











Report: E-11-063
REGION OF WATERLOO

TRANSPORTATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
Design and Construction

TO: Chair Jim Wideman and Members of the Planning and Works Committee
DATE: September 27, 2011 FILE CODE: T04-20, 7087
SUBJECT: RIVER ROAD EXTENSION, KING STREET TO MANITOU DRIVE, KITCHENER

RECOMMENDED PLANNING ALTERNATIVE AND AMENDMENT TO CONSULTANT
SERVICES AGREEMENT

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo take the following actions with respect to the Class
Environmental Assessment for River Road Extension from King Street to Manitou Drive in the City of
Kitchener as detailed in Report E-11-063:

a) Reaffirm approval of the Recommended Planning Alternative described as Alternative 4C;

b) Direct staff to proceed to Phases 3 and 4 of the Class Environmental Study, including additional study
of Alternative Design Concepts for the Highway 8 interchange and associated municipal road access;
and

¢) Amend the Consultant Services Agreement with IBI Group of Kitchener, Ontario to authorize a
$327,000 increase to the upset fee for completing this Class Environmental Assessment Study.

SUMMARY:

The Region of Waterloo is conducting the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for the River Road
Extension project to address traffic congestion problems and other deficiencies in the transportation network
in the South Kitchener Area. Please refer to Appendix “A” for a map of the study area.

At the beginning of this study in 2004, the Region initiated the South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study
(SKTCS), to satisfy the requirements of Phases 1 and 2 of this Class EA. In the early SKTCS phase of this
Class EA Study, the Project Team developed and evaluated eleven (11) planning alternatives (listed and
briefly described in Appendix “B”) to address the transportation problem in south Kitchener. Of these
eleven planning alternatives only those which include the River Road extension from King Street to
Manitou Drive as a four-lane arterial road through the Hidden Valley area and over Schneider Creek were
found to have the potential to solve travel demand problems in the South Kitchener Corridor.

In July 2006, upon completion of the SKTCS and based on a review of all technical data and public input,
including inventories of natural environmental features and three Public Consultation Centres, Regional
Council endorsed Recommended Planning Alternative 4C which consisted of a 4-lane road extension of
River Road from King Street to Bleams Road at the intersection of Manitou Drive, and a partial interchange at
Highway 8 with north-bound on and off ramps and a south-bound on-ramp all as shown in Appendix “C”.

In April, 2007 additional environmental investigations confirmed the presence of Jefferson Salamanders in
the Hidden Valley area. In response to this new information concerning the presence of Jefferson
Salamanders, the Class EA Study was then put on hold in order to complete additional field studies to
determine the extent of the Jefferson Salamander population in the Hidden Valley Forest and to await new
threatened species habitat regulations from the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR).
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In 2010, based on new information regarding the new threatened species habitat regulations from the MNR
and the MNR’s mapping of Jefferson Salamander regulated habitat, and the Region’s recently approved
Transportation Master Plan (TMP), the Project Team fully reconsidered and updated its evaluation of all
planning alternatives. As a result of this updated evaluation, the Project Team assessed that Planning
Alternative 4C (a 4-lane road extension of River Road from King Street to Bleams Road and a patrtial
interchange at Highway 8 with north-bound on and off ramps and a south-bound on-ramp) was still the
Preferred Planning Alternative for this Class EA Study.

The results of the 2007 and 2008 field studies and the updated evaluation were presented to the public at a
Public Consultation Centre (PCC) held on May 17, 2011. Comments received at the PCC raised concerns
about the need for the new road, the expected impact of the new road on the natural environment and the
impact of the new road on local streets and neighborhoods. During the Project Team’s review of comments
received from the PCC, a concern was raised that the River Road Extension would unduly attract additional
industrial and residential land development to the Hidden Valley area. After some discussion, City of
Kitchener staff on the Project Team advised that the City will review the City’s Hidden Valley Community Plan
with respect to this concern.

After carefully evaluating all reasonable South Kitchener strategic transportation planning alternatives, and all
public input received to-date, the Project Team concluded that Planning Alternative 4C, a four lane extension
of River Road between King Street and Manitou Drive, with a partial interchange at Highway 8 is the
Recommended Planning Alternative to address existing and future transportation demands in south
Kitchener. The Project Team is recommending that Regional Council reaffirm approval of the
Recommended Planning Alternative described as Alternative 4C in Report E-11-063. Further, staff is
seeking direction to proceed to Phases 3 and 4 of this Class EA project.

Prior to submitting a final recommendation to Regional Council and filing of the Environmental Study Report
for this Class EA, the following tasks will need to be completed as part of Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EA:
e Develop alternative design concepts for the Recommended Planning Alternative 4C, including
refinement of alternative Highway 8 interchange configurations;
e Updating traffic analysis for intersection designs and completing Hydrogeological studies and
Geotechnical investigations for Design Concepts;
e Continue to work with MNR to develop mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts on the
Jefferson Salamander population in Hidden Valley;
Conduct additional public consultation;
Continue to work with all stakeholders throughout Phases 3 and 4;
Identify a Recommended Design Concept;
Report to Regional Council and complete the Environmental Study Report;

As a result of additional tasks now required and the long delay in moving forward with this Class EA study,
the Region’s consultant for the project, IBI Group submitted a detailed work plan for completing this Class EA
Study together with a request for additional fees. After thoroughly reviewing IBI’'s work plan, staff has
negotiated a $327,000 increase to IBI’'s upset fee as a fair and reasonable amount for consulting services
required to complete this Class EA Study. Staff is therefore recommending that the existing Consultant
Services Agreement with 1Bl Group be amended to authorize a $327,000 increase to the upset fee for
completing this Class Environmental Assessment Study. The 2011 Transportation Capital Budget includes
sufficient funds in 2011 to accommodate this increase in consulting fees.

REPORT:
1.0 Background

The Region of Waterloo is conducting the Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for the River Road
Extension project to address traffic congestion problems and other deficiencies in the transportation network
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in the South Kitchener Area. Please refer to Appendix “A” for a map of the study area. This Class EA is
being conducted in accordance with the Schedule “C” requirements of the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment. This Class EA Study is being directed by a Project Team consisting of staff from the Region of
Waterloo, City of Kitchener, Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA), Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR), Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO), Regional Councillors Jim Wideman, and Jean Haalboom,
and City of Kitchener Councillors John Gazzola and Berry Vrbanovic. Consultants from IBI Group and LGL
Limited are assisting the Project Team.

In 2004, the Region initiated the South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study (SKTCS), to satisfy the
requirements of Phases 1 and 2 of this Class EA. The purpose of the study was to develop transportation
planning alternatives, including the establishment of possible transportation corridors, to provide additional
east-west mobility in South Kitchener for people and goods movement. The study limits included an area
bounded by Fairway Road to the north, Wabanaki Drive to the south, Manitou Drive to the west and King
Street to the east. During Phase 1 of the SKTCS, a review of existing traffic conditions in the study area
concluded that many intersections are operating at or above their capacity, resulting in long delays for
motorists, particularly along Fairway Road. In the early SKTCS phase of this Class EA Study, the Project
Team developed and evaluated eleven (11) planning alternatives to address the transportation problem in
south Kitchener. Of these eleven planning alternatives only those which include a River Road extension from
King Street to Manitou Drive as a four-lane arterial road through the Hidden Valley area and over Schneider
Creek were found to have the potential to solve travel demand problems in the study area. A brief summary
of the SKTCS including a description of the eleven planning alternatives is provided in Appendix “B”.

In July 2006, upon completion of the SKTCS and based on a review of all technical data and public input,
including inventories of natural environmental features and three Public Consultation Centres, Regional
Council approved Preferred Planning Alternative (Alternative 4C) which consisted of a 4-lane road extension
of River Road from King Street to Bleams Road at the intersection of Manitou Drive, and a partial interchange
at Highway 8 with north-bound on and off ramps and a south-bound on-ramp. Please referto Appendix “C”
for a plan view of Alternative 4C.

Following Regional Council’'s approval of the River Road Extension Preferred Planning Alternative, the
Project Team commenced Phase 3 of the Class EA. The objectives of Phase 3 were to develop Alternative
Design Concepts and select a Recommended Design Concept for the River Road Extension.

In addition to the field studies completed during Phase 2 of this Class EA, investigations were conducted
during Phase 3 to further explore the possible presence of a Threatened Species in the study area, namely
the Jefferson Salamander. Newly developed Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) survey methods to identify
Jefferson Salamanders became available in 2007. These methods were not available during the original
Phase 2 field studies. These new MNR survey methods were used to conduct an advanced species surveyin
the late winter and early spring of 2006/2007 and the presence of Jefferson Salamanders in the Hidden
Valley area was confirmed in April 2007.

In response to this new information concerning the presence of Jefferson Salamanders, the Class EA Study
was then put on hold in order to:

e Consult a technical sub-committee consisting of experts from the MNR and the University of Guelph
to direct additional studies and review the field surveys concerning Jefferson Salamanders.

e Complete additional field studies in 2007 and 2008 using MNR survey methods to gather data
regarding the extent of the Jefferson Salamander population and their habitat in the Hidden Valley
Forest;

¢ Await new threatened species habitat regulations from the MNR under the new Endangered Species
Act (2007) including a delineation of the Jefferson Salamander Regulated Habitat in Hidden Valley;
and

¢ Investigate the potential impacts of the proposed River Road extension on the Jefferson Salamander
population and its habitat.
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2. Additional Work Completed Since 2007

The Environmental Consultants, LGL Limited, in consultation with MNR, designed additional field studies in
2007 which were completed in the spring of 2008 using updated MNR survey methods to gather data
regarding the extent of the Jefferson Salamander population in the Hidden Valley area. The results of these
2007-2008 field studies were provided to MNR for their use in preparation of a map of the Regulated Habitat
of Jefferson Salamanders in the Hidden Valley area.

In 2009 MNR released draft regulations to define the protected habitat of Jefferson Salamanders under the
new Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA). These regulations came into effect in 2010 and provided for
protection of all suitable habitat within 300m distance from breeding ponds used by Jefferson Salamanders.

Later in 2010, the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) delineated, confirmed and released the Regulated
limits of the Jefferson Salamander habitat within the Hidden Valley Forest. The Preferred Planning
Alternative 4C of the River Road extension is outside this regulated area, as shown in Appendix “D”.
However, the previously-shown alignment of the existing Hidden Valley Road connection to the River Road
extension (to provide a required second access point for the Hidden Valley residential area) was shown as
traversing the regulated area. As a result the Project Team has identified a revised alignment for the
connection of Hidden Valley Road to the River Road Extension that does not traverse the regulated area.

Approval in 2010 of the Region’s new Transportation Master Plan (RTMP) confirmed the need and
justification for increased capacity in the east-west direction in the River Road / Bleams Road corridor. In
particular, the River Road extension was identified in the Master Plan as the preferred solution for this
capacity need after considering other road network, transit, walking, cycling and transportation demand
management options for the area.

3. Re-evaluation of Planning Alternatives

Based on the new information regarding the Jefferson Salamander regulated habitat and the Region’s
recently approved Transportation Master Plan (RTMP), the Project Team fully reconsidered and updated its
evaluation of the Planning Alternatives. This updated evaluation of the Planning Alternatives is presented in
Appendix “E”. A brief summary of the updated evaluation under each of the main evaluation criteria is
as follows:

1) Transportation Criteria — No change in result. Updated transportation data, goals and
expectations flowing from the 2010 RTMP yield the same conclusion as before, namely: Of the
eleven planning alternatives only those which include the River Road extension from King Street to
Manitou Drive as a four-lane arterial road through the Hidden Valley area and over Schneider Creek
were found to have the potential to solve travel demand problems in the study area.

2) Social-Cultural Environment Criteria - No change in result. The proposed concept for connection
of Hidden Valley Road to the River Road Extension has been revised to locate that connection
outside of the lands currently designated for residential development. This does not change the
previous ranking of planning alternatives regarding support for potential development of designated
lands in the Hidden Valley area.

3) Natural Environment Criteria - No change in result. The designation of Jefferson Salamander
Regulated Habitat and additional requirements to protect Jefferson Salamanders and their non-
regulated habitat is an important consideration for this Class EA Study. Although the construction
footprint of the proposed new road as per Alternative 4C would require removal of some forest and
wetland areas, this footprint would be entirely outside the designated Regulated Habitat area for
Jefferson Salamanders. The impact to the non-regulated habitat was originally assessed as part of
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the 2005 evaluation, and therefore the new information concerning the Jefferson Salamanders and
their regulated habitat did not affect the ranking of the planning alternatives for this Class EA Study.

4) Economic Environment Criteria — No change in result. The relative costs of the Planning
Alternatives have not changed and as a result the ranking of the planning alternatives for this Class
EA Study is unchanged.

After carefully evaluating all reasonable South Kitchener strategic transportation Planning Alternatives, the
Project Team assessed that Alternative 4C, a four lane extension of River Road between King Street and
Manitou Drive, with a partial interchange at Highway 8 is the Preferred Planning Alternative to address
existing and future transportation demands in south Kitchener.

4, Public Consultation Centre, May 17, 2011

Extensive Public Consultation took place during the initial SKTCS stages of the Study. In addition, on
May 17, 2011, a Public Consultation Centre was held at Conestoga Place, formerly Columbus Hall,
110 Manitou Drive, in order for the Project Team to ask for public comments on the Preferred Planning
Alternative and to update the public on:

e The 2007 field survey results that confirmed the presence of a threatened species, the Jefferson
Salamander, in the study area;

e The requirements of the Endangered Species Act (2007);

e The delineation of the Jefferson Salamander Regulated Habitat on Hidden Valley;

¢ The results and conclusions obtained from other field surveys and additional technical project work
conducted since February 2007; and

e The results of a recent revised evaluation of the previous Planning Alternatives.

Atthe May 17, 2011 Public Consultation Centre, 141 people signed in as attendees, and 36 comment sheets
and/or emailed responses were received by the Project Team. A summary of the 36 comment sheets and
some additional communications received by the Project Team together with the Project Team’s responses
is tabulated in Appendix “F”.

5. Main Concerns Raised by the Public
The main concerns raised by the public and the Project Team’s responses are as follows:
The Need for the River Road Extension:

Some still questioned the need and justification for the River Road Extension and/or believed that
insufficient emphasis was given to transit, pedestrian and cycling modes of transportation.

Project Team Response: The SKTCS established a transportation capacity problem in the study
area and the need to develop transportation planning alternatives, including the establishment of
possible transportation corridors to provide additional east-west mobility in South Kitchener for people
and goods movement. That need has been confirmed by the RTMP approved in 2010 as part of a
multi-mode plan that incorporates enhanced transit, a Rapid Transit plan and enhanced active
transportation. The Project Team’s evaluation shows that only Planning Alternatives which include a
River Road Extension with a new Highway 8 interchange provide for the needed transportation
improvements called for in the 2010 RTMP.

The Methods Used to Identify the Extent of the Jefferson Salamander Habitat:
Concerns were expressed with the field investigation methods and with the interpretation of the
findings that determined the extent of the Jefferson Salamander population and their habitat. Some
also questioned the limits of protected habitat under the Endangered Species Act.
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Project Team Response: The environmental consultants, LGL Limited, in consultation with the
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), designed additional field studies in 2007 and in 2008 using
updated MNR survey methods to confirm the presence and extent of the Jefferson Salamander
population in the Hidden Valley area. Not only was the methodology of the field studies endorsed by
the MNR, MNR staff also participated in the field studies that were carried out in 2007 and 2008. The
results of the 2007-2008 field studies were provided to MNR for their use in preparation of a map of
the location and extent of the Regulated Habitat of Jefferson Salamanders in the Hidden Valley area.
Aside from providing field data, the Region played no role in determining the location and extent of
the Regulated Habitat.

The Expected Impacts on the Natural Environment and the Methods Used to Evaluate Them:
Some respondents said that some impacts to the natural environment had not been quantified
adequately, and that the environmental impacts are excessive.

Project Team Response: The natural environment has been extensively inventoried within the study
limits. Preliminary impact analysis of evaluated planning alternatives on the natural environment has
been conducted to date and will be concluded in Phase 3 of the Class EA process. The amount of
forest and wetland, which would be potentially impacted directly or indirectly by the 11 Planning
Alternatives was fully identified and fully evaluated. Refinements to these evaluations will be
completed in Phase 3 of the Class EA. Further investigation and assessment of the impacts of the
new road on surface water and groundwater and how these surface and groundwater impacts might
affect the natural environment are planned for Phase 3 of the Class EA to further assess the potential
impacts on the natural environment before a final recommendation will be made for this Class EA.

The Project Team recognizes that there are still some members of the public that believe the impacts
of Alternative 4C of the River Road Extension are excessive. The Project Team recognizes these
concerns and is also sensitive to the potential impacts of this project on the natural environment. The
Project Team is confident that the necessary investigations and studies have been completed to
sufficiently recommend the advancement of Alternative 4C as the planning solution for this Class EA
study. In addition, the Project Team is taking the following steps to minimize and mitigate potential
impacts to the natural environment: continue consultation with the MNR and EEAC through
completion of the Class EA Study and throughout the detailed design phase; identify and undertake
any additional field studies necessary to redefine the limits of road construction; and establish design
standards and construction practices for mitigation of environmental impacts.

Impact on Local Neighbourhood Residents:
Concerns were expressed that the preferred River Road Extension alternative would cause infiltration
of relatively high volume and high speed traffic into local neighbourhoods and would create negative
impacts on noise and air quality into the Hidden Valley and Stonegate Drive neighbourhoods.

Project Team Response: This concern will be assessed further in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.
The expectation is that River Road Extension will operate well and will not attract traffic to divert
through the local roads. Traffic alternatives were presented to Stonegate area residents in 2006, with
a City/Region commitment to further address and resolve traffic issues in further phases of the
Class EA process. The River Road Extension is proposed to be a restricted access road, meaning
restriction on exits and access points. The Region will apply access restrictions to any development
abutting the road. The Preferred Planning Alternative 4C for the River Road extension includes only a
right in/right out at the proposed east end of the existing Hidden Valley Road to the proposed River
Road Extension just west of Highway 8. This would reduce the potential of Hidden Valley Road acting
as a diversion for commuters wishing to avoid using the new River Road Extension. Assessment of
noise impacts will be addressed in Phase 3 of the Class EA, in accordance with the Region’s policy
for noise impact assessment.
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Air quality impacts depend on a number of factors, including prevailing winds, area topography and
traffic flow characteristics such as speed, acceleration and congestion. The River Road Extension
would generally improve air quality in the greater Study Area to the extent that it would reduce
congestion on Fairway Road and other area arterial roads, resulting in less vehicle emissions.

During the Project Team’s review of comments received from the PCC, a concern was raised that the River
Road Extension would unduly attract additional industrial and residential land development to the Hidden
Valley area. After some discussion, City of Kitchener staff on the Project Team advised that the City will
review the City’s Hidden Valley Community Plan with respect to this concern.

6. Recommended Planning Alternative

Based on all of the technical data collected, evaluation completed, and public input received to date, the
Project Team has identified a River Road Extension with a general road alignment as per Alternative 4C
(Appendix “C”) as the Recommended Planning Alternative for this Class EA study. Alternative 4C generally
consists of a new 4-lane road corridor which starts at the intersection of Bleams Road and Manitou Drive,
runs eastward over Schneider Creek and then follows the existing Goodrich Drive corridor until it intersects
with Wabanaki Drive. The new corridor generally follows existing Wabanaki Drive and Hidden Valley Road
alignments north to cross Highway 8 and connect to existing River Road and follow River Road to intersect
with King Street. The Recommended Planning Alternative also includes a partial interchange with Highway 8
with north-bound on and off-ramps and a south-bound on-ramp.

Although the proposed River Road extension alternative does not encroach on the Jefferson Salamander
Regulated Habitat, there is some risk that any Jefferson Salamanders that have travelled beyond the limits of
the Regulated Habitat could be impacted by the construction and operation of the new road. As part of the
design of the new road in the vicinity of the regulated Jefferson Salamander habitat, the Region will
implement design and construction measures to avoid and reduce impacts on natural areas adjacent to the
Regulated Habitat. These measures will include consideration of retaining walls and other grading that could
reduce the footprint of the new road as well as measures in advance of construction to reduce the potential
risk of impacts on individual salamanders and other wild-life during construction. In keeping with the goal to
minimize impacts on the Jefferson Salamander population, the Region will apply for a Permit under
Section 17 c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). All measures for the Region to reduce and avoid
impact on Jefferson Salamanders will be developed in full consultation with the MNR as part of the
permit process.

7. Benefits of Recommended Planning Alternative
The benefits of a four lane extension of River Road from King Street to Manitou Drive include the following:

e Reduced congestion and delay for all modes of traffic along Fairway Road (which is already at
capacity) and other east-west routes in South Kitchener;

e Creation of a cycling facility that would facilitate cycling trips in the east-west direction in south
Kitchener and provide for a new cycling and pedestrian link in South Kitchener as planned in the
Regional Transportation Master Plan;

¢ Reduced noise and air pollution, in the study area overall, which is currently resulting from vehicle
idling and increased travel time due to congestion;

o Utilization of existing road alignments for most of the proposed new road will minimize the
segregation of adjacent lands including environmentally sensitive lands, help conserve more of the
core environmental features and minimize the direct and indirect impacts on those adjacent lands.

¢ A River Road extension and new Highway 8 interchange would provide additional access to the
widened Highway 8 for the improved movement of people and goods in south Kitchener

¢ A River Road extension would provide improved access for the Hidden Valley business park and
residential development lands designated in the Kitchener Official Plan; and
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e Lowest cost to construct and operate of all planning alternatives which adequately address the
transportation problem.

8. Next Steps for the River Road Extension Project
The remaining major milestones for the River Road Extension Project are as follows:

e Complete preliminary design and evaluation of Alternative Design Concepts for the Recommended
Planning Alternative,

e Updating traffic analysis for intersection designs and completing Geotechnical investigations for
Design Concepts;

e Continue to work with MNR to develop mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts on the
Jefferson Salamander population in Hidden Valley;

e Further investigation and assessment of the impacts of the new road on surface water and
groundwater and how these surface and groundwater impacts might affect the natural environment;

e Conduct additional public consultation to present the results of additional studies and Alternative
Design Concepts to the public and obtain comments from the public;

e Consider Public Input and prepare a Recommended Design Concept for presentation to Regional
Council for approval;

e Subject to Regional Council endorsement of a Recommended Design Concept, filing of the
Environmental Study Report with the Ministry of Environment, followed by a period of review by the
public and Ministry of the Environment;

¢ Obtain a permit from the Minister of Natural Resources under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) at
the appropriate time to ensure that the River Road Extension will proceed in compliance with
the ESA;

e Detailed design, property acquisition, and utility relocations would follow, with road construction
planned to commence in 2016, subject to budget approval.

9. Estimated Project Cost

The estimate of cost to complete the design and construction of the River Road Extension is based on
preliminary design concepts, which will be refined through completion of the Class EA study. Any additional
costs resulting from additional studies (including water resources studies and geotechnical investigations),
changing property costs and other changes (such as enhanced aesthetic features) will be assessed and
refined as the project unfolds. The current estimated cost in 2011 dollars to construct the project based on
Planning Alternative 4C is $58 million.

10. Revised Fees for Consulting Engineering

In 2006, the Region of Waterloo entered into a Consultant Services Agreement with IBI Group of Waterloo,
Ontario to provide engineering services for Phases 3 and 4 of the Class Environmental Assessment at an
upset limit of $279,740. As a result of additional tasks now required and the long delay in moving forward
with this Class EA study, IBI Group submitted a detailed work plan for completing this Class EA Study
together with a request for additional fees. Additional consulting services required for completion of this
Class EA Study include:

e Further consultation and coordination with MNR to establish measures to minimize potential impacts
on the Jefferson Salamander population in Hidden Valley;

e Additional work with EEAC to establish measures to minimize impacts on the Environmentally
Sensitive Policy Area (ESPA);

e Coordinate the study of potential impacts of the new road on surface water and groundwater and
develop mitigation measures to minimize the potential impacts.

DOCS #982558 Page 8 of 20



September 27, 2011 Report: E-11-063

¢ Update the traffic analysis for intersection design based on the current traffic volumes and projected
volumes per the Region’s 2010 RTMP;

e Refine Alternative Design Concepts for the Recommended Planning Alternative 4C, including
consideration of new alternative Highway 8 interchange configurations;

e Updating intersection control studies based on updated traffic analysis for intersections;

e Updating Capital cost estimates for Design Concepts to incorporate additional information compiled
in the Class EA;

e Additional public meetings and additional consultation with the Project Team and all stakeholders
throughout Phases 3 and 4 to provide for an increased level of public participation; and

e Consultation and coordination with MNR for preparation of application for an ESA Section 17c)
permit.

After thoroughly reviewing IBI’'s work plan, staff has negotiated a $327,000 increase to IBI's upset fee as a
fair and reasonable amount for additional consulting services required to complete this Class EA Study.
Therefore, staff recommend that the existing Consultant Services Agreement with 1Bl be amended to
authorize a $327,000 (plus applicable taxes) increase to the upset fee for additional consultant fees
and disbursements to complete this Class Environmental Assessment Study.

CORPORATE STRATEGIC PLAN:

This project is consistent with the development of Strategic Focus Area 2 (Growth Management and
Prosperity) in terms of:

e Develop, optimize and maintain infrastructure to meet current and projected needs.

Itis also consistent with the development of Strategic Focus Area 3 (Sustainable Transportation) in terms of:
e Develop, promote and integrate active forms of transportation (cycling and walking).

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The 2011 Ten Year Transportation Capital Program includes $58 million in the years 2011 — 2018 for this
project. The capital cost of the Recommended Planning Alternative is estimated to be $58 million. There are
sufficient funds in the 2011 project budget for the additional consulting work needed to complete this
Class EA Study.

OTHER DEPARTMENT CONSULTATIONS/CONCURRENCE:

The Transportation Planning Division and the Environmental Planning Division of the Planning, Housing and
Community Services Department were consulted in the preparation of this Report.

ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A — Study Area, Key Plan

Appendix B — Summary of Class EA Phases 1 and 2, The South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study

Appendix C — Preferred Planning Alternative 4C

Appendix D — River Road Extension Species At Risk (SAR) Regulated Habitat Area

Appendix E — South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study Alternative Planning Solutions Evaluation
Summary

Appendix F — Summary of Comments received at May 17, 2011 PCC

PREPARED BY: Wayne Cheater, Senior Project Manager
APPROVED BY: Thomas Schmidt, Commissioner, Transportation and Environmental Services
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APPENDIX B-1
Summary of Class EA Phases 1 and 2, The South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study

In 2004, the Region initiated the South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study (SKTCS), to satisfy the
requirements of Phases 1 and 2 of this Class EA. The purpose of the study was to develop transportation
planning alternatives, including the establishment of possible transportation corridors, to provide additional
east-west mobility in South Kitchener for people and goods movement. The study limits include an area
bounded by Fairway Road to the north, Wabanaki Drive to the south, Manitou Drive to the west and King
Street to the east. During Phase 1 of the SKTCS, a review of existing traffic conditions in the study area
concluded that many intersections are operating at or above their capacity, resulting in long delays for
motorists, particularly along Fairway Road.

2004 Summary of Existing Transportation Conditions:

Roadway traffic conditions in the South Kitchener study area are generally constrained by intersection
configurations and the access to Highway 8. Various through traffic movements and especially turning
movements along Fairway Road are already operating at capacity as shown on the Exhibit below, and at the
Bleams Road/Manitou Drive intersection.
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. NS _O .8 . e} * — Intersections at Capacity | |
) e /
(CAd >, sumEy, /
Py & Sea.ass® — Congested Areas

~__ _

Peak Hour Level of Service (2004)

AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
i Overall

Intersection

Delay LOS Delay LOS

(secs) (secs)
Fairway Road & Manitou Drive 30 C 87 F
Fairway Road & Fairview Park Mall Main Entrance 21 C 185 F
Fairway Road & Wilson Avenue 38 D 65 E
Wilson Avenue & Kingsway Drive 10 A 20 B
Bleams Road & Manitou Drive 13 B 37 D
Homer Watson Blvd & Manitou Drive 28 C 117 F
Wabanaki Drive & Manitou Drive 10 B 18 B
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Hwy 8 Ramp & Fairway Road 25 C 218 F
King Street & Fairway Road 31 C 217 F
Fairway Road & Harvey’s/Swiss Chalet/Mark’s Work

Warehouse 8 A 57 E
Fairway Road & River Road 13 B 16 B
King Street & River Road 21 C 19 B
Bleams Road & Homer Watson Blvd 25 C 34 C
Fairway Road & Midas/Quiznos/Part Source 31 C 9 A

South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Alternative Planning Solutions:

In the early SKTCS phase of this Class EA Study, the Project Team developed and evaluated ten (10)
planning alternatives (listed and briefly described below) to address the existing and forecast demand for
private vehicle transportation in south Kitchener. These ten planning alternatives included City and Region-
wide strategies using public transit and other alternative modes of transportation, plus development

restrictions and other measures to reduce future travel demands. A brief description is as follows:

Alternative Planning
Solution

Summary Description

Alternative 1:
Baseline

No road capacity improvements within the South Kitchener area
except for those already approved, including MTO’s Highway 8
widening, the Fairway Road extension and Manitou Drive widening
by the Region, and Block Line Road extension and Wabanaki Drive
extension by the City. These roadway projects are common to all
South Kitchener Planning Alternatives.

It also includes a planned increase in the overall transit mode share
from 5% in 1996 to 7% in the AM Peak Hour by 2016 as per the
1999 Regional Transportation Master Plan (RTMP). No other
structural or travel pattern changes in the South Kitchener Corridor
are included, so this is a baseline condition against which other
Planning Alternatives will be compared.

Alternative 1A:
Baseline with Development
Cap

Includes an added hypothetical development cap with no new
Hidden Valley area and Fairway Road development require rezoning
being built to 2021. This did not include other planned Hidden Valley
residential development projects with draft plan of subdivision have
since been built. The intent of a cap is to remove the associated trip-
generation from the Study Area, including trips generated by up to
3,000 employment positions within the planned Hidden Valley
Business Park.

Alternative 2;
Original River Rd.
Extension Plan

Includes the widening of Fairway Road to six lanes from Highway 8 to
King Street with a further widening to Wilson Avenue. It also includes
the River Road extension from King Street to Manitou Drive as a four-
lane arterial road through the Hidden Valley area and over Schneider
Creek, as recommended in the 1999 and 2010 Regional Transportation
Master Plans. It also includes a full interchange at Highway 8,
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Alternative Planning Summary Description
Solution

Improvements to traffic conditions within the South Kitchener corridor will
take place through approved road projects and as much intersection
capacity optimization as possible., This alternative includes no full River
Road Extension from King Street to Wabanaki Drive as originally planned
in the RTMP. Instead, this alternative includes the extension of a two-
lane Goodrich Drive west from Wilson Avenue to Bleams Road at Manitou
Drive.

Alternative 3:
Transit Emphasis

Also assumes a significant transit mode share increase beyond the
planning target of 7% by 2016 to an average of 15% by 2021.

Alternative 3A: Alternative #3 Transit Emphasis with a partial Highway 8 interchange on
the east side of Highway 8 to provide movement on and off the Highway
northbound only, connecting to an extended two lane River Road to King
Street. No River Road extension west of the highway is included in this
test.

Transit Emphasis with
Partial Highway 8
Interchange

Alternative 4. A hybrid of the original River Road extension plan (Alternative 2) with Bus
Only/High Occupancy Vehicle lanes and the Transit Emphasis (Alternative
3); with a partial Highway 8 interchange and an eastbound ramp on
Fairway Road to Highway 8 southbound; also included widening Homer
Watson Blvd to 6 lanes from Bleams Rd. to Highway 401, and widening
Fairway Road to 6 lanes from King Street to Wilson Avenue.

Hybrid River Rd. Extension
with Partial Interchange

Alternative 4A: Same as Alternative 4 except that all 4 lanes of a River Road extension
Alternative 4 with Mixed would be available for mixed traffic (2 lanes would not be dedicated to

Traffic Lanes buses and other high occupancy vehicles as in Alternative 4).

Alternative 4B: Same as 4A but with no widening of Homer Watson Blvd. to 6 lanes.

Performed best at addressing all criteria of the 10 alternatives
evaluated. (Following the evaluation, for Alternative 4C: the eastbound
ramp on Fairway Road to Highway 8 was removed and a southbound
Highway 8 access provided directly from the River Road Interchange.)

Alternative 5: Same as Alternative 4 but with full interchange at River Road Extension
and Highway 8, and Fairway Road widened to 6 through lanes from King

Hybrid River Rd. Extension Street 1o Wilson Avenue.

with Full Interchange

Alternative 5A: Same as Alternative 5 but with all 4 lanes of a River Road extension
Alternative 5 with Mixed av_z;ula_ble I(?[rhmZ(gd I'[trafflc.t_AIso pelrfort'mded best at addressing all
Traffic and Full Interchange criteria of the 10 alternatives evaluated.

Alternatives 4,4A, 4B, 5 and 5A all included a new River Road extension, through the Hidden Valley natural
area; however, the alignment of the new road was quite different from the alignment used in Alternative 2, in
that it chiefly followed the existing Wabanaki and Hidden Valley Road alignments while avoiding much of the
existing natural areas.
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Alternative Planning Solutions Evaluation Criteria:

1. Transportation Criteria: 2. Social-Cultural Environment Criteria:
1.1 Roadway Network Performance

1.2 Transportation System Performance
1.3 Transit System Performance 2.2 Regional Growth Management Strategy

2.1 Direct Property Impact

1.4 Transit Ridership 2.3 External Traffic Impacts
1.5 Cycling/Walking Network Performance

1.6 Roadway Network Continuity
1.7 Good Movement Performance 2.5 Noise Impact
1.8 Transportation System Accessibility

2.4 Cultural Landscape Impact

2.6 Visual Impact

3. Natural Environment Criteria: 4. Economic Environment Criteria:
2.1 Natural Area Impact

2.2 Groundwater Impact
2.3 Surface Water Impact 4.2 Operation & Maintenance Cost

2.4 Air Quality Impact 4.3 Property Impact Potential
2.5 Resource Consumption

4.1 Capital Cost

Results of Evaluation of Alternative Planning Solutions:

The results of the Evaluation of these ten planning alternatives are tabulated in Appendix “E”, Of these ten
planning alternatives only those which include the River Road extension from King Street to Manitou Drive as
a four-lane arterial road through the Hidden Valley area and over Schneider Creek were found to have the
potential to solve travel demand problems in the South Kitchener Corridor. The 2005 evaluation results
showed that Alternatives 4B and 5A, each with a River Road Extension from King St. to Bleams Rd., ranked
the best overall at addressing the criteria while addressing the traffic problems. Discussions with the Ministry
of Transportation confirmed that a full Highway 8 interchange at River Road would not be permitted owing to
the need to maintain a minimum safe traffic weaving distance from the existing Fairway Road interchange.
Alternative 5A, which included a full Highway 8 interchange, was therefore dropped from further
consideration and Alternative 4B was left as the Preferred Alternative for this Class EA study. In 2005,
Planning Alternative 4C (Appendix “C”) was developed with all the same design elements as Alternative 4B,
except the eastbound ramp on Fairway Road to Highway 8 southbound was removed and a southbound
Highway access provided directly from the River Road interchange. This alternative provided highway
access in all directions except the southbound exit from Highway 8 to River Road without the higher costs
and limitations of constructing a highway ramp from Fairway Road.

SKTCS Recommendation to Regional Council:

In July 2006, upon completion of the SKTCS and based on a review of all technical data and public input,
including inventories of natural environmental features and three Public Consultation Centres, the Regional
Council endorsed a Preferred Planning Alternative (Alternative 4C) which consisted of a 4-lane road
extension of River Road (RR 56) from King Street (RR 8) to Bleams Road (RR 56) at the intersection of
Manitou Drive (RR 69), a partial interchange at Highway 8, with north-bound on and off ramps and a south-
bound on-ramp.
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APPENDIX C — PREFERRED PLANNING ALTERNATIVE 4C

LEGEND:

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE
POLICY AREA (ESPA) AND ADDITIONAL
LANDS UNDER CONS|DERATION
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Note: The Endangered Species Act-regulated habitat which is not shown on this page is shown in Appendix D.
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APPENDIX E
South Kitchener Transportation Corridor Study
Alternative Planning Solutions Evaluation Summary
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED AT MAY 17, 2011 PUBLIC CONSULTATION
CENTRE

The 36 comments submitted to the Project Team are all tabulated below with a summary of
responses which were prepared by Region staff, MNR staff, IBI Group and LGL Limited.

The Comment/Response Summary does not address every comment received by the 36
submissions between May 17 and 31, 2011. All comments received will be included in the
Environmental Study Report (ESR). It is also noted that some comments requesting technical
information are premature and cannot be addressed until more planned detailed studies are
conducted, design alternatives are evaluated and Phase 3 of the Class EA process is completed,
and that some comments offer constructive recommendations that will be incorporated into the
process.

However, the Comment/Response Summary does respond to most comments, and involves the
following main comment topics and how they are generally addressed:

MAIN COMMENT TOPICS

GENERAL RESPONSE

Overall impact on the Hidden Valley
natural environment.

Natural environment has been inventoried. Preliminary impact
analysis has been conducted to date and will be concluded in Phase
3 of the Class EA process.

Need for big picture, long term vision
of transportation in the Region
including South Kitchener.

Long-term transportation planning for the Region is provided by the
Region’s new Regional Transportation Master Plan.

Capital value of the environment (air,
water, forest, wetlands), also referred
to as Natural Capital, consists of a
valuation of the annual financial
contribution of natural lands to society
as a whole.

Not within the Municipal Class EA scope and difficult to estimate
with any level of confidence. Such a valuation was not done for this
Class EA Study; however, potential impacts of each planning
alternative on the natural environment was a major part of the
evaluation methodology completed as part of this Class EA.

The project is too road oriented.

Transit, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, cycling and walking
have all been considered to date in the project, and are a focus of
the new Regional Transportation Master Plan.

Include alternative alignments of the
River Road extension crossing of

Highway 8 to avoid impacts on
Provincially  Significant ~ Wetlands
(PSWs).

Some alternative alignment concepts have already been considered,
and will be re-considered in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.
However, alternative alignments are not expected to avoid direct
impacts on the small Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) closest
to Highway 8 because of the vertical profile and resulting road cut-
and-fill footprint needed to extend River Road over Highway 8.

Water quality and quantity impacts.

Further Hydrological, hydraulic and geotechnical conditions will be
addressed in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.

Air quality impacts.

Will be further addressed in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.

Amount of forest, wetland and

meadows impacted.

The amount of Core Environmental Features (CEF) lands including
forest, and wetland which are potentially impacted directly or
indirectly by the 11 Planning Alternatives was identified and fully
evaluated. A more precise evaluation will be completed in Phase 3
of the Class EA.

Impact of Hidden Valley development
opportunities provided by the River
road extension.

The Regional Official Plan and the City of Kitchener Official Plan
designate objectives for land development which are supported by
the Preferred Planning Alternative 4C.
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Methodology and establishment of
Jefferson salamander habitat.

The Environmental Consultants, LGL Limited, in consultation with
the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), designed additional field
studies in 2007 which were conducted ending in the spring of 2008
using updated MNR survey methods to confirm the presence and
extent of the Jefferson Salamander population in the Hidden Valley
area. The results of the 2007-2008 field studies were provided to
MNR for their use in preparation of a map of the limits Regulated
Habitat of Jefferson Salamanders in the Hidden Valley area.

Later in 2010, the MNR delineated, confirmed and released the
Regulated limits of the Jefferson Salamander habitat within the
Hidden Valley Forest which shows that the Preferred Alternative of
the River Road extension is outside this regulated area.

Hidden Valley area trail planning.

To be carried forward for consideration and planning in Phase 3 of
the Class EA process.

Traffic impacts on the Stonegate Road
area and Hidden Valley Road.

Traffic alternatives were presented to Stonegate area residents in
2006, with a City/Region commitment to further address and resolve
traffic issues in Phase 3 of the Class EA process. The River Road
Extension will be a restricted access road, meaning restriction on
exits and access points. The Region will apply access restrictions to
any development abutting the road. The preferred Planning
Alternative 4C concept for the River Road extension includes aright
in/right out at the proposed east end of the existing Hidden valley
Road to the proposed River Road Extension just west of Highway 8.
This would reduce the use of Hidden Valley Road as a diversion for
commuters to avoid using the new River Road extension.

Need for wupdated traffic impact
information associated with a River
Road extension.

Updated traffic impact analysis will be included in Phase 3 of the
Class EA process for intersection design. The 2010 RTMP has
already confirmed the transportation need for the River Road
Extension.

Cost of the extension and general
affordability.

Current Capital cost estimate to be reassessed based on a
preferred Preliminary Design from Phase 3 of the Class EA process.

Capacity of a River Road extension to
serve future travel demands.

Addressed in Regional Transportation Master Plan, to be confirmed
in Phase 3 of the Class EA process.

Questions on how Provincially
Significant Wetlands (PSWs) were
designated in the Hidden valley area,
i.e. why the “small frog pond” is called
“other wetland” and not PSW.

The Provincially Sensitive Wetlands (PSW) are as designated by the
MNR.

Questions on methods used to survey
Jefferson salamander in 2008, how the
findings relate to the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) to establish
salamander habitat and how a beaver
dam breach may have lowered the
pond habitat.

The Project Team obtained MNR confirmation of survey
methodology and protocol and subsequently confirmed that the
Region will apply for a permit issued under section 17(2)(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) to construct the River Road
extension. Water levels during the 2007 and 2008 surveys were
observed to be high when surveys were conducted. Water levels
were observed lower in 2010 owing at least to dry conditions.

Impact of River Road extension on
Hidden Valley Road traffic conditions

This concern will be further assessed in Phase 3 of Class EA. The
intent and expectation is that River Road Extension will operate well
and will not attract traffic to divert through the local roads.

Why is additional access to Highway 8
in South Kitchener required?

The provision of access to Highway 8 south of Fairway Road is
essential to achieving many of the transportation improvement goals
of this project in South Kitchener. Many intersections in the study
area are operating at or above their capacity, resulting in long delays
for motorists, particularly along Fairway Road.
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Tree removal in Hidden Valley by the | Tree removal arrangements will be made during the detailed design
owner. phase after the Class EA process.

Region should plan for an east-west | No east-west rapid transit is planned in South Kitchener in the
LRT in South Kitchener as an | planning timeframe to 2031, but a River Road extension in no way
alternative to the need for a River | eliminates the potential for such a long term project beyond that
Road extension. timeframe.
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In the absence of clear provincial policy that supports elimination of the woodlot, reference is instead
made by MNR to the Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Nalural Heritage Policies of the
Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (Manual). Regional stalfl notes that this Manual is simply a
guideline by another name. Guidelines are not policy documents and are not instruments within
which to establish new policy. Rather guidelines are simply a means for authorifies to provide
additional detail fo assist in the Interpratation of existing policies, consistent with how they are used
within the policy documents. If no reascnable reading of the policy document could result in &
specific inlerpretation, it is not appropriate for such an interpretation to be promated through a
guideline that has no policy stalus.

We would note that this status as a guideline is clearly established in Section 1.1 of the Manual,
wihich states: . )

“While the manual provides Information and approaches to assist in implementing
PPS palicy, it does not add to or detract from the palicy.”

The key portions of Section 2.3.3 of the Manual, which was specifically referred to by the MNA as
. the authority for their position on removal of the woodlot, read as follows:

"The following approach can help to achleve the desired outcomes of the PPS:
rehabilitation of mineral aggregate operations, implemented under the Aggregate
Resources Act, may be taken into consideration for the demonstration of no negative
impacts (see PPS Policles 214 and 2.1.6) where rehabilitation of ecological
functions is scientifically feasible and is conducted consistent with Policy 2.5.3.1 and
other government standards.”

The naxt paragraph then goes on o clarify the application of the interpretive direction noted above
as follows: '

"8 decsion to consider rehabilitation in the demonstration of no negative impacts,
according to the principle abave (e.g., allowing the remaoval of a red pine plantation
where restoration of ecological functions is scientilically feasible), would have o be
made on a case by case basis in consultation with the local MMR office. If approved,
final rehabilitation would need to be planned 1o occur as soon as possible and be
suited to the local natural environment.”

This paragraph indicates that rehabiftation as demonstration of no negative impacts doas not apply
everywhera and provides specific guidance as 1o the type of situalion envisioned (such as removal
of a red pine plantation). It then goes on fo state the rehabiltation must occur as soon as possible,
clearly implying only short term impacts are acceptable. Where such examples are provided, the
reader must take direction from the context the authors create by including such referencas. The
natural areas being discussed here are at almost exireme opposite ends of the ecological scale
when it comes to woodlands (monoculiure plantation versus mature upland hardwood woodiof).
This is important, as the authors clearly intended the reader 1o interpret this section within the
context provided (i.e.: that of a red pine plantation or other environmantal areas of similar limited

ecological significance).

We would respectfully suggest that had the authors inlended it to apply to all woodlots, as MNR is
suggesting, they would have used the example of a "woodlol® without specification of type or quality,
rather than that of a “red pine plantation®. They clearly chose nol to do so. By simply ignoring the
direction provided by the authors, MNR is promoting precisely the type of policy interpretation creep
that in some instances has been used by athers to make a mockery out of provincial policy.
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We would alse note that other sections within the Manual referenced by MNR appear to provide no
support for their interpretation.

Policy 13:2 states:

“For example, demonstration of no negative impacts on & significant woodland
through mitigation measures may be contemplated, provided that faclors such as the
successional status and replaceablifty of the woodland companents and functions
within a reasonable tims frame (e.0., 20 years) are considered”.

A mature upland hardwood woodiot oceurs far glong in & successional process, and the replacement
of its associated features and scological functions (if they can ever actually be replaced) will likely
take between 80 and 100 years and a high level of restoration expertise, not 20 years as envisionad
by this section of the Manual.

Policy 13.5.2 9 states:

"... any impacts on the natural features or on the ecological functions for which the
area is identified.”,

The test is two-fold and Includes both impacts on leatures and impacts on ecological functions. The
section referred to by the MNR in justifying their position deals only with ecological lunctions.

Policy 13.5.4.1 states:

“The first step toward avoiding impacts is to develop designs that have the lsast
potential for affecting natural features.”

The *firs! step” reference clearly indicates priority in design over mitigation to protect natural
fealures. Also note that it refers to natural features, nol ecological funciions.

Palicy 13.5.4.1 further states:

"Policies 2.1.4 and 2.1.6 of the PPS are clear, however, in their requirement of no
nogalive impacts on natural features. * '

The Manual speaks to this requirement in the PPS being "clear’, and yet the interpretation baing
promoted as to what is meant by the policy can't reasonably be deduced from any clear reading of
the PPS policies and the assoclated definitions.

We were also unable 1o locate any examples in Table C-1: Summary of Potential Development
Activity Impacts and Mitigation of the Manual (which specifically includes a section on aggragate
extraction) that address any acceptable form of rehabilitation related to the type of total elimination of
a woodlo! through clear cutting, removal of specialized forest soils and subsequent extraction of the
site as proposed by the subject application, -

With all due respect, we would suggest that the interpretation of PPS Policy 2.1.4 provided by MNR
is not supported by either clear reading of the applicable PPS policies and associated definitions, or
by the Manual they have referenced as authority for recommending such action. The interpretation
being promoted by MNR is particulary inappropriate when applied to a woodiot of high ecological
Quality {including the presence of an endangered species) as described in Mr Stone's letter of April
21,2011,
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Regional staff also continues 1o su the pravious commants provided by this office regarding the
prn?:ming of the zone change apq:%ﬁ'zm as they relate to the woodlot. The issue is whether or not
this is a significant woodlot (an issue under the PPS that applies 1o the application whether the new
Regional Official Plan is in force and effect or not). This is pracisely the issue that the land owner
has placed before the Ontario Municipal Board in their appeal of the Regional Official Plan. As a
result, how can Township Council consider approval of an application m:-_-.l‘ndlnu for destruction of @
natural feature, at the same time as it is before the Board 1o determine its stalus and the level of
protection it should be provided?

If you have any questions, or if | can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact
me at your convenience.

Sinceraly,

Kevin Eby, MA, MCIP, RFP
Director, Community Planning

- +% James Parkin, MHBC Planning
Melanie Horton, St. Marys CBM
Mike Stone, MNR
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Appendix F

PLANNING, HOUSING AND
COMMUNITY SERVICES
160 Frederick Sireet, Bih Hoor
Kitchener, 0N MN2G 4.3 Canada
) Tela H19-676-4533
Region of Waterloo o _F:rw;_swg
W region. waterion.an.ca

Chris Gosselin 518-575-4501

File C14-6043/08011
Decembar 24, 21010

Mr. Mike Stone,

Minisiry of Natural Resources,
Guelph District,

1 Stone Road Mall,

Guelph, Ontario, N1G 4Y2,

RE: . PROPOSED TOWNSHIP OF NORTH DUMFRIES OFFICIAL PLAN
AMENDMENT 04/08 AND ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION 08-011
CEM BROMBERG, 2772 GREEENFIELD ROAD,
TOWNSHIP OF NORTH DUMFRIES
BROMBERG WOODLAND

Dear bir. Stone;

_ Regional Community Planning staff have now given careful consideration
to the e-mail and attachments sant to us (Without Prejudice) by Lana Phillips on Movember 22,
2010 which illustrate and quantify potential extraction and rehabilitation options for the proposed
Bromberg Pit and the adjoining licensed CBM Ayr Pit. At the outset, | would like to exprass our
appreciation to the Ministry for convening the generally cordial in-depth discussions on this
application on June 18, September 13, September 28, and Oclober 25, 2010, and, by copy of
this letter, to CBM for hosting a most helpful tour of their Ayr Pit property on September 23,
2010, The meetings, site visit, and most recent submission have followed up on the process
initiated at the June 18, 2010 meeting. This process was fully supported by Regional staff in a
letter from Alyssa Bridge of this office to Rodger Mordue dated June 23, 2010. The various
mestings and submissions associated with this process have, in our opinion, occurred in good
faith by all parfies concamed, and have better informed us as we determined our position on the
Township of North Dumfries Official Plan Amendment 04/0B and Zone Change Application ZCA
11/08 to permit aggregate extraction on the Bromberg property. The following comments
pertain solely to the proposed removal of the Bromberg woodland and related Bromberg-Ayr Pit
site restoration scenarios. The other issues raised in our June 23, 2010 letter remain to be
addressad before Regional staff release final comments on these applcations.

In the June 23, 2010 letter, Regional staff expressed serious concemn about the proposed
removal of the 5.3 hectare Bromberg woodland for aggregate extraction. It was, and remains,
our professional opinion that the woodland qualifies as a Significant Woodland for the purposes
of implementing the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement. As the application was submitted prior lo
the approval of the new Regional Official Plan adopted on June 16, 2009, the following
comments are made pursuant to section 2.1 of the P,P.5.-and the 1985 Regional Official

Paolicies Plan.
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In embarking on the series of discussions with CBM, Regional staff sought to explore with the
proponents and approval agencies whether the clear prohibition of negative effects in Significant
Woodlands (P.P.5. 2,14} could be tempered or out-weighed by (a) the need to extract
aggregate pursuant fo sections 2.4 and 2.5 of the P.P.S., and (b) restoring and improving the
diversity and connectivity of natural features on the two properties which are contiguous to the
Cedar Creek Spilway Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area (P.P.5. 2.1.2).

At our meetings, statements were made about the need not to consider the prohibition in policy
2 1.4 in isolation, but rather, in the words of the P.P.S., to read the document "in its entirety and
[to apply] the relevant policies ... as if they are specifically cross-referenced with each other.”
Our considered position on this matter is therefore our best attempt "to read the Provincial
Policy Statemeant as a whole.”

P.P.5. Policy 2.1.4

Regional staff remain of the opinion that the Bromberg woodland is a “Significant Woodland® for
the purposes of this policy in that it clearly fulfills the criteria for Significant Woaodlands adoped
in the new Regional Official Plan (R.O.P.) by Regional Councl on June 16, 2009, criteria that
have thus far not been challenged by the Province. Further, the Natural Herifage Reference
Manual states that, “woodiands that meet a suggested minimum standard for any one of the
criteria listed in Table 7-2 should be considered significant™' At 5.3 hectares, the woodland
meets the minimum 4.0 ha woodland size criterion for Waterloo Region. The woodland would
also meet the economic function criteria because it shows high productivity to produce valuable
hardwood timber “together with continuous native natural attibutes.” Although the new R.O.P.
policies and designations do not apply to the subject applications, the woodland is also
considered to be “located within a defined natural heritage system.” Once designated, it is
proposed to comprise an element of the Greenlands Network and demarcate the western edge
of the proposed Dumfries Carolinian Environmentally Sensitive Landscape.

Policy 2.1.4(b) of the PPS prohibits - "development and site alteration within Significant
Woodlands "unless it has been demensirated that thera will be no negative impacts on the
natural fealures or their ecological functions.” As slated in the letter of June 23,2010, the
proposal fo remove the woodland in its enfirety in order to extract the aggregate beneath it
would, in my professional opinion, “constitute the most severe negaltive impact possible, and
therefore that its removal would not be consistent with the provisions of the PPS." Table C-1 of
the Matural Heritage Reference Manual lists several potential impacts of aggregate extraction
on the features and functions of natural heritage features along with possible measures to
mitigate those impacts.® The list does not contain total removal or even significant reduction in
size, and o it can reasonably be concluded that the proposed removal would not be consistent
with this policy of the P.P.5. '

P.P.S. Policy 2.1.2
Policy 2.1.2 of the P.P.5. directs that “the diversity and conneclivity of natural features in an

area, and the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural herifage systems, should
be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among

! Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. March 2010, Natural Heritage Reference Manual for natural
Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 Second Edition, Toronto: Queen's Printer for
Ontario, p. 87-70

? Ibid., p. 193-94.
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natural hertage features and areas, surface water features and groundwater features.” In the
previous letter, Regicnal staff noted that the Bromberg woodland forms the western perimeter of
the proposed Dumiries Carolinian Environmentally Sensitive Landscape identified on Map 4 of
the new R.O.P. Although the R.O.P. policies and designations do not apply to the subject
applications and cannot be the basis for refusing them, they do nonetheless provide a useful
context for evaluating the three potential Bromberg-Ayr Pit rehabilitation/restoration scenarios
prepared by MHBC and Stantec.

Scenario 1 shows the approved CBM Ayr Pit and proposed Bromberg Pit rehabilitation plans. In
the June 23, 2010 lefter, staff provided comments on what we consider to be the shortcomings
of the proposed Bromberg Pit rehabilitation plan;

» The proposed 8 hectare treed area along the northern boundary cannot compensate for
the loss of the 5.3 hectare mature natural woodland which comprises native shrubs,
herbaceous plants, seed bank, woodland fungi, and soil micro-organisms in addition to
the trees.

s Clumps of trees are proposed to be planted in an open field in soil retrieved from soil
storage areas, There is no assurance that the soil will be salvaged in a timely fashion
from the woodland area, and thus may not have the viable seedbank and soil micro-
organisms necessary to re-create a natural forest ecosyslem in any reasonable
timaframe.

» The total area to be restored to woodland may actually not be much langer than the area
of woodland to be removed because the checkerboard pattern of restoration will result in
only about half of the area being classified as woodland for the medium to long term as
the intervening meadow areas are left to succeed naturally.

The approved rehabilitation plan for the CBM Ayr Pit envisages removal of small but good
quality upland woodlands in the centre and southem perimeter of the site as well as an area of
wooded swamp within the Cedar Creek Spillway Environmentally Sensitive Policy Area
[E5.P.A 41]. Regional staff last commented upon this rehabilitation plan in report EEAC-82-
014 dated August 18, 1992 when the licence came up for review under the then-new
Aggregate Resources Act. At the time, staff expressed serious concern about the impacts of
the approved extraction areas on a lobe of ES.P.A. 41, the Provincially Significant Wetland
within the E.5P.A, and the coldwater fish habitat in the tributary of Cedar Creek. At the
Ecological and Environmental Advisory Committee (E.E.A.C.) meeting of that date, the M.N.R.
Area Supervisor informed the committee and staff that even though the existing site plan was
then being reviewed, the old licence took precedence over the ESPA and PSW.
designations, and so no changes could be made at that time. Given that history, CBM's
willingness to consider potential changes to the existing site plan are fo be welcomed.

Suffice it to say, that in light of my 1992 commenis on the CBM site plan review and the current
Bromberg proposal, Scenario 1, as rar as the Bromberg appllcatnn is concerned, would not be
acceptable to.Regional staff,

Scenario 2 proposes to exiract the Bromberg woodland and rehabilitate the property as
onginally proposed. This scenario proposes in effect to trade off the Bromberg woodland, (which
overies an estimated 970,000 of the 5.3 million tonnes of the aggregate reported to be on the
property), on one hand, for the area of E.S.P.A. 41 and Provincially Significant Wetland at the
northern end of the CBM Ayr Pit property, on the other. There is some discussion as to whether
the Cedar Creek Spillway aggregate deposits may pinch out in this area, although the recent
submission estimates that this site plan amendment could result in potentially foregoing the -
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extraction of about 1.2 million tonnes of aggregate. In addition, it proposes additional significant
improvements to the CBM Ayr Pit rehabilitation plan. These includea;

¢ Not excavating .the lobes. of Provincially Significant Wettand which support the
associated fish habitat at the northern end of the property;

* Not creating a large pond north of the Union gas easement which could result in thermal
impacts to the coldwater tributary of Cedar Creek;

* Restoring the areas adjacent to the Provincially Significant Wetland following extraction
north of the Union Gas easement to form part of an expanded natural heritage systam
on the property;

*» Foregoing extraction of a 1.7 ha area at the westem edge of the area north of the Union
Gas easement which may serve as a recharge area for the spring discharging toward
the tributary;

* Restoring the strip forming the north shore of tha main post-exiraction pond to natural
habitat in order to create a linkage betwsen E.S.PA 41 fo the north-east and the
created woodland on the northern part of the Bromberg property as well as linking now-
isolated woodlands on the properties to the north; _

= Reducing the total area of the post-exiractive ponds from 40.2 ha to 31.2 ha in order to
retain a linear pond previously extracted for peat;

= Nearly tripling the total area of the retained and restored interconnected natural heritage
system from 25.0 ha to 72.9 ha;

Restoring the south-west comer of the site to agriculture rather than grassed sidesiope;
Increasing the net gain to aggregate reserves on the two properties by 4.1 Million tonnes
as opposed fo 5.3 Mt in the existing CBM and proposed Bromberg licanca

This proposal unquestionably represents an mmprovement over the existing Ayr Pit rehabilitation
plan, and CEM is to be commended for even considering so substantial a change at what could
be the cost of a potential reduction in recoverable aggregate reserves. The changes norh of the
Union Gas easement are particularly noteworthy, Nevertheless, while staff appreciate the fact
that the areas of the Provincially Significant Wetland and E.S.P.A. 41 within the approved
extraction area could be transferred to the natural heritage system on site, we have come to the
conclusion that destroying a 5.3 ha high quality natural upland forest in order to create a larger
area of planted frees may siill not be consistent with the P.P.S. Wa anticipate that the steep,
narrow, and probably uncultivable sideslopes around the large pond will in all likefihood
regenerate naturally to meadow and thickets and serve as valuable habitat linking the Bromberg
woodland to the Cedar Creek corridor. -

Scenario 3 is an a sense the reciprocal of Scenario 2 in that the CBM Ayr rehabilitation plan
remains as it is now and the Bromberg rehabilitation plan is modified to retain the woodland.
After much consideration, Regional staff have come to the conclusion that this is the aternative
most consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement for the following reasons:

1. Itis fully consistent with Policy 2.1.4 of the P.P.S.

2. The conflmation of fish habitat in the northern extramity of e CBM Ayr Pit property can
be expectad to result in some formal or informal operational modification of the existing
approved extraction and rehabilitation plans to comply with the Fisherfes Act. :

3. The M.N.R. had not decided fo exclude the Frovincially Significant Wetland from the
extraction area in 1852, shortly after the former Watland Policy Statement came into
effact.

4. The sideslopes remaining around the large scuthem pond will be too narrow and oo
steep to accommodate agricultural production using current large equipment, and so can
be expected to be allowed to succeed naturally to meadow habitat over time. The
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retention of the Bromberg woodland to the west, along with the woodlands on the
neighbouring property to the north, will serve as a natural seed source fo colonise these
strips and over. time restore them naturally to second-growth woodland.

P.P.S. Sections 2.4 and 2.5

These sections require planning authorities fiot to hinder the extraction of mineral aggregate
resources by inappropriate land use decisions, and to ensure that extraction shall minimise
social and envirenmental impacts. It is our opinion that Scenario 3 is generally consistent with
these policies:

1. It does not reduce the identifisd recoverable reserves on the CBM Ayr Pit property.

2. By trading off the 870,000 tonnes estimated beneath the woodland for the 1.2 million
tonnes estimated in the northern part of the Ayr Pit site, it would appear to provide for
the recovery of more material consistent with Policy 2.5.2.3.

3. Presarving the Bromberg woodland does not make extraction of the underlying
aggregate physically impossible should there be a dire anough shortage of aggregate
at some future time as to warrant mining in high quality natural features,

To conclude, Regional staff are most appreciative of the efforis by CBM and the Ministry to look
at a range of potential alternatives which even went to the extent of contemplating substantive
revisions to an existing approved site plan. There is no question that the potential atternative
holds a number of attractive features to Regional staff from an environmental perspective.
Nevertheless, having participated with all the stakeholders in a thorough and honest evaluation
of all realistic alternatives, it is our professional opinion that the potential benefits of revising the
CBM Ayr Pit site plan do not warrant contravening what we understand to be the clear intent of
P.P.5. Policy 2.1.4 in the wider context of the whole P.P.S. as we comment on the subject
applications.  As such, Regional staff cannot support leaving the Bromberg woodland in the
extraction area. Consequently, we are requesting the proponants and Ministry to delete it from
the extraction area on the site plan, and to show a minimum ten metre buffer around it. We will
also request the Township of North Dumfries to designate it, along with a ten metre buffer
around the dripline, as Open Space in Official Plan Amendment 04/08 and to place it in
appropriate Natural Heritage zening rather than aggregate extraction zoning in Zoning By-law
Amendment 08-011. The delineation of the woodland should be to the satisfaction of the
Region.

Please do not hesitate to contact me  you wish to discuss this further.

Yours sincerely,

hristophar
M.C.ILP., RP.F, .
Manager of Environmental Planning,

g::l'l'ismg'm.mterlun.gu,ﬂ

c.c.  Rodger Mordue, Township of Nerth Dumfries
Steve Jefferson, Township of North Dumfries
Samantha Lawson, Grand River Conservation Authority
Melanie Horton, CBM '
James Parkin, MHBC Planning
Dan Eusebi, Stantec Ltd. DOCS 699988

A, B.Sc(Agr), MA
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