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M.D. of Peace 
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Berwyn, Alberta  T0H 0E0 
 
Attention: Lyle McKen C.A.O. 

 
Dear Sir: 
 
Reference: NW¼-12 & S½-13-083-22 W5M Rezoning App (200-964 R01) – Technical Study Peer 

Review 

 

 

1.0 Introduction 

As requested by the Municipal District of Peace (the MD), ISL Engineering and Land Services (ISL) has 

completed a peer review of the Rezoning Application for the Shaftesbury Pit #2 submission. We have 

compiled a team of experts from each relevant discipline to complete the peer review rezoning 

application technical study as provided. The team members and the location of their comments in the 

memo are summarized in the following table.  

 

Table 1: Review Team 

Reference Technical 
Study Appendix 

Reviewer Company Comments 

E 
Historical 

Resources Impact 
Assessment 

A. Sean Goldsmith, Ph.D., President 
BISON Historical 

Services Ltd. 
Appendix A 

H 
Hydrogeological 

Assessment 
Soren Poschmann, P.Geo. | Lead, 

Hydrogeology 

ISL Engineering 
and Land 

Services Ltd. 
Memo Section 1.1 

I  
Vegetation and 

Wildlife 
Assessment 

Robyn Gamber, B.Sc., B.GIS., 
P.Biol., R.P. Bio. | Environmental 

Scientist 

ISL Engineering 
and Land 

Services Ltd. 
Memo Section 1.2 

J 
Air Quality 

Assessment 

Kimberley O'Neill,  M.Sc., C.Chem., 
P.Chem., PMP, Principal and 

Technical Discipline Manager of Air 
Quality Services 

SLR Consulting Appendix B 

K 
Noise Impact 
Assessment 

Nigel Maybee,  M.A.Sc., Principal 
Scientist 

SLR Consulting Appendix B 

L 
Traffic Impact 

Assessment and 
Review Lead 

Daniel Zeggelaar, P.Eng., PTOE | 
Transportation Engineer 

ISL Engineering 
and Land 

Services Ltd. 
Memo Section 1.3 

     

Only the information clearly evident from the technical report has been commented on in this 

memorandum. Writing (e.g., punctuation, grammar, etc.) and formatting have not been reviewed.  
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1.1 Hydrogeological Assessment 

Based on ISL’s review, the following hydrogeology related questions were raised: 

• What was the time of year of the test pit work? Are there water level elevations available for other 

times of the year than when the test pit work was completed? If so, do the water levels fluctuate 

temporarily?  

• What are Lehigh Hanson’s proposed mitigation strategies if groundwater is encountered during pit 

operations? 

• Was a field verified water well survey conducted within the Pit #2 Property Boundary, particularly at 

the residence noted on Page 287 of the PDF? If so, what were the results of the survey? If a well is 

present, please comment on potential impacts to it during pit activities, if the well will remain 

operational. 

 

Through ISL’s gravel pit Development Permit review work with the County of Northern Lights, we have 

commonly put this condition in their approval: 

 

• “The applicant/owner retain a minimum X m buffer between pit bottom and the Aquifer water level, and 

submit an annual groundwater monitoring report to the County advising that the buffer has been 

maintained throughout the year. The report shall include water level measurements from at least one 

of the piezometers on at least a weekly basis, and groundwater samples should be taken semi-

annually and submitted to an accredited lab for analysis of routine parameters; dissolved metals; and, 

petroleum hydrocarbons (BTEX/F1/F2);” 

 

The above applies to gravel pits within the nearby Grimshaw Gravels aquifer, where the County’s bylaws 

require the aquifer to be protected. The MD may not have standing for a condition such as this, 

particularly in this area where the gravels appear to be dry, but it is something to consider.  

 

1.2 Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment 

The following is a review of the vegetation, wildlife and wetland related sections of the supplied report 

(Sections 5.3, 6.3, 7.3 and Appendix I). 

 

Based on ISL’s review, the following vegetation related items were flagged in the report. 

• Information on future plantings is provided in Table C on page 10; however, details on what is to be 

planted is lacking. This is important information to provide, as planting of non-native species can have 

cost implications to the MD if they are invasive and need to be controlled in the future. 

• Section 5.3 on Page 15 states that a site visit and research conducted indicates the site does not 

support wetlands or rare plants. The proponent should provide methodology (e.g., survey techniques, 

site photographs, historical aerial photographs and satellite imagery) used to make this determination. 

• Noxious weed species present on site are not clearly differentiated in the Appendix I from other 

species listed. Species specific mitigation is not presented in Section 7.3. 

• Scientific names are absent in the report and appendix. Multiple plants can share common names and 

this can lead to confusion of what species are actually present. Common and scientific names in the 

report are outdated and do not follow the current Alberta Conservation Inventory Management System 

(ACIMS) naming convention. 

• Global and regional rarity rankings should be provided in Appendix I. 
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Appendix I is labeled as a “Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment”; however, the following report is titled 

“Avian and Amphibian Assessment June 2016”. There is minimal description of the vegetation present 

(e.g., assessments described as occurring in 2015), the methodology used or results of this 

assessment besides the list of species in Appendix I1 (4th last page of Appendix I).  

 

Based on ISL’s review, the following wetland related items were flagged in the report. 

• Regulatory considerations and requirements sections of this report should be updated as this report 

was completed prior to the release of the Alberta Wetland Policy. 

• Terminology for wetland types used in the report is no longer current given the new Alberta Wetland 

Classification System. 

• A wetland protection plan or Water Act application may be needed for the wetland outlined in the 

figure below as it appears that the border of the project may approach it.  

 

 
Figure 1: Potential Wetland  

Based on ISL’s review, the following wildlife related items were flagged in the report. 

• Section 5.4 on Page 15 describes how a 1 km search was used in FWMIS. Rationale for this distance 

is not explained. 

• No scientific names are present in Section 5.4 or Appendix I, Table 2. Rarity rankings are also not 

presented. 

• Rationale for the types of surveys conducted is not presented. 

• Mitigation for sensitive species observed (Appendix I) is not presented. 

• Photographs of habitat in Appendix I do not describe locations or dates when they were taken. 
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1.3 Traffic Impact Assessment 

The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was done according to Alberta Transportation’s (AT) TIA 

guidelines. Addressing the comments provided in this memo does not guarantee the applicant final 

approval as AT is the ultimate approving authority. Based on ISL’s review of the TIA, the following 

concerns/comments are provided.  

 

• The report states that 30 haul vehicles will enter and exit the site per day, but it is not clear whether it 

is 30 entries and 30 exits or 15 entries and 15 exits. The statement could be read as 30 entries and 30 

exits per day, which will double the amount of haul traffic assumed in the analysis. This should be 

clarified prior to submission to AT.  

• The average annual daily traffic (AADT) estimated in the report on Highway 684 was confirmed by a 

recent count done by AT, since the TIA was completed. The AADT in the TIA is estimated at 

approximately 2,200 vehicles, compared to the AT count of 750 vehicles, collected on Highway 684 at 

127 Avenue, in the Shaftesbury Estates area. This is not an issue, as the volumes estimated in the 

TIA are much higher. 

• The proposed access is located on a slight incline and slight curve on the highway; however, no 

sightline assessment was included in the TIA. Haul trucks turning on to the highway will require longer 

acceleration distances, and this could impede the flow of traffic and be a safety concern. Sightline 

assessment requirements are provided in Alberta Transportation’s TIA guidelines. The TIA should 

confirm that there are no sightline issues. 

• What size of gravel truck will use the site? 

• A single unit gravel truck will likely have no issue with the Type Ia intersection but larger vehicles, 

including a double trailer gravel truck have larger sweep path than what is provided with a Type Ia. 

The type of gravel truck should be confirmed and/or a turning template be used to verify that the 

recommended type of intersection will accommodate the desired vehicle.  

 

1.4 Additional Assessments  

Historical Resources Impact and Air and Noise Assessment reviews are provided in the Appendix of this 

memo.  

 

1.5 Closure 

Please follow up with ISL if you have any questions or seek clarification on any of the comments 

provided.  

 

Sincerely,  

Dan Zeggelaar P.Eng., PTOE 

Transportation Engineering/Review Lead 
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Appendix A  

Historical Resources Impact Assessment Review 

(Provided by BISON Historical Services Ltd.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BISON HISTORICAL SERVICES LTD. – ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HERITAGE CONSULTANTS 
2, 215 – 36TH AVENUE N.E., CALGARY, ALBERTA T2E 2L4   PHONE: 403-283-8974   FAX: 403-270-0575 

P.O. BOX 22063 RPO WILDWOOD, SASKATOON, SASKATCHEWAN S7H 5P1   PHONE: 306-249-4242   FAX: 306-249-4004 
6 – 1555 DUBLIN AVENUE, WINNIPEG, MANITOBA R3E 3M8  PHONE: 204-202-3808 

www.BISONHISTORICAL.com 

        
9 February 2018 

 
Soren Poschmann, P.Geo. 
Lead, Hydrogeology 
ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. 
4015 – 7th Street SE 
Calgary, AB   T2G 2Y9 
 
 
Re: Peer review of Historical Resources documents pertaining to the Lehigh 
Hansen Materials Ltd. Rezoning Application for Shaftesbury Pit #2, Municipal 
District of Peace No. 135   
 
 
Dear Soren, 
 
We are pleased to join the ISL Engineering and Land Services team for the above-
captioned peer review process.  The following is a brief report summary of my peer 
review of all relevant historical resources documents that accompany this rezoning 
application. 
 
Please call 403-283-8974 if you have any questions, or feel free to email me at 
sean@bisonhistorical.com.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
A. Sean Goldsmith, Ph.D. 
President, Bison Historical Services Ltd. 
ASG/ms



 
 
 

BISON HISTORICAL SERVICES LTD. – ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HERITAGE CONSULTANTS 
 

 

Bison Historical Services Ltd. has been contracted by ISL Engineering and Land 
Services Ltd. to support their peer review of the Lehigh Hansen Materials Ltd. rezoning 
application for the Shaftesbury #2 pit.  Bison Historical Services Ltd. specifically 
examined the Historical Resources documents that accompany that application.  The 
following is a brief summary of the Historical Resources peer review. 

Having now completed a brief examination of all relevant documents, everything 
seems to be very straightforward.  A relatively routine Historical Resources 
process was followed, and it appears that the correct steps were completed, in 
the proper order, to reach the final Historical Resources Act approval.   

In summary, this is the Historical Resources process as it unfolded for the Lehigh 
Hansen Materials Ltd. Shaftesbury #2 pit: 
(1) It appears that in 2013, a Historical Resources (HR) application was initially made to 
Alberta Culture and Tourism (ACT) for the Shaftesbury #2 pit, which resulted in the 
issuance of a Schedule A (HRA File #4650-13-0050).  The Schedule A specifically 
required (a) the pre-construction completion of a Historical Resources Impact 
Assessment (HRIA) for Archaeological resources; and (b) the completion of an HRIA for 
Palaeontological resources, with the timing to be after the initiation of pit operations.   
(2) In 2015, the HRIA for Archaeological resources was completed and three historical 
resource (archaeological) sites were found, one of which was deemed to be significant 
(HbQi-17).  A Schedule B (HRA File #4650-15-0045-001) was subsequently issued by 
ACT that required avoidance or Historical Resources Impact Mitigation (HRIM) work at 
the site of HbQi-17.  The Schedule B specified that if the HRIM work would be chosen 
as the practical option, a Stage 1 excavation totaling 40-60 square metres would be 
required.   
(3) The Stage 1 HRIM work was also completed in 2015, and a final report was written 
in early 2016 to cover both the HRIA and HRIM work.  Once the HRIA/HRIM final report 
was submitted, it was reviewed by ACT and the final document was issued.  The final 
ACT document (HRA File #4650-13-0050-002) was issued on 19 July 2016, and 
granted Historical Resources Act approval for construction activities in the vicinity of 
HbQi-17. 
 
It would therefore seem that ACT has no further concerns as regards Archaeological 
resources, and that the requirement for the HRIA for Palaeontology remains outstanding 
(but not to be completed until after the initiation of pit operations).  

Peer Review for Historical Resources 



 
 
 

BISON HISTORICAL SERVICES LTD. – ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HERITAGE CONSULTANTS 
 

As a due-diligence check, Sean Goldsmith of Bison Historical Services Ltd. contacted 
Martina Purdon, Head of Regulatory Approvals and Information Management at the 
Historic Resources Management Branch (HRMB) of ACT to confirm (a) that the 
requirement documents were, in fact, issued by ACT; and (b) that ACT has no further 
concerns with historical resources as regards the development of the Lehigh Hanson 
Shaftesbury Pit #2, with the exception of the outstanding requirement for the HRIA for 
palaeontology (to be completed after the initiation of pit operations). 

Martina Purdon replied with the affirmative to both of the above queries. 

At this point, I am satisfied that the Historical Resources (Archaeological) requirements 
for the Lehigh Hansen Materials Ltd. Shaftesbury #2 pit have been met.  Please note, 
however, that the 19 July 2016 HRA Approval document (File #4650-13-0050-002) does 
reiterate the outstanding requirement for the HRIA for Palaeontology (to be completed 
after the start of pit operations). 

As a small side note, there is another HRA file number cited in the final report of the 
HRIA/HRIM report (Page 127 of the Final Report for permit 15-061) as follows: 4725-15-
0016-001, but as this number is does not match with any of the above HRA numbers, I 
suspect it is a typographical error.  Martina Purdon of the HRMB confirms that this 
number is not relevant to the Shaftesbury #2 pit applications. 

I have not conducted a detailed examination of the contents of the HRIA/HRIM report, 
as such an examination is not necessary for the current peer review.  From a regulatory 
perspective, the HRIA/HRIM report is completely superseded by the issuance of the 19 
July 2016 HRA approval document (HRA File #4650-13-0050-002). 

 

 

Peer Review completed by:   Sean Goldsmith, Ph.D. 
     President 
     Bison Historical Services Ltd. 
 
Date: 9 February 2018 
 



 
 

Page 6 of 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

Air and Noise Impact Assessments 

(Provided by SLR Consulting) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd.  1185, 10201 Southport  Road SW, Calgary AB  T2W 4X9 

 T: 403.266.2030        F: 403.263.7906 

 www.slrconsulting.com 

February 14, 2018 

Mr. Daniel Zeggelaar 
ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. 
7909 - 51 Avenue 
Edmonton, AB T6E 5L9 

SLR Ref:  203.60008.00000 
 

Dear Mr. Daniel Zeggelaar, 

RE: PEER REVIEW OF TECHNICAL STUDIES FOR NW¼-12 & S½-13-083-22 W5M 
REZONING APP (200-964 R01), INCLUDING AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT AND 
NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd (SLR) was retained by ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd. to 
conduct peer review of the Air Quality Assessment and Noise Impact Assessment for a gravel 
pit, the Shaftesbury Pit #2 site (the Project), located at NW¼-12 & S½-13-083-22 W5M.  The 
project is located between Shaftesbury Trail and the Peace River near Peace River, AB.  

1.0 AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

The Air Quality Assessment Report (the Report) was prepared by RWDI Consulting Engineers 
& Scientists in November 2016. It is Appendix J of the Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 
Report. SLR conducted the air assessment peer review on the Report and focused on meeting 
municipal expectations with respect to environmental assessments by following the guidance 
and requirements in the Code of Practice for Pits (AEP 2004a1) and the Guide to the Code of 
Practice for Pits (AEP 2004b2). The following comments and concerns have been identified 
during the available information review: 

 Dustfall laboratory analysis reports from Maxxam Analytics are not available (as 
referenced on Page 5 of Appendix J and in the Table of Contents for Appendix J).  These 
analytical reports are the basis for stating that the dustfall from the facility meets provincial 
guidelines.  

 The dustfall samples were collected during the period of October 16 to 
November 16, 2015 which is outside the peak operational time. Peak operations occur 
from May to September (as stated in Section 3.5 of the rezoning application). Therefore, 
the laboratory analysed dustfall samples may be not be representative of maximum 
dustfall levels from maximum monthly emissions.  The dustfall is also expected to be 
higher when crushing and extraction are occurring.  A recommendation in the air quality 
assessment report was made to repeat the dust monitoring during periods where dust 
generation will be more representative. 

 Truck traffic to and from the site, movement of heavy equipment on site (except gravel 
hauling), and exposed stockpiles are not discussed in the air assessment report. These 
are expected to be contributors to airborne dust on-site.  It would be expected that these 
activities be considered as dust sources and be included in the dust control strategies.  

                                                 
1 Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP 2004a). Code of Practice for Pits. Edmonton, Alberta, September, 2004. 
2 Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP 2004b). A Guide to the Code of Practice for Pits. Edmonton, Alberta, 2004. 
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 Total Suspended Particulate Matter (TSP) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) emission 
impacts are not assessed or discussed in the air assessment report. TSP and PM2.5 

emissions and compliance with the Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards (Table 1) and 
the Alberta Ambient Air Quality Objective (Table 2) may be assessed. 

 
Table 1   Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards 

 

Effective Time 2015 2020 
PM2.5  Annual (µg/m³) 10 8.8 
PM2.5 24-hour (µg/m³) 28 27 

 
Table 2   Alberta Ambient Air Quality Objectives 

 

Substance Objectives 
PM2.5 24-hour (µg/m³) 30 

TSP Annual 60 
TSP 24-hour 100 

 

 The air assessment report did not address on-going particulate matter monitoring. As per 
to the Guide to the Code of Practice for Pits (AEP 2004b)2, the registration holders should 
consider using dust (particulate matter) monitoring equipment to provide factual 
information in case of disputes.  

2.0 NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT 

The Noise Impact Assessment Report was prepared by RWDI Consulting Engineers & 
Scientists in July 2017.  It is Appendix K of the Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 Report.  
SLR conducted a peer review of the noise assessment.  The following comments and concerns 
have been identified during the available information review: 

 Noise modeling was used to predict baseline noise levels at the receptors for operation of 
Pit 1.  A baseline noise monitoring survey was not conducted.  However performing a 
baseline survey to measure the noise at R1 during Pit 1 operation could have provided a 
more reliable representation of baseline conditions.  Comparison of baseline survey 
results with predicted noise levels at R1 for the baseline condition could increase the 
confidence in the noise modelling predictions for the project operations (Pit 2 Phases 1 
and 2). 

 There is no information in Appendix K regarding noise sources and noise impact during 
preparation of Pit 2 (i.e., removal of topsoil and overburden), or reclamation of Pit 1 or 
Pit 2.  It appears that Pit 1 will be reclaimed when Pit 2 is active. This activity could also 
contribute to overall noise from the project site during Pit 2 operation, but is not addressed 
in the report. 

 There is no information in Appendix K about the depth of the pits, or if the depth of the pits 
was considered in the noise modelling.  The depth of the pits and the location of noise 
sources within the pits are important factors with respect to noise attenuation by the pit 
walls in sound propagation from the site to R1 and R2. 

 It is not clear if the sound power levels for the project noise sources listed in Table 8 are 
for continuous operation of each noise source, or if the sound power data are equivalent 
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continuous (Leq) values that account for the duty factor and/or daily operation time of each 
source.  It is not clear how or if duty factors and/or daily operation times for the noise 
sources are included in the noise model predictions. 

 The scope described in Section 1.0 indicates that the Mackenzie Municipal Services
Agency (MMSA) requires recommendations for control of noise.  The report gives a single
example of a noise mitigation strategy which recommends relocating the wash plant, to
separate it from the closest dwellings by a minimum of 400 m.  A noise model of the
project site has been developed and can be used for noise control modelling.  Outdoor
sound propagation factors such as barrier attenuation by the pit walls could be part of any
practical noise control initiatives for the site.  Noise modelling of the in-pit noise sources at
various phases of pit development may be used to identify optimum locations for the in-pit
equipment that could minimize off-site noise impact.

3.0 CLOSURE 

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned at (403) 266-2030 at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 
SLR Consulting (Canada) Ltd. 

Prepared by: Prepared by: 

Kimberley O’Neill, M.Sc., C.Chem., P.Chem., PMP 
Principal & Technical Discipline Manager of Air Quality 
Services 

Nigel Maybee, M.A.Sc. 
Principal Scientist 
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