PLANNING REPORT

To: Township of Guelph/Eramosa Council

From: Elizabeth Howson, MCIP, RPP, Macaulay Shiomi Howson Ltd. (MSH)
Date: September 1, 2015

Subject: Zoning By-law Amendment Application Township File ZBA 09/12

James Dick Construction Ltd. — Hidden Quarry* Proposal

Executive Summary

The Township of Guelph/Eramosa received an application under the Planning Act from
James Dick Construction Ltd.(JDCL) to amend the Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law
57/1999 to permit a quarry. The Township deemed the rezoning application complete on
December 7, 2012. JDCL is proposing to establish a Category 2 quarry (quarry with
extraction below the proposed water table) with a Class ‘A’ license under the Aggregate
Resources Act (ARA). JDCL also submitted an application to the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) dated October 2, 2012.

The subject site is approximately 39.4 hectares (100 acres) in size and located in the
northeast quadrant of Highway 7 and 6™ Line. Approximately 24.8 hectares (61.3 acres) of
the site is proposed to be used for extraction of aggregate material. The proposed quarry
would include extraction above and below the established groundwater table at a rate of up
to 700,000 tonnes of aggregate material annually.

The proposed quarry raises a number of complex technical issues which have been under
review by the Township and its consultants, as well as other agencies and the public since
December 2012. The Township’s objective through this review was to ensure that a
complete and comprehensive review of the application was carried out as a basis for any
decision by Council with respect to the proposal.

At the May 19, 2015 Council meeting, JDCL informed Council that they intended to appeal
the zoning amendment application to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB), citing Council’s
lack of decision on the application. The OMB has received the appeal and has scheduled a
Pre-hearing for November 9, 2015. In addition, the MNRF has requested an OMB hearing to

! Note: The proposed quarry has commonly been described as the “Hidden Quarry” however in some
of the background reports and comments it is also referred to as the “Eramosa Quarry”. Generally in
this report it will be referenced as the Hidden Quarry. However, there may be some instances where
guotations are referenced which use the “Eramosa Quarry” terminology.



resolve matters concerning the ARA licence application. That file has now been joined with
the appeal of the zoning by-law application.

The final decision with respect to the zoning amendment application, as well as with respect
to the ARA application, will now be made by the OMB. However, the Township is continuing
their review of the zoning by-law amendment application as a basis for a decision by Council
with respect to their position on the application and their role at the OMB hearing.

The purpose of this planning report is to make a determination as to the appropriateness of
the zoning amendment application based on the information and review carried out to date.
The report discusses the background to the application and the review process, and then
outlines the planning status of the application; the status of the technical review of each of
the technical reports submitted by the applicant, followed by a discussion of input received
from the public and an evaluation of the application. The report concludes with a
recommendation with respect to the application.

With respect to the policy framework which is reviewed in detail in Appendix A, the County
of Wellington Official Plan (Official Plan) designates the subject lands with a Mineral
Aggregate Area Overlay designation. The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and Official
Plan, which provide the key planning policy direction for this site, recognize that:

“As much of the mineral aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be made
available as close to the markets as possible.”

At the same time, the Provincial and Official Plan policy framework makes it clear that
planning decisions must properly balance all the Province’'s and County’s competing
objectives. Given this direction, the fundamental question that must be answered in
evaluating the proposed quarry application is - Can the development be permitted in a
manner which provides an appropriate balance between all the various goals and objectives
of the Province and local community?

To address this question, a detailed technical review of the application and supporting
reports was carried out by the Township. In addition, the application was reviewed by
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Ministry of Environment and Climate
Change (MOECC), Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA), the County of Wellington,
Ministry of Transportation (MTO), and Union Gas with respect to their individual mandates.
The Region of Halton, the Town of Halton Hills and the Town of Milton also initiated reviews
of specific areas of concern particularly hydrogeology, natural heritage and the haul route.
As part of this, the Township also directed that an economic impact study be carried out.

The results of these technical reviews are discussed in detail in Section 4 of this report.
Generally, recognizing that final comments have not been submitted by the Region of
Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton, the results of the technical review indicate
that the proposed quarry, based on revised plans which reflect the technical input, can be



permitted from a technical perspective as it would be anticipated to have minimal impacts
with respect to the following issues:

¢ hydrogeology including water levels in up-gradient domestic wells, water quality in
down-gradient domestic wells, the potential for impacts on Rockwood Well Number
4 and other related issues subject to a number of conditions including a private well
survey, monitoring and refinement of the well contingency plan;

e natural environment including protection of wetlands, as well as Species at Risk and
their habitat subject to a number of conditions;

e air quality;

o traffic impact subject to upgrading Sixth Line and the addition of turn lanes on
Highway 7;
haul route subject to completion of the Haul Route Study;

e noise and blast vibration subject to blast monitoring, provision of blast record
information and a third party acoustical audit in the first year of operation;

e archaeology subject to a Stage 3 assessment for an area on the west side of the
site;

e cultural heritage including the cultural landscape on Sixth Line;

e visual impact;
agriculture, provided the recommendations related to the other issues are
satisfactorily addressed; and,

e economic impact.

However, approval would be subject to the establishment of detailed conditions of
development to the satisfaction of the Township, in consultation with respect to specific
issues with the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton and the County of
Wellington, as well as other agencies if appropriate. Initial direction with respect to the key
conditions has been outlined in the report. These initial directions are consolidated in
Appendix B for ease of reference. The precise range and nature of the conditions, including
implementation mechanisms (e.g. ARA site plan, zoning by-law) for establishment of the
conditions will require additional consideration and consultation, particularly with the Region
of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton regarding cross jurisdictional issues such
as the haul route and well contingency plan.

In addition to the technical review, an extensive public review was carried out. Significant
input has been received, and continues to be received, from the general public and
stakeholder groups at the public meetings and in submissions/delegations to Council as well
as written submissions to the Township. To date, 135 written submissions have been made
to the Township from 95 individuals, as well as written submissions and 24 delegations to
Council by the Concerned Residents Coalition (CRC).

Through the technical review by the Township and other agencies, all the issues identified
by the general public have been reviewed and considered. These include concerns with
impacts related to:



property value;

private wells;

traffic including road upgrades and traffic lights;

blasting/vibration;

air quality;

noise;

natural environment including water quality, wetlands, wildlife including Species at
Risk and Brydson Creek;

damage to homes;

taxes;

archaeology/cultural heritage;

karst topography;

visual impacts;

haul route;

impacts on agriculture including food production and equestrian farms;
lack of need for additional aggregate resources.

However, the CRC has also chosen to retain consultants who have made submissions with
respect to the key issues identified by the public, specifically hydrogeology, Species at Risk,
Brydson Creek and air quality. In addition, a submission was received on August 5, 2014
from one of the consultants which relates to a range of issues (e.g. a request for a fish
community and aquatic habitat baseline survey, transportation, rock quality tests,
implications for equestrian exercise tracks, increased surface and groundwater monitoring).
The CRC has also made submissions with respect to a number of technical matters including
risks related to mining and the Dolime Quarry, including flyrock, and an “Appraisal of the
Golder “Peer Review” of Blast Impact Analysis Reports”, as well the Traffic Impact Study,
Haul Route Study, radon gas, natural environment, and agricultural assessment. The key
CRC issues have all been reviewed by JDCL and their response in turn reviewed by the
Township’s consultants. Arising from this additional review, in part, a number of changes
have been proposed to the application. In particular:

e Hydrogeology
Modifications have been proposed to the ARA Site Plan to identify a range of water
levels for the quarry pond rather than one value, and a review of the quarry floor
relative to high groundwater level is to be done to make sure the working floor is not
below water table and if it is the elevation is to be adjusted. In addition,
methodology for trigger levels is to be established.

e Natural Environment
Additional conditions of development are proposed for Species at Risk.

e Haul Route Study
Additional work is required with respect to the Haul Route Study.



Based on the policy and extensive technical and public review, in my opinion, the proposed
guarry can, in principle, be developed in a manner which provides an appropriate balance
between all the various goals and objectives of both the Province and local community. In
the case of the proposed Hidden Quarry, it is appropriate, in my opinion after considering all
the technical and public input to date, to make the mineral aggregate resource available for
extraction given:

e its proximity to the key GTA market; and,

e the fact that based on the technical review, together with consideration of public
input, extraction can be undertaken in a manner which minimizes social, economic
and environmental impacts.

In particular, the development, based on the available information, can proceed with
minimal impacts anticipated on the environment and the local community. However, this
result can only be achieved provided appropriate conditions of development are established
through the ARA licence approval, the zoning by-law amendment and through other
available mechanisms. The precise range and nature of the conditions, including
implementation mechanisms (e.g. ARA site plan, zoning by-law) for establishment of the
conditions will require additional consideration and consultation, particularly with the Region
of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton regarding cross jurisdictional issues such
as the haul route and well contingency plan.

Recommendation

That the Planning Report re: Zoning By-law Amendment Application Township File ZBA
09/12 James Dick Construction Ltd. — Hidden Quarry Proposal dated September 2, 2015 be
received;

And that the request to amend the Township of Guelph/Eramosa Zoning By-law, O.M.B.
Case File No. PL140985, be recommended to the Ontario Municipal Board for approval in
principle, subject to detailed conditions of development being developed to the satisfaction
of the Township in consultation with the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of
Milton and County of Wellington, as well as other agencies if appropriate, and established
through the Aggregate Resources Act licence approval, an amendment to the Township
Zoning By-law Amendment and through other available mechanisms;

And that Council direct the Township Solicitor and consultants to attend any Ontario
Municipal Board proceeding which may take place in connection with the Planning Act and
Aggregate Resources Act applications, in support of the recommendations outlined in
Planning Report Re: Zoning By-law Amendment Application Township File ZBA 09/12 James
Dick Construction Ltd. — Hidden Quarry Proposal dated September 1, 2015; and,

And that Council provide the Township Solicitor with authority to engage in settlement
discussions with the applicant (and other parties to the Ontario Municipal Board hearing)
and to make a request for mediation in this matter to the Ontario Municipal Board.




Report

1. Purpose

The Township of Guelph/Eramosa received an application under the Planning Act from
James Dick Construction Ltd.(JDCL) to amend the Township’s Comprehensive Zoning By-law
57/1999 to permit a quarry. The Township deemed the rezoning application complete on
December 7, 2012. JDCL is proposing to establish a Category 2 quarry (quarry with
extraction below the proposed water table) with a Class ‘A’ license under the Aggregate
Resources Act (ARA). JDCL also submitted an application to the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR)? under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) dated October 2, 2012.

The proposed quarry raises a number of complex technical issues which have been under
review by the Township and its consultants, as well as other agencies and the public since
December 2012. The process included a statutory public meeting in March 2013, as well as
a Special Council meeting on August 12, 2014 at which a status report on the review of the
application was presented. In addition, the Concerned Residents Coalition (CRC), a
community group “formed to support a thorough and fair assessment of the Hidden Quarry
application”® has made 24 delegations to Council. The Township’s objective through this
review was to ensure that a complete and comprehensive review of the application was
carried out as a basis for any decision by Council with respect to the proposal.

At the May 19, 2015 Council meeting, JDCL informed Council that they intended to appeal
the zoning amendment application to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB), citing Council’s
lack of decision on the application. A notice of appeal was filed with the Township dated
May 25, 2015. The OMB has received the appeal and has scheduled a Pre-hearing for
November 9, 2015. In addition, the MNRF has requested an OMB hearing to resolve
matters concerning the ARA licence application. That file has now been joined with the
appeal of the zoning by-law application as noted in a letter to the Township from the OMB
dated July 29, 2015.

The final decision with respect to the zoning amendment application, as well as with respect
to the ARA application, will now be made by the OMB. However, the Township is continuing
their review of the zoning by-law amendment application as a basis for a decision by Council
with respect to their position on the application and their role at the OMB hearing. In
finalizing their position, Council has directed that a Special Meeting of Council be held on
September 10, 2015 to receive the planning report. Following this an additional Special
Council meeting will be held on September 15, 2015 to receive public input and comments
on the planning report.

2 Note: MNR is now the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and will be referred to as

such throughout unless a quotation uses the previous name.
% Concerned Citizens Coalition, About CRC, www.crcrockwood.org.



The purpose of this planning report is to make a determination as to the appropriateness of
the zoning amendment application based on the information and review carried out to date.
The report discusses the background to the application and the review process, and then
outlines the planning status of the application; the status of the technical review of each of
the technical reports submitted by the applicant, followed by a discussion of input received
from the public and an evaluation of the application. The report concludes with a
recommendation with respect to the application.

2. Background Summary

The subject site is approximately 39.4 hectares (100 acres) in size and located in the
northeast quadrant of Highway 7 and 6™ Line. Approximately 24.8 hectares (61.3 acres) of
the site is proposed to be used for extraction of aggregate material. The remaining lands
include a Provincially Significant Wetland in the northwest corner which is proposed to be
protected, as well as lands associated with an intermittent stream (Tributary B) which will
also be protected. The proposed quarry would include extraction above and below the
established groundwater table at a rate of up to 700,000 tonnes of aggregate material
annually.

There will be an on-site processing plant for crushing, washing and screening and the
material will be shipped off-site via 6" Line and Highway 7. In addition, a scale, a
scalehouse and a maintenance shop/office/quality lab are also proposed in the southwest
corner of the site adjacent to the new main entrance. The existing Service Entrance at the
north end is proposed only for the use of maintenance and service vehicles.

In support of the application, in addition to a Planning Report prepared by Stovel and
Associates Inc., September 2012, the applicant submitted a number of reports regarding
specific technical issues as required by the Township. Table 1 lists the issues and related
reports and additional significant submissions/responses to date provided in response to
comments from the Township and agencies.

Regard should also be had to the ARA application and the most recent ARA Site Plan dated
June 18, 2015. In addition, an economic impact study was undertaken by a consultant,
Altus Group Economic Consulting, retained by the Township.

Table 1
JDCL Technical Reports and Related Submissions/Responses

Technical Issue Reports and Additional Submissions/Responses®

Hydrogeology e Level I and Il Hydrogeological Investigation Hidden Quarry
Rockwood, Ontario, Harden Environmental Services Ltd.
September 2012

o Responses to Comments included in comment matrix dated March

* Note: Reports and Submissions/Responses can be found on the Township’s website.




Table 1

JDCL Technical Reports and Related Submissions/Responses

Technical Issue

Reports and Additional Submissions/Responses”

12/13

Letter to GRCA from Harden, “Response to GRCA Comments
regarding Hidden Quarry”, March 13, 2013

Letter to from Harden, Summary of Drilling and Testing of M15,
June 7, 2013

Letter to JDCL from Harden, “MOE Comments Hidden Quarry”,
July 15, 2013

Letter to JDCL from Harden, Hydrogeological Summary Report for
Township of Guelph Eramosa, September 5, 2013

Letter to Burnside, Response to Burnside Review of
Hydrogeological Summary, January 14, 2014

Letter to Burnside, Response to Burnside Review of Summary of
Drilling and Testing Of New Well M15 at Hidden Quarry, January,
14, 2014

Letter to JDCL from Harden, “Timeline for Changes to Monitoring
Plan”, February 5, 2014

Letter to GRCA from JDCL, “Response to GRCA Letter dated April
23, 2014 regarding revised materials Hidden Quarry”, June 6,
2014.

Letter to R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited from Harden,
“Letter — Response to Burnside Review of Summary of Drilling and
Testing of New Well M15 at Hidden Quarry Site.Harden Response
to Burnside Review of Hydrogeological Summary...”, June 10,
2014

Letter to the Region of Halton from JDCL, “Zoning By-law
Application 09/12 Hidden Quarry: Part 1, Concession 6, Township
of Guelph/Eramosa, County of Wellington”, August 1, 2014

Letter to R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited from Harden,
“Hidden Quarry Burnside Letter of October 6, 2014...7,
December 9, 2014

Memorandum To: R.J. Burnside and Associates Ltd. From: Harden
“Hidden Quarry: Specific Well Contingency Plans”, January 8,
2015

Response to comments from Region of Halton in comment matrix
dates May 8, 2015

Letter to R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited from Harden,
“Hidden Quarry Burnside Letters of April 24, 2015....”, June 12,
2015

Letter to R.J. Burnside and Associates Limited from Harden,
“Hidden Quarry Burnside Letters (sic) of July 28, 2015....",
August 17, 2015

Natural

Level Il Natural Environment Technical Report, GWS Ecological &




Table 1

JDCL Technical Reports and Related Submissions/Responses

Technical Issue

Reports and Additional Submissions/Responses”

Environment

Forestry Services Inc. in association with Gray Owl Environmental
Inc. (GWS), August 2012

Responses to Comments included in comment matrix dated march
12, 2013

Letter to GRCA from Harden, “Response to GRCA Comments
regarding Hidden Quarry”, March 13, 2013

Letter to JDCL from GWS, “Hidden Quarry- Response to MNR
Comments”, May 27,2013

Letter to County of Wellington from GWS, “Hidden Quarry”,
September 6, 2013

Letter to GRCA from GWS, “Hidden Quarry Site Meeting Notes”,
September 17, 2013

Air Quality

Air Quality Assessment, RWDI, September 6, 2012
Responses to Comments included in comment matrix dated march
12, 2013

Traffic

Traffic Impact Study, Cole Engineering, April 2012

Responses to Comments included in comment matrix dated march
12, 2013

Revised Traffic Impact Study, Cole Engineering, November 2013
Revised Traffic Impact Study, Cole Engineering, December 2013
Letter to JDCL from Cole Engineering, “Response to April 7, 2014
Comments Eramosa Quarry Township of Guelph-Eramosa, April
17, 2014

Haul Route

Cole Engineering, Haul Route Study Eramosa Quarry, Township of
Guelph-Eramosa, March 30, 2015

JDCL letter to MSH, “Comments on Town of Halton Hills — Hatch
Mott Macdonald Report”, July 23, 2015

Response to comments from Region of Halton in comment matrix
dates May 8, 2015

Response Matrix to Burnside Letter dated June 26, 2015, July 23,
2015

Noise/
Blast Vibration

Noise Impact Study, Hidden Quarry, Aercoustics Engineering
Limited, November 2012

Blast Impact Analysis, Explotech, November 19, 2012

Noise Impact Study, Aercoustics Engineering Limited, May 24,
2013

Letter to JDCL from Aercoustics Engineering limited, “Response to
Peer Review from Novus Environmental Inc. for Proposed Hidden
Quarry in Rockwood, Ontario, dated April 8, 2013”, May 24, 2013

Letter to JDCL from Explotech “Proposed James Dick Hidden
Quarry Licence Application Blasting Flyrock”, April 10,2014

Letter to JDCL from Golder Associates “Follow up to Technical




Table 1
JDCL Technical Reports and Related Submissions/Responses

Technical Issue Reports and Additional Submissions/Responses”

Peer Review — Blast Impact Analysis Hidden Quarry....”, October
1, 2014

e Email from Golder Associates to JDCL, “Blasting and Flyrock
questions”, April 2, 2015

Agriculture e Stovel and Associates Inc., Agricultural Impact Assessment
Proposed Hidden Quarry, February 3, 2015, Revised August 5,
2015

Archaeology e Stage I-1l1 Archaeological Assessment, York North Archaeological

Services Inc., August 31, 2012

Cultural Heritage | e Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment (1), George Robb
Architect, June 2013

Visual e Visual Impact Study JDCL
Site Plans e Site Plans were submitted as part of the ARA application
e Revised Site Plans submitted to the Township dated June 18,
2015

3. Planning Status

Key applicable policies and regulations with respect to the planning status of the subject
lands are those found in:

e Provincial Policy Statement 2014;
e Places to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (Growth Plan); and,
e County of Wellington Official Plan (Official Plan).

Planning decisions by the Township must be consistent with the policies of the Provincial
Policy Statement and conform to the policies of the Growth Plan, and Official Plan. The
application requires an amendment to the Zoning By-law; as context the current regulations
of the Zoning By-law applicable to the site are outlined. With respect to the Provincial
Greenbelt Plan, the subject site is outside the area of the Plan and is not subject to its
policies.

The following summarizes the planning policy directions and regulations relevant to the
proposed quarry. A detailed review and evaluation of the application with respect to the
policy framework is found in Appendix A to this report.

3.1 Provincial Policy Statement 2014 (PPS)
All planning decisions are required to be consistent with the applicable provisions of the PPS

(Section 4.2). The subject lands have been identified in the Official Plan with a Mineral
Aggregate Area overlay designation. As such the key applicable policies of the PPS are




those found in Section 2.5 Mineral Aggregate Resources. In particular, Section 2.5.2.1
states:

“As much of the mineral aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be made
available as close to markets as possible.

Demonstration of need for mineral aggregate resources, including any type of
supply/demand analysis, shall not be required, notwithstanding the availability, designation
or licensing for extraction of mineral aggregate resources locally or elsewhere.”

Despite this direction, however, extraction must also minimize impacts as set out Section
2.5.2.2 which states:

“Extraction shall be undertaken in a manner which minimizes social, economic and
environmental impacts.”

In addition, “progressive and final rehabilitation is required to accommodate subsequent
land uses, to promote land use compatibility, to recognize the interim nature of extraction,
and to mitigate negative impacts to the extent possible...”(Section 2.5.3.1).

Further, consideration must be given to the policies of Section 2.1 Natural Heritage which
requires the protection of natural features and areas; Section 2.2 Water which requires that
the quality and quantity of water be protected, improved or restored; and Section 2.6
Cultural Heritage and Archaeology which requires the conservation of significant built
heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes. It also prohibits
development and site alteration on lands containing archaeological resources or areas of
archaeological potential unless significant archaeological resources have been conserved.

A number of other applicable policies are found in Section 1 Building Strong Healthy
Communities. The general direction in the policies in Section 1 is congruent with the policy
direction in Section 2.5 - generally recognizing the need to promote efficient development
and land use patterns and to accommodate a mix of uses, while ensuring any impacts are
minimal.

3.2 Growth Plan

All planning decisions are required to conform with the applicable provisions of the Growth
Plan. The focus of the Growth Plan is on the development of settlement areas. However,
the Plan does recognize that certain development must be located outside of settlement
areas particularly “development related to the management or use of resources.... that
cannot be located in settlement areas.” (Section 2.2.2.1 (i))

The Plan also specifically with respect to mineral aggregate identifies the need to carry out a
sub-area assessment “to identify significant mineral aggregate resources in the GGH, and to
develop a long-term strategy for ensure the wise use, conservation, availability and
management of mineral aggregate resources in the GGH, as well as identifying opportunities



for resource recovery and for co-ordinated approaches to rehabilitation where feasible.”
(Section 4.2.3). However the sub-area assessment has not yet been carried out.
Nevertheless, the policy provides a general direction similar to, although much less detailed,
than the policy direction of the PPS with respect to mineral aggregate.

It should also be noted that the Growth Plan puts a priority on improving corridors for goods
movement (Section 3.2.4).

3.3 Official Plan

The Official Plan designates the subject lands with a Mineral Aggregate Area overlay
designation (See Figure 1). Such lands only require approval of a rezoning and ARA licence.
Based on the policies in place at the time of the application, an Official Plan amendment is
not required.®

The Plan identifies a long-term vision (Part 2 of the Plan) and establishes policies to attain
that vision. The basis for the vision is the need for planning decisions to properly balance
all the County’s competing objectives. Given this direction, the fundamental question
arising from the Official Plan that must be answered in evaluating the proposed quarry is -
Can the development be permitted in a manner which provides an appropriate balance
between all the various goals and objectives of the local community? These include general
directions set out in Sections 2.1.2, 2.1.3 and 2.1.4 as well as more specific objectives in
Section 2.2 and as more precisely established through the Plan’s detailed policies?

The key specific policies are found in Section 6.6 Mineral Aggregate Areas which is
applicable to lands such as the subject site which are designated with a Mineral Aggregate
Area overlay designation. Section 6.6.1 notes that the lands identified “only indicates that
aggregate deposits are likely to be available. It does not presume that all conditions are
appropriate to allow extraction or processing of the resource to proceed. The intention is to
make as much aggregate resources available as close to markets as is realistically possible.”
This direction reflects the general direction in Part 2 and also repeats a key policy direction
from the PPS.

Section 6.6.5 provides the criteria to be considered in evaluating new aggregate operations
while Section 6.6.9 provides criteria for evaluating proposals for mining below the water
table which is applicable to the proposed quarry. Section 6.6.8 focuses on rehabilitation.

> Note: The Official Plan as amended by Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 81 would now require an
OPA despite the fact that the overlay designation still applies. However, the rezoning application was
submitted before OPA 81 was adopted or approved, and in fact before changes were proposed to this
aspect of the Mineral Aggregate policies. As such the Township has received a legal opinion that
under The Clergy Principle which “states that every applicant is entitled to have their application
evaluated on the basis of the laws and policies as they existed on the date that the application was
made”, the policies of OPA 81 are not applicable and only a rezoning is necessary, in addition to the
approval of the ARA licence.



Figure 1
Excerpt County of Wellington Official Plan
(Amendments made to February 12, 2013 Last Revision May 15, 2013)

Subject Site




The criteria seek to ensure that the manner of operation and the nature of rehabilitation, as
well as impacts on adjacent land uses, residents, public health and safety, the physical
(including natural) environment, agriculture, transportation, municipal water supply, water
table or surface drainage patterns and cultural heritage and other matters deemed relevant
by Council, are all addressed to ensure that extraction can be carried out with as little social
and environmental cost as possible. With respect to mining below the water table a focus is
on ensuring minimal impacts on the environment including surface and groundwater and
compatibility of the after use.

Other applicable policies in the Official Plan provide additional direction on the evaluation of
specific impacts related to cultural heritage (Section 4.1), water resources (Section 4.9) and
natural heritage (Part 5).

3.4 Township Zoning By-law 57/1999, as amended (Zoning By-law)

The Zoning By-law reflects the designations in the Official Plan prior to its amendment by
OPA 81. The majority of the subject lands are zoned “Agricultural (A) Zone”, while the key
natural heritage features are zoned “Hazard (H) Zone”. The application requests a rezoning
to “Extractive Industrial (M3) Zone”. The only variation to the M3 Zone regulations which is
requested in the application is a reduction in the setback to a body of water from 30 meters
to 20 meters.

3.5 Planning Policy Status Conclusions

The Official Plan designates the subject lands with a Mineral Aggregate Overlay designation.
The PPS, Growth Plan and Official Plan all recognize that:

“As much of the mineral aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be made
available as close to the markets as possible.”

At the same time, the Provincial and Official Plan policy framework make it clear that
planning decisions must properly balance all the Province’s and County’s competing goals
and objectives. Given this direction the fundamental question that must be answered in
evaluating the proposed quarry in the context of both the Provincial policy framework and
the Official Plan is - Can the development be permitted in a manner which provides an
appropriate balance between all the various goals and objectives of the Province and local
community?

The specific requirements of any zoning by-law amendment, together with other
development conditions established through the ARA licence approval, must be considered
as part of addressing this question.



4. Technical Review Status

The status of the technical review of each issue by the Township and other agencies is
outlined in the following sections and the most significant matters are summarized in Table

2.

Table 2 Summary of Status of Technical Review

Issue

Status

Hydrogeology

Review complete by Township Technical
Burnside and Associates Limited (Burnside);
Review complete by Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
(MNRF), Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC),
Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA); and,

Reviewed by Region of Halton. Most recent Regional comments
focus on need to finalize commitments by JDCL concerning
downgradient property protection, mitigation and monitoring.

Consultant, R.J.

Natural
Environment

Review complete Township (Burnside), MNRF, GRCA, and
County; and,

Reviewed by Region of Halton, and Region's comments
addressed by JDCL and reviewed by Burnside.

Traffic Impact

Review of initial report completed Burnside and MTO.

As part of the Haul Route Study review, Burnside requested that
the Traffic Impact Study be updated. Revised report dated
August 20, 2015 and submitted on August 21, 2015. Revised
report has been reviewed by Burnside who confirmed that the
report provided sufficient information to confirm the
requirements for road improvements in the area of the proposed
quarry.

Haul Route Study

Initial study by Cole Engineering for JDCL reviewed by Burnside;
Initial study by Cole Engineering for JDCL reviewed by Hatch
Mott Macdonald on behalf of the Town of Halton Hills, also
reviewed by Region of Halton and considered by Burnside in
their review; and,

Revised Report submitted August 21, 2015. Revised report has
been reviewed by Burnside who concluded that matters remain
outstanding which need to be addressed before the study is
approved.

Noise/Blast e Review complete by Township Technical Consultant, Novus
Vibration Environmental Inc. (Novus) and by Union Gas
Agriculture o Review complete by Township Consultant, MSH

Archaeology

Review complete Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

Cultural Heritage

Review complete by Township Consultant, Unterman McPhail
Associates

Visual

Review complete by Township Consultant, Brook Mcllroy Inc.

Economic Impact

Report, “Economic Impact of Proposed Hidden Quarry”,




Table 2 Summary of Status of Technical Review

Issue Status

completed by Township Consultant, Altus Group Economic
Consulting (Altus).

It should be noted with respect to the review by Provincial ministries that while a response
was received to the initial submissions from JDCL from a number of key ministries (e.g.
MNRF, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)®), no response was received
to additional submissions, including submissions from the CRC. Relevant additional
submissions were circulated by the Township through the Provincial one-window review
process which requires that the submission be made to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing (MMAH). The following response was received by the Township from MMAH:

“Where the municipality is the approval authority for a planning application, it is responsible
for co-ordinating the review, decision-making and appeal process for planning applications.
This includes ensuring that appropriate reports are conducted, and peer reviews are
arranged where needed. The municipality is also responsible for ensuring that any decision
with respect to Planning Act application is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement,
2014, and conforms to any applicable Provincial Plan.”

This email reiterates that partner Ministries (e.g. MOECC and OMAFRA) do not generally
provide a broad review of reports related to zoning bylaw amendments, such as Agricultural
Impact Studies or Noise Impact Studies. However, MMAH also states that should the
Township have any specific technical questions with respect to these reports, they would
direct them to the applicable Provincial Ministry for their consideration and response, as
possible. Such assistance has not been requested as technical questions have been
addressed by the Township’s consultants.

4.1 Hydrogeology
4.1.1 Township
Review Summary

Burnside, the Township’s consultant, reviewed the initial submission by Harden
Environmental Services Ltd (Harden) entitled “Level | and Il Hydrogeological Investigation”
on behalf of the Township. The Burnside comments were provided to the Township in a
letter dated January 11, 2013. A meeting was held on January 29, 2013 with the proponent
and their technical representatives to discuss the technical review comments prepared by
Burnside. JDCL provided response comments to the Burnside and agency comments in a
planning matrix dated March 12, 2013 which was circulated by Cuesta Planning’. Burnside

¢ The Ministry of Environment is now the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) and
will be referred to as such throughout unless a quotation uses the previous name.

7 Cuesta Planning were the Township Planning Consultant at the time with respect to the application.



http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page1487.aspx

also received copies of various correspondences between JDCL, Harden and various
agencies including MOECC and GRCA for information purposes.

Burnside met with representatives from JDCL and Harden on the proposed Hidden Quarry
site on April 16, 2013 in order to select a location for new well M15 and also to look at
existing features. Burnside was also present at the proposed Hidden Quarry site to observe
portions of the drilling and testing of M15 in May 2013.

Harden submitted a report entitled “Summary of Drilling and Testing of M15” dated June 7,
2013. Burnside met with Harden, JDCL, and the Township on July 31, 2013 to review the
results of Drilling and Testing of M15 and to confirm the expectations for further response
to peer review comments. Harden submitted a report to JDCL entitled “Hydrogeological
Summary Report for Township of Guelph Eramosa” dated September 5, 2013. This report
includes a list of main issues discussed at the July 31, 2013 meeting and the Harden
conclusions regarding these issues.

Burnside on behalf of the Township provided comments on the Hydrogeological Summary
report and the “Summary of Drilling and Testing of M15” report in two letter reports
addressed to Harden on November 12, 2013. These were in turn responded to by Harden in
two letters to Burnside dated January 14, 2014.

Harden provided a proposed timeline for changes to the Monitoring Plan and attached a
Revised Monitoring Program and Contingency Measures (January 2014) in correspondence
to JDCL dated February 5, 2014. The revised monitoring program was included in the
January 14, 2014 Harden letter and as a result, a formal review of the February 5, 2014
correspondence was nhot required.

A Burnside letter dated April 8, 2014 replied to the January 14, 2014 Harden letter
regarding “Summary of Drilling and Testing of M15” and provided specific comments on the
outstanding issues. The letter noted that the level of on-site data had been improved, but
that further additional assessment and background data collection would be required to
reduce the number of variables. Burnside recommended that the monitor well
construction/testing/sampling and domestic well survey be completed as soon as possible to
improve the understanding of the bedrock aquifer. Further correspondence forwarded by
Burnside to Harden dated April 9, 2014 regarding the “Hydrogeological Summary Report”
(Harden letter of January 14, 2014) noted that Burnside’s primary concerns were the
potential for impact on the water levels in the upgradient domestic wells, the potential for
water quality impacts in the down gradient domestic wells and potential impacts to
Rockwood Well 4. Although additional information had been provided, Burnside indicated
that the predictions regarding the response of the fracture systems in the bedrock aquifer
needed to be confirmed through ongoing data collection and a thorough investigation of
nearby domestic wells.

Harden provided their response to Burnside in correspondence dated June 10, 2014. The
response addressed the three primary areas of concern in the April 9, 2014 Burnside letter.



Harden then grouped the remaining Burnside comments into eight areas of interest — Karst;
Groundwater Parameters — Hydraulic Connectivity — M15 intervals; Nitrate Balance; Deeper
Water Sources and Water Quality; Local Well Survey; Quarry Depth Limitation; Brydson
Spring and Blue Springs Creek; and Sinking Cut-Monitoring and Historical Low Water Level.
The Burnside letter of October 6, 2014 responded to the eight issues addressed by Harden.

In particular, Burnside still had concerns with the potential of the proposed quarry to impact
water levels and water quality in the nearby domestic wells and that the quarry might result
in reduced flow in the Brydson Spring. Burnside requested the following additional data be
provided as part of the application: a detailed well survey of all domestic wells within 500m
of the proposed quarry; drilling and evaluation of new wells M16 and M17 in the same
fashion as M15; an investigation of flow in Brydson Spring and its relationship to flow in
Tributary B; and collection of water quality samples from on-site monitors and surface water
features at the same time the domestic wells are sampled.

At a meeting on October 21, 2014, Harden agreed to collect water quality samples from 15
select private wells, nine on-site monitoring wells and five surface water locations “to
provide baseline data to evaluate water quality impacts (if any) from the quarry (if
approved).”® Harden also agreed to prepare a well specific contingency plan for each of the
wells within 500m of the proposed quarry using the results of the water quality sampling
and the data on well depth, pump setting and well condition that they had collected during
previous visits to the domestic wells.

Harden responded to the Burnside comments on December 9, 2014 and also provided a
memorandum related to Specific Well Contingency Plans on January 8, 2015. Burnside
reviewed these submissions and responded in a letter on April 24, 2015. The April 24™
comments indicated that Burnside was generally satisfied with the Harden responses related
to the eight areas of interest that had been identified, subject to a number of conditions of
development. In particular, they note the benefit of the water quality samples to provide
baseline data. A number of domestic wells have elevated nitrate and Burnside indicated that
it was important to identify the probable sources of elevated nitrate prior to the onset of
any quarrying activities. They also note that JDCL has agreed to complete a detailed well
survey and install wells M16 and M17 upon approval of the quarry. They identify a number
of conditions of development related to M16/17 and M18/19. In addition, Burnside
establishes the need for flow measurements to be taken as soon as possible at Brydson
Spring and Tributary B so that the contribution of Tributary B to the Brydson Spring can be
guantified. This additional baseline information will be useful in assessing the impact of the
proposed quarry on Tributary B and the Brydson Spring.

With respect to the Specific Well Contingency Plans, Burnside had requested available
information for each well be used to come up with a well-specific contingency plan to deal
with potential impacts. Information on 39 wells was provided. Burnside requested that

® R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, Letter to Harden Environmental Services Ltd. Re: Harden Letter
of December 9, 2014 and Specific Well Contingency Plan dated January 8, 2015, April 24, 2015,
page 5.



additional information be provided for a number of wells related to water quantity and water
guality in a second letter dated April 24, 2015. A response was provided by Harden on June
12, 2015. Burnside responded further on July 28" and Harden responded on August 17".
This correspondence relates to refining the details of the well-specific contingency plan, and
work continues with the applicant regarding this matter. However, the principle of the
requirement for the establishment of a specific well-contingency plan has been established.

Review Status

Based on all the submissions from the applicant with respect to hydrogeology, as set out in
their letter of April 24, 2015, Burnside have indicated that their concerns with the proposed
guarry have been generally addressed including their concerns with water levels in up-
gradient domestic wells, water quality in the down-gradient domestic wells and the potential
for any impacts on Rockwood Well Number 4. Their opinion is subject to the following
conditions of development being established through the ARA site plan, as well as
modifications to the current ARA site plan, a zoning by-law amendment or other appropriate
mechanisms:

e A private well survey completed by JDCL in accordance with Terms of Reference
approved by the Township to be conducted well in advance of any quarrying
activities which will include both upgradient and downgradient wells within 500
meters (or somewhat outside that area where appropriate) of the proposed quarry
including in the Town of Milton. Data collected during the survey will include at a
minimum well stickup, casing diameter, depth of well, depth to water, depth to
pump intake and surface drainage around the wellhead. The survey will include
collection of a sufficient number of water quality samples to allow for pre quarry
water quality to be established for each well. For wells with elevated nitrate or
detections of E.coli or total coliform, the probable source will be identified. The well
will either be upgraded by JDCL so that it is no longer impacted by the source, or if
upgrades are not possible, the pre-existing concentrations will be considered in the
evaluation of possible quarry impacts;

e The results of the private well survey will be used to establish an off-site monitoring
program in accordance with Terms of Reference approved by the Township for both
upgradient and downgradient domestic wells within 500 meters, or somewhat
outside that area where appropriate, of the proposed quarry, including in the Town
of Milton. Wells included in the monitoring program will be upgraded by JDCL to
comply with Regulation 903. The monitoring program will also include the Brydson
Spring/Creek in particular the relationship of the flow in Tributary B and the flow in
Brydson Spring. A copy of the annual reporting shall be provided to the Township;

e Pre-quarrying water level and water quality monitoring will continue in the wetland,
on-site wells and on-site and off-site surface water features at the locations listed on
Drawing 2 of the ARA Site Plan. This monitoring along with the private well survey
will provide sufficient data to allow for confirmation that the monitoring program
referenced on Drawing 2 is sufficiently rigorous to maintain current conditions in the



wetland, on-site wells on-site ponds and domestic wells and will allow for trigger
levels and contingency plans to be created;

Refinement of the well contingency plan which has been established in accordance
with direction provided by the Township based on results of the private well survey
and results of revised groundwater modeling;

Installation of onsite open hole wells M16 south of the Phase 2 extraction limit, M17
between the sinking cut and the nearest domestic wells, and M18 and M19 along the
southern property boundary;

Completion of the following at onsite wells M16/17 and M18/19:

o0 Detailed core logging which includes fracture identification;

0 A pumping test on the open hole wells to assess connectivity with other wells
on site;

o0 A downhole video and flow profile to identify productive fracture systems;

o Completion of a multi-level well at M16 with M17 to remain an open hole;

o The construction of M18/M19 were not specified by Burnside, however
Halton Region requested that they be constructed as multi-level wells;

o Water quality sampling from each well to allow assessment of water quality
variations with depth; and,

0 Hydraulic conductivity testing;

Deepening of existing onsite Well M3 to 227 masl to provide more reliable water
level data;

Data from all automatic water level recording devices should be provided to the
Township on a bi-weekly basis until the data indicates that water levels are
remaining consistently above the trigger level; and,

Modifications to the current ARA site plan including:

o Drawing 4-the trigger levels and contingency measures table needs to be
revised to coincide with the monitoring table on drawing 2. Table 2 indicates
that wells 1D, 2,13D, 14D, 15, and 16 are all to be equipped for automatic
daily readings and that monthly manual water levels will be collected, yet the
table on Drawing 4 indicates that if a trigger level is breached then water
level monitoring will be increased to weekly. The table should be revised to
indicate that manual water levels collection will be increased from monthly to
weekly and data from automatic water level recorders (AWLR's) will be
downloaded and reviewed on a weekly basis. The water level data from the
AWLR's can then be plotted and the water level trends analysed so that the
time it will take for water level recovery to above trigger levels can be
predicted. Similarly, there is no note to indicate what actions will occur if a
warning level is breached. The Harden letter of December 09, 2014 indicates
that if a warning level is breached then bi-weekly water level measurements
will be initiated. A statement similar to the one for trigger levels should be
added to the table to identify the actions to be undertaken if a warning level
is breached.

o Drawing 4-Note 3 on the trigger table indicates "If quarry activities are found
to be responsible, the above actions will be considered and a response



presented to the GRCA and the Township of Guelph Eramosa". The wording
should be changed to "...one of the above actions will be undertaken...".

o Drawing 2- under Technical Recommendations references water well
contingency protocol on page 62 of the Harden report dated December 9,
2014. This is a letter report and the details of the monitoring are actually
presented in Appendix B "Monitoring Program and Contingency Measures".

4.1.2 Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC)
Review Summary

MOECC provided formal comments to JDCL on July 3, 2013 and to JDCL’s consultant,
Harden Environmental Services Ltd. (Harden) on October 10, 2013 with respect to the Level
I and Il Hydrogeological Investigation. MOECC's input was separated into surface water and
groundwater review and comments and a range of matters were identified for additional
review. Harden responded to the MOECC comments in a letter to JDCL on July 15, 2013.
MOECC in their comments of October 10, 2013 indicated that their comments regarding
surface water had been addressed, and, in particular that “the risk for significant
environmental impact in regards to Tributary B and the Northwest Wetland are perceived to
be low”. With respect to groundwater, MOECC note that they agree with “Harden’s
assessment of the groundwater thermal impacts of the proposed quarry on the Brydson
Spring and the Blue Spring Creek” and “that groundwater movement in the bedrock is
mainly controlled by fractures and not by karst features.”

Review Status

MOECC indicates in their October 10, 2013 letter that “the surface water and groundwater
outstanding items have been addressed to MOECC satisfaction.”

4.1.3 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF)
Review Summary

The Guelph District Office of MNRF, provided formal comments to JDCL on April 15, 2013,
July 11, 2013 and November 6, 2013 with respect to the Level | and Il Hydrogeological
Investigation, as well as the Level Il Natural Environment Technical Report and the Site
Plans. The MNRF comments with respect to hydrogeology did not address “any potential
impact on water supply” (April 15, 2013 Letter). The comments requested clarification with
respect to proposed monitoring, contingency measures and a statement regarding runoff.



Review Status

In both their July and November letters, MNRF indicated that “The Ministry has no further
concerns in regards to the Hydrogeological Investigation.” In a meeting between the
Township and MNRF on July 23, 2014, MNRF advised that no additional comments will be
submitted.

4.1.4 Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA)
Review Summary

GRCA submitted comments related to the Level | and Il Hydrogeological Investigation, as
well as the Level Il Natural Environment Technical Report and the Site Plans. Initial
detailed comments were submitted on January 31, 2013 to the Township with respect to
the zoning application. Additional comments were provided to MNRF on April 15, 2013 with
respect to the ARA application which also reflected the input received from Harden in a
letter dated March 13, 2013. Subsequently, GRCA provided comments on November 4,
2013, March 28, 2014, April 23, 2014, July 8, 2014 related to a range of hydrogeological
and natural environmental issues, as well as flooding. On July 29, 2014, GRCA indicated
that they had “no objection to the application being taken forward for consideration.”

Review Status

GRCA in their letter of July 29, 2014 indicated that they had “no objection to the application
being taken forward for consideration” but that they would “be open to review and
comment on additional information circulated by the Township.” Additional submissions
from JDCL and CRC have been circulated to the GRCA, but no additional response has been
received from the GRCA to date.

4.1.5 Region of Halton, Town of Milton and Town of Halton Hills
Review Summary

The Region of Halton, with the support of the Town of Milton and the Town of Halton Hills,
submitted initial comments in July 5, 2013 which requested a number of additional studies
including revisions to the Level | and Il Hydrogeological Investigation. In a further letter
dated July 28, 2014, technical comments were provided with respect to key hydrogeological
matters, focusing on water resources and potential sensitive receptors within Halton Region.
This letter is described as being in addition to the earlier letter. JDCL responded to the July
28" letter in a letter to the Region dated August 1, 2014.

The Region submitted further comments primarily concerned with “Natural Heritage System
Related Technical Comments” on September 16, 2014. However, included in those
comments was a request to undertake ongoing monitoring of the Brydson Spring.



The Region also submitted comments in April 22, 2015. These comments included additional
comments on the impact of private wells and Brydson Spring/Creek in Halton Region based
on a review of the applicable documents since August 2014. The focus of these comments
was the need for clarification on how the monitoring program and contingency measures
would be implemented specifically “it is not clear what JDCL’s approach to finalizing their
commitments concerning down gradient property protection, mitigation and monitoring. In
the absence of an Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) and key references identified on a site
plan it is not clear how off-site monitoring and implementation matters are to be applied
and fulfilled.”

Review Status

Burnside reviewed the July 28, 2014 comments and the Harden response to them, on behalf
of the Township, and provided comments on October 6, 2014 to the Harden comments, and
on November 20, 2014 to the Region of Halton. Burnside concurred with the majority of
the Regional comments, in particular those requesting monitoring of Brydson Spring and
domestic wells within 500 metres of the proposed quarry in Halton, including some that
might be located outside the 500 metre zone. They also advised that the well complaint
protocol would apply to wells in Halton Region. The response from Burnside has been
reflected in their ongoing review of the JDCL submissions.

With respect to the April 22, 2015 submission, Burnside has indicated in their comments the
need as a condition of development to require ongoing monitoring and contingency plans
both on and off site. The mechanism for applying and fulfilling on-site and off-site
monitoring and implementation matters will be primarily through the ARA Site Plan, but also
through the zoning by-law amendment and other mechanisms. As noted above, Burnside
has proposed a number of conditions of development. Finalization of any conditions should
be done in consultation with the Region.

4.1.6 Conclusions: Hydrogeology

With respect to issues related to hydrogeology, MNRF, MOECC and GRCA have indicated
that they have no further concerns. The most recent comments of the Region of Halton
focus on need to finalize commitments by JDCL concerning downgradient property
protection, mitigation and monitoring. Finalization of any conditions of development should
be done in consultation with the Region.

Based on all the submissions from the applicant with respect to hydrogeology, as set out in
their letter of April 24, 2015, Burnside have indicated that their concerns with the proposed
qguarry have been generally addressed including their concerns with water levels in up-
gradient domestic wells, water quality in the down-gradient domestic wells and the potential
for any impacts on Rockwood Well Number 4. Their opinion is subject to extensive
conditions of development being established through the ARA site plan, as well as
modifications to the current ARA site plan, a zoning by-law amendment or other appropriate
mechanisms.



4.2 Natural Environment
4.2.1 Township
Review Status

Burnside reviewed for the Township the initial submission by GWS Ecological & Forestry
Services Inc., in association with Gray Owl Environmental Inc. (GWS) which was submitted
on behalf of JDCL, and dated August, 2012. Burnside’s original comments with respect to
the Natural Environment report were included in a peer review comment letter dated
January 13, 2013. JDCL submitted a response to the Natural Environment comments
provided by Burnside in a Planning Comment Matrix dated March 12, 2013 and numbered
31 through 33 in that matrix. Correspondence was issued by GWS dated May 27, 2013 to
JDCL which provided a response to MNRF comments regarding the Level Il Natural
Environment Technical Report. A site meeting including a walk through the site was
arranged for June 7, 2013 and was attended by representatives of JDCL, Harden, GRCA,
Wellington County, MNRF, Stovel Associates, GWS and Burnside. Site meeting notes were
prepared by JDCL and circulated on July 9, 2013 and later revised to include additional
comments from GRCA and Wellington County and re-circulated on August 22, 2013. GWS
provided comments to the County of Wellington in correspondence dated September 6,
2013 and to GRCA in correspondence dated September 17, 2013 to address concerns raised
by Wellington and GRCA respectively.

Burnside reviewed the various responses contained within the comment matrix, as well as
the information gathered during the site meeting/visit and the comments provided by
various agencies (Wellington, GRCA and MNRF). Based on this review, Burnside prepared
correspondence dated April 7, 2014 which indicated that Burnside felt that JDCL had
adequately addressed concerns related to the Natural Environment at the proposed Hidden
Quarry including protection of Wetlands, as well as Species at Risk and their habitat. It is
noted that Burnside has reserved the right on behalf of the Township to carry out additional
review if new information is provided. CRC submitted a report related to Species at Risk
and Burnside reviewed that additional information and the results of that review are
reported on in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 of this report below.

Review Summary

Burnside indicated that in their opinion JDCL has adequately addressed concerns related to
the Natural Environment at the proposed Hidden Quarry, including protection of Wetlands
as well as Species at Risk and their habitat, subject to additional review if new information is
provided. Burnside’s recommendations based on the additional information are set out in
Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 below.



4.2.2 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF)
Review Summary

The Guelph District Office of MNRF provided formal comments to JDCL on April 15, 2013,
July 11, 2013 and November 6, 2013 with respect to the Level Il Natural Environment
Technical Report, as well as the Level | and Il Hydrogeological Investigation and the Site
Plans. The MNRF initial April comments with respect to natural environment identified a
number of questions and additional considerations to be addressed related to matters such
as natural heritage features, amphibians, wetlands, woodlands and species at risk. In
response to the MNRF comments, a further submission was provided by GWS, JDCL’s
consultant dated May 27, 2013 and a site visit was carried out on June 7, 2013 attended by
representatives of MNRF, GRCA, County of Wellington and the Township. Additional
comments were submitted by MNRF in July related to the stream status, loss of woodlands
and species at risk. With respect to Site Plans — Rehabilitation Plans the Ministry comments
indicate that they approve “the details given on reforestation procedures and follow-up
monitoring.” Further to the July comments, MNRF undertook additional review. Through
this review it was concluded that the wetland in the centre of the subject site is not part of
the Eramosa River-Blue Springs Creek PSW, while the wetland adjacent to the 6™ Line is
part of the PSW. In addition, it was concluded that surveys of amphibians, bats, snakes,
turtles, birds and insects were carried out using appropriate protocols and that the concerns
related to Species at Risk had been addressed. Consequently, in their letter of November 6,
2013, MNRF identified no further concerns with the Natural Environment Report.

Review Status

In their November 6, 2013 letter, MNRF indicated that “The Ministry has no further concerns
in regards to the Natural Environment Report.” The letter also indicated that “the Ministry
approves the details given on reforestration procedures and follow-up monitoring” with
respect to the Site Plans — Rehabilitation Plans. In a meeting with Ministry staff on July 23,
2014, MNRF advised that no additional comments would be submitted.

4.2.3 Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA)

See discussion under Section 4.1.4

4.2.4 Region of Halton, Town of Milton and Town of Halton Hills
Review Summary
The Region of Halton, with the support of the Town of Milton and the Town of Halton Hills

submitted initial comments in July 5, 2013 which requested a number of additional studies
including revisions to the Natural Environment Technical Report to reflect the zone of



influence for the proposed quarry. The Region submitted further comments related to the
natural heritage system on September 16, 2015.

JDCL responded to the Region’s comments in a Response Matrix on September 23, 2014.
Burnside responded to the Halton comments and the JDCL Response Matrix in a letter dated
March 4, 2015. Burnside concludes:

“In general Burnside feels based on our review that the findings of the Natural Heritage
Reporting are accurate and provide appropriate recommendations for both protection
(setbacks and buffers) and mitigation measures to minimize or negate potential effects to
the features and functions of the natural heritage system on and surrounding the proposed
Hidden Quarry. Additional information may be helpful to the reader..... to round out the
technical reporting for the Site.”

Review Status

The Region of Halton has not provided final comments, however, the Township peer
reviewer has reviewed their most recent comments on the natural environment and the
identified issues appear to have been addressed. However, finalization of any conditions of
development should be done in consultation with the Region.

4.2.5 County of Wellington
Review Summary

The County retained Williams & Associates Forestry Consultants Ltd. to review background
material related to vegetation and wildlife. The consultant concluded in a letter dated June
13, 2013 that “the proposed project would have limited negative impacts” on the woodland
functions. GWS responded to his comments in a letter of September 6, 2013 to the County.
The County indicated their support for the measures identified in the GWS letter in an email
of September 12, 2013 to GWS.

Review Status

The focus of the County’s input has been with respect to the natural environment. Their
email of September 6, 2013 indicated that they would be supportive of the following
ecological measures being incorporated as part of the license request as proposed by JDCL.
These measures are generally reflected in the most recent ARA Site Plan dated June 18,
2015, however some refinements should be considered as noted in italic:

e retain existing vegetation until just prior to extraction;

e promptly restore completed extraction areas to an ecological after-use to specified in
the Progressive Rehabilitation Plan — plans should include reference to timing of
either plant removal or restoration plantings/seed applicatior;, and



¢ plant a mix of coniferous/deciduous trees (with a min. spacing of 3 meters) in the
area of the 6™ Line to increase forest density in an attempt to provide an effective
natural corridor in the north and west side of the property — add to rehab plan
drawing and also modify the plan to include reference to planting deciduous trees
as currently only reference is to coniferous trees.

4.2.6 Conclusions: Natural Environment

With respect to issues related to natural environment, MNRF and GRCA have indicated that
they have no further concerns. The County of Wellington's request for certain ecological
measures to be included in the ARA Site Plan are generally reflected in the most recent
proposed Site Plan dated June 18, 2015 subject to refinement.

The Region of Halton has not provided final comments, however, the Township peer
reviewer has reviewed their most recent comments on the natural environment and the
identified issues appear to have been addressed. However, finalization of any conditions of
development should be done in consultation with the Region.

Finally, Burnside, the Township’s consultant, have indicated that in their opinion JDCL has
adequately addressed concerns related to the Natural Environment at the proposed Hidden
Quarry including protection of Wetlands as well as Species at Risk and their habitat, subject
to additional review if new information is provided. Burnside’'s recommendations reflect the
additional information received to date is set out in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 below.

4.3  Air Quality
4.3.1 Township
Review Summary

Burnside, in particular their Technical Group Leader, Air and Noise, reviewed on behalf of
the Township, the initial submission by RWDI which was prepared for submission with the
application by JDCL.

The original submission documents supporting the JDCL application for the proposed Hidden
Quarry included an Emission Summary and Dispersion Model (ESDM) which was included in
a document entitled “Proposed Hidden Quarry, Township of Guelph Eramosa, Wellington
County, Final Report, Air Quality Assessment”, and dated September 6, 2012. It is noted
that the report followed the MOECC A-10- Procedure for preparing an ESDM report.
Burnside indicates that the air dispersion model used is an acceptable air dispersion model
and produces results that are acceptable to the MOECC. The final report document followed
the format recommended by the MOECC for similar documents. Further, Burnside indicates
that the assumptions made within the document (e.g. contaminant of concern) were
reasonable, represented worse case scenarios and were still within acceptable limits.



Consequently Burnside saw nothing in the ESDM which would indicate that the site could
not receive an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) as noted in the overall review
comments of January 13, 2013.

Review Status/Conclusions

Burnside has indicated that that the air quality review was based on reasonable assumptions
and there was nothing in the ESDM which would indicate that the site could not receive an
Environmental Compliance Approval.

4.4  Traffic Impact
4.4.1 Township
Review Summary

Burnside reviewed on behalf of the Township of Guelph Eramosa, the submission by Cole
Engineering entitled “Eramosa Quarry, Draft Traffic Impact Study” dated April 2012. The
draft report generally considered traffic operation at the access onto the 6™ Line, as well as
the intersections of Highway 7/6™ Line and Highway 7/5" Line. Initial review comments
were provided by Burnside to the Township dated January 11, 2013. Issues raised at that
time generally related to the need for MTO involvement and comments, traffic counts and
trip generation, operational improvements at the intersections, required upgrades to the 6™
Line and conformance to geometric design standards. Responses from JDCL in the planning
matrix document of March 12, 2013 generally agreed with comments provided, and
provided or undertook to provide additional information.

JDCL informed Burnside and the Township during August, 2013 that there had been
ongoing discussions with MTO and that a revised Traffic Impact Study as well as comments
from MTO would be forthcoming. Further that JDCL would be responding to issues raised
by the Region of Halton.

Burnside received directly from JDCL a revised Traffic Impact Study (TIS) dated November,
2013, as well as comments from Diana Beaulne of the MTO dated September 30, 2013.
Burnside later received a revised TIS dated December 2013 which corrected two
typographical errors in two figures. The revised TIS document and the comments from
MTO were reviewed by Burnside on behalf of the Township and comments provided in
correspondence addressed to the municipality dated April 7, 2014. Generally the
outstanding issues identified related to the operational improvements required to address
intersection turning movements and upgrades to the 6" Line.

Subsequent to the April 7, 2014 review of the TIS, the applicant was required to submit a
Haul Route Study. As part of the review of the first submission of the Haul Route Study, in
a letter dated June 26, 2015, Burnside noted that the TIS should be updated to reflect



certain recommendations in the Haul Route Study. The revised TIS was submitted on
August 21, 2015. Burnside reviewed the revised TIS and the additional or revised
conclusions and recommendations in a letter dated August 27, 2015. Similar to their
comments in April, 2014, Burnside deemed the revised TIS generally satisfactory subject to
specific conditions being addressed as a condition of approval.

Review Status

Burnside has indicated that the TIS has “provided sufficient information to confirm the
requirements for road improvements in the area of Eramosa Quarry, which should be
implemented through the detailed design and approval process.” Specifically, Burnside
identifies the following conditions of development in their August 27, 2015 letter:

e Upgrading Sixth Line
Upgrades to Sixth Line are required to remove the crest to provide sufficient sight
distance to the intersection with Highway 7, plus upgrade the road base, including
asphalt surface, to accommodate quarry traffic. These improvements should be
included in detailed designs based on a twenty year operational period /agreements
required for this project; and,

e Turn Lanes on Highway 7

The TIS recommends a continuous turning lane on Highway 7, between 6™ Line and
5™ Line, to provide for an east bound left lane at 6™ Line and a westbound left turn
lane at 5™ Line. A westbound right turn deceleration lane on Highway 7 at 6™ Line
and placement of truck entrance signs is also recommended. The responsibility,
designs and permits for these improvements are required to be confirmed with
Ministry of Transportation. These improvements should be included in detailed
designs based on a twenty year operational period /MTO permits and agreements
required for this project.

4.4.2 Ministry of Transportation (MTO)
Review Summary

MTO originally provided comments April 18, 2013. Additional comments were provided May
28, 2013, September 30, 2013, October 16, 2013 and December 10, 2013. On February 3,
2014, MTO advised that they had no objections to the application, “however, should the re-
zoning be approved, all MOECC, MNRF, MTO and Aggregate Resources Act rules and
regulations and policies must be adhered to.” MTO also set out a list of additional
requirements should the application be approved related to site plan, geometric design,
legal agreement and letter of credit, stormwater management report and updated traffic
report.



Review Status

In an email of February 3, 2014, MTO indicated that they had no objections to the rezoning,
however, implementation will require submission of additional information and other
requirements for MTO approval.

4.4.3 Conclusions: Traffic Impact

MTO has indicated that they had no objections to the rezoning, however, implementation
will require submission of additional information and other requirements for MTO approval.

Burnside has indicated that the TIS has “provided sufficient information to confirm the
requirements for road improvements in the area of Eramosa Quarry, which should be
implemented through the detailed design and approval process.” However, they identify a
number of conditions of development related to upgrading Sixth Line and Turn Lanes on
Highway 7.

4.5 Haul Route
4.5.1 Region of Halton, Town of Milton and Town of Halton Hills
Review Summary

The Region of Halton with the support of the Town of Miton and the Town of Halton Hills,
based on an update to them on the status of the application, reiterated in an email dated
July 15, 2014 an earlier request for JDCL to submit a Haul Route Study for the proposed
Hidden Quarry. A haul route study is a support document, used as a basis for setting the
final conditions of development. Regional Staff requested that the Term of Reference for
this study be submitted to the Region, the Town of Milton, and the Town of Halton Hills for
review and approval prior to the study’'s commencement. Discussions with the Region,
Milton and Halton Hills staff indicated that the primary concern was an increase in truck
traffic through urban areas (e.g. Acton). In response to this request, Burnside on behalf of
the Township prepared Terms of Reference for a Haul Route Study dated October 10, 2014.

The Haul Route Study, prepared by Cole Engineering dated March 2015 was reviewed by
Burnside. In addition, Burnside also considered the following related reports:

e Revised Traffic Impact Study, Cole Engineering, December 2013;

e Eramosa Quarry, Final Traffic Impact and Haul Route Assessment ,prepared for the
Town of Halton Hills by Hatch Mott MacDonald, March 3, 2015;

e Letter Response to Burnside’'s April 7 ,2014 Comments, Eramosa Quarry, Township
of Guelph-Eramosa, Cole Engineering, April 17, 2014;

o Review of JDCL Traffic Impact Study and Haul Route Study, Concerned Residents
Coalition (CRC Rockwood Inc.), April 27, 2015; and,



o Letter Response to CRC Memo dated April 27, 2015, prepared by James Dick
Construction Limited (Greg Sweetnam), June 26, 2015.

Based on their review, Burnside identified a number of issues and recommended that the
Haul Route Study be revised and resubmitted.

A Revised Haul Route Study, as well as a Revised Traffic Impact Study were prepared by
Cole Engineering dated August 20, 2015 and submitted on August 21, 2015. Burnside in
carrying out their peer review of these studies also considered:

o Letter RE: Comments on Town of Halton Hills — Hatch Mott MacDonald Report,
prepared by James Dick Construction (Greg Sweetnam), July 23, 2015;

e Email response matrix to Burnside Haul Route Study Comments (June 26, 2015),
prepared by James Dick Construction (Greg Sweetnam), July 23, 2015;and,

e Potential impacts of Hidden Quarry on the 6™ Line & Residents; presentation to
Guelph/Eramosa council by Concerned Residents Coalition (Perry Groskopf, CRC
Rockwood Inc.), February 3, 2015.

Burnside’s conclusions with respect to the revised TIS are discussed above. With respect to
the Haul Route Study (HRS), Burnside concludes that matters remain outstanding with
respect to the HRS, which should be further addressed before the study is approved. In
particular with respect to the key issue of safety they note:

“The revised HRS now provides a turning template analysis of the intersection of Main
Street / Mill Street in Acton.... We suggest that the HRS should also include further review
of the following additional potential mitigation works to address the safety issue identified at
this intersection:

e Improvement of the northeast curb radius, and/or

e Reduction of the length of the westbound right turn lane (i.e. rather than elimination
of the lane), to better allow for westbound trucks to take control of both lanes to
make the turn, rather than being forced into the relatively narrow right turn lane in
advance of the intersection.

We confirm that the safety issue identified already exists for large trucks turning at this
location. The data provided forecasts that between 12 and 14 heavy vehicles per hour
(vph) currently make the westbound right turn movement at this intersection during peak
periods. Based on the HRS we forecast that the Eramosa Quarry may increase the volume
of heavy vehicles making this turn by about 10%, adding about 10 heavy truck turning
movements on a daily basis during peak operational periods at the quarry.

While the revised HRS provides some additional analysis of the truck issues along the
Highway 7 connecting links (i.e. analysis of the intersection of Main Street / Mill Street in
Acton), it does not confirm the magnitude of safety issues along the corridor. We
understand that the Town of Halton Hills will be requesting the Minister of Transportation to
partner with the Town to commence a study for long-term transportation alternatives for
aggregate haul routes impacting the Town of Halton Hills, including reviewing the need for
an Acton By-pass to accommodate truck traffic.”



Burnside also concludes the following:

“Forecasted Truck Traffic in the Peak Period and on a Daily Basis — The
revised HRS forecasts a maximum of 13 truckloads shipped from the Eramosa
Quarry per peak hour at peak operation during the peak season, based on average
rates over the peak period (i.e. including Saturdays, which have significantly lower
production rates). The monthly production data for the proxy site (Erin Pit) has now
been included in the revised HRS. Based on our review of the proxy shipping data
we suggest that a more appropriate design peak hour rate should be in the range of
20 vehicles per hour (vph), which is closer to the 30th highest hour that is typically
used for peak hour traffic analysis purposes. The data recorded shows a maximum
hourly shipping rate of 23 vph, which would be experienced on an infrequent basis.

The HRS forecasts an average daily truck shipping volume of 114 trucks per day
during the peak month. The proxy data provided shows that the peak day of the
peak month had a truck shipping volume of 174 vehicles per day (vpd) and that
65% of the days in that month had shipping volumes that exceeded 114 vpd. Based
on this review we conclude that the forecasted daily truck volumes, used for
analysis, may under-estimate typical peak period conditions.

While the HRS may under-estimate the peak hour and peak day volumes of trucks
generated by the Eramosa Quarry, it is unlikely that the higher volumes will
substantially change the conclusions reached in the impact assessment that has
been provided to date in the HRS. “

“Need for Additional Environmental Review — The HRS concludes that Sections
5 to 8 of the Haul Route Study — Terms of Reference need not be completed
because it has been demonstrated that the additional truck traffic on the haul routes
would be very low. As noted above we believe that the truck volumes may be
under-estimated in the HRS. However, with the exception of the safety issues
identified at the intersection of Main Street / Mill Street (Acton), there has not been
sufficient information provided to identify the potential issues along the haul routes.
Therefore, in our opinion, it is premature to conclude that a more holistic
environmental review is not warranted.”

“Consideration of Alternate Haul Routes— The response matrix provided by
James Dick Construction Limited (JDCL) provides some rationale for not diverting
additional traffic to Guelph Line, in lieu of sending almost all of the traffic to the east
on Highway 7. The disadvantages identified for this route include the following:

0 Adds 9 km to the typical haul route;

0 Requires travel on Milton Townline (Regional Road 32) which has seasonal
truck restrictions;

0 Requires additional turning movements to access Highway 401.

The revised HRS does not provide an assessment of this alternate haul route. It is
recommended that the HRS be revised to include an appropriate assessment of this
haul route option.”



Further comments from the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton
would also be anticipated on the HRS.

Review Status/Conclusions

The Burnside review of the August 20, 2015 revised HRS concludes that matters remain
outstanding with respect to the HRS, which should be further addressed before the study is
approved. It is anticipated that additional comments on the HRS would also be provided by
the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton.

The primary concerns identified by Burnside relate to examination of additional options for
better mitigation of the safety issue at Main Street/Mill Street in Acton and a broader
examination of potential issues along the haul routes, particularly related to safety. In
addition, an appropriate assessment of the potential for using Guelph Line as an alternative
haul route should be undertaken.

However, it is noted, that with respect to the primary issue of safety at the intersection of
Main Street/Mill Street in Acton, Burnside recognize the safety issue identified already exists
for large trucks turning at this location regardless of any traffic from the proposed Hidden
Quarry. This situation presumably also applies to any other safety issue identified in the
corridor. Further, the broad significance of this issue has been recognized by the Town of
Halton Hills who are requesting that the issue of long-term transportation alternatives for
aggregate haul routes impacting the Town be examined in a joint study with MTO.
Similarly, Burnside recognize that some justification have been provided with respect to the
disadvantages of diverting traffic to the Guelph Line, but request that a thorough
assessment be carried out.

As noted a haul route study is a support document used as a basis for setting conditions of
development. Given the conclusions of the Burnside review, and the progress that has been
made with the Haul Route Study, it is appropriate to require that the study be completed to
the satisfaction of the Township of Guelph/Eramosa in consultation with the Town of Halton
Hills, the Town of Milton and the Region of Halton, and that its recommendations be
implemented as a condition of development.

4.6 Noise /Blast Vibration
4.6.1 Township
Review Summary

Novus Environmental (Novus) carried out a peer review of the initial Noise Impact Study
prepared by Aercoustics Engineering Ltd. (AEL) and the Blast Impact Analysis prepared by
Explotech Engineering Ltd. (Explotech), both dated November 19, 2012. In their initial
comments of April 8, 2013, Novus concurred with the blast vibration report, including the
recommendations for blast monitoring. They further recommended that the blast record
information be made available to the Township for its review in the presence of any
vibration complaints. With respect to the noise, Novus recommended in the April 8, 2013



comments that a number of issues be addressed. An updated report was prepared by AEL
dated May 24, 2013, together with a response to the Novus comments. Novus reviewed
these documents and indicated that they were satisfied that “noise levels from the proposed
quarry operation will meet the applicable guideline limits at all noise-sensitive points of
reception.” However, Novus recommended that as a condition of approval the development
be subject to a third party acoustical audit in the first year of operation to confirm the
conclusions of the study.

Review Status

The review of the noise and blasting impacts analyses by Novus on behalf of the Township
concluded that the analyses and conclusions were satisfactory subject to blast monitoring,
provision of blast record information to the Township and a third party acoustical audit in
the first year of operation.

4.6.2 Union Gas
Review Summary

Union Gas in a letter of May 7, 2013 identifies a number of conditions related to their
pipeline and notes that JDCL have indicated that these conditions can be met.

Review Status

Union Gas requires that vibrations at the pipeline remain below 50mm/sec (proposed as
12.5 mm/sec) and that blasting not occur within 30 meters of the pipeline (proposed at 200
meters).

4.6.3 Conclusions: Noise/Blast Vibration

The review of the noise and blasting impacts analyses by Novus on behalf of the Township
concluded that the analyses and conclusions were satisfactory subject to blast monitoring,
provision of blast record information to the Township and a third party acoustical audit in
the first year of operation. Union Gas also identified a number of conditions related to their
pipeline.

4.7  Archaeology

Review Summary

A Stage I-1l Archaeological Assessment was carried out by York North Archaeological
Services Inc., August 31, 2012.The report identifies an area on the west side of the site

south of the former pit (AjHa-50 James D. site) as the only area where historic
archaeological resources were located. It has been identified as requiring a Stage 3



assessment. JDCL has agreed to conduct a Stage 3 assessment once MNRF has signed off
on their application for the Category 2 Class “A” quarry.

The report has been reviewed by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport. In a letter
dated November 7, 2012, the Ministry advises that the “ministry is satisfied that the
fieldwork and reporting for the archaeological assessment is consistent with the ministry’s
2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists and the terms and conditions
for archaeological licences.”

Review Status/Conclusions

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport has advised that they are satisfied with the
archaeological assessment. The Stage 3 assessment of the area on the west side would be
carried out as a condition of approval of the license.

4.8  Cultural Heritage
Review Summary

A Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment was carried out by Mr. Peter Stewart of George
Robb Architect. Unterman McPhail Associates, Heritage Resource Management Consultants
(Unterman McPhail) reviewed the submission on behalf of the Township. They did not
identify any significant issues with the report, but suggested that some of the existing
information in the report be amplified. A revised report was submitted dated September 8,
2014. Unterman McPhail reviewed it and indicated in a memorandum dated August 26,
2015 that the report “does address most ‘information gaps’ although there are a couple of
areas which could be dealt with in the future if deemed necessary.” It is also noted that
when the final site plan is available it should be appended to the report to allow for a better
understanding of conceptual site design and the mitigation measures discussed in the
Assessment.

Review Status/Conclusions

Based on the review carried out by Unterman McPhail, the revised Cultural Heritage
Resource Assessment addresses most information gaps and no additional work is required,
subject to the addition of the final site plan when available. In the future, if deemed
necessary by the Township, consideration could also be given to whether more information
on family history should be provided to enhance any commemorative history relating to the
study area.

The report concludes that the project will not involve or result in any potential impacts to
the subject property or an adjacent property and, in particular the cultural heritage
landscape represented by the rural roadscape of Sixth Line north of Highway 7 will be



preserved by retention of the treed road verge and landscaped berm beyond. This should
be required as a condition of development.

4.9 Visual
Review Summary

JDCL submitted a “Visual Information Package” in 2012 The submission was prepared by
JDCL in response to a request from the Township. Mr. Colin Berman, OALA, CSLA of Brook
Mcllroy Inc. (Brook Mcllroy), a licensed landscape architect, undertook a review of the
Visual Information Package on behalf of the Township and considered site plans from June
6, 2014 and August 1, 2014. As part of Mr. Berman’s review he also toured the site. This
included driving along Highway 7 and 6" Line and stopping at the vantage points depicted
in the Visual Information Package. In addition, he entered the site at the south-west and
north-east corners to view areas where a berm is proposed to be constructed. Mr. Berman
concluded in a letter dated November 5, 2014 that “the information contained within it is
reasonably accurate and that it fairly represents the ability of the public to view the
proposed operation from lands around the site.”

Review Status/Conclusions

The review of the Visual Information Package provided by JDCL carried out on the
Township’s behalf by Brook Mcllroy, concluded that the information is reasonably accurate
and fairly represents the ability of the public to view the proposed operation from lands
around the site. The development should be controlled to ensure that it generally reflects
the proposal as assessed as a condition of development through the zoning by-law and ARA
site plan.

4.10 Agriculture
Review Summary

Stovel and Associates prepared the “Agricultural Impact Assessment Proposed Hidden
Quarry”, dated February 3, 2015. It was reviewed on behalf of the Township by Macaulay
Shiomi Howson Ltd. A number of issues were identified related to evaluation of impacts on
the agricultural potential of the area, additional clarity on the impacts on horse farms in the
area, applicability of MDS and provision of water. A revised Assessment was submitted
dated August 5, 2015.

The Assessment is based on a review of relevant background information (e.g.
correspondence from Ministry of Agriculture Food and Rural Affairs, soil maps, aerial
photography); an agricultural inventory of the study area; an inventory of agricultural
operations in the study area; a review of the Operations and Rehabilitation Plan for the



proposed quarry; an assessment of the potential impacts on agricultural resources in the
study area based on an evaluation of quarry impact reports, consideration of the need for
mitigation protocol and monitoring programs to protect agricultural resources and a
comparative evaluation of the proposed quarry application in terms of planning policies
related to the protection of agricultural resources.

The Assessment concluded that “impacts on the agricultural resource base and on adjacent
agricultural operations are anticipated to be minimal. Monitoring measures are
implemented in the Site Plans to ensure that adjacent sensitive land uses and farm
operations are not negatively affected by the mineral aggregate operation.” In particular,
two agricultural operations were closely considered as part of the Assessment: the
mushroom farm to the north and the horse farm to the east. The Assessment notes “the
main concern related to the mushroom farm focuses on the potential for impacts related to
dust. Design features are set out on the Site Plan, i.e. berm and vegetative screening, to
mitigate impacts.” With respect to the horse farm to the east, blasting is identified as the
main concern. This would be mitigated by the “large vegetated setback/buffer between the
horse farm and the proposed quarry.” Similarly, the effects on other horse farms to the
east/northeast were considered. “Given the technical recommendations included within the
blasting, hydrogeology, dust and noise reports, impacts on these adjacent horse farms are
considered to be minimal.” The monitoring program and complaint protocol are also noted
to ensure that any concerns are addressed.

Review Status/Conclusions

The Agricultural Impact Assessment essentially concludes that if the recommendations
included within the blasting, hydrogeology, dust and noise reports are followed, impacts on
agriculture within the Study Area would be minimal and concerns will be addressed through
the monitoring program and complaint protocol. To ensure that this conclusion is
implemented as a condition of development, the monitoring program and complaint protocol
should specifically identify the need to address any potential for impacts on agricultural
operations.

4.11 Economic Development
Review Summary

Altus Group Economic Consulting was retained by the Township to carry out an economic
impact study of the proposed quarry based on Terms of Reference established by the
Township. Their report “Economic Impact of Proposed Hidden Quarry” is dated August 21,
2015. It provides estimates of the potential economic impact of the development and
operation of the proposed quarry; an assessment of any property value impacts; and
estimates the net change to the local government revenue that would occur should the
proposed quarry proceed. Its key conclusions are as follows:



“Local Economic Impacts

e The estimated total extra expenditure occurring within the Guelph-Eramosa
Township as a result of 20 years of regular operations at the proposed quarry is
$11.9 million;

e The estimated total extra expenditure occurring within Wellington County as a result
of 20 years of regular operations at the proposed quarry is $24.3 million; and

e The estimated total extra expenditure occurring within the Halton Region as a result
of 20 years of regular operations at the proposed quarry is $2.2 million.

Effects on Local Property Values

e Review of relevant literature indicates some evidence that pits and quarries are
associated with modestly lower property values, but the causality of this association
may be linked to other factors such as amenities and zoning, rather than being
directly related to operations;

e Analysis of local existing home transaction data indicates no statistically significant
price impacts, either positive or negative, resulting from proximity to the subject site
as the proposed uses became known; and

o As a result, there is neither conclusive evidence nor strong reason to conclude that
operation of the proposed Hidden Quarry will have a diminutive effect on local
property values as the quarry goes into operation.

Net Change in Municipal Government Finances

e The annual on-going government revenues (taxes, aggregate fees) generated from
the proposed hidden quarry would represent a total net change from existing
revenue of more than $47,300 to the Municipality;

e The Township would be faced with around $4,120 in additional annual operating
costs as a result of the quarry on an annual basis; and

e This results in an increase of more than $43,200 in annual net revenue to the
Municipality.”

Review Status/Conclusions

The report prepared for the Township “Economic Impact of Proposed Hidden Quarry”,
establishes that local economic impacts from the proposed quarry would be positive and
that there would be an increase of more than $43,200 in annual net revenue to the
Township. With respect to local property values the report indicates that there is no
conclusive evidence, or strong reason to conclude that the operation of the proposed quarry
will have “a diminutive effect on local property values”.

5. Public Input and Review

Significant input has been received, and continues to be received, from the general public
and stakeholder groups at the public meetings and in submissions/delegations to Council as
well as written submissions to the Township. To date, 135 written submissions have been



made to the Township from 95 individuals, as well as written submissions and 24
delegations to Council by the CRC.

Through the technical review by the Township and other agencies all the issues identified by
the general public have been reviewed and considered. These include concerns with
impacts related to:

property value;

private wells;

traffic including road upgrades and traffic lights;

blasting/vibration;

air quality;

noise;

natural environment including water quality, wetlands, wildlife including Species at
Risk and Brydson Creek;

damage to homes;

taxes;

archaeology/cultural heritage;

karst topography;

visual impacts;

haul route;

impacts on agriculture including food production and equestrian farms; and,
lack of need for additional aggregate resources.

However, the CRC has also chosen to retain consultants who have made submissions with
respect to the key issues identified by the public, specifically hydrogeology, Species at Risk,
Brydson Creek and air quality. In addition, a submission was received on August 5, 2014
from one of the consultants which relates to a range of issues (e.g. a request for a fish
community and aquatic habitat baseline survey, transportation, rock quality tests,
implications for equestrian exercise tracks, increased surface and groundwater monitoring).
The CRC has also made submissions with respect to a number of technical matters including
risks related to mining and the Dolime Quarry, including flyrock, and an “Appraisal of the
Golder “Peer Review” of Blast Impact Analysis Reports”, as well the TIS and HRS, radon
gas, natural environment, and agricultural assessment. The key CRC issues and input are
addressed in the following section, together with the status of their review.

5.1 Hydrogeology
5.1.1 Input and Review Summary
A major concern of the public is with water quality and quantity, particularly as it affects

private domestic wells. This was also a key focus of the Township’s technical review as
discussed above.



The CRC retained Mr. Garry Hunter, Hunter and Associates, with respect to these issues. A
presentation and written submission was made to Township Council on behalf of the CRC by
Mr. Hunter which set out a hnumber of questions and requests for documentation. A copy of
the response to the Hunter comments was provided to MSH in a memo from JDCL dated
July 8, 2014. Burnside reviewed the Hunter submissions and the JDCL response on behalf
of the Township and found the response to be reasonable. The response from JDCL has
been made available to the CRC and the public, and was considered by Burnside in their on-
going review of the application.

A further submission was made by Mr. Hunter on behalf of CRC on August 5, 2014. The
CRC Hunter submission relates to the Site Plans and a variety of matters including Surface
and Groundwater Monitoring and Brydson Creek Base Flow Monitoring. JDCL responded to
these comments on August 15, 2015. Burnside reviewed the response and found it
appropriate. Burnside indicated that many of the concerns raised in the CRC Hunter
submission were related to domestic wells and that the detailed domestic well survey to be
completed by JDCL would provide additional clarification.

A Peer Review was then prepared by Hunter and Associates dated May 15, 2015. JDCL'’s
consultant, Harden Environmental Services Ltd. responded to the Peer Review in a letter
dated July 16, 2015. The letter notes that, based on the Hunter and Associates analysis,
“there are two areas where the site plans could be improved upon”. These relate to
showing a range of water levels for the proposed quarry pond elevations instead of one
value and a review of quarry floor elevations relative to high groundwater level should be
done in order to ensure that the working floor is not below the water table.

Burnside have reviewed the response from JDCL and found the responses appropriate.
However, Burnside was not clear as to why Hunter believes that the Tributary B
hydrogeological conclusions are suspect since Harden has demonstrated that bedrock
water levels have no influence on Tributary B. In addition, Hunter raised concerns about the
calibration of the Harden groundwater model and applies a 2x safety factor to the applicants
drawdown predictions. Hunter provides a number of specific examples of how the model
has been adversely affected by the data input. Burnside notes that although Harden
provides a satisfactory response to the Hunter concerns, they do not respond to the specific
examples raised by Hunter and do not challenge the 2x factor of safety proposed by Hunter.

The Hunter review includes detailed trigger levels for water levels and water quality. Harden
proposes that trigger levels be developed once additional monitoring has been completed.
Burnside concurs with Harden that the trigger levels should be set after more data is
collected, but recommends that the methodology for setting trigger levels should be agreed
upon.

5.1.2 Input and Review Status/Conclusions

Burnside reviewed the original Hunter submissions in 2014 and the JDCL response on behalf
of GET and found the response to the Hunter submissions to be reasonable.



With respect to the May 15, 2015 Peer Review, Harden on behalf of JDCL recommends two
changes to the site plans with which Burnside concurs. Therefore, the following conditions
of development are recommended to be established through the ARA licence application
approval:

e That the ARA Site Plan identify a range of 347.6 m AMSL to 349.6 AMSL water levels
for the proposed quarry pond elevations instead of one value;

e That a review of the quarry floor elevation relative to high groundwater level be
done to ensure that the working floor is not below the water table, and if the quarry
floor is below the high water table, that an appropriate elevation adjustment be
identified on the ARA Site Plan; and,

e That trigger levels for water levels and water quality should not be set until the
collection of additional data is complete, however the methodology for setting trigger
levels should be determined and the trigger levels set prior to the start of any
extraction.

5.2 Natural Environment
5.2.1 Input and Review Summary - Species-at-Risk

CRC retained Dr. Bill McMartin with respect to Species at Risk potential within lands adjacent
to the proposed Hidden Quarry site. Dr. McMartin conducted one site visit on July 2, 2014,
although he did not follow standard professional protocol in accessing the site. He identified
one barn swallow®, a species which he indicates as being designated “Threatened” by
Environment Canada’s Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC) as part of his site visit. He also provides general commentary regarding other
potential Species at Risk including Snapping Turtle, Blanding’s Turtle and Eastern Wood-
Pewee.

Dr. McMartin's report was reviewed by GWS on behalf of JDCL. GWS noted that, in their
opinion “the mandate for endangered and threatened species in Ontario lies solely with the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF).... In the case of Hidden Quarry, the
Ministry has concluded that the inventory work to determine presence/absence of
endangered and threatened species was adequate and that no additional fieldwork was
required.” Further, GWS noted that as the site is private land “provincial designations of
Species at Risk by MNRF and the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario
(COSSARO) apply to the site, not federal designations by the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). GWS then go on to explain why in their opinion
the Barn Swallow observed was not a breeding individual. Further, they advise that with
respect to significant turtle species, GWS noted that wetland habitats on the site are being
maintained and additional habitat created not lost as indicated by Dr. McMartin. Therefore,

® Barn Swallow is listed as threatened under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) and has
been designated as threatened in Canada by COSEWIC.



GWS indicate that turtles will not be excluded from the site, and no permit is required at
any level.

The McMartin report was also reviewed by Burnside on behalf of the Township. Burnside
notes in a letter dated March 4, 2015 that the report “includes additional field data collection
to determine if the Site and surrounding lands provide habitat for any Species at Risk (SAR)
that may be located within the study area.” Burnside notes that no breeding evidence of
any birds listed under the Endangered Species Act 2007 were found, although the Site was
assessed as having feeding and foraging habitat. Burnside also notes that Snapping Turtle,
a Species of Special Concern was documented on and in the immediate vicinity of the Site.
Burnside concludes that “we are not suggesting additional field data collection and mapping
but rather that additional mitigation measures would minimize the potential for adverse
effects..... rehabilitation and mitigation plans are required under the Aggregate Resources
act and are expected to be included as notes on the application (site) plans. According to
the Site Plans date (sic) July 14, 2014, tree removal will not occur during the breeding bird
season. Therefore, additional mitigation measures to ensure that the proposal is in
accordance with the Migratory Birds Convention Act are not required.”

5.2.2 Input and Review Status- Species at Risk

GWS on behalf of JDCL, and Burnside on behalf of the Township, have reviewed the
McMartin report and identify no need for additional field data collection or mapping.
Burnside do indicate that additional mitigation measures should be considered and included
in rehabilitation and mitigation plans established through the ARA licence application
approval as part of the ARA Site Plan. Burnside have identified that the following should be
established as conditions of development:

e Exclusion fencing should be installed prior to April to prevent turtle species from
using stockpiled areas as nesting habitat;

e Worker education programs to identify and relocate turtles from hazardous areas of
the site should be included in Health and Safety training;

e Stockpiling of materials should be excluded from natural heritage features,
especially adjacent to wetlands;

e Wetlands should be fenced, and edge buffer to the feature should be included in
the fenced area, to be determined by MNRF;

e Rehabilitation plans should include habitat creation and enhancement for species
suspected to be using the site, including basking areas for turtles in wetlands,
foraging habitat for grassland birds and nesting structures for barn swallow (as
examples);

e Wetland features that exclude habitat for fish to enhance herpetofaunal habitat
(particularly breeding habitat) should also be included as part of the wetland
creation:

e A mixture of coniferous and deciduous trees should be included, with less focus on
white spruce;



¢ Wetland plantings should include a mixture of submergent, emergent, floating and
woody vegetation species, to diversify habitat; and,
e Open cliff habitat should include ledges for bird nesting and roosting.

5.2.3 Input and Review Summary — Brydson Creek

In addition to the McMartin report, a study was prepared by K. Schiefer, Aquatic Ecologist
on behalf of CRC entitled “Aquatic Habitat & Fish Survey of Brydson Creek”. The report was
reviewed on behalf of the Township by Burnside. In a letter dated March 4, 2015, Burnside
notes that “based on Burnside’s detailed peer reviews of the proposed quarry application
and the supporting technical studies to date, including the Hydrogeology and Hydrology
Study and the Level 2 Natural Environment Report, it is our opinion that the proposed
guarry operations will not cause a change that is significant enough to result in adverse
effects to the resident fish population...Therefore, it is not expected that the proposed
Hidden Quarry will result in an adverse effect to the local brook trout fishery provided that
best management practices and standard Erosion and Sediment Control mitigation
measures are followed.”

5.2.4 Input and Review Status — Brydson Creek

Based on the review of the report “Aquatic Habitat & Fish Survey of Brydson Creek”, by
Burnside on behalf of the Township, no additional conditions of development, other than
those proposed above related to hydrogeology, are required.

5.3 Air Quality
5.3.1 Input and Review Summary

CRC retained Airzone One Ltd. (Airzone) to review the report “Proposed Hidden Quarry Air
Quality Assessment” prepared by RWDI AIR Inc. for JDCL. Airzone provided:

e “a“how-to” guide for AQA for aggregate operations”;
e “screening-level review of RWDI report” ; and,
e answered “questions posed by CRC”.

In a letter to JDCL from RWDI, “RWDI Response to Airzone One Ltd. Screening-Level
Review Air Quality Assessment for the Proposed Hidden Quarry”, June 6, 2014, RWDI
prepared a response to the Airzone submission dated June 6, 2014 which expresses
concerns with the Airzone submission.

Burnside reviewed both the Airzone submission and the RWDI review of that submission
and the results of the review are reported in a letter to the Township dated January 22,
2015. Burnside concluded based on their review of all the documents that:



“Overall, the documents in Table A show:

e The proponent can receive an Environmental Compliance Approval for the property
(as summarized in the initial general review letter of January 11, 2013),

e Including road dust, there are some exceedences of the appropriate particulate
criteria,

e The number of exceedences predicated depends on the scaling factor used to
predict the background values for PM;, and TSP based on the PM,s background
values. Using either scaling factor, the number of exceedences is likely acceptable
since the exceedences will only happen when meteorological conditions match the
model and the production is at a maximum, which the proponent indicates is
unlikely. The difference between scaling factors is within the uncertainty of each
factor.

Based on these points, the AQA shows the proposed Hidden Quarry is unlikely to cause
adverse effect to sensitive receptors in the area.”

5.3.2 Input and Review Status

Based on the review of the Airzone submission, and the response from RWDI, Burnside has
confirmed its initial conclusion that the air quality review was based on reasonable
assumptions and there was nothing in the ESDM which would indicate that the site could
not receive an Environmental Compliance Approval.

5.4 Blasting/Fly Rock
5.4.1 Input and Review Summary

Mr. William Hill of CRC made a presentation to Council with respect to the risks involved in
mining on October 21, 2013 (e.g. fly rock). In addition, Mr. Hill provided a memorandum
dated July 22, 2014 related to a comparison between Dolime Quarry (DQ) and Hidden
Quarry (HQ). The memorandum was developed to clarify “the question of whether the two
projects are similar enough to justify mining of the HQ based on the criteria derived from
the proponents’ experience in the DQ”. The memorandum also addressed related issues
(e.g. flyrock). JDCL submitted a response in a letter dated July 22, 2014 to the second
submission.

JDCL also submitted a peer review of the Explotech report in response to a request from
CRC for a peer review by Golder Associates. The initial peer review carried out by Golder
related to the 2012 Explotech report. The final Golder peer review dated October 1, 2014,
related to the September 5, 2014 Explotech report. Golder concluded that:

“....we are conditionally in agreement with the BIA conclusion that the “blasting operations
required for operations at the proposed James Dick Construction Ltd. Hidden Quarry site



can be carried out safely and within governing guidelines set by the Ministry of the
Environment.” While the empirical formulas applied are generic in nature and are to be
confirmed on site through the institution of attenuation analysis and compliance monitoring
programs, it is also important to apply realistic estimates so that designs, and associated
costs, more closely reflect the reality to be expected. This statement should not be
interpreted to mean that compliance with MOECC overpressure limits would not be possible.
However, compliance may require additional effort and associated additional cost. As
suggested in the BIA “the point of termination of blasting operations will be governed by the
results of the on-site monitoring program and market economics.

The remainder of the report’'s recommendations are reasonable and acceptable.”

Bill Hill, William Hill Mining Consultants Ltd. submitted on behalf of CRC, a delegation to
Council on February 17, 2015 “Appraisal of Golder “Peer Review” of Blast Impact Analysis
Reports” which identified a range of issues “addressed inadequately or not at all by BIA and
Golder peer review”. These included geology and karst weathering, unique characteristics
of HQ site, fly rock, drilling and blasting considerations, blasting patterns and powder factor,
shockwaves and ground vibrations. CRC requested that the Township “secure its own,
thorough peer review of the proponent’s blasting impact reports” and also that “the HMC
Appraisal report to be submitted to the Township’s peer reviewer and responses directed to
CRC”.

Further to this submission, on March 3, 2015, JDCL submitted a letter dated April 10, 2014
from Explotech regarding the potential for flyrock from the proposed quarry. The letter
provides an analysis of theoretical flyrock projection distances “based on a quarry operating
in the dry”, while noting that “it is critical to note that the proposed Hidden Quarry intends
to operate in a wet environment. It has been our experience that the presence of water will
restrict rock projection by up to 90% when compared to calculations contained below.”
Explotech concludes that:

“the actual observed flyrock will be drastically restricted due to the presence of water.
Portions of rock above the water level would not leverage this same benefit.

Through proper blast design and diligence in inspecting the geology before every blast,
flyrock can readily be maintained within the quarry limits. It may be necessary to increase
collars when blasting along the perimeter. The operational plan for the quarry has been
designed to retreat towards the closest receptors thereby projecting flyrock and
overpressures away from receptors.”

The letter also notes that “government regulations strictly prohibit the ejection of flyrock off
of quarry property. The regulations regarding flyrock are enforced by the Ministries of
Natural Resources, Environment and Labour. In the event of an incident where flyrock does
leave a site, the punitive measures include suspension/revocation of licences and fines to
both the blaster and quarry owner/operator. Fortunately, flyrock incidents are extremely



rare due to the possible serious consequences of such an event..... Through proper blast
planning and design, it is possible to control and mitigate the possibility of flyrock.”

Mr. Hill in a letter dated March 13, 2015 took issue with the letter from Explotech and
states:

“In conclusion it is important to point out that Explotech has long been aware of the
challenges posed by geology which is clearly pointed out in their November 16, 2012
Blasting Impact Analysis on pagel4.....The letter, like the previous reports (BIA 1 and in the
Golder peer review) has again ignored the most important contributors to flyrock i.e. human
error and geology.”

JDCL submitted an email dated April 2, 2015 from Golder outlining their credentials for
carrying out an impartial third party review of Explotech’s impact assessment. In addition,
Golder also indicates that the April 10, 2014 letter from Explotech “described the approach
widely used by industry to estimate flyrock range from quarry bench blasts...we agree with
the approach and flyrock range estimates contained in the letter report. The presence of
water within the quarry will restrict the face burst flyrock from below the water level and
not that from the bench top cratering.” The Township’s consultant, Novus, have also
advised that they are in general agreement with the letter from Explotech.

Further to these various submissions, in an April 16, 2015 letter to CRC, Ms. Wingrove the
CAO of the Township advised that JDCL was not prepared to undertake a detailed review of
the issues raised by Mr. Hill. She also advised that a decision on further review of blasting
impacts would be undertaken by Council once they have considered the results of the
planning report. CRC indicates that in their view “the assessment of matters as serious as
blasting impacts must inform the planning report.” They therefore again ask the Township
to retain “its own qualified blasting consultant to carry out a thorough assessment of the
proponent’s blasting impact reports, and that the issues raised in the Hill Report be provided
as input to the review process.”

5.4.2 Input and Review Status

As noted above the review of blasting impacts analysis by Novus on behalf of the Township
concluded that the analyses and conclusions were satisfactory subject to blast monitoring,
and provision of blast record information to the Township. This conclusion is supported by
the additional input provided by JDCL including the review by Golder and the additional
input on flyrock from Explotech.



5.5 Traffic Impact and Haul Route
5.5.1 Input and Review Summary

CRC submitted “Review of JDCL Traffic Impact Study and Haul Route Study” dated April 27,
2015 and CRC made a delegation to Township Council regarding the submission on May 4,
2015. The submission reviewed and provided comments on the March 30, 2015 Haul Route
Study. It concluded that the “haul route study is seriously flawed and misleading”. The
JDCL Letter Response to CRC Memo dated April 2015 was prepared by JDCL (Greg
Sweetnam) and is dated June 26, 2015. Burnside considered the CRC submission and the
JDCL response in its peer review of the Haul Route Study (HRS) dated June 26, 2015. Since
that time based on the peer review carried out by Burnside and other input, a revised Haul
Route Study and a revised Traffic Impact Study have been submitted. The results of the
peer review of these revised documents by Burnside are outlined above. Burnside continues
to take into account the earlier input in their peer review comments on the revised studies.

5.5.2 Review Status

The Burnside review of the August 20, 2015 revised HRS concludes that matters remain
outstanding with respect to the HRS, which should be further addressed before the study is
approved. It is anticipated that additional comments on the HRS would also be provided by
the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton.

However, as noted a haul route study is a support document used as a basis for setting
conditions of development. Given the conclusions of the Burnside review, and the progress
that has been made with the HRS, it is appropriate to require that the study be completed
to the satisfaction of the Township of Guelph/Eramosa in consultation with the Town of
Halton Hills, the Town of Milton and the Region of Halton, and that its recommendations be
implemented as a condition of development.

5.6 6" Line
5.6.1 Input and Review Summary

In a delegation to Council on February 3, 2015, “Potential Impact of Hidden Quarry on the
6™ Line & Residents”, CRC identifies potential impacts primarily related to traffic, and
modifications to the road, but also blasting, and the cultural heritage landscape of 6™ Line.
Burnside advise in a letter dated August 27, 2015 that based on their peer review of the
TIS, they believe that “the improvements identified for 6th line and for Highway 7 are
sufficient to mitigate the traffic impacts from this development in this area. The relocation
of 6th Line and 5th Line into a single signalized intersection is not justified from a traffic
perspective, given the potential for less obtrusive mitigation measures being available (i.e.
left turn lanes at each of the intersections, with a continuous turn lane between the
intersections, plus a right turn deceleration lane at 6" Line). The background traffic using
the 6th Line intersection is forecasted to be very low (i.e. 11 vehicles per hour in the peak
hours), which does not justify the bridge replacement on 6" Line to the north, which would



be required to provide an alternative travel route. The improvements to Highway 7 are
subject to approvals / permits being obtained from the Ministry of Transportation (MTO),
since Highway 7 is under their jurisdiction. Previous comments from the MTO have not
identified the spacing of 5th Line and 6th Line to be a potential concern.”

Issues related to blasting and cultural heritage have also been addressed through the
various studies and peer reviews.

5.6.2 Review Status

The issues identified with respect to 6™ Line identified by CRC in their delegation of
February 3, 2015 have been addressed through the peer reviews of the TIS, Haul Route
Study, blasting study and cultural heritage study and related conditions of development.

57 Mega-Quarry Application —Related Issues
5.7.1 Input and Review Summary

CRC forwarded to the Township on July 30, 2014, a document entitled “Technical Review
On Behalf of Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority of Supporting Documentation
Provided by Highland Companies in Support of Their Application to the Ministry of Natural
Resouces (MNR) For a Category 2, Class A License Under The Aggregate Resources Act”,
Melancthon Township, May 2014 prepared by SLR. This was provided to them by their
consultant, Garry Hunter. The cover email indicates that “Table 1 is very important to
review as many of the concerns the CRC raised about the Hidden Quarry application are
also of concern in the Megaquarry application. Garry also drew our attention to Sec D.3
beginning on pg. 44 and specifically pages 50-54 with respect to blasting and fisheries.
There is no similar information in the HQ application.”

There are significant differences between the current application and the Melancthon
application with respect to size, complexity, location and environment. It is questionable
therefore how applicable the information provided is to the current application. However,
the submission was been provided to Burnside and the applicant for their information.

The cover email also indicates:

“Our group is concerned that with the recent purchase of the land adjacent to the site and
other aggregate applications that are being submitted to council.... we may have a
megaquarry in our community.”

Further, in a March 2, 2015 delegation to Council, CRC identified two properties one in the
northwest quadrant of Highway 7 and 6" Line, and the other to the northeast, east of the
railway on the Township boundary, which CRC asked the Township to consider “implications



for additional quarry applications for these two properties or more if Hidden Quarry rezoning
approved.”

The application that is under review is specific. There is no indication of any proposed
expansion or “megaquarry”. If such an expansion should be proposed it would require
submission of additional applications under the Planning Act, including with the recent
changes to the County Official Plan an amendment to that Plan, as well as applications
under ARA, and a detailed review including full public consultation would be required. It is
not possible or appropriate to evaluate something that has not yet been, and may never be,
proposed.

Further, the use of the term “mega-quarry” would not appear to be applicable in the GET
context given the accepted definition of such a use. The State of the Aggregate Resource in
Ontario Study (SAROS), Paper 2: Future Aggregate Availability and Alternatives Analysis
prepared by MHBC, includes a discussion of Mega-Quarries. It indicates that the criteria for
such a quarry are reserves of at least 150 million tones and an annual production capacity
of 5-10 million tonnes (compared with 12 million tonnes and extraction of 700,000 tonnes
for the proposed Hidden Quarry). The Report goes on to indicate that one of the primary
challenges for establishing a mega-quarry for Southern Ontario would be “the significant
land acquisition required” given the degree of parcel fragmentation. An extraction area of
280 hectares at a 20 metre extraction depth was estimated as being required for a “mega-
quarry”.

5.7.2 Input and Review Status

The information submitted by CRC regarding the proposed Melancthon Quarry was provided
to Burnside and JDCL for their information.

5.8 Other Issues
5.8.1 Input and Review Summary
Radon Gas

In a delegation to Council on July 13, 2015, CRC identified concerns regarding radon gas
and asked what action the Township would take “to address the possibility that operations
of Hidden Quarry will influence the increase of Radon gas release into our environment?”
JDCL have advised that they will have RWDI provide additional input, but that Radon is a
naturally occurring gas related to uranium decay in the rocks that make up the earth. They
further advise that Radon is essentially everywhere. Further, Radon gas accumulating in
basements is a function of the local geology, house construction methods and air circulation
in and around the basement. Therefore, JDCL indicates that given that the quarry has been
designed not to impact on any surrounding structures there should be no impact.



Cumulative Impacts

At a meeting on May 22, 2014 CRC suggested that a report on cumulative impacts should
be considered related to the Dolmine pit and Tri-City application. Burnside have advised
that due to the distance between the sites there will be no cumulative impacts related to
hydrogeology which would be a key consideration in any assessment of cumulative impacts.
This would also be true for other factors such as air quality and noise. Therefore, such a
study is not considered appropriate.

Financial Protection against damages, Third Party Bond

With respect to the W&T Mushroom Farm, CRC has raised the issue of financial protection
against damages and a third party bond including in a delegation on June 1, 2015. As part
of the conditions of development, various approaches will be established to protect any
landowners, including the mushroom farm, which may be impacted by the quarry
operations (i.e. well contingency plan). JDCL will be responsible for any impacts and this
responsibility will be enforced through MNRF and MOECC and the Township. A third party
bond is unlikely to address impacts, however, as it is not possible to determine security
levels for possible work or damages that are unknown and unquantified and which science
indicates is unlikely to happen. Further, the powers of the Township to demand bonds or
other similar mechanisms are limited by the ARA.

Submission Natural Environment and Agricultural Impact Assessment Reviews

A delegation was made to Council by CRC on August 10, 2015 with respect to the GWS
Natural Environment Report, August 2013 and the Agricultural Impact Assessment, February
3, 2015 revised August 5, 2015. The request was:

e “Natural Environment report must be revised and third party should address
significant habitat and wildlife CRC concerns.

e Agricultural assessment should be updated and extensive interviews with farmers
should be completed.

e Decline rezoning of HQ site”

The GWS Natural Environment report has been subject to extensive review by Burnside on
behalf of the Township and the relevant agencies. Further, additional related submissions
from consultants retained by CRC have been reviewed by GWS and Burnside. The results of
these reviews and related conclusions are discussed above including recommended
conditions of development. Burnside has advised that no changes are required based on the
CRC submission. JDCL has provided a response to the comments in a comment matrix
submitted on September 1, 2015. The response also indicates that no changes are required
to the report.

The Agricultural Impact Assessment has also been reviewed by Macaulay Shiomi Howson
Ltd. on behalf of the Township and the report revised to respond to the comments. JDCL



has provided a response to the CRC comments in a comment matrix submitted on
September 1, 2015 with comments provided by Stovel, Harden, RWDI and GWS. In
summary, the comments note that:

e The study approach follows the standard approach established in the County of
Wellington Official Plan;

e The type of study determines the type of survey in this case a reconnaissance level
survey was adequate to gather information regarding general agricultural land uses
in the area.

e Given that Minimum Distance Separation (MDS1) is not required, there is no need
to conduct surveys with adjacent farmers.

e The figure presented indicates that while the sheep farm and dairy farm exist, they
were outside the study area and well buffered from the proposed quarry. In any
event, there is no anticipated impact on these operations.

e The reports that are referenced have been peer reviewed by a number of agencies
and professionals and their conclusions signed off on by various agencies.

e The air quality assessment has been completed using the relevant MOECC
standards and guidelines. These criteria are established using an effects-based
process....The effects-based process is based on MOECC's understanding and
interpretation of both health and environmental effects.....The MOECC bases the
criteria on the most limiting of these effects, as well as potential health concerns,
ensuring the criteria is broadly protective of both the environment and human
health. AS a result, the use of the MOECC criteria in the assessment is considered
valid and appropriate. Furthermore, agricultural operations and aggregate sites
coexist in many locations around the world. These will be no impact on the
agricultural operations surrounding the site.

o Background PM2.5 levels modeled were based on a 5-year average of the annual
90™ percentile hourly concentration measured in the MOECC monitoring station in
Guelph (14.8 ug/m®). The Guelph monitoring station is located less than 15 km
upwind of the site, and is located in a more urban setting; it is expected to provide
a more conservative estimate of background concentrations.

e The mushroom farm and the horse farm are the two closest operations to the site.

e The MOECC has authority to deal with dust related complaints and has broad
powers to order immediate remedies.

The proposed quarry will reduce overall trucking.

e There is no impact on the issue of raising the floor seasonally due to local high
water tables. This was fully assessed by Aercoustics in their August 10, 2015
Addendum No. 1.

e The predicted water level rise beneath the kettle depression....is approximately one
metre.  Therefore, root zone flooding is not predicted.....In addition, the static
groundwater levels in bedrock wells located along the south side of Highway 7 are
all in excess of eight metres depth and therefore well below the root zone.

e There is not expected to be any significant impact of water drawdown on any
agricultural property.... The drawdown predicted by Harden Environmental occurs
in the bedrock aquifer and not in the rooting zone.



o There will be no change to soil drainage on lands butting the quarry..... The soil
conditions were confirmed with hand auger sampling (off site) and test pits (on-
site).

e Measurements obtained by Burnside and Associates confirm that there was no
impact of municipal water taking observed at wells on the Hidden Quarry site.

o Any well interference, residential or agricultural, would be remedied immediately
according to the well complaint protocol.

e There is no Class 2 lands present on the site based on the onsite soil survey.

The proposed quarry will not result in significant consumption of good quality
agricultural land based on the PPS definition of Prime Agricultural Land.

¢ No significant impacts anticipated on Mushroom operation.

e There will be no spoilage of cash crops.

e Extensive peer reviewed hydrogeology does not predict any impact on water
availability to homes and farms. A robust monitoring program followed up by a
well complaint response protocol will ensure that any unexpected impacts are
mitigated immediately.

5.8.2 Review Status

e JDCL has advised that they will have RWDI respond to the issue of Radon gas, but
that no impacts are anticipated.

e A study of cumulative impacts is not considered appropriate.

e As part of the conditions of development various approaches will be established to
protect landowners which may be impacted by quarry operations.

e The Natural Environment report has been subject to extensive review and related
conclusions are discussed above including recommended conditions of development.
No changes to the report have been identified based on the CRC submission.

e The Agricultural Impact Assessment has been reviewed on behalf of the Township
and revised. JDCL has provided a detailed response to the CRC comments and no
changes to the report have been identified based the CRC submission.

6. Evaluation

The Official Plan designates the subject lands with a Mineral Aggregate Area Overlay
designation. The PPS and Official Plan, which provide the key planning policy direction for
this site, recognize that:

“As much of the mineral aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be made
available as close to the markets as possible.”

At the same time, the Provincial and Official Plan policy framework makes it clear that
planning decisions must properly balance all the Province’'s and County’s competing
objectives. Given this direction the fundamental question that must be answered in
evaluating the proposed quarry application is - Can the development be permitted in a



manner which provides an appropriate balance between all the various goals and objectives
of the Province and local community?

To address this question, a detailed technical review of the application and supporting
reports was carried out by the Township. In addition, the application was reviewed by
MNRF, MOECC, GRCA, the County, MTO, and Union Gas with respect to their individual
mandates. The Region of Halton, the Town of Halton Hills and the Town of Milton also
initiated reviews of specific areas of concern particularly hydrogeology, natural heritage and
the haul route. As part of this, the Township also directed that an economic impact study
be carried out.

The results of these technical reviews are discussed in detail in Section 4 of this report.
Generally, recognizing that final comments have not been submitted by the Region of
Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton, the results of the technical review indicate
that the proposed quarry, based on revised plans which reflect the technical input, can be
permitted from a technical perspective as it would be anticipated to have minimal impacts
with respect to the following issues:

¢ hydrogeology including water levels in up-gradient domestic wells, water quality in
down-gradient domestic wells and the potential for impacts on Rockwood Well
Number 4 and other related issues subject to a number of conditions including a
private well survey, monitoring and refinement of the well contingency plan;

e natural environment including protection of wetlands, as well as Species at Risk and
their habitat subject to a number of conditions;
air quality;

o traffic impact subject to upgrading Sixth Line and the addition of turn lanes on
Highway 7;

¢ haul route subject to completion of the Haul Route Study;
noise and blast vibration subject to blast monitoring, provision of blast record
information and a third party acoustical audit in the first year of operation;

e archaeology subject to a Stage 3 assessment for an area on the west side of the
site;
cultural heritage including the cultural landscape on Sixth Line;

e visual impact;
agriculture provided the recommendations related to the other issues are
satisfactorily addressed; and,

e economic impact.

However, as noted, approval would be subject to the establishment of detailed conditions of
development to the satisfaction of the Township, in consultation with respect to specific
issues with the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton and the County of
Wellington, as well as other agencies if appropriate. Initial direction with respect to the key
conditions has been outlined in the report. These initial directions are consolidated in
Appendix B for ease of reference. The precise range and nature of the conditions, including
implementation mechanisms (e.g. ARA site plan, zoning by-law) for establishment of the



conditions will require additional consideration and consultation, particularly with the Region
of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton regarding cross jurisdictional issues such
as the haul route and well contingency plan.

In addition to the technical review, an extensive public review was carried out. Significant
input has been received, and continues to be received, from the general public and
stakeholder groups at the public meetings and in submissions/delegations to Council as well
as written submissions to the Township. To date, 135 written submissions have been made
to the Township from 95 individuals, as well as written submissions and 24 delegations to
Council by the CRC.

Through the technical review by the Township and other agencies all the issues identified by
the public have been reviewed and considered. These include concerns with impacts
related to:

property value;

private wells;

traffic including road upgrades and traffic lights;

blasting/vibration;

air quality;

noise;

natural environment including water quality, wetlands, wildlife including Species at
Risk and Brydson Creek;

damage to homes;

taxes;

archaeology/cultural heritage;

karst topography;

visual impacts;

haul route;

impacts on agriculture including food production and equestrian farms; and,
lack of need for additional aggregate resources.

However, the Concerned Residents Coalition (CRC) has also chosen to retain consultants
who have made submissions with respect to the key issues identified by the public,
specifically hydrogeology, Species at Risk, Brydson Creek and air quality. In addition, a
submission was received on August 5, 2014 from one of the consultants which relates to a
range of issues (e.g. a request for a fish community and aquatic habitat baseline survey,
transportation, rock quality tests, implications for equestrian exercise tracks, increased
surface and groundwater monitoring). The CRC has also made submissions with respect to
a number of technical matters including risks related to mining and the Dolime Quarry,
including flyrock, and an “Appraisal of the Golder “Peer Review” of Blast Impact Analysis
Reports”, as well the TIS and HRS, radon gas, natural environment, and agricultural
assessment. The key CRC issues have all been reviewed by JDCL and their response in turn
reviewed by the Township’s consultants. Arising from this additional review, in part, a
number of changes have been proposed to the application. In particular:



e Hydrogeology
Modifications have been proposed to the ARA Site Plan to identify a range of water
levels for the quarry pond rather than one value, and a review of the quarry floor
relative to high groundwater level is to be done to make sure the working floor is not
below water table and if it is the elevation is to be adjusted. In addition,
methodology for trigger levels is to be established.

e Natural Environment
Additional conditions of development are proposed for Species at Risk.

¢ Haul Route Study
Additional work is required with respect to the Haul Route Study.

Based on the policy and extensive technical and public review, in my opinion, the proposed
guarry can, in principle, be developed in a manner which provides an appropriate balance
between all the various goals and objectives of both the Province and local community. In
the case of the proposed Hidden Quarry, it is appropriate, in my opinion after considering all
the technical and public input to date, to make the mineral aggregate resource available for
extraction given:

its proximity to the key GTA market; and,

e the fact that based on the technical review, together with consideration of public
input, extraction can be undertaken in a manner which minimizes social, economic
and environmental impacts.

In particular, the development, based on the available information, can proceed with
minimal impacts anticipated on the environment and the local community. However, this
result can only be achieved provided appropriate conditions of development are established
through the ARA licence approval, the zoning by-law amendment and through other
available mechanisms. The precise range and nature of the conditions, including
implementation mechanisms (e.g. ARA site plan, zoning by-law) for establishment of the
conditions will require additional consideration and consultation, particularly with the Region
of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of Milton regarding cross jurisdictional issues such
as the haul route and well contingency plan.



7. Recommendation

That the Planning Report re: Zoning By-law Amendment Application Township File ZBA
09/12 James Dick Construction Ltd. — Hidden Quarry Proposal dated September 2, 2015 be
received,

And that the request to amend the Township of Guelph/Eramosa Zoning By-law, O.M.B.
Case File No. PL140985, be recommended to the Ontario Municipal Board for approval in
principle, subject to detailed conditions of development being developed to the satisfaction
of the Township in consultation with the Region of Halton, Town of Halton Hills and Town of
Milton and County of Wellington, as well as other agencies if appropriate, and established
through the Aggregate Resources Act licence approval, an amendment to the Township
Zoning By-law Amendment and through other available mechanisms;

And that Council direct the Township Solicitor and consultants to attend any Ontario
Municipal Board proceeding which may take place in connection with the Planning Act and
Aggregate Resources Act applications, in support of the recommendations outlined in
Planning Report Re: Zoning By-law Amendment Application Township File ZBA 09/12 James
Dick Construction Ltd. — Hidden Quarry Proposal dated September 1, 2015; and,

And that Council provide the Township Solicitor with authority to engage in settlement
discussions with the applicant (and other parties to the Ontario Municipal Board hearing)
and to make a request for mediation in this matter to the Ontario Municipal Board.
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Provincial Policy Statement

Section 2.5 Mineral Aggregate Resources

2.5.2.1:*As much of the
mineral aggregate resources
as is realistically possible shall
be made available as close to
markets as possible.

Demonstration of need for
mineral aggregate resources,
including any type of
supply/demand analysis, shall
not be required,
notwithstanding the
availability, designation or
licensing for extraction of
mineral aggregate resources
locally or elsewhere.”

The subject lands have been identified through the County
of Wellington Official Plan with a Mineral Aggregate Area
overlay designation recognizing the potential mineral
aggregate resource. Given the location of the site close to
the major markets for aggregate in the Greater Toronto
Area, this policy, indicates that a priority should be given
to extraction of the resource. Further, no demonstration
of need is required.

2.5.2.2:“Extraction shall be
undertaken in a manner which
minimizes social, economic and
environmental impacts.”

Despite the priority given to extraction in Section 2.5.2.2,
however, extraction must also minimize impacts as set out
Section 2.5.2.2. The review of the studies submitted as
part of the application by the Township and agencies, as
well as consideration of input from the public including the
CRC submissions, indicate that extraction can be
undertaken in a manner that minimizes social, economic
and environmental impacts subject to the recommended
conditions of development including on-going monitoring.

2.5.3.1: “Progressive and final
rehabilitation is required to
accommodate subsequent land
uses, to promote land use
compatibility, to recognize the
interim nature of extraction,
and to mitigate negative
impacts to the extent possible.
Final rehabilitation shall take
surrounding land use and
approved land use
designations into
consideration.”

The ARA Site Plan (June 18, 2015) includes a quarry
phasing plan and a plan for the progressive rehabilitation
and final rehabilitation of the site. These plans illustrate
how progressive and final rehabilitation will occur and
recognize the interim nature of extraction. The site will be
rehabilitated to an ecological land use which should be
compatible with the surrounding rural land use and natural
features. This use also recognizes the current land use
designations in the County of Wellington Official Plan
which are primarily “Greenlands” or “Core Greenlands”.

2.5.4.1:....on prime agricultural
land extraction of mineral
aggregate resources is
permitted as an interim use
provided the site will be

The site does not appear to be prime agricultural land
although it was primarily designated as such in the County
Official Plan prior to OPA 81. Itis now primarily
designated “Greenlands” or “Core Greenlands” in the
County Official Plan as amended by OPA 81, although
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rehabilitated back to an
agricultural condition.
Complete rehabilitation to an
agricultural condition is not
required if:

a) Outside of a specialty
crop area, there is a
substantial quantity of
mineral aggregate
resources below the
water table warranting
extraction, or the depth
of planned extraction in
a quarry makes
restoration of pre-
extraction agricultural
capability unfeasible;....

“Prime agricultural land:
means specialty crop areas
and/or Canada Land Inventory
Class 1, 2 and 3 lands, as
amended from time to time, in
this order of priority for
protection.”

“Prime agricultural areas:
means areas where prime
agricultural lands
predominate.....”

there are some small areas designated “Prime
Agricultural”.

As part of the Agricultural Impact Assessment prepared for
the site by Stovel and Associates Inc. a detailed soil survey
was carried out. It indicated that there were no Class 1 or
2 soils on the site. There is some Class 3 soils, but of the
15.01 ha only 7.9 ha will be removed as a result of the
proposed quarry operation based on the Stovel
assessment. The remaining lands consist of a mix of
lower agricultural potential soils. Therefore, there is no
requirement to rehabilitate back to an agricultural
condition. Further, complete rehabilitation to an
agricultural condition would not be required given that a
substantial quantity of the mineral aggregate is below the
water table.

Section 2.1 Natural Heritage

2.1.1 Natural features and
areas shall be protected for
the long term.

2.1.2 “The diversity and
connectivity of natural features
in the area, and the long-term
ecological function and
biodiversity of natural heritage
systems, should be
maintained, restored or, where
possible, improved,
recognizing linkages between
and among natural heritage

features and areas, surface

The Township’s peer reviewer, Burnside has advised that,
in their opinion, the background work has adequately
addressed concerns related to the Natural Environment at
the proposed Hidden Quarry including protection of
Wetlands as well as Species at Risk and their habitat,
subject to additional review if new information is provided.
MNRF and GRCA have also indicated that they accepted
the background work. The Region of Halton has not issued
a final position; however, based on a review by Burnside,
the issues identified by the Region of Halton appear to
have been addressed.

Burnside do indicate, based additional information
provided through a study conducted on behalf of CRC that
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water features and ground
water features.”

2.1.3 “Natural heritage
systems shall be identified in
Ecoregions 6E and 7E......”

2.1.4 “Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted in: a) significant
wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E
and 7E....”

2.1.5 “Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted in:....
b)significant woodlands....
d)significant wildlife
habitat......”

2.1.6”Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted in fish habitat except
in accordance with provincial
and federal requirements.”

2.1.7 “Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted in habitat of
endangered species and
threatened species, except in
accordance with provincial and
federal requirements.”

2.1.8 “Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted on adjacent lands to
the natural heritage features
and areas identified in policies
2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless
the ecological function of the
adjacent lands has been
evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will
be not negative impacts on the
natural features or on their
ecological functions.”

additional mitigation measures should be considered and
included in rehabilitation and mitigation plans established
through the ARA licence application approval as part of the
ARA Site Plan. Burnside have identified that the following
should be established as conditions of development:

e Exclusion fencing should be installed prior to April
to prevent turtle species from using stockpiled
areas as nesting habitat;

e Worker education programs to identify and
relocate turtles from hazardous areas of the site
should be included in Health and Safety training;

e Stockpiling of materials should be excluded from
natural heritage features, especially adjacent to
wetlands;

o Wetlands should be fenced, and edge buffer to
the feature should be included in the fenced area,
to be determined by MNRF;

¢ Rehabilitation plans should include habitat creation
and enhancement for species suspected to be
using the site, including basking areas for turtles
in wetlands, foraging habitat for grassland birds
and nesting structures for barn swallow (as
examples);

e Wetland features that exclude habitat for fish to
enhance herpetofaunal habitat (particularly
breeding habitat) should also be included as part
of the wetland creation:

e A mixture of coniferous and deciduous trees
should be included, with less focus on white
spruce;

e Wetland plantings should include a mixture of
submergent, emergent, floating and woody
vegetation species, to diversify habitat; and,

e Open cliff habitat should include ledges for bird
nesting and roosting.

In addition, the consultant for the County of Wellington
indicated that they were supportive of the following
ecological measures being reflected in the ARA Site. The
measures are generally reflected in the current ARA Site
Plan dated June 18, 2015 subject to some refinements
identified in italic:

e retain existing vegetation until just prior to
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extraction;

e promptly restore completed extraction areas to an
ecological after-use to specified in the Progressive
Rehabilitation Plan — p/ans should include reference
to timing of either plant removal or restoration
plantings/seed application; and

e plant a mix of coniferous/deciduous trees (with a
min. spacing of 3 meters) in the area of the 6"
Line to increase forest density in an attempt to
provide an effective natural corridor in the north
and west side of the property — add to rehab plan
drawing and also modify the plan to include
reference to planting deciduous trees as currently
only reference is to coniferous trees.

Section 2.2 Water

2.2.2:”Development and site
alteration shall be restricted in
or near sensitive surface water
features and sensitive ground
water features such that these
features and their related
hydrologic functions will be
protected, improved or
restored. Mitigative measures
and/or alternative
development approaches may
be required in order to protect,
improve or restore sensitive
surface water features,
sensitive ground water
features and their hydrologic
functions.”

Based on all the submissions from the applicant with
respect to hydrogeology, as set out in their letter of April
24, 2015, Burnside, the peer reviewer for the Township,
have indicated that their concerns with the proposed
quarry have been generally satisfied including their
concerns with water levels in up-gradient domestic wells,
water quality in the down-gradient domestic wells and the
potential for any impacts on Rockwood Well Number 4.
However, their opinion is subject to a number of
conditions of development being established through the
ARA site plan including a private well survey, a monitoring
program and refinement of the well contingency plan, and
modifications to the current ARA site plan (See Appendix
B).

Further, the MOECC, MNRF and GRCA have indicated that
they have no further concerns with respect to
hydrogeology. The Region of Halton has not issued a final
position; however, Burnside concurred with the majority of
the Regional comments and the response from Burnside to
the Region’s comments in November 2014 has been
reflected in their ongoing review of the JDCL submission.

Section 2.5 Cultural Heritage

and Archaeology

2.6.1 “Significant built heritage
and significant cultural
heritage landscapes shall be
conserved.”

A Cultural Heritage Resource Assessment was carried out
in support of the application. It assessed the built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes on or
adjacent to the proposed quarry site. Unterman McPhail,
the Township’s peer reviewer determined that the report is
satisfactory and no additional work is required. The
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report concludes that the project will not involve or result
in any potential impacts to the subject property or an
adjacent property and, in particular the cultural heritage
landscape represented by the rural roadscape of Sixth Line
north of Highway 7 will be preserved by retention of the
treed road verge and landscaped berm beyond. This
should be required as a condition of development.

2.6.2 “Development and site
alteration shall not be
permitted on lands containing
archaeological resources or
areas of archaeological
potential unless significant
archaeological resources have
been conserved.”

A Stage I-11 Archaeological Assessment was carried out by
York North Archaeological Services Inc., August 31,
2012.The report identifies an area on the west side of the
site south of the former pit (AjHa-50 James D. site) as the
only area where historic archaeological resources were
located. It has been identified as requiring a Stage 3
assessment. JDCL has agreed to conduct a Stage 3
assessment once MNRF has signed off on their application
for the Category 2 Class “A” quarry.

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport has advised
that they are satisfied with the archaeological assessment.
The Stage 3 assessment of the area on the west side
would be carried out as a condition of approval of the
license.

Section 1 Building Strong Healthy Communities

1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient and Resilient
Development and Land Use Patterns

1.1.1. Healthy, livable and
safe communities are
sustained by:

a) Promoting efficient
development and land use
patterns which sustain the
financial well-being of the

Province and municipalities

over the long term;

b) Accommodating an
appropriate range and mix
of residential....,
employment....,
institutional....,

recreational, park and open

space and other uses to
meet long term needs;

¢) Avoiding development and
land use patterns which
may cause environmental

This general policy direction is congruent with the policy
direction in Section 2.5 Mineral Aggregate Resources. It
recognizes the need to promote efficient development and
land use patterns (i.e. 2.5.2.1 “As much of the mineral
aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be
made available as close to markets as possible”) and that
the need to accommodate a mix of uses, while ensuring
that any impacts of such development are minimal (ie.
2.5.2.2 “Extraction shall be undertaken in a manner which
minimizes social, economic and environmental impacts.”).
As discussed above, the proposed quarry is consistent with
this approach.
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or public health and safety
concerns;

1.1.4 Rural Areas in Municipalities

1.1.4.1 Healthy, integrated
and viable rural areas should
be supported by:

a) building up rural character,
and leveraging rural amenities
and assets;...

f)promoting diversification of
the economic base and
employment opportunities
through goods and services,
including value-added products
and the sustainable
management or use of
resources;....

h)conserving biodiversity and
considering the ecological
benefits provided by nature....”

1.1.4.4 Growth and
development may be directed
to rural lands in accordance
with policy 1.1.5.....

These policies recognize that leveraging rural assets
including the sustainable management or use of resources
is important to support viable rural areas. At the same
time conserving natural environment is important. The
proposed quarry achieves these objectives by providing for
use of the aggregate resource while protecting key natural
features and allowing for the eventual rehabilitation of the
site for an ecological end use.

1.1.5 Rural Lands in Municip

alities

1.1.5.1 When directing
development on rural lands, a
planning authority shall apply
the relevant policies of Section
1:....Section 2... and Section 3.

As required all relevant policies have been reviewed and
considered.

1.1.5.2 On rural lands located
in municipalities, permitted
uses are:

a)management or use of
resources....

The proposed quarry is consistent with the permitted uses.

1.1.5.3 Recreational, tourism
and other economic
opportunities should be
promoted.

1.1.5.4 Development that is
compatible with the rural
landscape and can be
sustained by rural service

These policies reflect the theme that a diversified rural
economy is promoted by supporting resource related uses,
while ensuring development is compatible with the rural
landscape. The proposed quarry achieves in a manner
which minimizes impacts on the surrounding area.
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levels should be promoted.
1.1.5.6 Opportunities should
be retained to locate new or
expanding land uses that
require separation from other
uses.

1.1.5.7 Opportunities to
support a diversified rural
economy should be promoted
by protecting agricultural and
other resource-related uses
and directing non-related
development to areas where it
will minimize constraints on
these uses.

1.1.5.9 New land uses.... shall
comply with the minimum
distance separation formulae.

As noted in the Agricultural Impact Assessment, MDS 1
provisions do not apply to aggregate extraction
applications, and MDS 2 provisions are not impacted
negatively by the presence of an adjacent mineral
aggregate operation. This is confirmed by the list of key
changes proposed to the MDS Formulae and
Implementation Guidelines identified by OMAFRA
(www.omafra.gov.on.ca/english/landuse/mds_review.htm)
which states that a proposed key change is “Clarifying that
MDS does not apply to the extraction of minerals(sic)
aggregates and petroleum resources, infrastructure, and
landfills.”

1.2 Coordination

1.2.1 A coordinated, integrated
and comprehensive approach
should be used when dealing
with planning matters within
municipalities, across lower,
single and/or upper-tier
municipal boundaries, with
other orders of government,
agencies and boards including:
a) managing and/or promoting
growth and development;....

¢) managing natural heritage,
water, agricultural, mineral,
and cultural heritage and
archaeological resources;

d) infrastructure....multi-modal
transportation systems....;

The proposed quarry is on the boundary with the Town of
Milton and the Region of Halton and truck traffic from the
proposed quarry will travel through the Town of Halton
Hills. Consequently, the Township has been aware of the
need to coordinate their review with those municipalities.
In addition, the Township has worked closely with the
relevant agencies including MNRF, MOECC and GRCA, as
well as liaising with the County of Wellington regarding a
number of issues including wells.
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e) ecosystem, shoreline,
watershed....issues....

1.2.6 Land Use Compatibility

1.2.6.1 Major facilities and
sensitive land uses should be
planned to ensure they are
appropriately designed,
buffered and/or separated
from each other to prevent or
mitigate adverse effects from
odour, noise and other
contaminants, minimize risk to
public health and safety, and
to ensure the long term
viability of major facilities.

“Major facilities: means
facilities which may require
separation from sensitive land
uses, including.....mineral
extraction activities.”

The issues of land use compatibility has been addressed
through all the studies submitted on behalf of JDCL
particularly those related to air quality, noise/blast
vibration, traffic, agriculture, visual impact and cultural
heritage. Based on the results of the studies and the input
from the peer reviewers for the Township and agencies,
the design and operation of the proposed quarry has been
designed, buffered and/or separated from adjacent
sensitive uses in a manner consistent with this policy.

1.6.7 Transportation Systems

1.6.7.2 Efficient use shall be
made of existing and planned
infrastructure

The proposed quarry abuts Provincial Highway 7 which will
allow it to directly access the Highway from the 6™ Line.

1.6.7.5 Transportation and
land use considerations shall
be integrated at all stages of
the planning process.

The TIS was prepared as one of the initial required
background studies and reviewed by the Township and
agencies including the MTO. The HRS was a later
requirement but has been under review since it was
submitted in March 2015.

1.6.8.3 New development
proposed on adjacent lands to
existing or planned corridors
and transportation facilities
should be compatible with, and
supportive of, the long-term
purposes of the corridor and
should be designed to avoid,
mitigate or minimize negative
impacts on and from corridor
and transportation facilities.

The TIS has been reviewed by MTO who control Highway
7. They have indicated that they have no objections to
the application. They, however, also provided a list of
additional requirements which must be met should the
application be approved. Burnside, the peer reviewer for
the Township, has also concluded that the TIS provides
sufficient information to confirm the requirements for road
improvements in the area of the quarry and have
identified specific conditions of development. Based on
this input, the proposed development would be considered
compatible with and supportive of the long term purposes
of the Highway 7 corridor.

1.7 Long-Term Economic Prosperity

1.7.1 Long-term economic
prosperity should be supported

These policies reflect the theme noted above that a
diversified rural economy is promoted by supporting
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by:

a) promoting opportunities for
economic development and
community investment
readiness;

b) optimizing the long-term
availability and use of land,
resources, infrastructure....

d) encouraging a sense of
place, ...... by conserving
features that help define
character, including built
heritage resources and cultural
heritage landscapes;.....

resource related uses, while ensuring development is
compatible with the rural landscape. The proposed quarry
achieves this objective in a manner which minimizes
impacts on the surrounding area. In particular, as
discussed above it will be designed to maintain the cultural
heritage landscape on the 6" Line.

1.8 Energy Conservation, Air

Quality and Climate Change

1.8.1 Planning authorities shall
support energy conservation
and efficiency, improved air
guality, reduced greenhouse
gas emissions, and climate
change adaptation through
land use and development

d)focus freight-intensive land
uses to areas well served by
major highways, airports, rail
facilities and marine
facilities;....

The proposed quarry is located on a Provincial highway.

4.0 Implementation and Interpretation

4.2 In accordance with section
3 of the Planning Act, a
decision of council of a
municipality.....including the
Municipal Board, in respect of
the exercise of any authority
that affects a planning matter,
“shall be consistent with” this
Provincial Policy Statement.

This establishes the “test” to be used in evaluating the
application in relation to the PPS.

4.4 The Provincial Policy
Statement shall be read in its
entirety and all relevant
policies are to be applied to

each situation.

This provides direction on the interpretation of the PPS.
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1. Introduction

The Provincial Policy Statement and Provincial Plans
As provided for in the Places to Grow Act, 2005, this Plan prevails where there is a conflict

between this Plan and the PPS.....

2. Where and How to Grow

2.2.2 Managing Growth

1. (i) directing development to settlement
areas, except where necessary for
development related to the management or
use of resources, resource-based
recreational activities, and rural land uses
that cannot be located in settlement areas.

The Growth Plan recognizes the necessity of
resource-based development including
mineral aggregate, occurring where the
resource is located despite the fact that
generally the Plan encourages development
to locate in settlement areas.

2.2.9 Rural Areas

2. Development outside of settlement
areas, may be permitted in rural areas in
accordance with Policy 2.2.2.1 (i)

This policy reflects the direction in 2.2.2.1(i).

3. Infrastructure to Support Growth

3.2.4 Moving Goods

2. The Ministers of Transportation and
Infrastructure, other appropriate Ministers of
the Crown, and municipalities will work with
agencies and transportation service
providers to —

a) co-ordinate and optimize goods
movement systems

b) improve corridors for moving goods
across the GGH consistent with Schedule 6
of this Plan......

The Growth Plan reflects a direction to
improve corridors for goods movement.

3. The planning and design of highway
corridors, and the land use designations
along these corridors, will support the
policies of this Plan.....

As noted, the TIS has been reviewed by
MTO who control Highway 7. They have
indicated that they have no objections to the
application. They, however, also provided a
list of additional requirements which must be
met should the application be approved.
Burnside, the peer reviewer for the
Township, has also concluded that the TIS
provide sufficient information to confirm the
requirements for road improvements in the
area of the quarry and have identified
specific conditions of development. Based
on this input, the proposed development
would be considered compatible with and
supportive of the long term purposes of the
Highway 7 corridor.

4. Municipalities will provide for the

The Growth Plan reflects a direction to
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establishment of priority routes for goods
movement, where feasible, to facilitate the
movement of goods in and out of areas of
significant employment, industrial and
commercial activity and to provide alternate
routes for connecting to the provincial
network.

improve corridors for goods movement.

4. Protecting What is Valuable

4.2.3 Through sub-area assessment, the
Ministers of Infrastructure and Natural
Resources will work with municipalities,
producers of mineral aggregate resources,
and other stakeholders to identify significant
mineral aggregate resources for the GGH,
and to develop a long-term strategy for
ensuring the wise use, conservation,
availability and management of mineral
aggregate resources in the GGH, as well as
identifying opportunities for resource
recovery and for co-ordinated approaches to
rehabilitation where feasible.

The sub-assessment has not been
completed, however this policy reflects the
direction in the PPS with respect to mineral
aggregate.

5. Implementation and Interpretation

5.4.1 General Implementation and Interpretation

1. This Plan..... should be read in its
entirety and all relevant policies are to be
applied to each situation.

This provides direction on the interpretation
of the Growth Plan.

9. Where this Plan indicates that further
analysis and assessment will be carried out
but the analysis has not been completed, all
relevant policies of this Plan continue to
apply and any policy that relies on
information that will be available from
further analysis should be implemented to
the fullest extent possible.

This policy is applicable to Section 4.2.3.
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Part 1 Introduction

1.3 The Plan

This Official Plan is a legal document
intended to give direction over the next 20
years, to the physical development of the
County, its local municipalities and the long
term protection of the County’s resources.

All land use and servicing decisions must
conform to the policies of this plan.

Through this Plan, County Council will
outline a long-term vision for Wellington
County’s communities and resources.

The Plan provides policy to attain the long —
term vision.

It is expected that the policies of this Plan
will be the basis on which County and local
councils and government agencies make
decisions on land use planning matters.
Public and private initiatives will be required
to conform with County policy.

This section outlines the status of the Plan
and the interrelationship between the vision
and the policies.

Part 2 Wellington Planning Vision

2.1 Fundamental Beliefs

2.1.2 Sustainable Development
....Wellington County will make planning
decisions which properly balance:
e Protecting and enhancing the natural
environment;
e Enhancing economic
competitiveness;
e Fostering a healthy, safe and socially
responsible society.

As noted in Section 1.3, the Plan identifies a
long-term vision and establishes policy
designed to attain that vision. Part 2 of the
Plan outlines the long-term vision. The
basis for the vision as identified in Section
2.1.2 is the need for planning decisions to
properly balance all the competing
objectives. The achievement of the proper
balance underlies the other sections of Part

2.1.3 Land Stewardship

Land Stewardship recognizes that preserving
natural features and protecting the
environment is a shared value between
government, community groups and
landowners. County Council believes that all
landowners are entitled to reasonable use
and enjoyment of their land but they are
also stewards of the land with responsibility

2 which further articulate the Vision. It
provides general guidance with respect to
the approach to evaluating the proposed
guarry — Can the development be permitted
in a manner which provides an appropriate
balance between all the various goals and
objectives of the community including
general directions set out in Sections 2.1.2,
2.1.3 and 2.1.4 as well as more specific




to the community for the long term health of
their land.

2.1.4 Healthy Communities
Healthy communities are those which:

o Foster physical, mental, social and
economic well being;

e Provide residents with a sense of
control over decisions which affect
them;

e Are designed to reduce the stress of
daily living and meet the life-long
needs of its residents;

o Make accessible employment, social,
health, educational and recreational
opportunities to all segments of the
community.

objectives in Section 2.2 and as more
precisely established through the Plan’s
detailed policies?

2.2 Our Commitment to the Future

2.2.12 Require development to pay its fair
share of growth related costs and to
demonstrate compliance with the County’s
planning policies;

2.2.15 Protect and where reasonable
enhance features and functions within
natural heritage areas....

2.2.18 Protect County resources such as
farmland, minerals, mineral aggregates and
forests and provide for wise management
practices;

2.2.24 Ensure the quality and quantity of
groundwater and surface water are
protected as an essential resource for urban
and rural water supplies, agricultural
production, the maintenance of the
Greenland system and future growth.

Section 2.2 sets out specific objectives which
are to be pursued in the planning policies.
Section 2.2.18 is most relevant to the
proposed quarry application and it provides
for wise management of the County
resources including mineral aggregates.
Wise management implies a balanced
approach which is also reflected in the fact
that while calling for protection and
management of resources, the objectives
also seek the protect and enhance the
natural heritage areas, ensure the quality
and quantity of groundwater and surface
water and requires that development pay its
fair share of growth related costs.

2.3 Urban, Rural and Greenland Systems

In order to clearly articulate the County’s
vision, lands within Wellington will be placed
in broad categories — urban, rural and
greenland systems...... rural systems will be
the focus of resource activities and
greenlands will be the focus of natural
heritage protection.

This policy reinforces that the policies are
intended to articulate the vision. It identifies
the rural systems as the focus for resource
activities such as the proposed quarry.

2.4 The Province

.... The County recognizes and accepts the
value of provincial policy statements to
provide a common planning framework for
Ontario and its planning decisions shall be
consistent with the Provincial Policy

The Plan recognizes the need for planning
decisions to be consistent with the PPS, and
the Growth Plan (although it should be noted
that in fact the test is conformity with the
Growth Plan). The proposed quarry has




Statement.....The decisions of the County
will be consistent with the Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe.....

been reviewed with respect to consistency
and conformity respectively with respect to
the Provincial policies.

2.5 Our Neighbours

....The County recognizes and welcomes the
need to work co-operatively with our
neighbours to ensure our common interests
are achieved.

The Plan identifies the need to work with
neighbouring municipalities, a commitment
which the Township has acknowledged and
acted upon in the processing of the
proposed quarry application.

2.6 County-Local Partnership

The County and the local municipal
governments in Wellington share
responsibility for wise management of our
resources and the betterment of the
community. The County will work co-
operatively with local governments to
provide a land use planning system which is
thorough and efficient and which promotes
the County’s overall planning vision.....

2.7 Local Planning

The County’s Official Plan attempts to
provide a consistent set of policies across
Wellington. These policies are developed in
sufficient detail to provide appropriate
official plan coverage for the entire County,
while still responding to local conditions.....

These sections articulate the relationship
between the County and the local
municipalities with respect to management
of resources and the land use planning
system.

3.1 General Strategy

.... As a general strategy, Wellington will
encourage development patterns which:

e are cost efficient
are environmentally sound
are compatible with existing uses
maintain small town character
maintain resource land
provide access to community services
and facilities

This general strategy reflects the Vision as it
encourages a balanced approach to
development patterns.

Part 4 General County Policies

4.1 Cultural Heritage Resources

4.1.5 Policy Direction

a) significant built heritage resources and
significant cultural heritage landscapes
shall be conserved.....

e) in order to conserve a cultural heritage

resource, a Heritage Impact Assessment

and/or Conservation Plan may be required.

The proposed quarry conforms with this
policy as Heritage Impact Assessment has
been prepared which has been determined
to be complete by the Township’s peer
reviewed. It addresses the preservation of
the cultural heritage landscape along 6"
Line.

g)Where development and site alteration is

A Stage I-11 Archaeological Assessment has




allowed, significant archaeological resources
must be conserved.....

h) Where the County has determined a
proposed development has areas of
archaeological potential, an assessment of
the property will be required to identify the
archaeological resources. Resources
identified and determined to be significant
will be conserved. The County may also
required parts of the site to be excluded
from development in order to maintain the
heritage integrity of the site.

been prepared and accepted by the Ministry
of Tourism, Culture and Sport. A Stage 3
assessment for an area on the west side of
the site south of the former pit is required.
This is to be carried out as a condition of
approval of the license.

4.2 Economic Development

4.2.5 Rural Opportunities

.... The main employment generator in the
rural system will be resource based
industries such as agriculture, aggregate
operations and forestry......

This policy acknowledges that aggregate
operations are an employment generator in
the rural area.

4.3 Farmland Protection

4.3.3 Policy Direction

a) Class 1, 2 and 3 agricultural soils,
associated Class 4 to 7 soils and
additional areas where there is a local
concentration of farms which exhibit the
characteristics of ongoing agriculture,
and specialty crop land will be
designated as prime agricultural area
unless:

i) Studies demonstrate that the land
would more appropriately be
placed in greenlands or
secondary agricultural
designation,

i The lands are to be used on an
interim basis for mineral
aggregate extraction.....

The subject lands are primarily designated
“Prime Agricultural” on Schedule A3 of the
County Official Plan in place at the time of
the submission of the application. However,
the Agricultural Impact Assessment
prepared on behalf of the applicant has
demonstrated that the “property does not
contain any CLI — Soil Capability for
Agriculture Class 1 or 2 soils and the balance
of the property consists of a mixture of lower
agricultural potential soils, i.e. Classes 4, 5, 6
and 7 soils.” There are 15.01 hectares of
Class 3 soils but “it is estimated that
approximately 7.9 ha of Class 3 soils will be
removed as a result of the proposed quarry
operation.” In addition, the subject lands
are subject to a “Mineral Aggregate Area”
overlay on Schedule A3, and the current
Official Plan as amended designates the
majority of the lands “Core Greenlands” or
“Greenlands” supporting the finding that the
subject lands should not be considered
prime agricultural area.

4.6 Impact Assessment

4.6.1 General

In order to assess the merit of planning
applications, the County or local municipality
may require studies to be undertaken to

The applicant has submitted a full range
studies to address the various anticipated
impacts as required by the Township. These




measure the various impacts and to propose
methods of reducing or eliminating the
negative impacts. These studies shall be
prepared by qualified professionals and will
include, but are not limited to:

planning impacts
environmental impacts
traffic impacts
agricultural impacts
fiscal impacts ......

studies have been the subject of review by
the Township’s consultants, as well as by
agencies, and have been revised in
accordance with the input received.

4.9 Water Resources

4.9.2 Surface Water

Streams, lakes, ponds and wetlands normally
will be protected through their inclusion in
the County’s Greenlands System.

The subject lands include surface water
resources which are designated “Core
Greenlands” on Schedule A3.

4.9.3 Groundwater

.... It is the intent of this Plan that all
development shall be subject to the
following policies to ensure water quality and
guantity are not adversely affected.
Specifically, it is the County’s intent that the
development of public and private uses will
not:
e significantly alter groundwater
recharge or discharge
e impair groundwater or surface water
quality
e negatively impact municipal
groundwater supply

..... Groundwater is not confined to municipal
boundaries. As such, the County will work
collaboratively with local municipalities and
municipal neighbours to ensure effective
groundwater protection.

The proposed quarry conforms with this
policy as a Level | and 11 Hydrogeological
Investigation, which has been revised to
address input by Township and agency
reviewers, has been prepared which
addresses these concerns. In addition,
related work has been carried out at the
request of the Township peer reviewer. The
Township’s peer reviewer is generally
satisfied subject to a number of conditions of
development being established through the
ARA licence application approval. MNRF,
MOECC and GRCA have also indicated they
have no further concerns. The most recent
Region of Halton comments focus on the
need to finalize commitments by JDCL.

4.9.4 Policy Direction

Wellington County commits to pursuing the
following directions relating to water

e) ensure development does not alter
groundwater levels to the detriment of
surrounding users and resources;.....

g) protect wetlands and areas that make
significant contributions to groundwater
recharge;....

lensure the base flow needed to protect
streams, fisheries and wetlands are

See discussion under 4.9.3 above. Also it
should be noted that the reference in
subsection p) to Section 4.9.5.8 is applicable
to aggregate operations in a WHPA which is
not applicable to the subject site.




maintained;....

k)maintain and enhance water quantity and
quality through the retention of vegetation
or through revegetation;

I) maintain and enhance fish habitat;....
p)require mineral aggregate operations to
use best management practices to protect
groundwater resources as set out in Section
4.95.8;

g)require impact studies when development
proposals have the potential to affect water
or water related resource.

Schedule A-3 Guelph Eramosa

The subject lands are designated:
e Prime Agricultural
e Mineral Aggregate Area
e Core Greenlands

The Mineral Aggregate Area designation is
an overlay designation. The majority of the
lands are designated “Prime Agricultural”
with key water resources (e.g. Provincially
Significant Wetlands, intermittent stream)
designated “Core Greenlands”.

Part 5 The Greenlands System

5.4 Core Greenlands

Within the Greenlands System certain areas
have greater sensitivity or significance.
These areas will be identified in policy and
protected. These areas have been included
in the “Core” Greenlands designations and
include:

e provincially significant wetlands

¢ habitat of endangered or threatened

species
o floodway or hazardous lands

The proposed quarry conforms with this
policy as a Level Il Natural Environment
Technical Report, which has been revised to
address input by Township and agency
reviewers, has been prepared which
addresses these concerns. The Township’s
peer reviewer has indicated that the report
adequately addressed concerns related to
the natural environment related to the
proposed quarry including the protection of
wetlands, specifically a Provincially
Significant Wetland in the northwest area of
the subject site, as well as Species at Risk
and their habitat. The peer reviewer has
indicated that development would be subject
to a number of conditions of development
being established through the ARA licence
application approval. MNRF and GRCA have
also indicated they have no further concerns.
The Region of Halton has not provided final
comments, however, the Township peer
reviewer has reviewed their comments and
the identified issues appear to have been
addressed.

5.4.1 Wetlands

Development and site alteration will not be
permitted in wetlands considered provincially

See discussion under 5.4 above.




significant....All other wetlands will be
protected in large measure and development
that will seriously impair their future
ecological functions will not be permitted.

5.4.2 Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species and Fish Habitat

Development and site alteration will not be
allowed in significant habitat of endangered
or threatened species.

Development and site alteration shall not be
allowed in fish habitat expect in accordance
with provincial and federal requirements.

See discussion under 5.4 above.

5.4.3 Flooding Hazards and Hazardous Lands

.... Generally development shall be directed
away from areas in which conditions exist
which would pose a threat to public health
and safety.....

See discussion under 5.4 above.

5.6 Development Control

5.6.1 Permitted Uses

Within the Core Greenlands designation, no
development or site alteration is permitted
within Provincially Significant Wetlands or in
provincially significant habitat of threatened
or endangered species. In other areas,
permitted uses include conservation,
forestry, aggregate extraction within Mineral
Aggregate Areas, open space, passive
recreation, agriculture and existing uses....

The above uses for both, the Core
Greenlands and Greenlands designations, as
well as accessory buildings and structures,
shall only be permitted if:

e there are no negative impacts on
provincially significant features and
functions and not significant negative
impacts on other greenland features
and functions;

e any natural hazards present can
safely be overcome;

¢ the development conforms to policies
of applicable adjacent or underlying
designation.

As discussed under 5. 4 above, the proposed
quarry will be developed in accordance with
the directions in Section 5.6.1 with respect
to Permitted Uses. Negative impacts are not
anticipated based on background work and
the conditions of development.

5.6.2 Zoning

Core Greenland areas shall be placed in a
restrictive zone which prohibits buildings,
structures and site alterations.....Zoning by-
laws may also establish setbacks from
greenland areas in which no buildings or

The implementing zoning bylaw should
reflect the directions in the Level Il Natural
Environment Technical Report particularly
with respect to the zoning of the lands in the
Provincially Significant Wetland and




structures shall be permitted.

associated buffers, and along the stream.

5.6.3 Development Impacts

Where development is proposed in the
Greenland system or on adjacent lands, the
County or local municipality shall require the
developer to:

a) identify the nature of the natural
heritage resource(s) potentially
impacted by the development

b) prepare, where required, an
environmental impact assessment to
address potential impacts;

¢) consider enhancement of the natural
area where appropriate and
reasonable;

d) demonstrate that there will be no
negative impacts on the natural
heritage resources or feature or on
its ecological function.

No development shall be approved unless
the County is satisfied that the Greenland
policies are met.

See discussion under 5.4 above.

5.6.4 Adjacent Lands

.... adjacent lands are considered to be:
a) lands within 120 meters of
provincially significant wetlands;
b) lands within 30 meters of all other
Core Greenlands and Greenland
areas.

See discussion under 5.4 above.

5.6.6 Mineral Aggregate Areas

Areas of high potential for mineral aggregate
are shown as an overlay over the Greenland
System. Mineral Aggregate operations are
not allowed in provincially significant
wetlands or in significant habitat of
threatened or endangered species but may
be considered in other areas subject to the
policies of this Plan.....

See discussion under 5.4 above.

5.6.7 Greenlands Mapping

The mapping identifying Core Greenlands
and Greenlands on the various schedules to
the Plan may need to be refined by more
detailed mapping on individual sites. Where
more detailed mapping is available, minor
adjustments may be made without an
amendment to this Plan and the land use
policies of the adjacent designation will
apply as determined by Council.

See discussion under 5.4 above.




5.6.8 Conservation Authority Regulations

.... Where development or site alteration is
proposed within a regulated area.... the
Conservation Authority should be consulted
before development....

The GRCA has reviewed the application and
provided input.

6.1 Defined

The Rural System is primarily natural
resource land and some other uses typically
found in non-urban areas.

The Rural System includes:

prime agricultural areas

secondary agricultural areas
mineral aggregate areas

seasonal and recreational use areas
rural housing

rural industrial areas

highway commercial areas

waste management sites

special use areas

As noted, the subject lands have been
identified with a Mineral Aggregate Area
overlay designation. The majority of the
lands are designated “Prime Agricultural”
with key water resources (e.g. Provincially
Significant Wetlands, intermittent stream)
designated “Core Greenlands”.

6.2 Purpose

The Rural System, for the most part, is a
relatively stable part of the County landscape
devoted to economic activities based on
natural resources.

The Rural system policies are intended to
maintain the essential character of these
areas and to ensure that the economic
activities and employment opportunities
which depend on Wellington’s natural
resources are maintained and enhanced.

The Rural System is a large and diverse
area. Opportunities exist for a variety of
resource, employment and community uses
which need to be accommodated.

This introductory statement establishes the
context for the Rural system policies — to
establish a balance between maintaining
“the essential character” of the area and
ensuring “that economic activities and
employment opportunities which depend on
Wellington’s natural resources are
maintained and enhanced.”

6.3 Planning Approach

Prime agricultural areas will be protected for
farming uses.

Secondary agricultural areas of non-prime
farmland will be identified. While farming
will be the main land use activity in these
areas, a broader range of residential,
employment and community uses will be
allowed then in prime agricultural areas so
long as the use does not adversely impact

As noted above under Section 4.3.3, while
designated as “Prime Agricultural”, the
subject lands do not meet the criteria to be
recognized as such. However, regardless,
Section 6.3 recognizes that significant
mineral aggregate deposits will be identified
in prime agricultural areas and that provision
should be made for appropriate extraction
activities. In this case, the site is
recognized in the Official Plan with a Mineral




existing agricultural operations and is in
keeping with the rural character of the area.
While existing Country Residential and
Lifestyle Community areas in the rural
system are recognized, they will not be
allowed to expand and new locations will not
be permitted.

Significant mineral aggregate deposits will
be identified and policies established to
protect the resource and provide for
appropriate extraction activities.

Areas of existing seasonal and recreational
use will be identified. Many of these uses
were established to take advantage of the
rural setting or the proximity to natural
heritage features.

Rural housing primarily supports natural
resource activities such as farming. Non-
farm related housing may be considered in
areas which do not conflict with resource
related or other rural uses.

Rural industrial and highway commercial
lands are intended to provide locations for
business activities that may be better served
by sites outside urban areas.

New locations for Country Residential and
Lifestyle Communities are not allowed in the
Rural system unless specifically provided for
by an existing policy in this Plan. Existing
Country Residential and Lifestyle
Communities in the Rural System may be
recognized but will not be expanded unless
provided for by an existing policy in this
plan.

Waste management Facilities may be
allowed in the Rural System subject to the
Environmental Assessment Act or the
Environmental Protection Act and the
Environmental Services policies of this plan.

A variety of special purpose areas will be
identified to recognize the diverse character

Aggregate Area overlay designation. The
policies for that overlay designation are the
main policies which should be considered in
evaluating the proposed quarry.




and history of the rural system. Some of
these areas reflect environmental concerns
or existing development patterns.

6.4 Prime Agricultural Areas

6.4.1 Defined

Class 1, 2 and 3 agricultural soils, associated
Class 4 to 7 soils and additional areas where
there is a local concentration of farms which
exhibit the characteristics of ongoing
agriculture, and specialty crop land will be
designated as prime agricultural areas.
These areas will be protected for agriculture.

See discussion under Section 4.3.3. and 6.3
above.

6.4.2 Agriculture First

In Prime Agricultural Areas, agricultural uses
and normal farm practices will be promoted
and protected.

As a general rule, land use activities which
support agriculture will be encouraged and
land use activities which do not support
agriculture will be discouraged.

See discussion under Section 4.3.3. and 6.3
above.

6.4.3 Permitted Uses

Permitted uses and activities in Prime
Agricultural Areas may include:
a) agricultural uses
b) secondary uses including home
businesses and farm businesses
C) agriculture-related uses
d) existing uses
e) single detached homes
f) accessory residential uses
g) forestry uses
h) wayside pits and quarries, portable
asphalt plants and portable concrete
plants used on public authority
contracts
i) licensed aggregate operations
J) community service facilities
k) group homes on existing lots of
records
[) kennels on existing lots of record
All uses permitted by this section must be
compatible with and not hinder surrounding
agricultural uses.

See discussion under Section 4.3.3. and 6.3
above.

6.4.9 Mineral Aggregate Areas

Areas of high potential for mineral aggregate
are shown as an overlay over the Prime

The subject lands are subject to the Mineral
Aggregate Area overlay designation and as




Agricultural Areas. Mineral aggregate
operations may be allowed in these areas
subject to the more detailed policies of this
Plan.

such are subject to the policies of Section
6.6.

6.6 Mineral Aggregate Areas

6.6.1 Mineral Aggregate Areas

Mineral Aggregate Areas are areas of high
potential for mineral aggregate extraction
and are shown as an overlay on Schedule
“A”. These lands have been identified using
information provided by the Ministry of
Natural Resources. The overlay for mineral
aggregate areas only indicates that
aggregate deposits are likely to be available.
It does not presume that all conditions are
appropriate to allow extraction or processing
of the resource to proceed. The intention is
to make as much aggregate resources
available as close to markets as is
realistically possible.

There are no known mineral deposits or
petroleum deposits of significance that
warrant inclusion in this Plan. Should any
deposits be identified, the County will
develop policies to govern their protection
and development.

The subject lands are subject to the Mineral
Aggregate Area overlay designation and as
such are subject to the policies of Section
6.6. The application for the proposed quarry
has been subject to detailed review and
analysis to ensure that all conditions are
appropriate to allow for extraction or
processing of the resource.

6.6.2 Protection

In areas adjacent to or in Mineral Aggregate
Areas, development which would preclude or
hinder new aggregate operations or access
to the resource will only be allowed if:

a) resource extraction use would not be
feasible;

b) the proposed development serves a
greater long term public interest; in
this case, reasonable efforts should
be made to use the resource
wherever practical;

c) issues of public health, public safety
and environmental impact are
addressed.

The proposed quarry is designed to allow for
access to the resource and is in conformity
with this policy.

6.6.3 Existing Aggregate Operations

Existing licensed mineral aggregate
operations are permitted and shall be
recognized in Municipal zoning by-laws.
Licensed aggregate operations are shown in
Appendix 2 of this Plan. Expansion of an

The proposed quarry is not an existing
operation and requires a rezoning.




existing operation shall be subject to all
policies of this Plan which would apply to
new aggregate operations. These
operations will be protected from new uses
which would preclude or hinder their
expansion or continued use, or which would
be incompatible due to public health, public
safety or environmental concerns.

6.6.4 Permitted Uses

In addition to the uses allowed by the
underlying designation, the following uses
may be allowed in Mineral Aggregate Areas
through rezoning:

a) aggregate extraction;

b) associated uses such as stripping,
berm construction, screen planting,
landscaping, drilling, blasting,
haulage, crushing, screening,
washing, stockpiling, storage,
loading, weighing, equipment
parking, repair and maintenance,
office facilities, importing and
blending materials, environmental
and safety control features and
rehabilitation uses;

¢) ancillary uses such as asphalt plants,
concrete plants, aggregate transfer
stations, stockpiling and blending of
aggregates with materials such as
salt, sand-salt mixture and recycled
road material.

The re-zoning application is for aggregate
extraction and associated uses. The ARA
application is for a Class A — Category 2
licence with extraction permitted both above
and below the established water table. As
specifically indicated in the Planning Report
submitted by Stovel and Associated Inc.,
“the proposed zoning application does not
seek approval for the following land uses:
Ready-mix concrete plant, asphalt plant,
aggregate transfer station or a waste
recycling depot”.

6.6.5 New Aggregate Operations

New aggregate operations may be
established within the Mineral Aggregate
Area subject to the appropriate rezoning and
licensing. New operations proposed outside
of this area shall require an amendment to
this Plan. In considering proposals to
establish new aggregate operations, the
following matters will be considered:

a) the impact on adjacent land uses and
residents and public health and
safety;

b) the impact on the physical (including
natural) environment;

c) the capabilities for agriculture and
other land uses;

The proposed quarry is to be solely
contained in lands in the Mineral Aggregate
Area overlay designation. Therefore, while a
rezoning is heeded, an Official Plan
Amendment is not required. It should be
noted that the Official Plan as amended by
Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 81 would
now require an OPA despite the fact that the
overlay designation still applies. However,
the rezoning application was submitted
before OPA 81 was adopted or approved,
and in fact before changes were proposed to
this aspect of the Mineral Aggregate policies.
As such the Township has received a legal
opinion that under The Clergy Principle
which “states that every applicant is entitled




d) the impact on the transportation
system;

e) existing and potential municipal
water supply resources are protected
in accordance with Section 4.9.5 of
this Plan;

f) the possible effect on the water table
or surface drainage patterns;

g) the manner in which the operation
will be carried out;

h) the nature of rehabilitation work that
is proposed; and

i) the effect on cultural heritage
resources and other matters deemed
relevant by Council.

It is essential that extraction be carried out
with as little social and environmental cost
as practical. Provincial standard guidelines
and regulations will be used to assist in
minimizing impacts.

to have their application evaluated on the
basis of the laws and policies as they existed
on the date that the application was made”,
the policies of OPA 81 are not applicable and
only a rezoning is necessary, in addition to
the approval of the ARA licence.

With respect to the evaluation criteria, the
application has been subject to detailed
technical review which has considered all of
the criteria in detail as discussed above
particularly under Sections 4.1.5, 4.3.3 and
6.3 above and in Sections 4 and 5 of the
main report. In particular, a focus of the
studies and review has been to ensure that
impacts will be minimal and that
development is carried out with as little
social and environmental cost as practical.
Based on extensive review, the Township’s
reviewers are satisfied, subject to conditions
of development, that this objective can be
achieved.

6.6.6 Public Information

When planning approvals are being
considered for new or expanded mineral
aggregate operations, the following
information shall be made available to the
public.

a) Detailed site plans which provide a
description of the proposed
aggregate operation including
location, size, contours, topography,
existing and proposed buildings and
structures, setbacks, screening,
buffers, entrances, exits, haul routes,
drainage facilities, water table, any
water diversions or storage, existing
and anticipated final grades,
excavation depth, stockpiles, and the
sequence of operations and
rehabilitation;

b) The estimated quality and quantity of
the resource;

c) A description of the surrounding
lands including land uses, locations
and use of buildings and structures,
fences, significant natural features
and wells and other lands owned by

The Township has made extensive efforts to
ensure that all information on the proposed
development and the review process is
available to the public. In addition, to a
number of public meetings and delegations
to Council, all available information has been
posted on the Township website.




the applicant;

d) Any related reports prepared by the
proponents; and

e) Any other information deemed
relevant by Council.

6.6.7 Ancillary Uses

Ancillary uses may only be established if the
following matters are addressed:

a) The protection of adjoining lands
from the negative effects of a
reduced water supply, noise, dust,
odour, lighting and unsightly storage;

b) The protection of the environment
from negative effects of dust,
chemical spills, run-off, or
contaminated surface or ground
water; and

¢) Ensuring that access can be obtained
directly to a road capable of carrying
the anticipated truck traffic.

The applicant does not propose any ancillary
uses.

6.6.8 Rehabilitation

All proposals for new aggregate extraction
shall include a plan for eventual
rehabilitation. The plan shall:

a) Provide for progressive rehabilitation
whenever feasible;

b) Be prepared in detail by a recognized
expert;

C) Be compatible with the long term
uses permitted by the surrounding
official plan designations;

d) On lands designated Prime
Agricultural Areas, provide a detailed
agricultural rehabilitation plan which
restores substantially the same areas
and average soil quality for
agriculture as before extraction
occurred; and

e) On lands designated Secondary
Agricultural Areas, provide an
agricultural rehabilitation plan which,
whenever feasible, restores
substantially the same areas and
average soil quality for agriculture as
before extraction occurred.

The ARA site plan includes Quarry Phasing
Plan, and Progressive Rehabilitation and
Final Rehabilitation Plan, which address
criteria a), b), and c¢). With respect to
criteria d) and e), while the subject lands are
designated “Prime Agricultural” in the Official
Plan prior to its amendment by OPA 81, they
do not actually meet the criteria to be
considered as such. Rather they are more
appropriately considered as greenlands as
designated in the Official Plan as amended
by OPA 81. As such an ecological end use is
proposed and is appropriate.

6.6.9 Mining Below Water Table

Extraction below the water table may only

The subject lands have a substantial




be allowed and complete rehabilitation is not
required under 6.6.8 if it is demonstrated
that:

a) There is substantial quantity of
mineral aggregates below the water
table warranting extraction or the
depth of planned extraction in a
guarry makes rehabilitation
unfeasible;

b) On lands designated Prime
Agricultural Areas, other alternatives
have been considered by the
applicant and found unsuitable, and
rehabilitation in remaining areas will
be maximized;

c) Impacts on the environment,
including quality and quantity of
surface and groundwater resources,
will be minimal; and

d) The intended after use will be
compatible with the long term uses
of adjacent areas.

guantity of mineral aggregate below the
water table and such extraction is proposed
in that area after extraction of
unconsolidated material above the water
table.

As noted while the subject lands are
designated “Prime Agricultural” in the Official
Plan prior to its amendment by OPA 81, they
do not actually meet the criteria to be
considered as such. Therefore, criteria b) is
not applicable.

With respect to the evaluation criteria ¢), the
application has been subject to detailed
technical review which has considered all of
the criteria in detail as discussed above
particularly under Sections 4.3.3 and 6.3
above and in Sections 4 and 5 of the main
report. In particular, a focus of the studies
and review has been to ensure that impacts
on the environment will be minimal. Based
on extensive review, the Township’s
reviewers are satisfied, subject to conditions
of development, that this objective can be
achieved.

With respect to criteria d), the ecological end
use as proposed and is compatible with the
surrounding rural development including
agricultural uses.
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Appendix B Initial Proposed Development Conditions

Hydrogeology

A private well survey completed by JDCL in accordance with Terms of Reference
approved by the Township to be conducted well in advance of any quarrying
activities which will include both upgradient and downgradient wells within 500
meters (or somewhat outside that area where appropriate) of the proposed quarry
including in the Town of Milton. Data collected during the survey will include at a
minimum well stickup, casing diameter, depth of well, depth to water, depth to
pump intake and surface drainage around the wellhead. The survey will include
collection of a sufficient number of water quality samples to allow for pre quarry
water quality to be established for each well. For wells with elevated nitrate or
detections of E.coli or total coliform, the probable source will be identified. The well
will either be upgraded by JDCL so that it is no longer impacted by the source, or if
upgrades are not possible, the pre-existing concentrations will be considered in the
evaluation of possible quarry impacts;
The results of the private well survey will be used to establish an off-site monitoring
program in accordance with Terms of Reference approved by the Township for both
upgradient and downgradient domestic wells within 500 meters, or somewhat
outside that area where appropriate, of the proposed quarry, including in the Town
of Milton. Wells included in the monitoring program will be upgraded by JDCL to
comply with Regulation 903. The monitoring program will also include the Brydson
Spring/Creek in particular the relationship of the flow in Tributary B and the flow in
Brydson Spring. A copy of the annual reporting shall be provided to the Township;
Pre-quarrying water level and water quality monitoring will continue in the wetland,
on-site wells and on-site and off-site surface water features at the locations listed on
Drawing 2 of the ARA Site Plan. This monitoring along with the private well survey
will provide sufficient data to allow for confirmation that the monitoring program
referenced on Drawing 2 is sufficiently rigorous to maintain current conditions in the
wetland, on-site wells on-site ponds and domestic wells and will allow for trigger
levels and contingency plans to be created;
Refinement of the well contingency plan which has been established in accordance
with direction provided by the Township based on results of the private well survey
and results of revised groundwater modeling;
Installation of onsite open hole wells M16 south of the Phase 2 extraction limit, M17
between the sinking cut and the nearest domestic wells, and M18 and M19 along the
southern property boundary;
Completion of the following at onsite wells M16/17 and M18/19:
o0 Detailed core logging which includes fracture identification;
0 A pumping test on the open hole wells to assess connectivity with other wells
on site;
o0 A downhole video and flow profile to identify productive fracture systems;
o Completion of a multi-level well at M16 with M17 to remain an open hole;
0 The construction of M18/M19 were not specified by Burnside, however
Halton Region requested that they be constructed as multi-level wells;
0 Water quality sampling from each well to allow assessment of water quality
variations with depth; and,
0 Hydraulic conductivity testing;
Deepening of existing onsite Well M3 to 227 masl to provide more reliable water




Appendix B Initial Proposed Development Conditions

level data;

Data from all automatic water level recording devices should be provided to the
Township on a bi-weekly basis until the data indicates that water levels are
remaining consistently above the trigger level; and,

Modifications to the current ARA site plan including:

o Drawing 4-the trigger levels and contingency measures table needs to be
revised to coincide with the monitoring table on drawing 2. Table 2 indicates
that wells 1D, 2,13D, 14D, 15, and 16 are all to be equipped for automatic
daily readings and that monthly manual water levels will be collected, yet the
table on Drawing 4 indicates that if a trigger level is breached then water
level monitoring will be increased to weekly. The table should be revised to
indicate that manual water levels collection will be increased from monthly to
weekly and data from automatic water level recorders (AWLR's) will be
downloaded and reviewed on a weekly basis. The water level data from the
AWLR's can then be plotted and the water level trends analysed so that the
time it will take for water level recovery to above trigger levels can be
predicted. Similarly, there is no note to indicate what actions will occur if a
warning level is breached. The Harden letter of December 09, 2014 indicates
that if a warning level is breached then bi-weekly water level measurements
will be initiated. A statement similar to the one for trigger levels should be
added to the table to identify the actions to be undertaken if a warning level
is breached.

o Drawing 4-Note 3 on the trigger table indicates "If quarry activities are found
to be responsible, the above actions will be considered and a response
presented to the GRCA and the Township of Guelph Eramosa". The wording
should be changed to "...one of the above actions will be undertaken...".

o Drawing 2- under Technical Recommendations references water well
contingency protocol on page 62 of the Harden report dated December 9,
2014. This is a letter report and the details of the monitoring are actually
presented in Appendix B "Monitoring Program and Contingency Measures".

Natural Environment

Exclusion fencing should be installed prior to April to prevent turtle species from
using stockpiled areas as nesting habitat;

Worker education programs to identify and relocate turtles from hazardous areas of
the site should be included in Health and Safety training;

Stockpiling of materials should be excluded from natural heritage features,
especially adjacent to wetlands;

Wetlands should be fenced, and edge buffer to the feature should be included in
the fenced area, to be determined by MNRF;

Rehabilitation plans should include habitat creation and enhancement for species
suspected to be using the site, including basking areas for turtles in wetlands,
foraging habitat for grassland birds and nesting structures for barn swallow (as
examples);

Wetland features that exclude habitat for fish to enhance herpetofaunal habitat
(particularly breeding habitat) should also be included as part of the wetland
creation:

A mixture of coniferous and deciduous trees should be included, with less focus on
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white spruce;

¢ Wetland plantings should include a mixture of submergent, emergent, floating and
woody vegetation species, to diversify habitat; and,

e Open cliff habitat should include ledges for bird nesting and roosting.

The following measures are generally reflected in the most recent ARA Site Plan dated June
18, 2015, however some refinements should be considered as noted in italic:

e retain existing vegetation until just prior to extraction;
promptly restore completed extraction areas to an ecological after-use to specified in
the Progressive Rehabilitation Plan — plans should include reference to timing of
either plant removal or restoration plantings/seed applicatior;, and

e plant a mix of coniferous/deciduous trees (with a min. spacing of 3 meters) in the
area of the 6" Line to increase forest density in an attempt to provide an effective
natural corridor in the north and west side of the property — add to rehab plan
drawing and also modify the plan to include reference to planting deciduous trees as
currently only reference is to coniferous trees.

Traffic

e Upgrading Sixth Line
Upgrades to Sixth Line are required to remove the crest to provide sufficient sight
distance to the intersection with Highway 7, plus upgrade the road base, including
asphalt surface, to accommodate quarry traffic. These improvements should be
included in detailed designs based on a twenty year operational period /agreements
required for this project; and,

e Turn Lanes on Highway 7

The TIS recommends a continuous turning lane on Highway 7, between 6™ Line and
5" Line, to provide for an east bound left lane at 6" Line and a westbound left turn
lane at 5™ Line. A westbound right turn deceleration lane on Highway 7 at 6" Line
and placement of truck entrance signs is also recommended. The responsibility,
designs and permits for these improvements are required to be confirmed with
Ministry of Transportation. These improvements should be included in detailed
designs based on a twenty year operational period /MTO permits and agreements
required for this project.

Haul Route

Completion of the Haul Route Study to the satisfaction of the Township of Guelph/Eramosa
in consultation with the Town of Halton Hills, the Town of Milton and the Region of Halton,
and implementation of its recommendations as a condition of development.

Noise and Blast/Vibration

e Blast monitoring,
e Provision of blast record information to the Township; and,
e A third party acoustical audit in the first year of operation.

Cultural Heritage

The cultural heritage landscape represented by the rural roadscape of Sixth Line north of
Highway 7 will be preserved by retention of the treed road verge and landscaped berm
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beyond.

Archaeology

A Stage I-11 Archaeological Assessment was carried out by York North Archaeological
Services Inc., August 31, 2012.The report identifies an area on the west side of the site
south of the former pit (AjHa-50 James D. site) as the only area where historic
archaeological resources were located. It has been identified as requiring a Stage 3
assessment. JDCL has agreed to conduct a Stage 3 assessment once MNRF has signed off
on their application for the Category 2 Class “A” quarry.

Visual Impact

The development should be controlled to ensure that it generally reflects the proposal as
assessed as part of the Visual Impact analysis as a condition of development through the
zoning by-law and ARA site plan.

Agriculture

The monitoring program and complaint protocol should specifically identify the need to
address any potential for impacts on agricultural operations.




