sound barriers are to be constructed as shown on the Operational Plan, page 2 of 5. The
sound barriers will need to be constructed prior to commencing of extraction at each phase
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except the 11 m high berm at the processing plant and the 7.5 m high sound barrier at the
portable crusher in Phase 1 which are required prior to the operation of the processing
plant and portable crusher respectively.
12. The pit equipment must operate on the pit floor following the initial operations in Phase 1.
13. Back-up beepers are exempt from assessment by the MECP stationary noise source
guidelines. However, to reduce off-site noise impacts, where possible, alternative
technologies will be used on all equipment operating at the site. Details regarding a
potential alternative technology are included in Appendix E of the Noise Impact Analysis.
14. Extraction and processing operations shall only occur Monday to Friday during the daytime
(i.e. 0700 to 1900 hours) period. Loading and shipping of material off-site can occur
between 0600 to 1900 hours on Monday to Friday and 0700 to 1500 hours on Saturday.
Work outside these hours will require a specific contract and will be subject to notifying the
Township.
15. Off-site noise audit measurements shall be completed when operations are underway on
the site to confirm the MECP noise guideline limits are met. The audit measurements must
be done by a qualified acoustical engineer. The noise audit will be provided to the
Township and Region and will be completed once operations are fully commenced in
Phase 1 followed by subsequent audits in Phase 2, 3 and 4. If necessary, any required
remedial actions for noise mitigation will be provided.
16. The acoustical engineer shall check/verify that the onsite noise control measures required
by this noise assessment are in place as part of the noise audit.
17. If other or new equipment is brought to the site, the sound emissions will be checked to
ensure the equipment is in compliance with this noise study.
18. If alternate noise mitigation measures are to be implemented, they will be reviewed by a
qualified acoustical consultant to ensure the MECP noise guideline limits will be met.
Archaeology
“Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment, Shantz Station Pit” May 10, 2019 & Aug 15,
2019 (Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.)
1.

Site 2 (AjHc-40) and Site 5 (AjHc-41) shall be subject to Stage 3 site-specific assessments
in accordance with the requirements set out in Section 3.2, Section 3.2.2 and Section 3.2.3
of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:47, 50–53). Controlled Surface Pickups were conducted at each
site location as part of the subject assessment and are not required in advance of test unit
excavation. Detailed documentary research must also be carried out as per Section 3.1 of
the S&Gs (MTC 2011:46–47).

2.

An appropriate assessment method for Sites 2 and 5 would comprise test unit excavation
using the strategy set out in Table 3.1, Numbers 1 and 2 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:51). This
would involve the excavation of grid test units at a 5 m interval across each site extent and
additional test units amounting to at least 20% of the grid unit total in areas of interest. If it
becomes clearly evident during test unit excavation that either site should or should not
proceed to Stage 4, then the strategy set out in Table 3.1, Numbers 3 and 4 of the S&Gs
(MTC 2011:51) can be implemented. This would involve finishing the grid test units at a 10
m interval and completing additional test units amounting to at least 40% of the grid unit
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total in areas of interest. The test unit excavation strategy will therefore be developed to
meet the requirements of Table 3.1, Numbers 3 and 4, with further test units being
excavated according to Table 3.1, Numbers 1 and 2 only if necessary to support the
argument that the site should not proceed to Stage 4 (MTCS 2014:10).
3.

All test units must be excavated stratigraphically into at least the first 5 cm of subsoil, and
all soils must be screened through mesh with an aperture of no greater than 6 mm. If a
potential cultural feature is uncovered, the exposed plan of the feature must be recorded,
and geotextile fabric must be placed over the unit floor prior to backfilling. Section 3.2.2
Guideline 3 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:49) states that exposed cultural features may be
excavated during a Stage 3 assessment only if the information is required to inform a
recommendation for or against a Stage 4 mitigation of development impacts.

4.

Sites 1, 7, 10, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20 and the remainder of the study area do not require
any additional assessment. Given that there are no further concerns for impacts to
archaeological sites within the majority of the project lands, ARA also makes a
recommendation for partial clearance. A partial clearance is intended to accommodate the
need for a development to be able to proceed while outstanding concerns for alterations to
archaeological sites continue to be addressed. At the time of writing, Sites 2 and 5 are the
only sites of further archaeological concern located within the project lands.

5.

In accordance with Section 4.1.1 and Section 7.8.5 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:68–69; 140–
141), an avoidance strategy will be implemented as part of the recommendation for partial
clearance to ensure that the sites are not impacted. Each site warrants a 20 m protective
buffer and a 50 m monitoring buffer. All lands comprising the site extents and the 20 m
protective buffers must be considered ‘protected areas’ to be avoided. Protective buffers
cannot traverse private properties for legal reasons, so the 20 m buffer around Site 5 is
truncated in the associated mapping (Map 10–Map 11; SD Map 16 –SD Map 19).

6.

A temporary barrier will be established around each protected area in advance of
construction. All soil disturbing activities within the 50 m monitoring buffer must be
monitored by a licensed archaeologist to ensure the effectiveness of the avoidance
strategy. The archaeologist must ensure that the temporary barrier is in the appropriate
location and must be empowered to stop construction if there is a concern for impacts to an
archaeological site. ‘No go’ instructions must be issued to all on-site work crews and
engineers for the protected areas, and the location of the protected areas must be shown
on all appropriate contract drawings. The protected areas must be inspected by a licensed
archaeologist once the strategy is no longer required (i.e., after a report recommending no
further assessment has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological
Reports), and the effectiveness of the strategy must be reported to the MTCS.

7.

As required by Section 7.8.5 Standard 1c of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:140), ARA requests that
the MTCS provide a letter confirming that there are no further concerns regarding
alterations to any archaeological sites within the project lands save for Sites 2 and 5. A
letter confirming the proponent’s commitment to the avoidance strategy has been included
in the submission package. Once the construction schedule has been finalized, a licensed
archaeologist will be retained so that monitoring can occur where required.

8.

No ground alterations or development of any kind may occur within the designated
protected areas until the required investigations are completed, recommendations that the
sites have no further cultural heritage value or interest are made, and the associated
reports are entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports.
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Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a
new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease alteration of
the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out
archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.

10. Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or protection remain
subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and may not be altered, or have
artifacts removed from them, except by a person holding an archaeological licence.
11. The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any
person discovering human remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of
Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services.
Agricultural Impact Assessment: "Agricultural Impact Assessment Capital Paving Inc.
Shantz Station Road Pit", April 2019 and May 2020 (MHBC Planning)
1. Extraction will occur in phases to minimize the amount of disturbed area. Later phases of
the operation that are not currently in extraction will remain in agricultural production for
as long as realistically possible.
2. The agricultural rehabilitation sequence will be included in the ARA site plan and
rehabilitation plan to ensure best practices are implemented throughout the progressive
rehabilitation.
3. Implementing progressive rehabilitation procedures that avoid substantial storage of
topsoil and minimize store of subsoil are encouraged. Stripped soils will be moved
directly to depleted areas where they will be immediately used for agricultural
rehabilitation. Stripping areas will be limited to what is required for the season of
operation.
4. Soil material will only be handled under dry conditions and a wet weather shut down
procedure will be put in place for stripping operations. Travel over soils and rehabilitated
areas will be minimized to reduce compaction. Where required, ripping/tilling the soils
will be undertaken to alleviate soil compaction. The mixing of soil materials/layers will be
avoided.
5. The depths of soil being removed during stripping will be monitored and compared to the
pre-extraction depths as found in the Soil Survey completed by DBH. Topsoil and
subsoil will be replaced at generally the same pre-extraction depth.
6. A vegetative grass/legume cover such as perennial crop will be established in order to
reduce erosion and also add organic matter to the soil and improve soil structure.
Immediately following the replacement of soils as part of rehabilitation, either a perennial
or an annual grass-legume cover crop will be established and maintained for up to five
years. The establishment of the post-rehabilitation cover crop will be managed in
consultation with the land owner (i.e. ploughed under annually, drill-seeded, or left in
place).
7. Prior to the replacement of overburden, subsoil, and soil, the final pit floor will be ripped
to alleviate compaction if required. Side slopes will be graded to the desired slope (3:1)
prior to the replacement of topsoil and subsoil, and permanent vegetative cover will be
provided to stabilize the slopes and prevent erosion.
8. A qualified professional will be retained to develop and undertake a soil testing program
for any rehabilitated lands at the beginning of each growing season to analyze soil
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fertility and structure. Based on the results of the soil testing program, adjustments to
cropping practices and or soil amendments may be required
9. An Annual Rehabilitation Report shall be completed in order to document agricultural
rehabilitation activities and demonstrate compliance in relation to soil stripping, handling
and storage; rehabilitation progress, methods and best practices; soil tests; and post
rehabilitation soil capability and farming activity. The details of the Annual Rehabilitation
Report are outlined under “Agricultural Monitoring Program and Annual Report” on the
Rehabilitation Plan (4 of 5).
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Rehabilitation Notes:
NUMBERING SCHEME USED FOR REHABILITATION NOTES
REFERS TO AGGREGATE RESOURCES ACT PROVINCIAL STANDARDS FOR A CLASS
"A" CATEGORY 3 LICENCE APPLICATION
Sequence and Direction
1.3.1 Rehabilitation will be progressive following the general direction of extraction [see
"Progressive Rehabilitation Sequence", this page]. A combined maximum disturbed area
between Phases 2 to 5 shall not exceed 50%. The maximum disturbed area may be increased
with prior written approval by MNRF. Generally, rehabilitation will follow the Sequence of
Operations diagram located on page 2 of 5. Minor deviations/variations in
operational/rehabilitation sequence will be permitted in order to adjust for any variable resource
& market conditions.
Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden
1.3.2 Topsoil will be used in the progressive rehabilitation of the pit floor and the side slope
areas. Topsoil and subsoil will be stripped, stored, and re-applied separately. Pit floor areas will
be covered with a minimum 250mm of topsoil/organic matter and side slopes will be covered
with a minimum of 150mm of topsoil and subsoil. Overburden and/or imported material will be
used to backfill pit faces to facilitate the establishment of minimum 3:1 or greater slopes on the
pit faces and for berm construction.
Proposed Vegetation
1.3.3 & 1.4.3 The extraction area (± 67.9 ha.) will be returned to agricultural use, to a condition
in which substantially the same areas and same average soil capability for agriculture are
restored (Class 2), in accordance with the "Pit Floor Agricultural Rehabilitation Sequence" detail
on this page.
The rehabilitated side-slopes shall be seeded with a grass/legume seed mixture comprising
white clover, timothy and perennial ryegrass or planted with agricultural crops. The rehabilitated
side slopes identified as part of the Shantz Station Pit Access Road Management / Ecological
Enhancement and Compensation Plan, March 2021 (ARM/EECP) will be revegetated in
accordance with the planting plan outlined in Tables 1 through 5 in the Shantz Station Pit
ARM/EECP.
The area cleared for the access road, through the woodlot, used during operations shall be
rehabilitated in accordance with the requirements outlined in the ARM/EECP.
The habitat compensation measures as outlined in the Natural Environment Report and further
detailed in the ARM/EECP will be implemented in full to offset potential impacts associated with
the construction of the Proposed Access Road through the significant woodland.
The mitigation, enhancement, and rehabilitation activities outlined in the ARM/EECP will be
implemented in full. The timing, maintenance and monitoring requirements for the proposed
planting zones are summarized in Table 5 of the ARM/EECP. All rehabilitation activities must be
completed, and vegetation in a self-sustaining condition, prior to the License being surrendered.
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The intent of the proposed ecological enhancements is to create an ecological linkage between
the northwest woodland/wetland and the Hopewell Creek valley system as well as to create
enhanced ecological buffers for existing natural features. The enhancement and compensation
activities outlined in the ARM/EECP includes approximately 6.5 ha of new reforestation and
naturalization areas, including a new pond approximately 0.2 ha in size.
The list of plant species identified in the ARM/EECP will be used in the areas subject to
reforestation and naturalization that blends with the adjoining vegetation communities. Any
compensation activities proximate to or within identified species at risk habitat shall be reviewed
to ensure compliance with the ESA.
Slope Creation & Rehabilitated Landform
1.3.4 & 1.4.2 The final pit landform will be generally in accordance with the drawing as shown
on this page. Slopes will be created by a combination of backfill using on-site overburden,
aggregate material or settling pond fines and imported material. See cross sections (page 5 of
5) for additional information. As shown on the Rehabilitation Contour Plan, the final pit floor will
be graded as uniformly as possible to create no more than a 2-5% slope. Final grading and
landform creation shall ensure that there are no irregular undulation or depressions areas on the
rehabilitated pit floor.
Progressive Rehabilitation
1.3.5 Progressive rehabilitation shall follow the Sequence of Operations diagram/notes on page
2 of 5 and Progressive Rehabilitation Sequence on this page. The timing for the proposed
ecological enhancement and compensation activities, as well as the reforestation of the access
road, will occur progressively as outlined in Table 5 of the ARM/EECP.
Importation of Fill
1.3.6 & 1.4.1 Clean inert fill may be imported to facilitate the establishment of minimum
3:1(horizontal:vertical)or greater slopes on the pit faces and for berm construction. Any
deviations to the final contours identified on the Rehabilitation Plan as a result of imported fill will
require prior written approval from MNRF. The licensee must ensure that the material is tested
at the source, before it is deposited on-site, to ensure that the material meets the Ministry of the
Environment’s (MOE) criteria under Table 1 of MOE’s Soils, Ground Water and Sediment
Standards for use under Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act. Sampling results will be
provided to MNRF upon request. Notwithstanding Condition 1, where the imported material is
not being placed within 1.5 metres of the surface, the criteria under Table 1 for sodium
adsorption ratio and electrical conductivity do not have to be met.
Buildings & Structures
1.4.4 No buildings or structures associated with aggregate operations will remain on site.
Ground Water Table
1.4.5 The elevation of the existing groundwater table varies from ±323.0 masl at the east
boundary of the site to ±332.0 masl in the north-central portion of the site. groundwater
elevations provided by MTE (May 2019). This is the pre-extraction groundwater table which is
not changing as a result of pit operations above the water table.

Report DS25-2021

56

Internal Haul Roads
1.4.6 There will be no internal roads remaining on the site. Farm field access will generally be
from the existing entrance off Foerster Road (Township Road #68) by laneway as shown. Upon
completion of pit operations, the existing driveway off Shantz Station Road will be rehabilitated
by reducing the width of the driveway to 4 m. Approximately 2 m of asphalt on either side of the
driveway will be removed. The jersey barriers will also be removed. The remaining driveway will
remain paved. The removed portions of the driveway will be planted with native grasses and
forbes in accordance with the Naturalization Planting Plan in Section 4.3.3 of the ARM/EECP.
Surface Water Drainage & Discharge
1.4.7 Final surface drainage will follow the rehabilitated contours as shown and infiltrate the
rehabilitated pit floor through vertical seepage.
Agricultural Monitoring Program and Annual Report
Annual reporting of all stages of the rehabilitation process shall be documented. Soil testing
shall also be completed at the beginning of each growing season to analyze soil fertility and soil
structure and to assess and compare with pre-extraction conditions. This shall occur on an
ongoing basis throughout progressive rehabilitation phases (and through extraction) until the
soil tests indicate that the pre-extraction soil capability has been restored. Given that Phase 1
will remain in use throughout the operation, progressive rehabilitation shall not commence until
extraction of Phase 2 is complete. It is understood that the annual monitoring program will
commence at this time. Adjustments to cropping practices and / or soil amendments may be
required based on the results of the soil testing.
The purpose of the annual monitoring report is to gather data on average soil capabilities to
ensure the recommended rehabilitation sequence is implemented and documented. As per the
Province's AIA Guidelines, the preextraction soil depths confirmed by DBH Soil Services Inc.
(March 19, 2019) will be used as the benchmark for final agricultural rehabilitation.
Once progressive rehabilitation begins, an Annual Rehabilitation Report shall be prepared by a
qualified person (e.g. an agrologist or certified crop advisor) that reports on the stages of the
rehabilitation process, where applicable, including:
An overview of the status of the current extraction and progressive rehabilitation phases (e.g.
number of hectares extracted and rehabilitated, etc.);
Description of annual soil removal and storage methods;
Description of any land that has been progressively rehabilitated;
Documentation on the alleviation of any soil compaction, drainage provisions, erosion control
etc.;
Description of how the soil has been replaced and any amendments added (e.g. fertilizer,
organic matter etc.);
Description of any seeding or planting that has occurred;
A review of previous rehabilitation management activities and observations regarding field
conditions;
Report of agricultural activity (crops grown, annual yields) and any anecdotal feedback from
the farmer;
Review of drainage issues and recommended mitigation measures as necessary;
Summary of soil test results and post rehabilitation soil capability; and,
Summary of monitoring data.
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The annual monitoring report will include the test results of the soil sampling program. The
purpose of sampling the soils prior to excavation and post rehabilitation is to demonstrate that
the soils have been rehabilitated to a condition similar to the pre-extraction conditions. The soil
sampling program will include the following parameters:
General soil fertility
Bulk density
Hydraulic conductivity to assess residual levels of soil compaction and porosity
Measurements of the depth of soil and subsoil.
Annual monitoring will commence once progressive rehabilitation begins and will cease once it
has been demonstrated that the same average soil capabilities and agricultural production as
pre-extraction has been achieved through final rehabilitation. In cases where it has been
demonstrated that rehabilitation efforts have not successfully achieved pre-extraction
conditions, recommendations will be provided in the monitoring report to ameliorate problem
areas and/or restore pre-extraction soil quality.
The report should include observational documentation, records of activity and quantitative
information on soil conditions. These reports should be appended by Capital Paving as part of
their annual compliance assessments.
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Haul Roads
1.2.4 All traffic for operations will enter and exit the site onto Shantz Station Road
(Regional Road #30) at the location shown on the Sequence of Operations
diagram. The main internal haul routes will be located between the pit faces,
processing area (on the active pit floor) and the entrance/exit. Locations of
internal haul routes may vary as the operation progresses. A field conveyor will be
used to transport crushed material from Phases 1-5 to the processing plant in
Phase 1. The conveyor will be assembled and dismantled in each phase, and will
remain on the pit floor. The existing field/residential access on to Foerster Road will
not be used by haul trucks. Haul trucks will not use Foerster Road or Village View
Road.
Entrance and Exit
1.2.5 All entrances/exits are described above in note 1.2.4. Operational
entrances/exits will be gated and the gate will be closed at all times when the pit
is not in operation (except the Operational entrance/exit at Shantz Station Road See Variations from Operational Standards table 5.2). If agreed to by the Township
and Region, Capital will provide truck route directional signage at Foerster Road
and Shantz Station Road directing pit-related trucks to the main entrance on
Shantz Station Road.
An internal sign will be posted at the exit advising truck drivers of other road users
and that trucks must yield to school buses and farm equipment.
Ground Water Table
1.2.6 Hydrogeological information prepared by MTE and taken from "Level 1 and
Level 2 Hydrogeological Investigation Proposed Category 3 Class ‘A’ Pit
Above-Water-Table", (May 2019) identifies the ground water table onsite ranging
in elevation from ±323.0m a.s.l. at the east boundary of the site to ±332.0m a.s.l. in
the north-central portion of the site.
Surface Water Discharge Points
1.2.7 The Sequence of Operations diagram (on page 2 of 5) identifies the location
of existing and proposed culverts. These culverts will allow overland run-off from
adjacent lands to maintain the existing surface water drainage patterns. In the
event that activities at the pit cause flooding or drainage issues on off-site lands
which are determined not to be an existing condition, the licensee will be
responsible for investigating the issue and rectifying it where activities at the pit are
deemed to be at fault for causing an adverse impact.
Fencing
1.2.8 In areas not secured by post and wire fence, temporary construction fencing
will be placed around the perimeter of each phase to provide security from
active areas of the operation. All fencing for enclosure of operating areas shall be
minimum 1.2 metres high construction fencing and shall be maintained around
active phases of the operation. Sections of the existing fence may be removed,
replaced and/or repaired with 1.2 m post & wire fence or as otherwise required by
the Aggregate Resources Act. Marker posts will be used to demarcate the
Boundary of Area to be Licensed as shown on the Sequence of Operations
diagram. Also see Variations from Operational Standards table 5.1, this page.
Proposed Buildings and Structures
1.2.9 An office/scale house and scales will be erected on site (approximate
location as shown). From time to time, office trailers will be brought onto the site
for the use of workers during operational hours. These portable structures will be
located as required by site operations. If the existing dwelling at 1195 Foerster
Road becomes vacant during pit operations, Capital shall maintain the dwelling in
its current state while the site remains under licence. If the on-site houses are to be
occupied by tenants not related to the landowner, a noise study shall be required
to assess the house(s) as a sensitive receptor. Any resulting mitigation measures
shall be implemented prior to the house(s) being occupied by tenants.

Fuel Storage
1.2.13 All fuel storage and associated products are stored in above ground tanks
or containers and in compliance with the Technical Standards and Safety Act,
2000, Liquid Fuels Regulation O.Reg.217/01 and Liquid Fuels Handling Code, 2000.
Fuel trucks may be used for onsite refuelling of equipment within the pit in
accordance with the "Prescribed Conditions" that apply to all Category 3
licences. (See Sequence of Operations Diagram, this page). The site will operate in
accordance with the Capital Paving Inc. Spills Plan (included in the Hydrogeology
Report).
Area to be Extracted
1.2.14 The area to be extracted is ±67.9 ha (167.8 ac).
Setbacks
1.2.15 Setbacks will be as shown/labelled on the site plans. Also see Variations
from Operational Standards table on this page.

Tree and Stump Disposal
1.2.23 Timber resources (if any) will be salvaged for use as saw logs, fence
posts and fuel wood where appropriate. Stumps and brush cleared during site
preparation will be burned (subject to necessary local approvals)or mulched
for use in the progressive rehabilitation of the site.
Cross Sections
1.2.24 The location of cross sections are as shown on pages 1,2, and 4 of 5.
Cross sections are provided on page 5 of 5.
Variations from Operational Standards
1.2.25 See table this page for Operational Standards (Section 5.0 of ARA
Provincial Standards) that will be varied by this site plan.

VARIATIONS FROM OPERATIONAL STANDARDS
OPERATIONAL
STANDARD

O.S.
5.1

O.S.
5.2
O.S.
5.10.2.2
O.S.
5.13.1

VARIATION
A portion of the north, west and east proposed licensed boundaries are to
be demarcated with 1.2m high marker posts on the corners of the boundary,
visible from one another. Temporary construction fencing to be installed
along the outer edge of the setback in the area of the site adjacent to
Hopewell Creek. Boundaries will be demarcated by jersey barriers along the
access route from Shantz Station Road adjacent to the wetland only.
No gate will be located at the operational entrance/exit to Shantz Station
Road. The gate will be located as shown on the Sequence of Operations
diagram.
No gate will be located at the two entrance/exits to the residential
properties along Foerster Road
The setback will be reduced from 15m to 0m and from 30m to 15m for a
portion of the east boundary.
Overburden and topsoil stockpiles may be permitted within 30m of the
Boundary of Area to be Licensed except adjacent to the significant wetland
and significant woodland.

Tonnage Limit
1.2.26 The maximum number of tonnes of aggregate to be removed from the
site in any calendar year is 500,000 tonnes.
1.2.27 Technical Recommendations
Hydrogeology: "Capital Paving Inc. Shantz Station Pit Level 1 and Level 2
Hydrogeological Investigation", May 2019 and Peer Review and Agency
Responses, January 14, 2020, Feb 7, 2020 & April 28, 2020 (MTE Consultants Inc.)
1. Prior to extraction, baseline groundwater samples shall be collected from MW3
and MW5 for hydrocarbons (F1-F4 + BTEX). Future sampling will occur in relation
to the Spills Contingency Plan and the recommendations of a retained
Qualified Person in the event a spill should occur. Monthly inspections of the
integrity of any on-site fuel tanks or containers will occur and be documented
in the annual monitoring report.
2. Manual water levels will be collected on a seasonal basis, three times per year,
once in the spring, summer and fall, at all on-site monitoring wells and
participating domestic wells. In addition, the monitoring program shall include
groundwater temperature at on-site monitoring wells and surface water
temperature monitoring of Hopewell Creek.
3. Monitoring of MP5 and MP6 shall occur three times per year to track water level
trends throughout the pit operation relative to the adjacent wetlands. In
conjunction, monitoring of surface water levels within the Northern Pond will
occur.
4. Groundwater samples will be collected for geochemical analysis from all
on-site monitoring wells. The wells will be sampled in the spring and late summer
on an annual basis which may be progressively decreased over time.
Background conditions shall be established prior to the pit operating.
5. The annual groundwater monitoring program shall extend throughout the life of
the operation. A monitoring report summarizing and interpreting groundwater
and geochemical data shall be provided to the Township and Region on an
annual basis by March 31 of the following year. Reporting requirements will be
reviewed on an annual basis and may be decreased in frequency pending
agreement from the Region.
6. Monitoring wells that may be destroyed by extraction activities be
decommissioned according to the Wells Regulation (O.Reg. 903) and
subsequently replaced at a location that will ensure the new monitoring well
will remain intact to allow groundwater monitoring to continue;
7. Capital Paving Inc. shall adopt the Well Interference Complaint Procedure
described in Section 9.1 of this report; and
8. Capital Paving Inc. shall adopt their Spill Contingency Plan for the Site and that
a QP be retained, in the unlikely event of a spill.
9. In the event the on-site tile drains are removed during extraction, Capital shall
reinstall tile drains in suitable locations, if required.
Natural Environment: "Natural Environment Report, Level 1 & 2 Assessment, Shantz
Station Pit Application", May 2019 "Access Road Management / Ecological
Enhancement and Compensation Plan", March 2021 and "Tree Inventory and
Preservation Plan", August 2020 (RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc.)
1. Proposed pit extraction activities shall be setback a minimum of 30 m from the
boundary of all PSW units (except the existing laneway in the northwest corner
of the site). The 30 m setback will be well-marked prior to the commencement
of pit operations.
2. The 30 m wetland setback area shall be undisturbed by pit operations and
remain as natural self-sustaining vegetation.
3. Sediment and erosion control measures shall be employed where appropriate
to prevent the erosion of unstable soils and the movement of sediment and/or
other deleterious substances into the adjacent PSW (and other identified
wetlands). These measures shall be in place prior to the onset of site
preparation.
4. Sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts and
be properly installed (trenched in) to maintain its integrity during inclement
weather events.
5. Once installed, sediment fencing must be routinely monitored and maintained.

Noise: "Noise Impact Analysis Shantz Station Pit", May 10 2019 and “Noise
Impact Analysis Addendum” June 23, 2020 (Valcoustics Canada Ltd.)
Phase 1
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 1,
· Construct a 1.2 m high berm along the northern property line (close to the
Processing Plant);
· Construct a 7.5 m high berm in the vicinity of POR03;
Prior to the operation of the processing plant and portable crusher,
· Construct a 11 m high localized berm for screening the processing plant;
and
· Construct a 7.5 m high acoustic enclosure around the portable crusher.
Phase 2
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 2,
· Construct a 2.8 m high berm along the northwest property line;
· Construct a 2.5 m high berm along a portion of the south property line; and
· Construct a 5.5 m high berm around POR03.
· Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the
processing plant; and
· Maintain a portion of the 1.2 m high berm along the northern property line.
Phase 3
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 3,
· Construct a 4.0 m high berm along a portion of the Phase 3 perimeter; and
· Construct a 5.8 m high berm along around POR03;
· Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the
processing plant and the 1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north
boundary of the site.
Phase 4
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 4,
· Construct a 1.5 m high berm along the south property line;
· Construct a 7.5 m high berm along the east property line adjacent to
POR02;
· Construct a 2.0 m high berm along the east property line (adjacent to
POR03);
· Construct a 7.5 m high berm around POR03.
· The portable crusher operating near the working face is permitted to
operate no more than 100 m east of the Phase 3 boundary. In addition, a 6
m high localized berm is needed at the portable crusher location.; and
· Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the
processing plant and the 1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north
property line.
Phase 5
Prior to the start of extraction in Phase 5,
· Construct an 8.5 m high berm around POR03;
· Portable crushing near the working face is only permitted within 405 m of
the Phase 2 boundary. In addition, a 6.5 m high localized berm at the
portable plant is needed;
· The height of the berm along the east property line adjacent to POR02 can
be reduced to 3.7 m; and
· Maintain the localized berm (11 m high, constructed in Phase 1) at the
processing plant and a 1.2 m high berm along a portion of the north
property line.
1. These are the minimum noise mitigation requirement for each phase. It is
noted that if a berm constructed for a previous phase is higher than that
required for the next phase, it is likely that the higher berm constructed in
earlier phase will remain (i.e. no reduction in berm height). For example, the
minimum berm heights around POR03 are 7.5 m in Phase 1, 5.5 m in Phase
2, 5.8 m in Phase 3, and 7.5 m in Phase 4; in this case, a berm of 7.5 m
height can be constructed prior to extraction in Phase 1 and maintained
the height over Phase 1 to Phase 4 operations.
2. The local berms recommended above can be constructed using
aggregate stockpiles and shall be no more than 30 m from the portable
crusher or processing plant locations.
3. It should be noted that the highest sound barrier is needed to protect
POR03. It is our understanding that this dwelling is owned by the owner of
the gravel pit lands. If it could be ensured that this dwelling could remain
vacant over the life of the site, then POR03 could be removed as a
receptor location and the barrier height requirements reduced.
4. The sound barrier configurations are considered conceptual and can be
modified to account for grading and drainage requirements. However, the
final sound barrier design must be reviewed by a qualified acoustical
engineer to ensure the MECP noise guideline limits will be met at all off site
receptor locations.
5. According to the MECP, a sound barrier means a wall, berm, wall/berm
combination or similar structure. The minimum surface density (face weight)
of a sound barrier is 20 kg/m2. The barrier must be structurally sound,
appropriately designed to withstand wind and snow load, and constructed
without cracks or surface gaps. Any gaps under the barrier that are
necessary for drainage purposes will be minimized and localized, so that
the acoustical performance of the barrier is maintained. Sound barrier walls
can be constructed from a variety of materials including wood, masonry,
composites, etc., provided the above requirements are met.
6. Any changes to the noise mitigation and/or equipment will be reviewed by
a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure compliance with the MECP
noise guideline limits.
7. The sound emission level for all pieces of equipment used for construction
activities including site preparation and rehabilitation must comply with the
limits outlined in MECP Publication NPC-115, “Construction Equipment”.
8. Construction activities shall only occur during the daytime (i.e. 0700 to 1900
hours) period, Monday to Friday. There shall be no construction on
weekends or on statutory holidays unless required due to an emergency.
9. The perimeter berms will be constructed as early in the construction process
as possible to minimize the off-site noise impacts from the construction
activities.

Agricultural Impact Assessment: "Agricultural Impact Assessment Capital Paving Inc.
Shantz Station Road Pit", April 2019 and May 2020 (MHBC Planning)
1. Extraction will occur in phases to minimize the amount of disturbed area. Later
phases of the operation that are not currently in extraction will remain in
agricultural production for as long as realistically possible.
2. The agricultural rehabilitation sequence will be included in the ARA site plan and
rehabilitation plan to ensure best practices are implemented throughout the
progressive rehabilitation.
3. Implementing progressive rehabilitation procedures that avoid substantial storage
of topsoil and minimize store of subsoil are encouraged. Stripped soils will be
moved directly to depleted areas where they will be immediately used for
agricultural rehabilitation. Stripping areas will be limited to what is required for the
season of operation.
4. Soil material will only be handled under dry conditions and a wet weather shut
down procedure will be put in place for stripping operations. Travel over soils and
rehabilitated areas will be minimized to reduce compaction. Where required,
ripping/tilling the soils will be undertaken to alleviate soil compaction. The mixing
of soil materials/layers will be avoided.
5. The depths of soil being removed during stripping will be monitored and
compared to the pre-extraction depths as found in the Soil Survey completed by
DBH. Topsoil and subsoil will be replaced at generally the same pre-extraction
depth.
6. A vegetative grass/legume cover such as perennial crop will be established in
order to reduce erosion and also add organic matter to the soil and improve soil
structure. Immediately following the replacement of soils as part of rehabilitation,
either a perennial or an annual grass-legume cover crop will be established and
maintained for up to five years. The establishment of the post-rehabilitation cover
crop will be managed in consultation with the land owner (i.e. ploughed under
annually, drill-seeded, or left in place).
7. Prior to the replacement of overburden, subsoil, and soil, the final pit floor will be
ripped to alleviate compaction if required. Side slopes will be graded to the
desired slope (3:1) prior to the replacement of topsoil and subsoil, and permanent
vegetative cover will be provided to stabilize the slopes and prevent erosion.
8. A qualified professional will be retained to develop and undertake a soil testing
program for any rehabilitated lands at the beginning of each growing season to
analyze soil fertility and structure. Based on the results of the soil testing program,
adjustments to cropping practices and or soil amendments may be required
9. An Annual Rehabilitation Report shall be completed in order to document
agricultural rehabilitation activities and demonstrate compliance in relation to soil
stripping, handling and storage; rehabilitation progress, methods and best
practices; soil tests; and post rehabilitation soil capability and farming activity. The
details of the Annual Rehabilitation Report are outlined under “Agricultural
Monitoring Program and Annual Report” on the Rehabilitation Plan (4 of 5).

Site Plan Amendments

Native Shrubs and Grasses (Infill planting examples)
Gray Dogwood
Red Osier Dogwood
Common Ninebark
Serviceberry
Sumac sp.
Rose sp.
Raspberry
Willow sp.
Elderberry
Snowberry
Meadowsweet
Viburnum sp.
Big Bluestem Grass
Little Bluestem Grass
Sedge Grass sp.
Side Oats Grama Grass
Tufted Hair Grass
Wild Rye Grass Switch Grass
5. Tree groupings are to be located along Foerster Road at the south boundary.
6. Trees are to be located in front or on the toe of the berm at the west side of the
subject lands, closest to Shantz Station Road. Trees will also be located between
Foerster Road and the extraction limit next to the golf course.
7. Trees are to be located in locations along the East property boundary.
8. Where existing vegetation is thin, impacted or removed within the 15m setback at
the north edge of the site, replacement trees are to be planted to compensate for
the loss of existing vegetative screening.
9. A double row of tree planting (White Cedar installed at 300cm. height) will be
located on the north boundary of the site, adjacent to the existing wetland area.
10. Infill native plantings are to be installed in naturalized groupings on new slopes
along the east side of the subject lands that are adjacent to Hopewell Creek.
11. To ensure survival and positive growth rate, the vegetative screening is to be
maintained and managed appropriately so that it remains an effective visual
screen over time. Allowance of natural succession to occur is encouraged, in
keeping with restoration objectives.
12. During the first year of pit operations, the planted trees along Foerster Road, and
vegetative restoration areas located along the north, west and east boundaries of
the subject lands shall be watered and monitored until established. After the first
year, the trees shall be inspected twice each year. Once in spring after leaf break,
and once in fall prior to leaf drop, to ensure any trees which are in poor condition at
the time, are fertilized, watered and monitored, as needed, to improve their health
and vigor. In extreme cases, it may be necessary for a horticultural expert to
observe the trees for any signs of disease or infestation, and provide specific
recommendations in order to retain as many trees as possible. If any of the planted
trees die, they will be replaced yearly, preferably in spring or late summer. With
annual maintenance and monitoring, the trees will have the best chance of
survival, and overall, it is anticipated that the need for tree replacements during the
life of the operation will be reduced.
Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment: "Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment Proposed
Shantz Station Pit", March 2019 and May 2020 (MHBC Planning)
1. A conservation plan for the house located at 1195 Foerster Road will be prepared in
order to ensure that the heritage attributes of the house are retained. This shall
occur at the commencement of site operations.
2. Site rehabilitation shall occur in order to restore the laneway connections to 1195
Foerster Road and also to the rear of the subject lands following the completion of
extraction, as well as the field areas surrounding the buildings.
3. A conservation plan for the house located at 1472 Village View Road will be
prepared in order to ensure that the heritage attributes of the house are retained.
This shall occur at the commencement of site operations.
4. Photo documentation of the laneway and remnant fence areas at the rear of the
property shall be completed prior to removal of the features for aggregate
extraction.
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Temporary Scrap Storage
1.2.12 Temporary scrap storage will be located adjacent to the office/scale house
and scale and will be removed on an on-going basis. Scrap will not be stored
within 30m of the Licensed Boundary (see Sequence of Operations diagram).

Hours of Operation
1.2.22 The pit may operate subject to the following restrictions and hours:
--Shipping: 6 am to 7 pm Monday to Friday and 7 am to 3 pm on Saturdays.
--Extraction and processing: 7 am to 7 pm Monday to Friday
--No operations on Holidays as defined in accordance with the Employment
Standards Act.
--The pit will not operate Sundays or overnight except as required by a
specific contract and subject to notifying the Township and will be limited to
shipping activities only.

Archaeology
“Stage 1 and 2 Archaeological Assessment, Shantz Station Pit” May 10, 2019 &
Aug 15, 2019 (Archaeological Research Associates Ltd.)
1. Site 2 (AjHc-40) and Site 5 (AjHc-41) shall be subject to Stage 3 site-specific
assessments in accordance with the requirements set out in Section 3.2,
Section 3.2.2 and Section 3.2.3 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:47, 50–53). Controlled
Surface Pickups were conducted at each site location as part of the
subject assessment and are not required in advance of test unit
excavation. Detailed documentary research must also be carried out as
per Section 3.1 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:46–47).
2. An appropriate assessment method for Sites 2 and 5 would comprise test
unit excavation using the strategy set out in Table 3.1, Numbers 1 and 2 of
the S&Gs (MTC 2011:51). This would involve the excavation of grid test units
at a 5 m interval across each site extent and additional test units
amounting to at least 20% of the grid unit total in areas of interest. If it
becomes clearly evident during test unit excavation that either site should
or should not proceed to Stage 4, then the strategy set out in Table 3.1,
Numbers 3 and 4 of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:51) can be implemented. This
would involve finishing the grid test units at a 10 m interval and completing
additional test units amounting to at least 40% of the grid unit total in areas
of interest. The test unit excavation strategy will therefore be developed to
meet the requirements of Table 3.1, Numbers 3 and 4, with further test units
being excavated according to Table 3.1, Numbers 1 and 2 only if
necessary to support the argument that the site should not proceed to
Stage 4 (MTCS 2014:10).
3. All test units must be excavated stratigraphically into at least the first 5 cm
of subsoil, and all soils must be screened through mesh with an aperture of
no greater than 6 mm. If a potential cultural feature is uncovered, the
exposed plan of the feature must be recorded, and geotextile fabric must
be placed over the unit floor prior to backfilling. Section 3.2.2 Guideline 3 of
the S&Gs (MTC 2011:49) states that exposed cultural features may be
excavated during a Stage 3 assessment only if the information is required to
inform a recommendation for or against a Stage 4 mitigation of
development impacts.
4. Sites 1, 7, 10, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20 and the remainder of the study area
do not require any additional assessment. Given that there are no further
concerns for impacts to archaeological sites within the majority of the
project lands, ARA also makes a recommendation for partial clearance. A
partial clearance is intended to accommodate the need for a
development to be able to proceed while outstanding concerns for
alterations to archaeological sites continue to be addressed. At the time of
writing, Sites 2 and 5 are the only sites of further archaeological concern
located within the project lands.
5. In accordance with Section 4.1.1 and Section 7.8.5 of the S&Gs (MTC
2011:68–69; 140–141), an avoidance strategy will be implemented as part
of the recommendation for partial clearance to ensure that the sites are
not impacted. Each site warrants a 20 m protective buffer and a 50 m
monitoring buffer. All lands comprising the site extents and the 20 m
protective buffers must be considered ‘protected areas’ to be avoided.
Protective buffers cannot traverse private properties for legal reasons, so
the 20 m buffer around Site 5 is truncated in the associated mapping (Map
10–Map 11; SD Map 16 –SD Map 19).
6. A temporary barrier will be established around each protected area in
advance of construction. All soil disturbing activities within the 50 m
monitoring buffer must be monitored by a licensed archaeologist to ensure
the effectiveness of the avoidance strategy. The archaeologist must ensure
that the temporary barrier is in the appropriate location and must be
empowered to stop construction if there is a concern for impacts to an
archaeological site. ‘No go’ instructions must be issued to all on-site work
crews and engineers for the protected areas, and the location of the
protected areas must be shown on all appropriate contract drawings. The
protected areas must be inspected by a licensed archaeologist once the
strategy is no longer required (i.e., after a report recommending no further
assessment has been entered into the Ontario Public Register of
Archaeological Reports), and the effectiveness of the strategy must be
reported to the MTCS.
7. As required by Section 7.8.5 Standard 1c of the S&Gs (MTC 2011:140), ARA
requests that the MTCS provide a letter confirming that there are no further
concerns regarding alterations to any archaeological sites within the
project lands save for Sites 2 and 5. A letter confirming the proponent’s
commitment to the avoidance strategy has been included in the
submission package. Once the construction schedule has been finalized, a
licensed archaeologist will be retained so that monitoring can occur where
required.
8. No ground alterations or development of any kind may occur within the
designated protected areas until the required investigations are
completed, recommendations that the sites have no further cultural
heritage value or interest are made, and the associated reports are
entered into the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports.
9. Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered,
they may be a new archaeological site and therefore subject to Section 48
(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the
archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and
engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out archaeological
fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
10. Archaeological sites recommended for further archaeological fieldwork or
protection remain subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act and
may not be altered, or have artifacts removed from them, except by a
person holding an archaeological licence.
11. The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33
requires that any person discovering human remains must notify the police
or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer
Services.

Visual Impact Assessment: "Visual Impact Report, Capital Paving Inc. Shantz Station
Pit", April 2019 and “Visual Impact Report Addendum”, Mar. 4 & Apr. 22, 2020 (MHBC
Planning)
1. Existing vegetation located along the perimeter and within the setback area will be
retained wherever possible. Where vegetation is impacted or removed within the
setback during berm construction, replacement trees are to be planted to
compensate for the loss of existing vegetative screening.
2. Naturalization consisting of tree planting of the previous non-rehabilitated
aggregate pit site, (located north of the subject lands in between the existing
mature woodlot and Hopewell Creek) on the Cox property lands, shall be
implemented as outlined on the Rehabilitation Plan and Access Road
Management / Ecological Enhancement Plan (March 2021).
3. Visual berms are to be installed as per the berm elevation detail and berm
requirements noted on the Operational Plan. Berms are to be constructed in a
smooth, rolling manner with varying highpoints (respecting minimum height
requirements) and variations along the berm frontage to create a more natural
appearance. Berms shall be seeded with a naturalizing mix of wildflowers and
grasses to stabilize slopes and minimize mowing and maintenance. The Sequence
of Operations diagram identifies the location and height of the visual berms.
4. Trees will be planted prior to extraction in Phase 1 in certain view locations as
indicated on the Sequence of Operations diagram and outlined below. Trees are to
be installed at 5 to 10 m on centre spacing, depending on species, in groupings as
shown on the Operational Plan (page 2 of 5). Plantings are to be randomly spaced
and staggered to appear more natural, where possible. Understory plantings will
complement the natural vegetation occurring adjacent to the subject lands and
will be spaced according to species anticipated growth. All vegetation is to be
selected for hardiness, wind, drought and salt tolerance, and is to conform to the
Rehabilitation Plan. Where appropriate, native species that complement the
existing surroundings are to be utilized wherever possible. These may include, but
are not limited to the following:
Coniferous and Deciduous Trees
White Pine
White Spruce
Balsam Fir
White Cedar
Common
Hackberry
Sugar Maple
Silver Maple
Red Maple
Basswood
Red Oak
White Oak

Part of Lots 81 & 82
German Company Tract
(geographic Township of Waterloo)
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Aggregate Stockpiles and Recyclable Material
1.2.11 Aggregate material will be stockpiled adjacent to the processing area on
the pit floor, in Phase 1. Stockpiles will not exceed 15m in height. Recycling of
concrete and asphalt material will be permitted on this site in Phase 1 as an
accessory use to the pit operation.
Recyclable asphalt materials will not be stockpiled within:
·
30m of any water body or man-made pond; or
·
2 m of the surface of the established water table.
Any rebar and other structural metal must be removed from the recycled material
during processing and placed in a designated scrap pile on site which will be
removed on an on-going basis. The maximum amount of imported concrete and
asphalt materials (unprocessed) to be stored on-site is 50,000 tonnes. Removal of
recycled aggregate is to be ongoing. Should shipping of native aggregate from
the site fall below 25,000 tonnes in a calendar year for 3 consecutive years, then
all recycling materials will be removed from the site within the 2 years following.
Once the aggregate on site has been depleted there will be no further
importation of recyclable materials permitted and all recycling operations will
cease.

Tree Screens
1.2.21 Planting of trees is to be carried out prior to extraction in Phase 1. Trees
will be maintained and/or replaced if required, throughout the operation of
the pit.

Dust: "Capital Paving Inc. – Shantz Station Pit, Air Quality Assessment RWDI # 1803181"
May 14, 2019 and "Best Management Practices Plan for Dust (May 11, 2021)”
(RWDI Air Inc.)
1. Dust will be mitigated on site;
2. Water or another provincially approved dust suppressant will be applied to internal
haul roads and processing areas as often as required to mitigate dust;
3. Stripping, excavation and loading operations shall be monitored hourly when all of
the following criteria are met:
-Dry weather is anticipated;
-Excavation and loading activities are within 200 m of a residence;
-Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence.
If visible dust is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced,
or additional mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust is
prevented from leaving the site.
4. A row of conifers will be planted along the top of the berm adjacent to Receptor
R3, on the portion of that berm located in Phase 1. It is our understanding that this
dwelling is owned by the owner of the gravel pit lands. If it could be ensured that
this dwelling becomes and remains vacant during the life of the site, then R3 could
be removed as a receptor location and the need for the conifer trees will not be
required.
5. This tree screen shall: a. Consist primarily of coniferous trees, with an initial planted
height of at least 1.25 metres; b. Be planted to a thickness of at least 10 metres (i.e.,
a minimum of 2 rows of trees spaced 4.5 metres apart); c. Be planted upon
completion of the berm construction, such that the trees will be effective as a
supplementary screening measure as soon as possible.
6. In addition to preceding recommendations, the licensee shall maintain and
implement the Best Management Practices Plan for Dust (BMPP). The BMPP will be
reviewed annually, at a minimum, and updated if required.
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Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden Stockpiles
1.2.10 Overburden, subsoil and topsoil not required for immediate use in berm
construction or progressive rehabilitation of this site may be temporarily stockpiled
throughout the extraction area. Any stockpile to be stored for longer than 1 year
will be vegetated to control erosion. Stockpiles may be located within 30m of the
Licensed Boundary except for the required setbacks from the adjacent significant
wetland and significant woodland (see Variations from Operational Standards
Table on this page and Note 1.2.27 Natural Environment).

Equipment
1.2.20 Main equipment on site may include, but is not limited to: primary
crusher (portable plant), processing and wash plant with secondary crusher,
conveyors, 1 extraction loader, 1 plant/shipping loader, highway trucks and
service vehicles for general operations and maintenance.

Other:
Traffic Impact Assessment: "Capital Paving Inc. Shantz Station Pit, Transportation Impact
Study", April 2019 (Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited):
1. A northbound, right-turn deceleration lane at the site driveway on Shantz Station
Road shall be required in accordance with the Regional Municipality of Waterloo
Standards.
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Lifts
1.2.3 Extraction will occur in 1 lift (maximum lift height 12 metres) through the five
phases as shown in the Sequence of Operations diagram, in accordance with the
Ministry of Labour requirements.

Berms
1.2.18/19 Locations and heights for all berms are provided on the Sequence of
Operations diagram on page 2 of 5. Berms may be constructed from
overburden materials including subsoil. The heights shown are the minimum
required. Berm Details on page 2 of 5 provide additional details on location
and heights for the proposed berms. Overburden may be stored in separate
berms throughout the extraction area. All proposed berms will be vegetated
and maintained to control erosion as required.
The culverts beneath the berms will be sized to allow overland runoff from
adjacent lands and maintain existing surface water drainage patterns. The
exact location of the culverts will be determined at the time of construction of
the berms.

Noise (cont'd)
10. Sound emissions from equipment to be used on-site will be measured to
confirm that they comply with the levels outlined within this report.
Alternatively, for equipment brought on-site on an as-needed basis, they
should have appropriate portable C’s of A or ECA’s.
11. Sound barriers are to be constructed as shown on the Operational Plan,
page 2 of 5. The sound barriers will need to be constructed prior to
commencing of extraction at each phase except the 11 m high berm at
the processing plant and the 7.5 m high sound barrier at the portable
crusher in Phase 1 which are required prior to the operation of the
processing plant and portable crusher respectively.
12. The pit equipment must operate on the pit floor following the initial
operations in Phase 1.
13. Back-up beepers are exempt from assessment by the MECP stationary
noise source guidelines. However, to reduce off-site noise impacts, where
possible, alternative technologies will be used on all equipment operating
at the site. Details regarding a potential alternative technology are
included in Appendix E of the Noise Impact Analysis.
14. Extraction and processing operations shall only occur Monday to Friday
during the daytime (i.e. 0700 to 1900 hours) period. Loading and shipping of
material off-site can occur between 0600 to 1900 hours on Monday to
Friday and 0700 to 1500 hours on Saturday. Work outside these hours will
require a specific contract and will be subject to notifying the Township.
15. Off-site noise audit measurements shall be completed when operations are
underway on the site to confirm the MECP noise guideline limits are met.
The audit measurements must be done by a qualified acoustical engineer.
The noise audit will be provided to the Township and Region and will be
completed once operations are fully commenced in Phase 1 followed by
subsequent audits in Phase 2, 3 and 4. If necessary, any required remedial
actions for noise mitigation will be provided.
16. The acoustical engineer shall check/verify that the onsite noise control
measures required by this noise assessment are in place as part of the noise
audit.
17. If other or new equipment is brought to the site, the sound emissions will be
checked to ensure the equipment is in compliance with this noise study.
18. If alternate noise mitigation measures are to be implemented, they will be
reviewed by a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure the MECP noise
guideline limits will be met.
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Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden Stripping and Stockpiling
1.2.2 Areas within the Limit of Extraction will be stripped of topsoil, subsoil and
overburden in stages and in accordance with the Sequence of Operations
diagram. Topsoil will be placed back on the pit floor and/or sideslopes or
stockpiled in temporary berms. Subsoil will be used in the progressive rehabilitation
of the side slopes, stored in temporary berms/stockpiles or used in the construction
of the visual and acoustic berms. Wherever there are distinguishable layers and
sufficient thickness to allow it, topsoil and subsoil will be stripped and stored
separately, and replaced on the pit floor and side slopes during site rehabilitation
in a similar manner (see note 1.2.27 "Agricultural Impact Assessment" on this page).

Processing Equipment
1.2.17 The processing plant will be located in Phase 1, in the general location
shown on the Sequence of Operations diagram, once the pit floor has been
established. A source pond and silt pond will also be located in Phase 1
subject to any MECP permits. The portable crusher and/or portable screening
plant will be located on the pit floor and will move in association with the
phasing subject to the noise controls in note 1.2.27. All processing equipment is
subject to applicable permitting under MOE Environmental Compliance
Approvals (see note 1.2.27 "Noise").

Natural Environment (cont'd):
6. All stockpiled aggregates shall be stored in a location that will prevent the
movement of sediment laden runoff into the PSW units (and other identified
wetlands) and their setbacks.
7. Proposed pit extraction activities shall be setback a minimum of 30 m from
the dripline of the Significant Woodlands. The 30 m dripline setback will be
well-marked prior to the commencement of pit operations.
8. The proposed access road shall be laid out and staked with qualified
biologists to avoid key tree specimens where possible.
9. Tree removal will be timed to avoid Breeding Bird and potential SAR bat
roosting (April 1 to October 15) seasons. If limited vegetation removal must
occur early during this period (i.e., between April 1-April 15), additional bat
and/or bird surveys will be required.
10. The mitigation and protection measures outlined in the Tree Inventory and
Preservation Plan (August 2020) shall be implemented for the construction
of the proposed access road.
11. The habitat compensation measures developed by RiverStone and
incorporated in the rehabilitation plan and Access Road Management /
Ecological Enhancement Plan (March 2021), shall be implemented in full to
offset potential impacts associated with the construction of the proposed
access road through the significant woodland.
12. The 30 m Significant Woodland setback area shall be undisturbed by pit
operations and remain as natural self-sustaining vegetation.
13. Any proposed rehabilitation/compensation activities proximate to or within
the identified habitat will be reviewed to ensure compliance with the ESA..
14. Jersey barriers shall be erected adjacent to the PSW along the existing
driveway. Specialized barrier fencing for reptiles shall be erected between
extraction areas and natural features as indicated on the Operational Plan.
The designs of both the barriers and fencing shall be subject to MNRF
review and approval.
15. A qualified person will be retained to confirm the adequacy of the
specialized barrier fence. The fence will be inspected to ensure any
necessary repairs are made on a routine basis (monthly from April through
October).
16. Proposed pit extraction activities shall not occur within the dripline of the
non-significant FOD6-1 woodlands that are outside of the proposed
extraction area and adjacent to wetland features (i.e. FOD6-1 east of the
Northern Ponds and east of the site in the Hopewell Creek valley). To
protect the FOD6-1 communities, a 5 m setback from the dripline shall be
undisturbed by pit operations and remain as natural self-sustaining
vegetation.
17. Proposed pit extraction activities shall not occur within the CUT1-1 thicket
adjacent to the site to protect potential shrub/early successional bird
breeding habitat within these vegetation communities.
18. At pit closure, site rehabilitation will be required. The list of plant species
provided on the Rehabilitation Plan (page 4 of 5) will be used in the final
rehabilitation plan in areas subject to naturalization that blends with the
adjoining vegetation communities.

A

Sequence and Direction
1.2.1 This plan depicts a schematic operations sequence for the property based
on the best information available at the time of preparation. Extraction, stripping
and rehabilitation areas shown are schematic and may vary. Phases do not
represent any specific or equal time period. The direction of extraction will
generally be in accordance with the Sequence of Operations diagram shown on
this page. Rehabilitation will be progressive. A combined maximum disturbed area
between Phases 2 to 5 shall not exceed 50%. The maximum disturbed area may
be increased with prior written approval by MNRF. Notwithstanding the
operational and rehabilitation notes, demand for certain products or blending of
materials may require minor deviation in the extraction and rehabilitation
sequence.

Extraction Depth
1.2.16 The proposed maximum depth of extraction will remain 1.5 m above
the established groundwater table and is indicated by the proposed spot
elevations on the Sequence of Operations Diagram, this page. The depth of
extraction ranges from approximately 1m (south and northwest portion of
extraction area) to 12m (central portion of Phase 5).
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Tree Screen Plantings
(see Note 1.3.3 & 1.4.3 on this
page and "Visual Impact
Assessment" notes on page 3 of 5)

Site 5
(AjHc-41)

See Note 1.2.27
"Archaeology"
on page 3 of 5

· Report of agricultural activity (crops grown, annual yields) and any
Slope ±1%
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observations regarding field conditions;

327.0

· A review of previous rehabilitation management activities and

330.0

331.0

20m Protected

· Description of any seeding or planting that has occurred;

er

Buff

328.0

Slope ±1%

329.0

added (e.g. fertilizer, organic matter etc.);

The annual monitoring report will include the test results of the soil sampling
program. The purpose of sampling the soils prior to excavation and post
rehabilitation is to demonstrate that the soils have been rehabilitated to a
condition similar to the pre-extraction conditions. The soil sampling program
will include the following parameters:
· General soil fertility

Description

Date

rth

See Note 1.2.27
"Archaeology"
on page 3 of 5

no

BARN

provisions, erosion control etc.;

Pit Floor Agricultural Rehabilitation Sequence

2

± 93.5 ha. (±231.0 ac.)
± 67.9 ha. (±167.8 ac.)

5. ALL MEASUREMENTS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE IN METRES.

Agriculture

· Description of how the soil has been replaced and any amendments

FROM NEW STRIPPING DIRECTLY TO ACTIVE REHABILITATION AND/OR TO STOCKPILE IF NECESSARY
STRIP SOILS IN DRY, UNFROZEN CONDITIONS

1

Proposed Pond

ewe
Hop

.0
325

BARN

· Documentation on the alleviation of any soil compaction, drainage

(in lifts as required)

±250mm
±500mm

Proposed
Planting Zones

A1
GARAGE

· Description of any land that has been progressively rehabilitated;

Buildings & Structures
1.4.4 No buildings or structures associated with aggregate operations will
remain on site.

EXTRACTION PHASE

333.0

SHED

· Description of annual soil removal and storage methods;

Importation of Fill
1.3.6 & 1.4.1 Clean inert fill may be imported to facilitate the establishment
of minimum 3:1(horizontal:vertical)or greater slopes on the pit faces and
for berm construction. Any deviations to the final contours identified on
the Rehabilitation Plan as a result of imported fill will require prior
written approval from MNRF. The licensee must ensure that the material is
tested at the source, before it is deposited on-site, to ensure that the
material meets the Ministry of the Environment’s (MOE) criteria under
Table 1 of MOE’s Soils, Ground Water and Sediment Standards for use
under Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act. Sampling results will
be provided to MNRF upon request. Notwithstanding Condition 1, where
the imported material is not being placed within 1.5 metres of the surface,
the criteria under Table 1 for sodium adsorption ratio and electrical
conductivity do not have to be met.

Zone 6

HOUSE

· Review of drainage issues and recommended mitigation measures as

(AREA REQUIRED
FOR ONE SEASON)

Field/Residential
Access
Cross Sections

Area of Reforestation/Naturalization
(see Note 1.3.3 & 1.4.3 on this page)

.0
336 0
5.
33
4.0
33 .0
3
33

Agricultural Monitoring Program and Annual Report
Annual reporting of all stages of the rehabilitation process shall be
documented. Soil testing shall also be completed at the beginning of each
growing season to analyze soil fertility and soil structure and to assess and
compare with pre-extraction conditions. This shall occur on an ongoing basis
throughout progressive rehabilitation phases (and through extraction) until the
soil tests indicate that the pre-extraction soil capability has been restored.
Given that Phase 1 will remain in use throughout the operation, progressive
rehabilitation shall not commence until extraction of Phase 2 is complete. It is
understood that the annual monitoring program will commence at this time.
Adjustments to cropping practices and / or soil amendments may be required
based on the results of the soil testing.
The purpose of the annual monitoring report is to gather data on average soil
capabilities to ensure the recommended rehabilitation sequence is
implemented and documented. As per the Province's AIA Guidelines, the
preextraction soil depths confirmed by DBH Soil Services Inc. (March 19, 2019)
will be used as the benchmark for final agricultural rehabilitation.
Once progressive rehabilitation begins, an Annual Rehabilitation Report shall
be prepared by a qualified person (e.g. an agrologist or certified crop
advisor) that reports on the stages of the rehabilitation process, where
applicable, including:
· An overview of the status of the current extraction and progressive
rehabilitation phases (e.g. number of hectares extracted and
rehabilitated, etc.);

Progressive Rehabilitation
1.3.5 Progressive rehabilitation shall follow the Sequence of Operations
diagram/notes on page 2 of 5 and Progressive Rehabilitation Sequence
on this page. The timing for the proposed ecological enhancement and
compensation activities, as well as the reforestation of the access road,
will occur progressively as outlined in Table 5 of the ARM/EECP.

Proposed
Turtle Nesting Area

.0

Zone 6

Surface Water Drainage & Discharge
1.4.7 Final surface drainage will follow the rehabilitated contours as shown
and infiltrate the rehabilitated pit floor through vertical seepage.

Slope Creation & Rehabilitated Landform
1.3.4 & 1.4.2 The final pit landform will be generally in accordance with
the drawing as shown on this page. Slopes will be created by a
combination of backfill using on-site overburden, aggregate material or
settling pond fines and imported material. See cross sections (page 5 of 5)
for additional information. As shown on the Rehabilitation Contour Plan,
the final pit floor will be graded as uniformly as possible to create no more
than a 2-5% slope. Final grading and landform creation shall ensure that
there are no irregular undulation or depressions areas on the rehabilitated
pit floor.

STRIPPING
PHASE

Zone 7

331

Slope ±2%

Internal Haul Roads
1.4.6 There will be no internal roads remaining on the site. Farm field access
will generally be from the existing entrance off Foerster Road (Township Road
#68) by laneway as shown. Upon completion of pit operations, the existing
driveway off Shantz Station Road will be rehabilitated by reducing the width
of the driveway to 4 m. Approximately 2 m of asphalt on either side of the
driveway will be removed. The jersey barriers will also be removed. The
remaining driveway will remain paved. The removed portions of the driveway
will be planted with native grasses and forbes in accordance with the
Naturalization Planting Plan in Section 4.3.3 of the ARM/EECP.

Proposed Vegetation
1.3.3 & 1.4.3 The extraction area (± 67.9 ha.) will be returned to
agricultural use, to a condition in which substantially the same areas and
same average soil capability for agriculture are restored (Class 2), in
accordance with the "Pit Floor Agricultural Rehabilitation Sequence" detail
on this page.
The rehabilitated side-slopes shall be seeded with a grass/legume seed
mixture comprising white clover, timothy and perennial ryegrass or
planted with agricultural crops. The rehabilitated side slopes identified as
part of the Shantz Station Pit Access Road Management / Ecological
Enhancement and Compensation Plan, March 2021 (ARM/EECP) will be
revegetated in accordance with the planting plan outlined in Tables 1
through 5 in the Shantz Station Pit ARM/EECP.
The area cleared for the access road, through the woodlot, used during
operations shall be rehabilitated in accordance with the requirements
outlined in the ARM/EECP.
The habitat compensation measures as outlined in the Natural
Environment Report and further detailed in the ARM/EECP will be
implemented in full to offset potential impacts associated with the
construction of the Proposed Access Road through the significant
woodland.
The mitigation, enhancement, and rehabilitation activities outlined in the
ARM/EECP will be implemented in full. The timing, maintenance and
monitoring requirements for the proposed planting zones are summarized
in Table 5 of the ARM/EECP. All rehabilitation activities must be
completed, and vegetation in a self-sustaining condition, prior to the
License being surrendered.
The intent of the proposed ecological enhancements is to create an
ecological linkage between the northwest woodland/wetland and the
Hopewell Creek valley system as well as to create enhanced ecological
buffers for existing natural features. The enhancement and compensation
activities outlined in the ARM/EECP includes approximately 6.5 ha of new
reforestation and naturalization areas, including a new pond
approximately 0.2 ha in size.
The list of plant species identified in the ARM/EECP will be used in the
areas subject to reforestation and naturalization that blends with the
adjoining vegetation communities. Any compensation activities proximate
to or within identified species at risk habitat shall be reviewed to ensure
compliance with the ESA.

Proposed Tree Screen

Water Body
Wetlands

Ground Water Table
1.4.5 The elevation of the existing groundwater table varies from ±323.0 masl
at the east boundary of the site to ±332.0 masl in the north-central portion of
the site. groundwater elevations provided by MTE (May 2019). This is the
pre-extraction groundwater table which is not changing as a result of pit
operations above the water table.

Topsoil, Subsoil and Overburden
1.3.2 Topsoil will be used in the progressive rehabilitation of the pit floor
and the side slope areas. Topsoil and subsoil will be stripped, stored, and
re-applied separately. Pit floor areas will be covered with a minimum
250mm of topsoil/organic matter and side slopes will be covered with a
minimum of 150mm of topsoil and subsoil. Overburden and/or imported
material will be used to backfill pit faces to facilitate the establishment of
minimum 3:1 or greater slopes on the pit faces and for berm construction.

Minimum 3:1 Sideslope
(see Note 1.3.4 & 1.4.2)

331.0

Northern Wetland
(Breslau Wetland Complex)

332.0

Sequence and Direction
1.3.1 Rehabilitation will be progressive following the general direction of
extraction [see "Progressive Rehabilitation Sequence", this page]. A
combined maximum disturbed area between Phases 2 to 5 shall not
exceed 50%. The maximum disturbed area may be increased with prior
written approval by MNRF. Generally, rehabilitation will follow the
Sequence of Operations diagram located on page 2 of 5. Minor
deviations/variations in operational/rehabilitation sequence will be
permitted in order to adjust for any variable resource & market conditions.

Lot 81
Lot 82

Proposed Reforestation/
Naturalization

Elevation, Contour

333
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32
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Zone 4

A

Rehabilitation Notes:
NUMBERING SCHEME USED FOR REHABILITATION NOTES
REFERS TO AGGREGATE RESOURCES ACT PROVINCIAL
STANDARDS FOR A CLASS "A" CATEGORY 3 LICENCE APPLICATION

The existing laneway will be
returned back to its original
dimensions. See Note 1.4.6.
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