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Attention: Reeve & Council, 
 Ms. Barbara Johnson, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
Re: Lehigh Hanson Material Limited Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 
 Supplemental Information Request Response to Municipal District of Peace No. 135 

Riverlots 35 and 36 (NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M), Peace River, Alberta 

Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited (Lehigh) retained Trace Associates Inc. (Trace) to prepare supplemental 
information responses to address the “additional items/deficiencies” request provided by the Municipal 
District (M.D.) of Peace No. 135, via email on March 23, 2018. The information requests are in response to 
the review of Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 (hereinafter referred to as “the Application”) 
submitted to the M.D. in December of 2017. The Application includes lands located in Riverlots 35 and 36  
(NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M), Peace River, Alberta, hereinafter referred to as the “Site.” 
The additional information requests have been extracted from the review documents provided to Lehigh on 
March 23, 2018 by the M.D. The review documents include:  

 Mackenzie Municipal Services Agency (MMSA) Review of Amendment Application (March 9, 2018) 
(MMSA Review) 

 NW¼-12 and S½-13-083-22 W5M Rezoning Application (200-964 R01) – Technical Study Peer Review 
(February 16, 2018) (ISL Review) 

Trace has categorized the information request responses by technical discipline and extracted the request 
for information/clarification/comment from each of the review documents and provided a response(s), 
clarification, or comment. The technical disciplines addressed (in this order) include: 

 Visual 

 Hydrogeological 

 Vegetation 

 Wildlife 

 Traffic Impact 

 Air Quality 

 Noise 

 Code of Practice 

 Landscaping 
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 Reclamation 

 Consultation 

Additional information supplied to address or supplement responses has been appended and grouped 
by discipline. Of note, the review documents did not always provide direct questions or requests for 
information and therefore, Lehigh and Trace have had to infer what is being requested in a few instances. 

Visual Impact Responses 

1. Source Document - MMSA Review: Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment (pg 2): Sections 5.6 
and 6.6 do not specifically identify the extent of the parcel/proposed pit visible from key receptor 
points including the public highway, the river, and adjacent parcels/residences (or internal 
public roadways). 

Response: 

A Visual Impact Assessment/model is being completed and will be provided at a later date. 
Currently, submission of that document is anticipated by July 31, 2018. This document will address 
questions related to Visual Impacts. 

2. Source Document - MMSA Review: Visual Baseline and Impact Assessment (pg 2-3): The Visual 
Baseline and Impact Assessment does not describe how the proposed landscaping will impact the 
visibility of the pit from the key receptor points, how the visibility of the site may change over time, 
or what barrier height along the perimeter of the pit would limit the view into the pit from key 
receptor points. 

Response: 

A Visual Impact Assessment/model is being completed and will be provided at a later date. 
Currently, submission of that document is anticipated by July 31, 2018. This document will address 
questions related to Visual Impacts and include consideration to the proposed landscaping plan for 
the Site (Section 6.5.2 of the Application). 

Hydrogeological Impact Responses 

3. Source Document – ISL Review: Hydrogeological Assessment (pg 2): What was the time of year 
of the test pit work? 

Response: 

The test pits were advanced in the winter. 
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4. Source Document – ISL Review: Hydrogeological Assessment (pg 2): Are water level elevations 
available for times of the year other than when the test pit work was completed? If so, do the water 
levels fluctuate temporarily? 

Response: 

There is no water level elevation data available at the Site for other times of the year. 

5. Source Document – ISL Review: Hydrogeological Assessment (pg 2): What are Lehigh Hanson’s 
proposed mitigation strategies if groundwater is encountered during pit operations? 

Response: 

Groundwater was not encountered in the on-site test pits and groundwater ingress during mining 
is considered very unlikely given other operations in the immediate area operate as dry pits. 

In the unlikely event groundwater seepage is encountered in the pit during mining operations, the 
mining operations will be temporarily discontinued and Lehigh will develop a plan to continue mining 
operations at levels above where the groundwater ingress is identified. In addition to altering the 
mine plan to continue operations above the groundwater table, Lehigh will obtain the necessary 
approvals from Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP) to allow for mining within the groundwater 
table (wet excavation). Mining within the groundwater table would not occur until the appropriate 
approvals were in place and Lehigh would follow standard practices and regulatory requirements, 
including retaining groundwater on site in recharge pits. 

6. Source Document – ISL Review: Hydrogeological Assessment (pg 2): 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? 

Response: 

A field verified water well survey was not conducted as a component of the Hydrogeological 
Assessment of Potential Groundwater and Water Well Impacts conducted by Trace (Trace, 2017). 

References: 

Trace (Trace Associates Inc.). (2017, July 11.) Hydrogeological Assessment of Potential 
Groundwater and Water Well Impacts, Shaftesbury #2 Pit, within NW¼-12 &  
S½-12-083-22-W5M, near Peace River. Alberta (Trace Project No, 200-964-02). St. Albert, AB: 
Author. 
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7. Source Document – ISL Review: Hydrogeological Assessment (pg 2): If a well is present, please 
comment on potential impacts to it during pit activities, if the well will remain operational. 

Response: 

A residence and water well are present on the property. The residence will be vacated and the 
water well will be reclaimed per the requirements of the Government of Alberta Water Ministerial 
Regulation (Alberta Regulation 205/1998 and Amendments) (GOA, 2017) prior to commencing 
mining operations. Hence, the water well will not be impacted during mining operations. 

References: 

GOA (Government of Alberta). (2017). Water Act, Water (Ministerial) Regulation. Alberta 
Regulation 205/1998 with amendments up to and including Alberta Regulation 240/2017. 
Alberta Queen’s Printer. Edmonton, AB: Author. 

Vegetation Impact Responses 

8. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): 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. 

Response: 

A potential native seed mix was proposed in Section 7.2 of the Application (page 26). Native trees 
and shrubs common to the Site and appropriate for the reclaimed topography and soil will be 
planted. In areas where the reclaimed landscape is expected to be located on upper slopes and/or 
exhibit good surface and soil drainage (i.e., mesic), the following native shrub and tree species will 
be considered for revegetation: white spruce (Picea glauca), aspen (Populus tremuloides), prickly 
rose (Rosa spp.), saskatoon (Amelanchier alnifolia), and snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus). 
In areas where the reclaimed landscape is expected to be located on upper or mid slopes and/or 
exhibit rapidly drained soils (i.e., subxeric/submesic), the following native shrub and tree species 
will be considered for revegetation: aspen, saskatoon, blueberry (Vaccinium myrtilloides), ground 
juniper (Juniperus communis), and bearberry (Arctostaphylos urva-ursi). In areas where the 
reclaimed landscape is expected to be located on lower slope and/or hummocky terrain and 
imperfect soil drainage (i.e., subhygric), the following species will be considered for revegetation: 
white spruce, balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera), willow (Salix spp.), and red-osier dogwood 
(Cornus stolonifera). A more detailed revegetation plan will be determined closer to the time of final 
reclamation in consultation with AEP and the M.D. 
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9. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): 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. 

Response: 

Site visits were conducted in 2015 and 2016 for vegetation and wildlife surveys during which 
wetlands and rare plants were not observed. As part of the amphibian surveys completed in 2016, 
wetland habitat was sought out on the property to identify potential breeding habitats. No wetlands 
were found on site as identified in Appendix I of the Application; however, to further support the 
information submitted with the original Application, a desktop wetland assessment was conducted 
and is attached as Appendix A. 

Methodology on rare plant assessment is provided in response to #14. 

10. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): Noxious weed species 
present on site are not clearly differentiated in the Appendix I from other species listed. 

Response: 

Appendix I1 of the Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (Appendix I of the Application) has been 
revised to clearly differentiate noxious weed species and non-native species from native species 
in the final column, “Status/Origin”. The revised Appendix I1 is presented in Appendix B.  

11. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): Species specific 
mitigation is not presented in Section 7.3. 

Response: 

Species specific mitigation for prohibited noxious and noxious weed species has not been provided 
because the species that may occur on the Site cannot be anticipated; however, creeping thistle 
(Cirsium arvense) was observed during the site assessments and may be the most likely noxious 
weed species to establish in the area. Management of creeping thistle and any other weeds present 
will likely include chemical application (i.e., spot spraying), but appropriate control measures will 
need to be evaluated based on the size and location of the infestation. Lehigh will control invasive, 
noxious, and prohibited noxious weeds using a licensed weed control professional throughout the 
life of the Project. Lehigh will utilize integrated weed management (IWM) to address invasive, 
noxious, and prohibited noxious weeds. IWM includes: hand rogueing, and/or mechanical control 
(i.e., mowing), and/or herbicide application. The method used to address invasive species will be 
based on the size of the infestation, time of year, and best control method considering 
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environmental sensitivities (if present). Lehigh implements its “Vegetation Management Guideline” 
in the control of weeds; the guideline has been provided in Appendix C. 

12. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): 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. 

Response: 

Scientific names are provided below for locations in the Application, including Appendix I 
(Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment), where warranted (i.e., first mention of common species 
name). Common names as per the current ACIMS naming convention have been inserted where 
appropriate and common names clarified where needed.   

Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 

Page 15: "…aspen (Populus tremuloides) and occasional white spruce (Picea glauca) and 
mountain ash (Sorbus spp.) in addition to an understory dominated by smooth brome 
(Bromus inermis), intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum intermedium), ground juniper 
(Juniperus communis), saskatoon (Almelanchier alnifolia), alfalfa (Medicago sativa), green needle 
grass (Nasella viridula), and fescue species (Festuca spp.). Other shrub and understory species 
included red-osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera), creeping (Canada) thistle (Cirsium arvense), 
annual hawk's beard (Crepis tectorum), sweet-clover (Melilotis spp.), common goat's beard 
(Tragopogon dubius), common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), rose species (Rosa spp.), 
common yarrow (Achillea millefolium), wild strawberry (Fragaria virginiana), spreading dogbane 
(Apocynum androsaemifolium), and Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis)." 

Page 26: "…slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus) (30%), green needlegrass (20%), 
Rocky Mountain fescue (Festuca saximontana) (20%), western wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii) 
(15%), junegrass (10%), and western porcupine grass (Hesperostipa curtiseta) (5%)…" 

Appendix I Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment 

Page 1: "…by saskatoon (Amelanchier alnifolia), choke cherry (Prunus virginiana) and buckbrush 
(Symphoricarpos occidentalis), and aspen (Populus tremuloides) forest with an understory of 
beaked willow (Salix bebbiana), saskatoon, rose (Rosa spp.) and snowberry 
(Symphoricarpos albus)." 
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Table 1: under Mature and Young Aspen Forest “Aspen (Populus tremuloides) dominated…”; 
under Tall Shrub "…saskatoon (Almelanchier alnifolia), pin cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), rose 
(Rosa spp.) and willow (Salix spp.).”, and under Low Shrub "…saskatoon, rose, and snowberry 
(Symphoricarpos albus).” 

Appendix I1 was revised to include scientific names and the current ACIMS naming convention 
(Appendix B). 

13. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 2): Global and regional 
rarity rankings should be provided in Appendix I. 

Response: 

Appendix I1 was revised to provide global and regional rarity rankings for native species listed. 
An additional table (Appendix I1a) titled Vegetation Species Ranking System Definitions has also 
been presented in Appendix B.  

14. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): 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). 

Response: 

Vegetation Assessment Methods 

As described in Section 5.3 of the Application, a desktop review of vegetation information for the 
Site included a search of the ACMIS database, which provides information on rare plant 
occurrence. The search, conducted on March 8, 2016, found no sensitive or rare plant species at 
or near the Site. The results of this search can be found in the Application, Appendix I – Vegetation 
and Wildlife Assessment.  

Rare plant species, rare ecological communities, ecosites, and weeds were assessed by two 
professional agrologists during the field assessment conducted on July 21, 2015. The field 
assessment described soil and vegetation within established sample plots. The Site was divided 
into grids and sample plots were located within the grids to capture different topography and 
ecosites. The sample plots were moved when needed to adequately capture the site characteristics 
and ensure different topography and ecosites were sampled. The rare plant survey was conducted 
using a meandering technique at each sample plot (ANPC, 2012). The survey included starting 
from the centre of the sample plot and walking in an outward spiral identifying all possible plant 
species within the search area. Survey efforts were carried out until no new species could be 
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identified within the surveyed area. All plant species observed were recorded and a species list is 
presented in Appendix I1 (revised Appendix I1 is provided in Appendix B). The percent canopy 
cover for each plant species observed was estimated within the plot area. Sample plots in forest 
habitats were classified according the Field Guide to Ecosites of Northern Alberta  
(Beckingham and Archibald, 1996). Sample plots in pasture or grassland were described by habitat 
type or land use. The locations of features of importance were recorded using a global positioning 
system (GPS) calibrated to NAD 83 coordinates. Figure 14-1 attached provides the vegetation and 
rare plant sample plots collected for the project. 

As scientific and common names vary depending on information source, naming conventions used 
in the revised Appendix I1 (Appendix B) follow those used by the ACIMS. For the purpose of the 
rare plant survey, rare plant species are defined as those ranked S3 or lower, and Tracked or 
Watched by ACIMS (GOA, 2017); Rare ecological communities are defined as those listed on the 
ACIMS Ecological Community Tracking List (Allen, 2014). 

Vegetation Assessment Results 

There were 20 plots sampled throughout the Site and included eight mesic (d low-bush cranberry) 
and two subxeric to submesic (b blueberry) ecosites dominated by aspen or white spruce, six tame 
pasture sites dominated by non-native forage species, and four grassland sites with varying levels 
of disturbance dominated by native shrubs, graminoids, and forbs. No rare plant species or rare 
ecological communities were identified during the July 21, 2015 site visit. Because of prior 
disturbance including agricultural land use, and soil tillage, the occurrence of rare plant species is 
unlikely. One noxious weed species, creeping thistle, was observed during the site visit. 

References: 

ANPC (Alberta Native Plant Council). (2012, April). ANPC Guidelines for Rare Vascular Plant 
Surveys in Alberta - 2012 Update. Alberta Native Plant Council, Edmonton, AB. Retrieved from: 
http://anpc.ab.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/Guidelines-For-Rare-Plant-Surveys-in-AB-2012-
Update.pdf. 

Allen, L. (2014). Alberta Conservation Information Management System Ecological Community 
Tracking List. Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation, Edmonton, Alberta. 

Beckingham, J.D. & Archibald, J.H. (1996, January 1). Field Guide to Ecosites of Northern Alberta. 
UBC Press, Vancouver, BC: Author. 

GOA (Government of Alberta). (2017). Alberta Conservation Information Management System 
(ACIMS): List of All the Vascular Plant Taxa Confirmed for Alberta As Recorded in the ACIMS 
Database. Edmonton, AB: Author. Retrieved from: 
http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/management-land-use/alberta-conservation-
information-management-system-acims/download-data/#trackedWatch. 
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15. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): 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. 

Response: 

Section 4.2, Provincial Requirements, of the Application stipulates that Water Act approval for 
wetland disturbance is not required. This is still true under the new Alberta Wetland Policy. Under 
Section 4.2 of the Alberta Wetland Policy: “…wetlands are managed by avoiding and minimizing 
negative impacts, and, where necessary, replacing lost wetland value"(GOA, 2013). Water Act 
approval is required for activities that will disturb waterbodies including wetlands. A supplementary 
wetland assessment was completed, see response to #9. The desktop wetland assessment 
determined that there will be no impacts to wetlands because there are no wetlands within the Site 
boundary and wetlands in proximity to the Site boundary will not be impacted by the proposed 
activities (see Appendix A). Therefore, the proposed project is in alignment with the Alberta Wetland 
Policy and does not require Water Act approval. 

References: 

GOA (Government of Alberta). (2013, September 11). Alberta Wetland Policy. Water Policy Branch, 
Environment and Sustainable Resource Development (ISBN: 978-1-4601-1287-8 
(Online Version). Edmonton, AB: Author. 

16. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): Terminology for 
wetland types used in the report is no longer current given the new Alberta Wetland 
Classification System. 

Response: 

The terminology within Appendix I (Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment) of the Application has 
been updated to reflect the Alberta Wetland Classification System. The updated terminology is 
provided below. 

Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2 

In Section 5.4 (pg 16) and Appendix I (Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment) (pg ii and 9), the two 
pools or depressional areas referenced are classified as Ephemeral Wetlands under the Alberta 
Wetland Classification System. 
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17. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): A wetland protection 
plan or Water Act application may be needed for the wetland outlined in the figure below (Figure 1: 
Potential Wetland located on page 3 of ISL Review), as it appears that the border of the project 
may approach it.  

Response: 

Water Act approval is not required for the wetlands in proximity to the Site boundary because these 
wetlands will not be impacted by the proposed activities. Mitigation and protection measures to 
avoid adverse effects to these wetlands are recommended during construction, operation, and 
reclamation (see Appendix A). Mitigation and protection measures include ensuring all equipment 
and materials remain within the boundaries of the Site, ensuring the natural surface drainage 
patterns to the off-site wetlands are not impacted, and installing erosion and sediment control along 
the perimeter of the Site adjacent to the off-site wetlands. In addition, any transportation route 
through the adjacent property will be constructed so as to avoid impacting the wetland. 

Wildlife Impact Responses 

18. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): Section 5.4 on 
Page 15 describes how a 1 km search was used in FWMIS. Rationale for this distance is 
not explained. 

Response: 

This distance was used to identify species characteristic within the area of the Site. The 1 kilometre 
(km) search distance also corresponds to a typical setback for some key wildlife species 
(e.g., raptors). Searches greater than 1 km were used to determine broadly what wildlife species 
to expect in the area of the Site, but were not discussed in the submission. 

19. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): No scientific names 
are present in Section 5.4 or Appendix I, Table 2. Rarity rankings are also not presented. 

Response: 

Table 2 of the Wildlife and Vegetation Assessment (Appendix I of the Application) has been revised 
to include scientific names and rankings. The revised Table 2 is provided in Appendix B.  

In addition, Least Flycatcher and American Kestrel were omitted from Table 3 (Species of 
conservation concern detected in the Shaftesbury Pit 2 area in June 2016) of the Vegetation and 
Wildlife Assessment (Appendix I of the Application). The following information has been added to 
the revised Table 2 (Appendix B): 
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Least Flycatcher: Conservation Status Federal – Not at Risk, Conservation Status Alberta – Not at 
Risk (Sensitive), Primary Habitat Type – Deciduous and mixedwood forest, Comments – Multiple 
individuals observed (8). 

American Kestrel: Conservation Status Federal – Not at Risk, Conservation Status Alberta – Not 
at Risk (Sensitive), Primary Habitat Type – Deciduous forest, Comments – Multiple 
individuals observed (2). 

Three species mentioned in the report, Boreal Chorus Frog (Pseudacris maculata), Bald Eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) were not included in the revised 
Table 2 (Appendix B). No Bald Eagle or Osprey nests or individuals were recorded during the 
assessment and were therefore not included in Table 2. 

For consistency, Table 19-1 below includes the federal and provincial rankings of the Boreal Chorus 
Frog, Bald Eagle and Osprey. 

Table 19-1 Federal and Provincial Risk Rankings for Bald Eagle, Osprey and  
Boreal Chorus Frog 

Common Name Scientific Name Ranking 
Federal1 Provincial2 

Boreal Chorus Frog Pseudacris maculata Not Listed Secure 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Not at Risk Sensitive 

Osprey Pandion haliaetus Not Listed Sensitive 

1GOC (Government of Canada). (2018, January 19). Species at Risk Public Registry. Retrieved 
from: http://www.registrelep-sararegistry.gc.ca/sar/index/default_e.cfm. 
2GOA (Government of Alberta). (2017, March 1). Alberta Wild Species General Status Listing. 
Retrieved from: http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/species-at-risk/albertas-species-at-risk-
strategy/general-status-of-alberta-wild-species/documents/SAR-
2015WildSpeciesGeneralStatusList-Mar2017.pdf. 

20. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): Rationale for the types 
of surveys conducted is not presented. 

Response: 

The wildlife assessments followed provincial Sensitive Species Inventory Guidelines (GOA, 2013) 
and timing corresponded with key window to assess migratory breeding birds. The timing for 
assessment of some amphibians was at the end of the “Approximate calling periods for Alberta 
amphibians”, which was understood at time of assessment and was reasonable since there were 
no wetlands on the Site. The small ephemeral wetlands off the Site close to the northeast edge of 
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the Site were assessed using visual and auditor methods; the results of which are in presented in 
Section 5.4 of the Application. The wildlife assessments were conducted over two days by an 
experienced professional wildlife biologist, familiar with the conditions of the boreal forest. Surveys 
selected are common and appropriate given the habitat availability and size. 

Incidental observations of wildlife activity and/or species sightings were recorded during the wildlife 
and vegetation assessments on the Site.  Incidental observations recorded during the 
assessments include: 

 Five Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus) observations 

 Seven White-tail deer (Odocoileus virginianus) observations 

 Various observations of deer scat 

 Numerous game trails and bedding sites in the forested habitats 

The vegetation assessment was conducted in late July by two professional agrologists familiar with 
vegetation species in the boreal forest. The level of effort considered the various land uses 
(agriculture, residence, roads, intact forest, and shrub) and the relative low species diversity 
associated with some of the land uses. Refer to response #14 for further information. 

References: 

GOA (Government of Alberta). (2013, April). Sensitive Species Inventory Guidelines. Retrieved 
from: http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/wildlife-management/documents/ 
SensitiveSpeciesInventoryGuidelines-Apr18-2013.pdf. 

21. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): Mitigation for sensitive 
species observed (Appendix I) is not presented.  

Response: 

Five sensitive species were observed during site surveys: pileated woodpecker, American kestrel, 
least flycatcher, western tanager, and eastern phoebe. The mitigation outlined in Sections 6.3 and 
6.4 of the Application will apply to these species and additional species-specific mitigation will not 
be necessary unless these species are observed on site during active operations, particularly if 
nesting behaviour or nest sites are observed. In that case, as noted in Sections 6.3 and 6.4, AEP 
will be consulted to evaluate the necessary mitigation. In addition, site training which outlines the 
potential for sensitive species and the required mitigation will be delivered to site personnel and 
Lehigh will follow their “Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Guideline” (see Appendix C).  

The Site is located within a key wildlife biodiversity zone, as such Lehigh will engage AEP to 
evaluate setbacks and construction timing considering the current level of development 
immediately adjacent the Site and baseline wildlife assessment information available for the Site. 

http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/wildlife-management/documents/%20SensitiveSpeciesInventory
http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/wildlife-management/documents/%20SensitiveSpeciesInventory
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22. Source Document – ISL Review: Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (pg 3): Photographs of 
habitat in Appendix I do not describe locations or dates when they were taken. 

Response: 

The photographs provided in Appendix 1 of the Vegetation and Wildlife Assessment (Appendix I of 
the Application) were taken on June 1, 2016. The description of the habitat types and approximate 
locations represented in the photographs are provided in Table 1 of the Vegetation and Wildlife 
Assessment (Appendix I of the Application).  

Table 22-1 below provides an update to this Table 1 that include approximate locations within the 
Site for the “Tall Shrub”, “Low Shrub”, “Field”, and “River Bank” habitat types. 

Table 22-1 Broad Avian Habitat types occurring within the Shaftesbury Pit 2 permit area 
Habitat Type Description Number Point 

Count Stations 
Mature Aspen Forest Aspen dominated overstory >18 m tall; often 

patchy canopy closure with well-developed shrub 
layer; limited to hillslope and bench immediately 
above the Peace River; occasional trees large 
enough to support cavity nests and large raptor 
stick nests. 

3 

Young Aspen Forest Aspen dominated tree cover 8 to 18 m tall; often 
in complex with Tall Shrub; typically,  
well-developed shrub layer; dominant forest type 
in southwestern portion of permit area; trees 
typically too small to support cavity nests or large 
stick nests. 

10 

Young Mixed Forest Spruce and aspen dominated tree cover  
8 to 18 tall; typically, with relatively open 
understory; dominant forest type in northeastern 
portion of permit area; trees typically too small to 
support cavity nests or large stick nests. 

5 

Tall Shrub Deciduous shrub 2 to 8 m tall; dominant species 
included aspen, saskatoon (Almelanchier 
alnifolia), pin cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), rose 
(Rosa spp.) and willow (Salix spp.); located in the 
western portion of the permit area. 

6 

Low Shrub Deciduous shrubs <2 m tall; dominant species 
included saskatoon, rose, and snowberry 
(Symphoricarpos occidentalis); located in the 
western portion of the permit area. 

3 
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Table 22-1 Broad Avian Habitat types occurring within the Shaftesbury Pit 2 permit area 
Habitat Type Description Number Point 

Count Stations 
Field  Hayfield and pasture; grass dominated; located 

on upper terrace in the north-central portion of the 
permit area. 

3 

River Bank Mud and graminoid dominated bank along the 
Peace River in the southeastern portion of the 
permit area. 

3 

Traffic Impact Responses 

23. Source Document – ISL Review: Traffic Impact Assessment (pg 4): 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. 

Response: 

Traffic volumes are expressed in a bi-directional manner; therefore, there will be 30 total vehicle 
movements with 15 entries and 15 exits. 

24. Source Document – ISL Review: Traffic Impact Assessment (pg 4): 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. 

Response: 

In reviewing Alberta Transportation’s (AT) available GPS profile and alignment information, there 
does not appear to be any issues with respect to sightlines at the proposed access. In the vertical 
plane, the Intersection Sight Distance (ISD) has been measured to be approximately 1,200 m in 
the westbound direction and 800 m in the eastbound direction. As per Figure 4.2.2.2 of AT’s 
Highway Geometric Design Guide, a minimum sight distance of approximately 580 m should be 
provided for WB-23 (i.e., B-Train) design vehicle. In both directions, the minimum sight distance 
is exceeded. 
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Horizontally, the alignment of Highway 684 is tangent for approximately 1.5 km to the west of the 
proposed access, which provides sufficient visibility for gravel trucks entering the highway. Easterly, 
an approximately 460 m radius horizontal curve exists immediately past the proposed intersection; 
however, in this instance, sight distance should not be a concern given that the deflection angle of 
this curve is quite small (approximately 15 degrees) provided that any trees or other obstacles are 
removed to provide a clear line of sight in this direction.  

Given these factors, there are no apparent issues with sightlines at the proposed intersection; 
however, it should be noted that AT’s GPS profile and alignment information is considered to be 
approximate only. Confirmation of actual sight distances should be made during detailed design 
using ground surveys. A copy of AT’s GPS based plan profile drawings with the location of the 
intersection and ISD illustrated is provided in Appendix D. Lehigh has submitted the Traffic Impact 
Assessment to AT and will work directly with AT on access requirements. 

25. Source Document – ISL Review: Traffic Impact Assessment (pg 4): What size of gravel truck will 
be used at 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. 

Response: 

An analysis of the swept path was undertaken utilizing a double trailer WB-23 design vehicle, 
simulating the anticipated B-Train vehicles entering and exiting the proposed Site. The swept path 
of the proposed design vehicle was able to satisfactorily traverse the proposed Type Ia intersection 
treatment without off-tracking in most directions, with exception of the northbound to westbound 
right turn. In this direction, it is recommended that the 15 m radius single curve return be upgraded 
to a 15 to 50 m two centered curve in order to provide additional width to avoid off-tracking in 
this direction; however, Lehigh will work directly with AT to determine access requirements.  

The sketches illustrating the anticipated vehicle swept paths for all turning movements at the 
proposed intersection are provided in Appendix D. 

Air Quality Impact Responses 

26. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 1): 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).  
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Response: 

The dustfall analysis reports from Maxxam Analytics International Corporation referenced on 
Page 5 of Appendix J of the Application are provided in Appendix E of this package. 

27. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 1): 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. 

Response: 

Production at the existing pit is minimal and peak operating conditions are not expected to occur in 
2018 and possibly not again during the life of the pit; therefore, Lehigh does not intend to conduct 
additional air monitoring prior to the approval and start-up of the proposed pit. However, if the new 
pit is approved, Lehigh commits to undertaking dustfall monitoring during the first full operating 
season to evaluate dust from pit operations, the results of which will determine what, if any, further 
mitigation is required. Given Lehigh has not received dust or air quality complaints, comments, or 
concerns specific to its operations, it is not anticipated that additional mitigation or monitoring will 
be required. See response to #30 for further detail. 

28. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 1): 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.  

Response: 

Appendix J of the Application states that “Activities that generate the most dust and particulate 
matter are extraction and processing…loading the gravel and hauling it back to the stockpiles, and 
loading trucks…” (pg 10 of Appendix J), but that does not exclude other sources of dust from 
consideration or mitigation. Section 6.5 of the Application also states that  
“Additional dust/emissions sources may include equipment and vehicle emissions, recently placed 
soil or overburden and Site work areas.” In addition, the results of any past and future dustfall 
monitoring do not discriminate source and would capture contributions from truck traffic to and from 
the Site, movement of heavy equipment and exposed stockpiles, especially if repeated during more 
representative conditions after start-up of the proposed pit.  
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The mitigation measures listed in Section 6.5 and Appendix J of the Application would be equally 
applicable to controlling dust from the sources noted in ISL’s review, and in fact, some of them 
specifically target those sources such as tarping of vehicles traveling from the Site and the 
application of dust suppression to driving surfaces. In addition, low speed limits will be maintained 
within the Site to reduce the potential for dust. 

29. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 2): 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.  

Response: 

Lehigh acknowledges that extended assessment of additional compounds could be conducted; 
however, the Code of Practice for Pits (COPP) (GOA, 2004) and the companion Guide to the COPP 
(AENV, 2004) do not specifically require such an assessment. The COPP focuses on dust emission 
and the Air Quality assessment was completed accordingly. Best management practices and 
mitigation for dust are expected to correspondingly mitigate TSP and PM2.5 emissions given these 
are a component of dust emissions.  

In general, the Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards are designed to provide guidance for 
managing air quality and are not intended to be used as a threshold for ambient compliance. 

References: 

AENV (Alberta Environment). (2004). Guide to the Code of Practice for Pits. Alberta Environment, 
Edmonton, Alberta. 84 pp. Edmonton, AB: Author. 

GOA (Government of Alberta). (2004, September 1). Code of Practice for Pits, made under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act, RSA 2000, cE-12, as amended and 
Conservation and Reclamation Regulation (AR 115/93), as amended. Edmonton, AB: Author. 

30. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 2): 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 2004), the registration holders should consider using dust 
(particulate matter) monitoring equipment to provide factual information in case of disputes. 

Response: 

Lehigh commits to additional dust monitoring during peak operations once approvals are issued 
and the Site is operational. Lehigh will conduct dust monitoring during the first operating season 
with representative conditions (i.e., crushing, screening, hauling all occurring), which is anticipated 
to be the first full year of operations. Dust monitoring will be completed at similar locations as those 
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used in the initial dustfall survey, including locations within Shaftesbury Estates. Other locations 
may be identified in advance of sampling that may be incorporated into the monitoring program. 
Lehigh will provide the results of the monitoring program to the M.D. upon completion, along with 
any recommendations for additional monitoring and/or dust mitigation. 

Noise Impact Responses 

31. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 2): 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). 

Response: 

Ambient monitoring of baseline noise levels at the nearest receptor(s) was not possible during the 
time frame required to complete the study, nor was the facility fully operational. An ambient 
monitoring station was deployed at an alternate location, but owing to the lack of activity at the 
facility during this period, it did not provide an opportunity to obtain relevant noise levels indicating 
the influence from a fully operational facility. In lieu of this, a modelled approach was pursued to 
account for all equipment that would be expected during facility operations. This provides an added 
layer of conservatism when establishing the baseline noise level of the facility, as conservative 
assumptions were adopted to characterize sound power levels of the equipment. Additionally, 
various activities at the Site (i.e., crushing and washing) are expected to be transient and/or 
seasonal in nature where not all equipment operates simultaneously, yet the model approach 
assumed that all equipment was operating simultaneously and continuously during 
operational hours. Although noise modelling guidelines are not established for gravel pits, the 
approach, as outlined in the noise impact assessment, followed guidance outlined by the  
Alberta Energy Regulator (formerly know as the Energy Resources Conservation Board) in 
Directive 038: Noise Control (ERCB, 2007). 

References: 

ERCB (Energy Resources Conservation Board). (2007, February 16). Directive 038: Noise Control 
Calgary, AB: Author. 
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32. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 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. 

Response: 

Pit preparation (i.e.; removal of topsoil and overburden) was not specifically considered in the 
assessment; however, simultaneous actives in both pits were assessed for Phase 1 and the 
Stage 1 development of Pit #2. Reclamation of Pit #2 was not assessed as it is expected that 
reclamation activities will occur at the end of the operational lifetime unless the potential for 
progressive reclamation is realized (Section 7.2 of the Application). Pit reclamation will likely not 
result in overlapping site activities (i.e., operations and reclamation activities 
occurring simultaneously). 

33. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 2): 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.  

Response: 

Consideration of pit depth was included in the model and barrier effect due to the pits lower 
elevations relative to the receptors, which was found to be minimal to none. In most cases, sources 
were modelled at or near to the receptor height when considering elevation with source height  
(i.e., the wash plant was modelled at 4 m above grade, trucks at 2.5 m, etc.). Table 33-1 below 
indicates the ground elevation of the various pit areas that were used in the model and also 
indicates the elevation of the noise receptors. 

 

Table 33-1 Elevations used in the Noise Model 

Receptor 
Ground 
Elevation  
(m) 

Lowest Pit 1 
Elevation  
(m) 

West Wall 
Elevation  
(m) 

Clearing Pit 2 
Elevation  
(m) 

Pit 2 East End 
Elevation  
(m) 

Pit 2 West End 
Elevation  
(m) 

R1 343 
340 343 346 345 337   

R2 328 
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34. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 2-3): 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 continuous (Leq) values 
that account for the duty factor and/or daily operation time of each source. 

Response: 

The sound power levels for the project noise sources presented in Table 8 of the Noise Impact 
Assessment (Appendix K of the Application) were assumed to be running continuously under 100% 
load during the operational hours discussed in Section 6.1, paragraph 4 of the Noise Assessment 
(Appendix K of the Application). No duty rating or cycles were considered. 

35. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 3): 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. 

Response: 

No duty ratings or cycles were considered in the Noise Assessment. As a conservatism, the model 
approach assumed that all equipment was operating simultaneously and continuously during 
operational hours. 

36. Source Document – ISL Review: Appendix B – Air and Noise Impact Assessments (pg 3): 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. 

Response: 

Given the current expected spatial and terrain changes associated with the development, additional 
mitigation recommendations were not warranted. If development plans are altered and/or 
complaints are received, strategic placement of stockpiles to be used as noise barriers would be a 
more efficient consideration than remodelling the in-pit noise sources as the planned pit walls will 
not provide significant screening.  
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Code of Practice Responses 

37. Source Document - MMSA Review: Activities Plan (pg 3): Appendix D also contains an Activities 
Plan consistent with the application requirements set out by the Code of Practices for Pits, 
excepting that the Activities Plan is not signed, per the requirement set out in Schedule 1 of the 
Code of Practice for Pits. 

Response: 

The COPP schedules will be signed prior to submission to AEP. As the contents may change based 
on the review/comments of this Application, as well as subsequent Development Permit conditions, 
it has not been signed/submitted to AEP yet. In addition, AEP has specified they do not want the 
COPP submitted until the rezoning process is complete. Final signed versions of the COPP 
schedules will be provided to the M.D. when completed. 

Landscaping Plan Responses 

38. Source Document - MMSA Review: Landscaping Plan (pg 3): The application does not include a 
landscaping plan, stamped by a licensed professional (landscape architecture is a licenced 
profession in the Province of Alberta). 

Response: 

The M.D. Land Use Bylaw No. 5/2016 does not stipulate that a Landscape Architect must prepare 
and sign off on the landscaping plan. For the purposes of this Application, both Biologists and 
Reclamation professionals have provided input and reviewed the information regarding proposed 
landscaping/planting. In addition, a professional visual specialist is now conducting a Visual Impact 
Assessment which may also inform future landscaping. Lehigh does not anticipate hiring a 
landscape architect at this time given the conceptual and dynamic nature of the Landscaping Plan. 

39. Source Document – MMSA Review: Landscaping Plan (pg 3): The application does not specify on 
a site plan the location, size (length, width and height) of the proposed berm. 

Response: 

The necessity of a berm, including dimensions and location, is being considered as part of the 
Visual Impact Assessment/model being completed. Anticipated submission of this document is 
July 31, 2018. 
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40. Source Document – MMSA Review: Landscaping Plan (pg 3): The application does not specify on 
a site plan the type, placement and extent of tree/shrub planting. 

Response: 

Specific locations for placement or extent of tree/shrub plantings to provide as a visual barrier along 
the roadside of the property have not yet been determined. It is anticipated that placement will be 
on the Lehigh property within the setback from Shaftesbury Trail in locations where naturally 
occurring vegetation may be sparse and not sufficient to shield the Site. Native species, such as, 
but not limited to aspen (Populus tremuloides), white spruce (Picea glauca) on the mid to upper 
slope locations of the berm and willow (Salix spp.) on the downslope locations, will be used, with 
preference given for fast growing species that do not require irrigation. If possible, cuttings from 
trees/shrubs on site may be used as these are assumed to be well suited to the growing conditions 
of the area. Additional considerations for planting locations may arise pending the results of the 
Visual Impact Assessment and will be incorporated as applicable; however, any landscaping details 
at this time are considered conceptual given the dynamic landscape and the length of time that 
may pass before approvals are provided. If and when approvals are provided for this proposed 
Project, the Landscaping Plan will be revisited to ensure the most suitable locations and species 
are selected for planting.   

41. Source Document – MMSA Review: Landscaping Plan (pg 3): The application does not specify on 
a site plan the location, size, type and placement of any proposed fence. 

Response: 

Section 6.5.2 of the Application states that a fence may be considered if additional sound and visual 
barriers are needed. Currently, fence installation is not planned; however, if other visual barriers 
are deemed ineffective based on complaints, M.D. feedback etc. a fence will be considered. 
Location, size, type and placement will be discussed with the M.D. in advance of fence 
purchase/installation. 

42. Source Document – MMSA Review: Landscaping Plan (pg 4): Connecting the landscaping plan, 
which may mitigate the visual impacts of the development with the visual baseline and impact 
assessment would strengthen this component of the application.  

Response: 

The Landscaping Plan may be modified/supplemented pending the results of the Visual Impact 
Assessment currently being completed. Additional comments regarding the Landscaping Plan may 
be incorporated into that document which is anticipated for submission by July 31, 2018; however, 
any landscaping details at this time are considered conceptual given the dynamic landscape and 
the length of time that may pass before approvals are provided. If approvals are provided for this 



 
 

 
Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit #2   I   Supplemental Information Request Response 23 
Riverlots 35 and 36 (NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M)   I   Peace River, Alberta   I   May 30, 2018 
Trace Project No. 200-964-04   I   File Name: 200-964-04 LR02.docx 

proposed Project, the Landscaping Plan will be revisited to ensure the most suitable locations and 
species are selected for planting. 

Reclamation Plan Responses 

43. Source Document - MMSA Review: Reclamation Plan (pg 4:) Daylighting may assist with achieving 
pre-disturbance landscape contours, but is dependent on Alberta Environment and Parks approval. 
This suggests that the applicant will have difficulty achieving pre-disturbance landscape contours 
if they are unable to daylight the land within the river-side development setback. If daylighting is 
not an option, the applicant should address how they would expect to achieve pre-disturbance 
landscape contours. 

Response: 

Site reclamation is not expected to be initiated for 25 years and it is expected that the reclamation 
plan will evolve and adapt to include new techniques or processes to meet the desired end land 
use and potential revised requirements of the M.D.  

Lehigh’s first option will be to approach the M.D. and AEP to reduce the 60.96 m setback from the 
upper break (as stipulated in Bylaw No. 5/2016) to allow daylighting to achieve suitable  
post-reclamation site contours. This would require additional environmental impact assessment, 
per the Bylaw No. 5/2016, which Lehigh has not yet conducted. Setback reductions could also 
include evaluation of the associated Highway 684 setback to minimize the degree of daylighting 
required within the river-side setback. This process would be addressed in future updated activities 
plans for the Site and municipal permit amendments. Lehigh will work with AEP, the M.D., and 
other appropriate regulatory groups to evaluate this option and undertake the necessary studies as 
required to accommodate daylighting closer to the time of reclamation so any other reclamation 
techniques or amendments can be addressed at the same time. 

If daylighting is not an option, fill importation would also be considered to address any material 
deficits at final reclamation. Currently the COPP does not allow for import of material without prior 
approval; approval for this under an updated activities plan would not be sought until closer to 
reclamation when material availability could be better assessed along with the final reclamation 
expectations of the M.D. 
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44. Source Document - MMSA Review:  Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The Municipal Development Plan 
(MDP) of the M.D. of Peace identifies the subject land as urban fringe. The primary policy statement 
within the MDP relative to the urban fringe is that the Municipal District will work with the Town of 
Peace River on “residential development within the ‘Urban Fringe’ adjoining or in close proximity to 
the Town of Peace River” pg. 58. This policy can provide direction to the applicant and the 
municipality with respect to reclamation. 

Response: 

The designated end land use presented in the Application (Section 7.1 of the Application) is a 
natural area with potential opportunities to enhance the reclaimed landscape for recreational 
activities (i.e., walking trails). This is based on feedback at a pre-application meeting attended by 
Lehigh, the C.A.O (at that time) of the M.D., and a representative of the MMSA on July 14, 2017, 
in which a preference for a recreational/natural landscape following reclamation was discussed. 
Lehigh was not advised at that time that the M.D. preferred a residential end land use. 

Reclamation of the Site is expected to occur at the end of the project life. The life expectancy of 
the project is estimated at 25 years. Lehigh will engage the M.D and the Town of Peace River and 
revisit the targeted end land use throughout the development permit renewal process. Lehigh will 
work with the M.D and AEP to develop a final reclamation plan closer to when reclamation will 
occur to ensure the desired end land use is appropriate for AEP, the M.D. and the Town of Peace 
River. In addition, the return of the landscape to a natural end land use does not preclude it from 
being developed to residential housing following the future reclamation and sale of the land. 

45. Source Document – MMSA Review:  Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The reclamation plan does not 
currently contain details with respect to daylighting of land within the development setback. 

Response: 

See response to #43. Further details would be made available upon application to reduce the site 
setbacks to allow for daylighting and these details would be informed by subsequent impact 
assessments as required by Bylaw No. 5/2016.  

46. Source Document - MMSA Review: Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The reclamation plan does not 
currently contain details with respect to type, placement and extent of tree/shrub planting. 

Response: 

See response to #8. 
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47. Source Document - MMSA Review: Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The reclamation plan does not 
currently contain details with respect to the proposed coverage of the site with tree/shrub planting 
compared to the existing predevelopment coverage of the site. 

Response: 

As indicated in Section 7.1 of the Application: 

“The goal of reclamation is to achieve equivalent land capability of all lands disturbed by 
development activities. For the proposed development, all lands disturbed by Site activities 
(approximately 15.35 ha) will be reclaimed to a natural area end land use”. 

Lehigh intends to reclaim and revegetate all disturbed lands to a natural area setting. This will 
include tree/shrub planting over the reclaimed landscape to provide wildlife habitat, species 
diversity, and recreational value to the reclaimed landscape. Lehigh will work with the M.D. and 
other applicable stakeholders to develop a final reclamation plan closer to when reclamation would 
occur to ensure the desired end land use is appropriate. Once the desired end land use(s) for the 
Site are determined, a detailed revegetation plan will be developed that includes target species, 
planting densities, target reclaimed plant communities, and delineation of areas targeted for 
replanting versus natural regeneration.  

48. Source Document - MMSA Review: Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The reclamation plan does not 
currently contain details with respect to the proposed topography of the site if residential 
development is the proposed end use. 

Response: 

See response to #44. 

49. Source Document - MMSA Review: Reclamation Plan (pg 4): The reclamation plan does not 
currently contain details with respect to the extent of the site that would be within 1:100 year flood 
plain post-reclamation, which would impact the residential develop-ability of the land. 

Response: 

Given Lehigh is currently not proposing to reclaim the Site for residential development, further 
evaluation of flood risk to future residential development is not planned. Should the end land use 
change such that the Site is reclaimed for residential development, Lehigh would anticipate a future 
developer would undertake this assessment and best evaluate how to develop the land for housing. 
Given Lehigh is not a land developer in this sense, Lehigh is not best suited to evaluate the 
residential development opportunities given possible flood risks post reclamation. 
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Consultation Policy Responses 

50. Source Document – MMSA Review: Continuous Consultation Policy (pg 4-5): The application does 
not provide a site-specific policy relative to continuous consultation or specific commitments to 
future consultation activities related to the proposed development. 

Response: 

In addition to the information provided in Section 4.4 of the Application, Table 50-1 below provides 
the site-specific consultation and engagement activities Lehigh proposes as part of its continuous 
consultation process. 

Table 50-1 Proposed Site-Specific Consultation and Engagement Activities 

Engagement Activity Frequency Timing  Target Audience 

Project Newsletter Annual (possibly 
biannual)  

Pre- and/or  
Post-season 

Shaftesbury Estates 
and other immediate 
residents 

Community Open 
House 

Every 2 years Mid-summer All members of the 
public 

Notification of Activities As needed In advance of or 
immediately following 
the start of washing or 
crushing 

All members of the 
public 

Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) 
Participation 

Quarterly As scheduled CAC members 

Donations/Event 
Sponsorships 

To be determined on a case by case basis 

The activities listed here are subject to revision pending feedback and interest. For example, if 
multiple Open Houses are held with poor attendance or a general lack of interest, alternate 
engagement activities will be considered and the Open Houses may be discarded. The consultation 
and engagement process is not considered static and must be viewed as a “living” process that will 
be adapted and refined on an ongoing basis. 
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Lehigh’s Continuous Consultation Policy for the Site also incorporates both the Issue Response 
Policy and Reporting Policy to ensure that feedback and transparent communication is maintained 
with the M.D. and members of the public who report issues with Lehigh’s operations. By 
incorporating Continuous Consultation, Issue Response, and Reporting Policies into ongoing 
operations, it is believed that issues between the community and Lehigh operations can be 
prevented and/or mitigated in a proactive, timely manner. 

51. Source Document – MMSA Review: Reporting Policy (pg 5): The Land Use Bylaw requires the 
application to “outline how the gravel pit operator will report annually to the Municipality regarding 
pit operations, communication activity between the operator and the community, and issues 
arising.” 

The application states that the applicant expects that a condition of the development permit will set 
out the reporting format and content. The applicant should supply a proposed reporting manner, 
format, content and schedule as a part of the application. 

Response: 

Appendix F provides a reporting template to be provided annually to the M.D., via email, likely in 
January or February to report for the previous operating year. 
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We trust this meets your present requirements. Should you have any questions or comments, please 
contact Mr. Ryan Muri at our Edmonton (St. Albert) office. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Trace Associates Inc. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: 
Ryan J. Muri 
Practice Area Lead, Natural Sciences 
T   780.458.7787 ext. 134 
E   rmuri@traceassociates.ca 

Reviewed by: 
Vince D. Martell, C.E.T. 
Division Manager, Edmonton 
T   780.458.7787 ext. 125 
E   vmartell@traceassociates.ca 
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Trace Associates Inc. 
Trace 385 Centre, 385 Carleton Drive, St. Albert, Alberta  T8N 7L1 

T   1.877.418.7223 (1.877.41TRACE) 
T   780.458.7787 

www.traceassociates.ca 

May 25, 2018 Trace Project No. 200-964-04 
 
Submitted via email:  jessica.sabell@lehighhanson.com 
 
Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited 
15015 – 123 Avenue 
Edmonton, Alberta  T5J 1J7 
 
Attention: Ms. Jessica Sabell, Environment Manager – Northern Prairies 
 
Dear Ms. Sabell: 
 
Re: Wetland Assessment 

 NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M, near Peace River, Alberta 
 Shaftesbury Pit 2 

1.0 Introduction 

Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited (Lehigh) retained Trace Associates Inc. (Trace) to conduct a wetland 
assessment on the proposed Shaftesbury Pit 2 on Pt. Riverlots 35 and 36 (NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and  
S½-13-083-22 W5M), near Peace River, Alberta, within the Municipal District of Peace No. 135. The 
wetland assessment is in support of the Rezoning Application for Lehigh’s Shaftesbury Pit 2 and 
supplemental information request responses #10, # 16, and #18. The assessment aligns with the Alberta 
Wetland Policy (GOA, 2013) and will supplement future Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP) Code of 
Practice for Pits application by Lehigh. The proposed project development area is hereinafter referred to 
as “the Site.” The Site is approximately 34.51 hectares in size. Trace conducted this assessment in 
accordance with Trace’s Environmental Report - General Conditions provided as Appendix A. 

2.0 Methods 

A desktop review of the Site was conducted by Trace personnel in April 2018, and included the 
following activities: 

 The Abacus Datagraphics Ltd. (Abacus) AbaData database (www.abacusdatagraphics.com) was 
searched for existing dispositions within the NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M.  

 The Abacus AbaData database (www.abacusdatagraphics.com) was searched for Agricultural Region 
of Alberta Soil Inventory Data. 

 The Landscape Analysis Tool (LAT) (AEP, 2017) was searched for data on fisheries and 
wildlife sensitivities. 

 Wildlife occurrence data was reviewed using the Fish and Wildlife Management Information System 
(FWMIS) (AEP, 2015a).  

 The Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS) database (AEP,2015b) was 
searched for reported non-vertebrate elements (i.e., invertebrates and plants) within Sections 11, 12 
and 13, Township 083, Range 22 W5M, as well as overlap with, and proximity to, protected areas 
(within 100 metres [m]).  
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 The Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA) map created by Fiera Biological Consulting (Fiera, 2014) 
was searched for ESA scores within the southwest quarter of Section 13, the northwest quarter of 
Section 12, and the northeast quarter of Section 11, Township 083, Range 22 W5M. 

 The Alberta Merged Wetland Inventory was searched for data on potential wetlands (GOA, n.d.). 

2.1 Relevant Legislation Review 

The following acts, regulations, guidelines, and directives supporting the Alberta Wetland Policy  
(GOA, 2013) and pertinent to the proposed development were reviewed and considered when conducting 
the wetland assessment:  

 The Water Act (GOA, 2014c) and Regulations (GOA, 2015c) 
 The Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act (GOA, 2014a) and Activities Designation 

Regulation (GOA, 2017c) 
 The Alberta Land Stewardship Act (ALSA) (GOA, 2009) 
 The Alberta Public Lands Act (GOA, 2014b) and Regulations (GOA, 2011) 
 The Municipal Government Act (GOA, 2000) 
 The Alberta Wildlife Act (GOA, 2014d) Regulation (GOA, 2017d) 
 The Migratory Birds Convention Act (GOC, 2017a) and Regulations (GOC, 2016) 
 The Species at Risk Act (GOC, 2017b) 
 The Alberta Wetland Identification and Delineation Directive (GOA, 2015a) 
 The Wetland Assessment and Impact Report Directive (GOA, 2017a) 
 The Alberta Wetland Mitigation Directive (GOA, 2017b) 
 The Wetland Regulatory Requirements Guide (GOA, 2015d) 
 The Guide for Assessing Permanence of Wetland Basins (GOA, 2016) 
 The Alberta Wetland Policy Wetland Application Checklist (GOA, 2015e) 

Details regarding relevant legislation will be addressed in the sections of this letter report to which 
they apply. 

2.2 Aerial Photograph Review 

The review of historical aerial photographs included available photographs and georeferenced satellite 
imagery taken between 1950 and 2016 (Table 1; Figure 1). Wetland delineation of the Site followed 
Pathway 3 of the Alberta Wetland Identification and Delineation Directive (GOA, 2015a). Wetland 
boundaries were drawn using a geographic information system based on the full extent of the wetland in 
the majority of years. The areas determined to be wetlands were delineated using the appropriate 
ecological boundary as per the Alberta Wetland Identification and Delineation Directive (GOA, 2015a). 
Instances of bare ground, standing water, patchy vegetation, tilling, etc., on aerial photograph imagery 
were used to infer wetland permanency and class. This approach accounts for short and long-term 
climatic fluctuations, which produces marked seasonal differences in surface moisture conditions from 
year to year. Site assessments conducted in 2015 and 2016 supported the wetland delineation. 
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As per the Alberta Wetland Identification and Delineation Directive (GOA, 2015a), yearly and monthly 
precipitation data was analyzed for each photograph to determine whether the image was representative 
of a dry, moderate, or wet year or month (Table 1). Climatic conditions preceding the date of photograph 
capture were taken into consideration in determining the relative moistness of the Site. Data on the 
imagery sources used to identify and delineate the wetland boundaries, including data on climatic 
fluctuations and surface moisture, are presented in Table 1. 

The delineation of wetlands is presented in Figure 1. 

2.3 Crown Claim Submission 

No wetlands identified within or in proximity to the Site meet the requirements of Section 3 of the 
Public Lands Act (GOA, 2014d) (a body of water, permanent, and naturally occurring), since they have 
not held water for the majority of the year or all year between 1950 and 2016.  

2.4 Wetland Classification and Assessment 

A field assessment was conducted on July 21, 2015 to determine land use, vegetation and soils; during 
which potential wetlands were visited, assessed, and assigned a land use or wetland classification. 
An avian and amphibian assessment conducted in 2016 also identified potential wetlands (Trace, 2017). 

3.0 Results 

3.1 Site Characteristics 

3.1.1 Land Use 

A search of the Abacus AbaData database on April 26, 2018, indicted there are no industrial activities 
within the site boundary. 

3.1.2 Physiography and Topography 

The Site and surrounding area are located within the Peace River Parkland Natural Subregion of the 
Parkland Natural Region. The regional topography is described as gently rolling with steep slopes along 
the Peace River. Temperature and precipitation are intermediates between dry, warm grasslands and 
moister, cooler boreal forests, similar to the Central Parkland Natural Subregion. Aspen  
(Populus tremuloides) and white spruce (Picea glauca) dominate upland forests, and dry grasslands and 
aspen forests on valley slopes; however, much of the subregion is cultivated (GOA, 2006). 

3.1.3 Soils and Geology 

Solonetzic intergrades of Dark Gray and Black Chernozems are the dominant soils in the subregion, but 
there is a complex of Regosols, Brunisols, and Rego Dark Brown Chernozems on the Peace River valley 
slopes (GOA, 2006). The Agricultural Region of the Alberta Soil Inventory Database reports that dominant 
soils on site are comprised of a miscellaneous undifferentiated mineral soil series, classified as Orthic 
Regosol (ASIC, 2001).  
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3.1.4 Fish and Wildlife 

On March 8, 2016, a FWMIS search yielded only fish species associated with the Peace River and is 
provided in Appendix I in the Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit 2 (Trace, 2017). As per the Alberta 
FWMIS database, the fish and wildlife inventory data accessible for this Site does not represent a 
complete record of all fish and wildlife collections and observations available. It only represents the data 
currently residing in the FWMIS.  

The LAT identified the Site as within possible sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasiansellus) range. 
Sharp-tailed grouse are classified provincially as Sensitive (AEP, 2011). No sharp-tailed grouse were 
observed during the site visits nor were there any records in FWMIS indicating the presence of  
sharp-tailed grouse in the area. 

3.1.5 Vegetation 

On March 8, 2016 and April 26, 2018, an ACIMS search for rare plants and rare plant communities 
previously reported within Sections 13, 12, and 11, Township 83, Range 22, W5M (AEP, 2015b) yielded 
no occurrences in the area searched. The ACIMS database only represents the data submitted to ACIMS 
prior to the time of the search.  

During the July 21, 2015 site visit and May 31 to June 1, 2016, avian and amphibian assessment, 
ecosites and habitat types were identified. The results of the assessments, including a plant species list, 
are provided in Appendix I in the Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit 2 (Trace, 2017) and a 
Supplemental Information Request submission (report forthcoming approximately May 30, 2018). 

3.1.6 Environmentally Significant Areas 

The ESA database (Fiera, 2014) was reviewed for ESA scores within SW¼-13, NW¼-12, and  
NE¼-11-83-22 W5M. The database was compiled to identify ESAs in the province and is intended to 
include environmental values in land-use planning. The southwest quarter section’s ESA score is 0.055, 
the northwest quarter section’s ESA score is 0.2012, and the northeast quarter section’s ESA score is 
0.1501. The southwest and northeast quarter sections are less than the 0.189 cut-off score for ESAs; 
therefore, they are not considered environmentally significant areas. However, the northwest quarter 
section is considered an ESA. It is assumed that the high score for ecological integrity is because most of 
the quarter section is occupied by the Peace River. The land base portion of the northwest quarter 
(located within the Site) adjacent the Peace River contains improved pasture and hayland; these habitats 
are not considered ESAs.  

3.2 Aerial Photograph Review 

Based on the aerial photograph review, the Site includes a mix of grassland, shrubland, and forest. Over 
time, the habitat types have developed into more mature forest stands and greater coverage by 
shrubland. Hayfields were established in the 1950s or 1960s and persist in the most recent aerial 
photography. Truck trails, access roads, and residences or outbuildings were developed after 1949. 

Northeast of the Site, in lands owned by Alberta Transportation, clearing and grading occurred between 
1967 and 1977. This area may have been used for material extraction until the 1990s.  



 
 

 
Wetland Assessment   I   NE¼ -11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M   I   Near Peace River, Alberta 5 
Shaftesbury Pit 2   I   Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited   I   May 25, 2018 
Trace Project No. 200-964-04   I   File Name: 200-964-04-LR01.docx 

Figure 1 shows the Site in April 2016 with potential wetlands in the adjacent property delineated. 
Precipitation data used to complement the aerial photographs sourced is presented in Table 1. 

3.3 Wetland Assessment, Classification, and Delineation 

The classification of the wetlands and uplands on the Site is based on analysis of aerial photographs and 
the July 21, 2015, and May 31 to June 1, 2016 field assessment. No wetlands were identified within the 
boundaries of the Site.  

Two ephemeral wetlands were identified within the adjacent property owned by Alberta Transportation, 
northeast of the Site. These ephemeral wetlands were identified through desktop assessment and 
confirmed by the results presented in Appendix I of the Rezoning Application Shaftesbury Pit 2  
(Trace, 2017). The wetlands are presented in Figure 1. The ephemeral wetlands may have been created 
through the grading and potential excavation activities within the property because they were not 
discernible in photographs prior to 2002. Based on aerial photography and the site description in the 
Avian and Amphibian Assessment, the waterbodies hold water early in the growing season and do not 
exhibit discernible changes in vegetation from the pasture/hayfield. The ephemeral wetlands will not be 
impacted by the construction, operation, or reclamation of the proposed Site; therefore, the Water Act and 
Alberta Wetland Policy are not applicable. 

4.0 Discussion 

4.1 Impacts to Wetlands 

No wetlands were identified within the Site; therefore, there will be no impacts to wetlands within the 
boundaries of the Site. Two ephemeral wetlands were identified in proximity to the Site. The ephemeral 
wetlands may provide amphibian habitat. The potential environmental effects associated with 
development of the Site to the ephemeral wetlands may include the following: 

 Sedimentation of wetlands. 
 A decrease of wetland-reliant wildlife species and species sensitive to disturbance. 
 Alteration of drainages associated with wetlands. 

The construction, operation, and reclamation of the Site may result in the effects listed if activities or 
materials unintentionally occur outside the boundaries of the Site. 

4.2 Mitigation and Protection 

To mitigate the potential for environmental effects to the adjacent ephemeral wetlands, recommended mitigation 
and protection measures include the following: 

 Ensure all equipment and materials remain on site within the boundaries of the Site. 
 Ensure the boundary of the Site does not affect natural drainage patterns. 
 Install erosion and sediment control along the perimeter of the Site to ensure runoff and sediment do 

not travel off site. 
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5.0 Summary and Conclusions 

Based on the results presented above, Trace presents the following summary and conclusions: 

 There are no wetlands within the Site; therefore, the Water Act and Alberta Wetland Policy are 
not applicable. 

 Two ephemeral wetlands are in proximity to the Site and mitigation and protection measures are 
recommended to ensure these wetlands are not affected by the construction, operation, or reclamation 
of the Site.  
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6.0 Closure and Quality Management 

We trust that this meets your present requirements. Should you have any questions or comments, please 
contact Ms. Redburn at our Calgary office. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Trace Associates Inc.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by: 
Jacqueline Redburn, B.Sc., M.E.Des., P.Biol.  
Vegetation Ecologist 
T   403.246.0321 ext. 206 
E   jredburn@traceassociates.ca 

Reviewed by: 
Ryan J. Muri, B.Sc., P.Ag. 
Practice Area Lead, Natural Sciences 
T   780.458.7787 ext. 134 
E   rmuri@traceassociates.ca 
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FIGURES 
Figure 1 ......................... Wetland Assessment 

 
TABLES 
Table 1 .......................... Documentation of Imagery Source Used to Identify and Delineate Wetland 

Boundaries 
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Appendix A .................... Trace Associates Inc. Environmental Report – General Conditions  
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Wetland Assessment  – Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited
Shaftesbury Pit 2, NE¼ -11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M, near Peace River, Alberta
Trace Project No. 200-964-04

02-Oct-1950 AS 95, Photo 267
AEP Aerial 
Photograph 
Distribution

1:40,000 Fall Unavailable Unavailable - DVI No - DVI No

1967 AS 0929, Photo 143
AEP Aerial 
Photograph 
Distribution

1:31,680 Summer/Fall Dry - - DVI No - DVI No

07-May-1977 AS 1575, Photo 216
AEP Aerial 
Photograph 
Distribution

1:31,680 Spring Normal Normal - DVI No - DVI No

28-Jul-1988 AS 3748, Photo 242
AEP Aerial 
Photograph 
Distribution

1:40,000 Summer Wet Wet - DVI No - DVI No

01-Sep-1997 TRSG 9703, Photo 
356

AEP Aerial 
Photograph 
Distribution

1:60,000 Fall Wet Normal - DVI No - DVI No

16-Oct-2002 - Google Earth - Fall Dry Normal - DVI No - DVI No

10-May-2012 - Google Earth - Spring Normal Wet Ephemeral W No Ephemeral W No

04-Apr-2016 - Google Earth - Spring Wet Normal Ephemeral W No Ephemeral W No

Document Control: Revision Version Entered by Entered on Checked by Last checked Last printed
0 1.0 JR 26-Apr-2018 RM 15-May-2018 25-May-2018

File Name: 200-964-04-LR01 T01.xlsx

References: AAF (Alberta Agriculture and Forestry). (n.d.). Interpolated Weather Data from 1961 for Alberta Townships. Edmonton, AB: Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada. Retrieved from: http://agriculture.alberta.ca/acis/township-data-viewer.jsp.

Legend: AEP =  Alberta Environment and Parks Spring = April-June DVI = Dry, vegetated (indistinguishable from surrounding upland
AWCS = Alberta Wetland Classification System Summer = July-August W = Water present/Inundated
d-m-y = Day-month-year Fall = September-November

Notes: * -  Dry = years with precipitation lower than 25% of the mean, Normal = years with precipitation within 25% of the mean, Wet = years with precipitation greater than 75% of the mean.
# -  Dry = months with precipitation lower than 25% of the mean, Normal = months with precipitation within 25% of the mean, Wet = months with precipitation greater than 75% of the mean.
^ - Brackish wetlands are not labeled in this table, as they could not be identified during the desktop assessment.
(1) (2) = Wetland ID labelled on Figure 1.

Assessment of 
Permanence

Wetland ID (2)Wetland ID (1)
AWCS 

Wetland 
Class^

AWCS 
Wetland 
Class^

TABLE 1 - DOCMENTATION OF IMAGERY SOURCE USED TO IDENTIFY AND DELINEATE WETLAND BOUNDARIES

Photo ID 
(Roll AS# Photo#) Image Source Resolution

*Precipitation 
Year Analysis

(AAF, n.d.)

#Precipitation 
Month Analysis 

(AAF, n.d.)Season
Photo Date 

(d-m-y) 

Open Water Visible or 
Consistent Wetland 

Vegetation Signature

Assessment of 
Permanence

Open Water Visible or 
Consistent Wetland 

Vegetation Signature
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T   1.877.418.7223 (1.877.41TRACE) 
www.traceassociates.ca 

Environmental Report – General Conditions 
 

1.0 Use of Report 

This report pertains to a specific site, a specific development, and a specific scope of work. It is not applicable to any other 
sites, nor should it be relied upon for types of development other than those to which it refers. Any variation from the site or 
proposed development would necessitate a supplementary assessment. 

This report and the assessments and recommendations contained in it are intended for the sole use of  
Trace Associates Inc.’s (Trace’s) client. Trace does not accept any responsibility for the accuracy of any of the data, the 
analysis, or the recommendations contained or referenced in the report when the report is used or relied upon by any party 
other than Trace's client (hereunder referred to as the "Client") or an approved agent of the Client. Any unauthorized use of 
or reliance on the report is at the sole risk of the user. 

This report is subject to copyright and shall not be reproduced either wholly or in part without the prior, written permission of 
Trace. The Client agrees that it shall use the report for its own internal purposes and it shall not provide the report to another 
party other than an approved agent. 

2.0 Limitation of Report 

This report is based solely on the conditions that existed on site at the time of Trace's investigation. The Client, and any 
other parties using this report with the express written consent of the Client and Trace, acknowledge that conditions affecting 
the environmental assessment of the site can vary with time and that the conclusions and recommendations set out in this 
report are time sensitive. 

The Client, and any other party using this report with the express written consent of the Client and Trace, also acknowledge 
that the conclusions and recommendations set out in this report are based on limited observations and testing on the subject 
site and that conditions may vary across the site which, in turn, could affect the conclusions and recommendations made. 

The Client acknowledges that Trace is neither qualified to, nor is it making, any recommendations with respect to the 
purchase, sale, investment or development of the site, the decisions on which are the sole responsibility of the Client. 

3.0 Information Provided to Trace by Others 

During the performance of the work and the preparation of this report, Trace may have relied on information provided by 
persons other than the Client. While Trace endeavours to verify the accuracy of such information when instructed to do so 
by the Client, Trace accepts no responsibility for the accuracy or the reliability of such information that may affect the report.  

4.0 Limitation of Liability 

The Client recognizes that property containing contaminants and hazardous wastes creates a high risk of claims brought by 
third parties arising from the presence of those materials. In consideration of these risks, and in consideration of Trace 
providing the services requested, the Client agrees that Trace's liability shall be limited as follows: 

(1) With respect to any claims brought against Trace by the Client for damages of any kind whatsoever, including without 
limitation, incidental, consequential, exemplary or punitive, for any reason whatsoever arising out of the provision or 
failure to provide services hereunder the amount of such claim and the extent of Trace's liability shall be limited to the 
amount of fees paid by the Client to Trace under this Agreement. 

(2) With respect to claims brought by third parties arising out of the presence of contaminants or hazardous wastes on the 
subject site, the Client agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless Trace from and against any and all claim or 
claims, action or actions, demands, damages, penalties, fines, losses, costs and expenses of every nature and kind 
whatsoever, including solicitor-client costs, arising or alleged to arise either in whole or part out of services provided by 
Trace. 

5.0 Job Site Safety 

Trace is only responsible for the activities of its employees on the job site and is not responsible for the safety or supervision 
of any other persons whatsoever. The presence of Trace personnel on the job site shall not be construed in any way to 
relieve the Client or any other persons on site from their responsibility for job site safety.  
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6.0 Disclosure of Information by Client 

The Client agrees to fully cooperate with Trace with respect to the provision of all available information on the past, present, 
and proposed conditions on the site, including historical information respecting the use of the site. The Client acknowledges 
that in order for Trace to properly provide the service, Trace requires and shall rely upon the full disclosure and accuracy of 
any and all such information. 

7.0 Standard of Care 

Services performed by Trace for this report have been conducted in a manner consistent with the level of skill ordinarily 
exercised by members of the profession currently practicing under similar conditions in the jurisdiction in which the services 
are provided. Engineering and scientific judgment have been applied in developing the conclusions and/or recommendations 
provided in this report. No warranty or guarantee, express or implied, is made concerning the test results, comments, 
recommendations, or any other portion of this report. 

8.0 Emergency Procedures 

The Client undertakes to inform Trace of all hazardous conditions, or possible hazardous conditions that are known to it. The 
Client recognizes that the activities of Trace may uncover previously unknown hazardous materials or conditions and that 
such discovery may result in the necessity to undertake emergency procedures to protect Trace employees, other persons, 
and the environment. These procedures may involve additional costs outside of any budgets previously agreed upon. The 
Client agrees to pay Trace for any expenses incurred as a result of such discoveries and to compensate Trace through 
payment of additional fees and expenses for time spent by Trace to deal with the consequences of such discoveries. 

9.0 Notification of Authorities 

The Client acknowledges that in certain instances the discovery of hazardous substances or conditions and materials may 
require that regulatory agencies and other persons be informed and the Client agrees that notification to such bodies or 
persons, as required, may be done by Trace in its reasonably exercised discretion. 

10.0 Ownership of Instruments of Service 

The Client acknowledges that all reports, plans, and data generated by Trace during the performance of the work and other 
documents prepared by Trace are considered its professional work product and shall remain the copyright property of Trace. 

11.0 Alternate Report Format 

Where Trace submits both electronic file and hard copy versions of reports, drawings and other documents and deliverables 
(collectively termed "Trace's instruments of professional service"), the Client agrees that only the signed and sealed hard 
copy versions shall be considered final and legally binding. The hard copy versions submitted by Trace shall be the original 
documents for record and working purposes, and, in the event of a dispute or discrepancies, the hard copy versions shall 
govern over the electronic versions.  

The Client agrees that both electronic file and hard copy versions of Trace's instruments of professional service shall not, 
under any circumstances, no matter who owns or uses them, be altered by any party except Trace. The Client warrants that 
Trace's instruments of professional service will be used only and exactly as submitted by Trace and for the purpose for 
which such instruments of professional service were intended. 

The Client recognizes and agrees that electronic files submitted by Trace have been prepared and submitted using specific 
software and hardware systems. Trace makes no representation about the compatibility of these files with the Client's 
current or future software and hardware systems. 

12.0 Governing Law 

The validity, construction and performance of this Agreement shall be governed by the laws in effect in the Province of 
Alberta. 
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Revised Appendix I1 – Full Species List Tables 



REVISED APPENDIX I1 - FULL SPECIES LIST
Rezoning Application - Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited
Shaftesbury Pit 2, NE¼-11, NW¼-12, and S½-13-083-22 W5M, Peace River, Alberta
Trace Project No. 200-964

Growth form Global1, 2, 3 Sub-regional1, 2, 3 Provincially Tracked 
or Watched1, 2, 3

common yarrow Achillea millefolium Forb G5 S5 No
spreading dogbane Apocynum androsaemifolium Forb G5 S5 No
pasture sage Artemisia frigida Forb G5 S5 No
prairie sage Artemisia ludoviciana Forb G5 S5 No
harebell Campanula rotundifolia Forb G5 S5 No
creeping thistle Cirsium arvense Forb GNR SNA No
annual hawk's-beard Crepis tectorum Forb GNR SNA No
showy aster Eurybia conspicua Forb G5 S4 No
wild strawberry Fragaria virginiana Forb G5 S5 No
northern bedstraw Galium boreale Forb G5 S5 No
broomweed Gutierrezia sarothrae Forb G5 S5 No
purple peavine Lathyrus venosus Forb G5 S4 No
wild lily-of-the-valley Maianthemum canadense Forb G5 S5 No
alfalfa Medicago sativa Forb GNR SNA No
sweet-clover Melilotus spp. Forb G5 SNA No
tall lungwort Mertensia paniculata Forb G5 S5 No
cinquefoil species Potentialla spp. - - - -
fairybells Prosartes trachycarpa Forb G5 S5 No
Russian thistle Salsola tragus Forb GNR SNA No
tall goldenrod Solidago altissima Forb G5 S5 No
common dandelion Taraxacum officinale Forb G5 SNA No
veiny meadow rue Thalictrum venulosum Forb G5 S5 No
common goat's beard Tragopogon dubius Forb GNR SNA No
wild vetch Vicia americana Forb G5 S5 No
smooth brome Bromus inermis Graminoid G5TNR SNA No
orchard grass Dactylis glomerata Graminoid GNR SNA No
northern wheatgrass Elymus lanceolatus Graminoid G5 S5 No
creeping red fescue Festuca rubra Graminoid GNR SNA No
fescue species Festuca spp. Graminoid - - -
june grass Koeleria macrantha Graminoid G5 S5 No
green needle grass Nassella viridula Graminoid G5 S5 No
Kentucky bluegrass Poa pratensis Graminoid G5 S5 No
intermediate wheatgrass Thinopyrum intermedium Graminoid GNR SNA No
saskatoon Amelanchier alnifolia Shrub G5 S5 No
common bearberry Arctostaphylos urva-ursi Shrub G5 S5 No
red-osier dogwood Cornus stolonifera Shrub G5 S5 No
silverberry Elaeagnus commutata Shrub G5 S5 No
common juniper Juniperus communis Shrub G5 S5 No
twining honeysuckle Lonicera dioica Shrub G5 S5 No
bracted honeysuckle Lonicera involucrata Shrub G5 S5 No
pin cherry Prunus pensylvanica Shrub G5 S5 No
choke cherry Prunus virginiana Shrub G5 S5 No
gooseberry species Ribes spp. Shrub - - -
rose species Rosa spp. Shrub G5 S5 No
wild red raspberry Rubus idaeus Shrub G5 S5 No
willow species Salix spp. Shrub - - -
beaked willow Salix bebbiana Shrub G5 S5 No
Canada buffaloberry Shepherdia canadensis Shrub G5 S5 No
snowberrry Symphoricarpos albus Shrub G5 S5 No
buckbrush Symphoricarpos occidentalis Shrub G5 S5 No
common blueberry Vaccinium myrtilloides Shrub G5 S5 No
white spruce Picea glauca Tree G5 S5 No
aspen Populus tremuloides Tree G5 S5 No
mountain ash species Sorbus scopulina or S.aucuparia Tree - - -
stair-step moss Hylocomium splendens Moss G5 S5 No
Knight's plume moss Ptilium crista-castrensis Moss G5 S5 No
Feathermoss species - Moss - - -
Red-stemmed feathermoss Pleurozium schreberi Moss G5 S5 No
Monk's hood lichen Hypogymnia physodes Lichen G5 S3S5 No
Old man's beard Usnea spp. Lichen - - -

Document Control: Revision Version Entered by Entered on Checked by Last checked Last printed
2 1.1 JR 16-Apr-2018 RM 16-May-2018 28-May-2018

File Name: 200-964-04 LR02 App B1 (App I1 Rev 2).xlsx

References: 
Alberta in the ACIMS Database - March 2018. Retrieved from: http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/management-land-use/alberta-conservation-information-
management-system-acims/download-data/. 

Alberta in the ACIMS Database - July 2017. Retrieved from: http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/management-land-use/alberta-conservation-information-
management-system-acims/download-data/. 

Alberta in the ACIMS Database - July 2017. Retrieved from: http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/management-land-use/alberta-conservation-information-
management-system-acims/download-data/. 

Notes: ** See attached table for a description of the ranking system and rank definitions.
Bold - Noxious weeds as per the Alberta Weed Contol Act. 4

4   - GOA (Government of Alberta). (2011, October 1). Weed Control Act. Statues of Alberta, 2008. Chapter W-5.1. Current as of October 1, 2011. Edmonton, AB: Author.

1 - GOA (Government of Alberta). (2018, March). Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS): List of All the Vascular Plant Elements Recorded for

Scientific NameCommon Name

Ranking**

2 - GOA (Government of Alberta). (2017, July). Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS): List of All Moss and Liverwort Elements Recorded for

3 - GOA (Government of Alberta). (2017, July). Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS): List of All the Lichen Elements Recorded for

Status

Origin1, 2, 3

Native
Native
Native
Native
Native

Non-native; Noxious
Non-native

Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native

Non-native
Non-native

Native
Native
Native

Non-native
Native

Non-native
Native

Non-native
Native

Non-native
Non-native

Native
Non-native
Unknown

Native
Native
Native

Non-native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native

Native
Native
Native

Native
Native or Non-native

Native
Native
Native



REVISED APPENDIX I1a - VEGETATION SPECIES RANKING SYSTEM DEFINITIONS
Rezoning Application - Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited
Shaftesbury Pit #2, NW¼-12 and S½-13-083-22 W5M, Peace River, Alberta
Trace Project No. 200-964

Rank / Code
Alberta Conservation Information Management System Species Conservation Ranks1

1 = 
2 = 
3 = 
4 = 
5 = 
U = 
H = 
X = 

NR = 
SNA = 

G#G# / S#S# = 
S = 
G = 

#? = 

Document Control: Revision Version Entered by Entered on Checked by Last checked Last printed
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References:
Alberta in the ACIMS Database - March 2018. Retrieved from: http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/management-land-use/alberta-conservation-information-
management-system-acims/download-data/. 

1 - GOA (Government of Alberta). (2018, March). Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS): List of All the Vascular Plant Elements Recorded for

Global status rank
Inexact numeric rank. Applied when a specific rank is most likely appropriate but for which some conflicting information or unresolved questions remain.

Definition

Known from 20 or fewer occurrences or vulnerable to extirpation because of other factors.
Known from 100 or fewer occurrences or somewhat from vulnerable due to other factors such as restricted range, relatively small population sizes, or other factors.
Apparently Secure
Secure – taxon is common, widespread, and abundant.
Taxon is currently undrinkable due to a lack of information or substantially conflicting information.

Known from five or fewer occurrences or especially vulnerable to extirpation because of other factor(s)

Known from only historical records but still some hope of rediscovery.
Taxon is believed to be extirpated from the province.
Not ranked. Conservation status not yet assessed.
A conservation status rank is not applicable because the species or ecosystem is not a suitable target for conservation activities.
A numeric range rank is used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the taxon.
Subnational status rank



REVISED APPENDIX I TABLE 2 - AVERAGE DETECTION RATES (BIRDS PER POINT COUNT) 
Across 7 habitat types for 50 bird species detected in the Shaftesbury Pit 2 area in June 2016
Shaftesbury Pit 2, Avian and Amphibian Assessment June 2016 (DRAFT) 1
Trace Project No. 200-964

Federal2 Provincial3
Aspen 
Mature 
Forest

Aspen 
Young 
Forest

Mixed 
Young 
Forest

Tall 
Shrub 

Low 
Shrub Field River 

Bank Total

Canada Goose Branta canadensis Not Listed Secure 6.00 33
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Not Listed Secure 2.33 7
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Spotted Sandpiper Actitis macularius Not Listed Secure 2.33 7
Wilson's Snipe Gallinago delicata Not Listed Secure 1
Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis Not Listed Secure 1
Belted Kingfisher Megaceryle alcyon Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius Not Listed Secure 0.20 2
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.10 2
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus Not Listed Secure 0.10 0.20 2
Pileated Woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus Not Listed Sensitive 0.33 1
American Kestrel Falco sparverius Not Listed Sensitive 0.20 2
Least Flycatcher Empidonax minimus Not Listed Sensitive 0.67 0.30 0.50 8
Eastern Phoebe Sayornis phoebe Not Listed Sensitive 0.10 0.60 4
Blue-headed Vireo Vireo solitarius Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus Not Listed Secure 1.00 0.40 0.40 0.50 12
Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata Not Listed Secure 0.17 1
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchs Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Common Raven Corvus corax Not Listed Secure 0.20 0.20 0.20 7
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus Not Listed Secure 0.10 0.20 0.33 4
Red-breasted Nuthatch Red-breasted Nuthatch Not Listed Secure 0.60 3
House Wren Troglodytes aedon Not Listed Secure 0.67 0.30 0.67 9
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula Not Listed Secure 0.10 0.20 2
Swainson's Thrush Catharus ustulatus Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Hermit Thrush Catharus guttatus Not Listed Secure 0.30 0.20 0.33 6
American Robin Turdus migratorius Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.20 0.80 0.83 0.20 0.33 17
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapilla Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Northern Waterthrush 0.33 1 Seiurus noveboracensis Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Black-and-white Warbler Mniotilta varia Not Listed Secure 0.33 1
Tennessee Warbler Vermivora peregrina Not Listed Secure 0.20 2
Orange-crowned Warbler Vermivora celata Not Listed Secure 0.67 0.20 0.33 6
Mourning Warbler Oporornis philadelphia Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia Not Listed Secure 0.67 0.90 0.33 13
Yellow-rumped Warbler Dendroica coronata Not Listed Secure 0.10 1.00 6
Wilson's Warbler Wilsonia pusilla Not Listed Secure 0.10 0.17 2
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina Not Listed Secure 0.10 1
Clay-colored Sparrow Spizella pallida Not Listed Secure 0.20 2.00 1.40 0.67 23
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.20 3
Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis Not Listed Secure 2.00 6
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.20 0.33 5
Lincoln's Sparrow Melospiza lincolnii Not Listed Secure 0.10 0.33 0.40 5
White-throated Sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.70 0.40 0.67 14
Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis Not Listed Secure 0.80 5
Western Tanager Piranga ludoviciana Not Listed Sensitive 0.40 2
Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus Not Listed Secure 0.33 0.10 2
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater Not Listed Secure 0.17 1
Purple Finch Carpodacus purpureus Not Listed Secure 0.20 1
Total Species Detected 50
* List follows taxanomic order

Document Control: Revision Version Entered by
2 1.0 JR

File Name: 200-964-04 LR02 App B3 (AppI T02 Rev 2).xlsx

References: 1 - Wildfor (Wildfor Consultants Ltd.). (2016, June). Shaftsbury Pit 2, Avian and Amphibian Assessment June 2016. Edmonton, AB: Author.

Retrieved from: http://aep.alberta.ca/fish-wildlife/species-at-risk/wild-species-status-search.aspx

Notes: Shaded - Species with the highest detection rate in each habitat

3 - AEP (Alberta Environment and Parks). (2017, March). Alberta Wild Species General Status Listing - 2015. 
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APPENDIX C 

Vegetation Management & Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
Guidelines (Lehigh) 



AGGREGATES 
MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

 
LEHIGH HANSON MATERIALS LIMITED – CANADA REGION 

 

Title: Vegetation Management Guideline  Document # :    LH-MG-003 

Version:  2.0 Revision Date:  June 13, 2017 Approved By:   

 

File Name:    VegetationMgmtGuideline V2.0 Printed versions of this document are not controlled and might not be the current version. Page 1 of 1 

 

Purpose:   To ensure that undesirable vegetation species are managed in a consistent and 
environmentally responsible manner at Lehigh Hanson aggregate sites. 

  

Scope:   This guideline applies to all Lehigh Hanson Canada Region aggregate mining locations 
including aggregate storage depots and material handling berths. 

 

BACKGROUND 
Land management periodically requires chemical and/or mechanical treatment to control undesirable 
weed species.  The intention of weed control on Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited (LHML) is to control 
weed infestations on LHML sites and prevent spread onto adjacent properties. 
 

CONTRACTOR REQUIREMENTS 
LHML hires contractors to visit most active and inactive sites during the growing season.  They are also 
deployed on a case by case basis when required by local operation managers. 
 
All contractors must have the appropriate certifications and licenses as determined by local and provincial 
laws.  All weed treatment records are to be provided to LHML for recordkeeping and must include, at a 
minimum, herbicide name, application rate, weather and treatment area. 
 

TREATMENT METHODS 
 
Chemical Treatment: 
 
Chemical treatment involves the use of herbicides to control weed growth and is the most common 
method of control utilized at LHML sites.  The use of broadleaf spectrum herbicides is preferred and 
should be applied unless site specific concerns require a different treatment method.  This allows 
perennial grasses to establish on topsoil piles, berms and other areas to prevent erosion and reduce 
exposed soil and bare ground, minimizing dust over the entire property.  Broadcast spraying is 
discouraged; instead, infestations should be spot sprayed to both minimize cost and reduce the amount 
of herbicide used.  No long term residual herbicides are to be used on LHML sites.   
 
Various methods of application should be used (trucks, side by sides, on foot), to ensure appropriate 
application rates and to minimize disturbance around potentially sensitive areas.  All sites are to be 
provided with treatment records. 
 
Mechanical Treatment: 
 
Mechanical control methods can include cultivation or mowing and should be considered where herbicide 
application may not be suitable. 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
On dormant or inactive lands not being mined for aggregates, agriculture operations should be 
considered as an alternative land management option.  This minimizes the need for ongoing weed 
management while ensuring the land stays productive and adding value to the local agriculture industry.

 



 

AGGREGATES 
MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

 
LEHIGH HANSON MATERIALS LIMITED – CANADA REGION 

 

Title: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Guideline Document # :    LH-MG-004 

Version:  2.0 Revision Date:  June 12, 2017 

 
 

 
File Name:     WildlifeGuideline V2.0.docx Printed versions of this document are not controlled and might not be the current version. Page 1 of 1 

 
 

Purpose:   To ensure the protection, avoidance, impact minimization and reclamation of wildlife and 
wildlife habitat at Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited (LHML) sites.   

Scope:   This procedure applies to all Lehigh Hanson Canada Region aggregate mining locations 
including aggregate storage depots and material handling berths. 

 
All operations are to be conducted in accordance with sound environmental principles, meeting regulatory 
standards and following industry best practices. The following stages of aggregate development offer 
various challenges and opportunities: 

PERMITTING 
When permitting a site/activity, wildlife presence and biodiversity areas will be identified via field studies.  
If mine plans allow, these areas may be avoided or compensation may be required for disturbances.  
Species setbacks, timing restrictions and other mitigation will be identified at this stage and built into mine 
planning.  In addition, reclamation planning and final end land use decisions, including the potential to 
incorporate wildlife habitat in reclamation landscapes, will be considered at the permitting phase and 
included in reclamation plans and approval applications. 
 

MINING 
LHML is committed to operating in a manner which minimizes disturbance to wildlife.  This includes 
avoiding potential wildlife habitat such as nesting areas, dens and other significant wildlife features in 
areas outside the planned extraction area.  LHML instructs workers not to approach or feed wildlife; to 
maintain a clean workspace; to cover and remove garbage or other animal attractants; and to report to 
management if aggressive or nuisance behavior is noted (ie, animals at waste disposal bins).  In addition, 
all LHML sites are no hunting zones.  LHML will contact the local Fish and Wildlife District Office for 
guidance on managing nuisance animals. 
 

RECLAMATION 
The goal of reclamation is to return the land to a state equivalent to pre-disturbance conditions with 
consideration for: local municipal requirements, adjacent land use and obtaining best value for the land. 
Balancing multiple possibilities and priorities is necessary, including opportunities to develop and 
enhance wildlife habitat within the landscape.   
 
Consultation with the municipal representatives and other applicable stakeholders should occur to review 
the overall reclamation plan for a given site along with opportunities for increased or improved wildlife 
habitat. Where end land use will not be natural landscape (ie, residential or agricultural end land use), 
opportunities to increase wildlife habitat should be considered when establishing end pit lakes, storm 
water wetlands and other reclamation features into the final landscape. 
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APPENDIX D 

Traffic Impact Assessment Drawings and Sketches 
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B-train 

Last Modified: March 7, 2017 

 

Part 1 - Dimension Limits 
 

 
 

DIMENSION LIMIT 

Overall Length**** Maximum 27.5 m 

Overall Width Maximum 2.6 m 

Overall Height Maximum 4.15 m 

Box Length Maximum 20.0 m 

  

Tractor:  

Wheelbase Maximum 6.2 m 

  

Lead Semitrailer  

Wheelbase Minimum 6.25 m 

Kingpin setback Maximum 2.0 m radius 

Track width Minimum 2.5 m / Maximum 2.6 m 

Effective rear overhang Maximum 35% of wheelbase 

Fifth wheel position Maximum 0.3 m behind the centre 
of the rearmost axle of trailer. 

  

Second Semitrailer   

Wheelbase Minimum 6.25 m 

Kingpin setback Maximum 2.0 m radius 

Track width Minimum 2.5 m / Maximum 2.6 m 

  

Axle Spreads  

Tandem axle  Minimum 1.2 m / Maximum 1.85 m 

Tridem axle  Minimum 2.4 m / Maximum 3.1 m 

  

Interaxle Spacings  

Single axle to single or tandem axle Minimum 3.0 m 

Tandem axle to tandem axle Minimum 5.0 m 

Tandem axle to tridem axle Minimum 5.5 m 

Tridem axle to tridem axle Minimum 5.5 m 

 

Note:  The sum of the wheelbases of the two trailers cannot exceed 17.0 metres. 
 



 

 
 

B-train 

Last Modified: March 7, 2017 

 

Part 2 - Weight Limits 
 

 
 

WEIGHT LIMIT 

Axle Weights:***  

Steering Axle Maximum   6000 kg  

Single Axle   

   Single tires Maximum   7300 kg  

   Super single tires Maximum   7700 kg  * 

   Dual tires Maximum   9100 kg 

Tandem Axle:      

   Single tires  Maximum   13,600 kg 

   Super single tires  Maximum   15,400 kg  * 

   Dual tires  Maximum   17,000 kg 

  

Tridem Axle:  

   Single and super single tires  Maximum   19,000 kg  ** 

   Dual tires with axle spread 2.4 m to less than 3.0 m Maximum   21,000 kg  ** 

   Dual tires with axle spread 3.0 m to 3.1 m Maximum   24,000 kg  ** 

  

Gross Vehicle Weight Limits  

See weight calculator Maximum GVW of 63,500 kg  ** 

 
* Super single tires require “New Generation, Wide Base” tires with a minimum tire width of 445 mm.  
Available by permit only.  Super single tires do not apply to the steering axle. 
 
** The weights for tridem axles and the GVW apply to provincial highways only.  The maximum weight for 
a tridem axle on a municipal road is 17,000 kg and the maximum GVW is 53,500 kg.  Permits may be 
available to achieve heavier weights. 
 
*** All axle weights are subject to minimum tire size. The maximum weight per tire shall not exceed the 
lesser of the tire manufacturer’s weight rating or the width of the tire stamped on the sidewall multiplied by 
10 kg/mm.  
 
**** Maximum overall length without permit is 26.0 metres. Maximum overall length with permit is 27.5 
metres including any heavy duty bumpers.  
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Maxxam Analytics International Corporation 
Dustfull Analysis
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APPENDIX F 

Lehigh Hanson Annual Operating Report Template 



Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited 

 

Lehigh Hanson Canada Region 
15015 - 123 Avenue 

Edmonton, AB  T5V 1J7 
Phone 780-423-6337 

Fax 780-423-6360 
www.lehighhanson.com 

 
DATE 
 
 
M.D. of Peace No. 135 
PO Box 34 
Berwyn, Alberta T0H 0E0 
 
 
RE: Lehigh Hanson Shaftesbury Pit #2 (Umbach) Annual Operating Report [YEAR] 
 
Lehigh Hanson Materials Ltd (LHML), operating as Inland Aggregates in the M.D of Peace No. 
135, submits this annual operating report to provide a high level update on operational activities 
that took place at the Shaftesbury pit in [year].  This report fulfills condition X of Development 
Permit No. X. 
 
Site Activities 
 
The following outlines the site activities that were completed in [year]. 
 

[Only relevant activities would be included] 
• Stripping – include approximate area, dates, stockpile details 
• Extraction – include approximate volumes, dates 
• Crushing – include approximate volumes, dates 
• Washing – include approximate volumes, dates 
• Hauling – include approximate volumes, dates 

It is anticipated that the following activities will occur at the site in [next year].  However, 
depending on market demands and fluctuations, activities may vary. 
 

• List potential activities for subsequent year 

CAP Levy Payments 
 
CAP levy was paid quarterly at $0.40/tonne per the following table: 
 
Quarter Volume CAP Payment 
Q1 (Jan – Mar)   
Q2 (Apr – Jun)   
Q3 (Jul – Sept)   
Q4 (Oct – Dec )   

TOTAL   
 



 
 

Lehigh Hanson Materials Limited 

Complaints 
In [year], # complaints were received at the site.  A summary of the complaints and the 
response taken to address each is included in the table below. 
 
DATE COMPLAINT SUMMARY RESPONSE 
   
   
 
Regulatory Updates 
 
The following regulatory renewals and submissions were completed to support operating 
activities. 
 
DATE REGULATORY ACTIVITY 
 Could include Updated Activities Plans or similar 
  
 
Environmental Activities 
 
The following environmental activities were completed in [year] to support operations. 
 
DATE ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVITIES 
 Could include weed control, internal audits etc 
  
 
Community Engagement Activities 
 
The following community engagement activities were undertaken in [year]. 
 
DATE COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
  
  
 
Don’t hesitate to contact the undersigned with any questions or comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Environment Manager, Northern Prairies (AB, BC) 
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