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From:
Green-Battiston, Melissa [Melissa.Green-Battiston@halton.ca]
Sent:
Friday, September 12, 2008 3:03 PM
To:
Mike Delsey; Paula Neto
Cc:
Zervos, Nick; Krusto, Matt
Subject:
FW: New North Oakville Transportation Corridor Draft ESR
Please see attached comments from Ministry of Natural Resources.
Melissa Green-Battiston, P. Eng.
Transportation Engineer
Transportation Services
Regional Municipality of Halton
1151 Bronte Road
Oakville, ON L6M 3L1
Tel: (905) 825-6000 ext 7623
Fax: (905) 825-8822
Email: melissa.green-battiston@halton.ca

From: Pisapio, John (MNR) [mailto:john.pisapio@ontario.ca]
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2008 2:20 PM
To: Green-Battiston, Melissa
Cc: Farrell, Tom (MNR)
Subject: RE: New North Oakville Transportation Corridor Draft ESR
Melissa,
Re: New North Oakville Transportation Corridor Class (EA) – Natural Environment
Report
MNR has reviewed the above noted report and offers the following comments.
On page 3 of the report “Agency Correspondence and Meetings” MNR’s letter of August
5, 2005
to Mike Delsey of THS and Edward Soldo of Halton Region is absent from the list of
correspondence; and should be included. In our letter, MNR emphasizes that it would
not
support a bridge crossing of Sixteen Mile Creek through the central portion of the
Sixteen Mile
Creek ANSI / ESA and North Oakville core area because any such routes would result
in
maximum fragmentation of this regionally significant forested area. Therefore, MNR
is pleased to
note that the preferred alternative, identified in the EA report as W6, crosses the
valley at the
north end of Lions Valley Park, thereby avoiding substantial fragmentation of the
area. The
portion of the W6 route extending west of the Sixteen Mile Creek valley is also
supported by
MNR because it follows the northern boundary of developable lands north of Dundas,
thereby
avoiding additional fragmentation of lands included as part of the North Oakville
Natural Heritage
System.
However, the portion of the W6 route extending east of the Sixteen Mile Creek valley
and
connecting the ‘E’ routes is of concern to MNR. The E1 option identified as the
preferred
alternative bisects the major east – west connection between the Sixteen Mile Creek
core area
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and the Neyagawa core area. In our August 5, 2005 letter, MNR also advised that the
evaluation
criteria for any proposed transportation corridor alignment needed to include
consideration of “
regional corridor function for wildlife passage”. This criterion does not appear to
have been
addressed as part of the EA report. The E1 route west of Neyagawa Blvd creates an
additional
north – south crossing of the Natural Heritage System that can be expected to result
in the
additional disruption of wildlife passage as well as creating a concentration point
for deer /
vehicle collisions.
Extending further east, E1 also segregates woodlots west of Sixth Line and Trafalgar
Road.
These woodlots support a high number of provincially significant wetlands that are
habitat for
regionally rare breeding amphibians such as chorus frogs and spring peepers. The
crossing of
the NHS linkage between these woodlots can be expected to result in substantial
amphibian road
mortality and effectively divides and the existing populations of breeding frogs
utilizing this
area.
In light of the impacts on natural heritage values and NHS function resulting from
the E1 route,
MNR would request that additional consideration be given to the E3 route which
extends
primarily to the south of the NHS.
Please don’t hesitate to contact me directly if any further information of
clarification is required.
Sincerely,
John Pisapio
Biologist
Ministry of Natural Resources
Aurora District
(905) 713 - 7387
From: Green-Battiston, Melissa [mailto:Melissa.Green-Battiston@halton.ca]
Sent: Friday, September 12, 2008 11:52 AM
To: Pisapio, John (MNR)
Subject: New North Oakville Transportation Corridor Draft ESR
John,
A copy of the Draft ESR for the New North Oakville Transportation Corridor and
Crossing of the
Sixteen Mile Creek was sent to the Ministry of Natural Resources on July 14, 2008
for review and
comment. As part of the covering letter, it was requested that comments be provided
by no
later than Friday, September 12th. If you could provide your comment as soon as
possible that
would be greatly appreciated.
If you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate
to me.
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Melissa Green-Battiston, P. Eng.
Transportation Engineer
Transportation Services
Regional Municipality of Halton
1151 Bronte Road
Oakville, ON L6M 3L1
Tel: (905) 825-6000 ext 7623
Fax: (905) 825-8822
Email: melissa.green-battiston@halton.ca

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
This message, including any attachments, is privileged and intended only for
the person(s) named above. This material may contain confidential or
personal information which may be subject to the provisions of the
Municipal Freedom of Information & Protection of Privacy Act. Any other
distribution,
copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient or have received this message in error, please notify us
immediately by telephone, fax or e-mail and permanently delete the original
transmission from us, including any attachments, without making a copy.
Thank you
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Minutes of Meeting
Date of Meeting:

December 10, 2008

Start Time: 2:30 pm

Location:

Halton Region - 1075 North Service Road

Regarding:

Review of Comments Received on the Draft NNOTC ESR

Attendees:

Janette Brenner, Conservation Halton
Samantha Mason, Conservation Halton
Lesley Matich, Conservation Halton
Leah Smith, Conservation Halton
Dave Blommer, Town of Oakville
Chalie McConnell, Town of Oakville
Rob Thun, Town of Oakville
Melissa Green-Battiston, Halton Region
Matt Krusto, Halton Region
Nick Zervos, Halton Region
Mike Delsey, AECOM
Sean Spisani, AECOM
Paula Neto, AECOM

Mike Delsey provided an overview of the comments received on the draft NNOTC ESR with particular
attention to alignment adjustments. The following issues were discussed in detail:
Alignment Adjustments
• Adjustments to the alignment in the area of JC-10A, JC-14, 16WA-1A, 14E-2A were discussed in
detail. It was determined that there were numerous constraints at each of the creek crossing
locations making it difficult to accommodate any adjustments to the alignment. Conservation
Halton will review each of the crossings in light of the meeting discussions and provide additional
comments.
• Conservation Halton suggested that additional commitments with respect to the individual
channels will be required. The “table of commitments” to be included in the final ESR will include
the suggested commitments once received from Conservation Halton.
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Minutes of Meeting
December 10, 2008

North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study
• Conservation Halton requested that the mitigation measures from the North Oakville
Subwatershed Study be added to the final ESR.
• Conservation Halton requested that information regarding ecopassages as discussed in the North
Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study be added to the final ESR. Two areas in particular were
noted: 1) large mammal crossing near Sixteen Mile Creek and 2) an amphibian crossing east of
Sixth Line.
Thermal Status
• Thermal status designations obtained through temperature loggers will be required prior to
detailed design. It was identified that if the crossing is ‘open bottom’ this work is not required.
The information may be derived from other sources as long as current which may eliminate some
of the crossings needing temperature loggers.
Meander Belt Width
• Conservation Halton requested information on the meander belt width beyond the 100 year time
frame provided. The concern relates to the future need for bank hardening due to erosion.
Other Comments
• Conservation Halton will review the summary table of comments and responses and provide
feedback in early January 2009.
• It was committed that minutes would be issued to Conservation Halton.

Meeting Adjourned At:

3:30 pm

Notes Taken By:

Paula Neto
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5/4/2010

New North Oakville Transportation
Corridor and Crossing of Sixteen Mile
Creek Class EA Study

Meeting with Conservation Halton
Draft Environmental Study Report Comments
December 10, 2008

November 28, 2008

1

Purpose of meeting:
• Highlight issues that will be addressed in the final ESR
• Discuss issues requiring further dialogue or where no change is
proposed

Agenda
• Review comments
• Discuss next steps

December 10, 2008

2

1

5/4/2010

Alignment of the NNOTC
• Requested alignment changes at Watercourse JC-10A
(19+300 on Sheets 15 and 16) - crossing of Joshua’s
Creek
– The separation distance from 407 ETR ramp of 450 m
must be maintained
– A new transit station is planned south of the 407 ETR
ramp on the west side of Trafalgar Road. Access to
the station is approximately 250m to the south
– The locations of stream delineations are approximate
and have not been field checked (by others)
– An alignment change would have a bearing on land
use plans (NOESP)

December 10, 2008

3

Alignment of the NNOTC
• Requested alignment changes at Watercourse 16WA-1A
(12+400 Sheets 5 and 6) - crossing of a Sixteen Mile
Creek tributary
– An alignment shift to the north at this location would
require the same shift north as far west as 10+500
– This results in impacts to the alignment negotiated
with Conservation Halton to avoid other natural
environment features
– An alignment change would have a bearing on land
use plans including ORC and the Halton Healthcare
Services new hospital site west of Third Line

December 10, 2008

4

2

5/4/2010

Alignment of the NNOTC
• Requested alignment changes at Watercourse JC-14
(20+400 on Sheets 17 and 18)
– The alignment would require a shift to the north and a
shift of 4 proposed intersections (as per NOESP)
further west
– The resulting intersection spacing would not meet
Regional standards (i.e. <320 m spacing at 2
intersections and <400m to Trafalgar Road)
– A route change would have a bearing on land use
plans (NOESP)

December 10, 2008

5

Alignment of the NNOTC
• Requested alignment changes at Watercourse 14E-2A
(10+700 Sheets 1 and 2) - Fourteen Mile Creek
– An alignment shift to the north at this location would
require the same shift north as far east as 12+400
and would impact the connection to Bronte Road
– This results in impacts to the alignment negotiated
with Conservation Halton to avoid other natural
environment features
– A route change would have a bearing on land use
plans including ORC and the Halton Healthcare
Services new hospital site west of Third Line

December 10, 2008

6

3

5/4/2010

Sixteen Mile Creek Bridge
• Geotechnical - A site visit has been conducted by Golder
Associates. Consideration of construction disturbances and
slope stability impacts from the loss of vegetation and
construction access will be discussed further in the ESR and
addressed at detailed design.
• Bridge Structure/Construction – extensive public and agency
consultation occurred during the route and structure selection
process. The alignment was located to accommodate the best
crossing of the Sixteen Mile Creek with the lowest impact.
– The cost of the options that spanned the valley would be $40-80
million more than the recommended structural alternative.
– The piers for the preferred structure are planned within the valley
and would be located outside the meander belt width.
– Specific issues regarding girder delivery into the valley will be dealt
with at detailed design.
December 10, 2008

7

Mitigation Measures
• Edits/additions to the mitigation section will be made
such as:
– Clarify impacts to riparian cover and permanent losses of
vegetation
– A discussion of wet features and depressions will be added
– A water quantity section will be added to the mitigation table
(Exhibit 8-2)
– Use of upgraded silt fencing
– Local well survey and road salt impacts along Dundas
– Construction mitigation measures to be added for the protection
of fish habitat

• A summary of mitigation/monitoring commitments will be
included in the final ESR.

December 10, 2008

8

4

5/4/2010

Natural Environment Report
• The following edits will be made to the Natural
Environment report/ESR:
– Constraint map will be produced with all natural heritage features
and the NNOTC alignment
– NOCSS will be referenced for fisheries information
– Fourteen Mile Creek will be added to the discussion
– Add provincially rare or uncommon vegetation communities
– Use Halton Natural Areas Inventory (2006) to update Varga for
plant and wildlife species
– Discussion of the North Oakville-Milton East Wetland PSW complex
to be added
– Discussion of thermal status designations and the need to preserve
natural temperature regime to be added
– Other general editorial suggestions will be addressed
December 10, 2008

9

Issues to be further investigated
• To be provided in the final ESR
– Culvert sizing at 25 crossings based on review of meander belt
width and/or bank full width compared to hydraulic capacity (no
detailed hydraulic modeling – defer to detailed design).
– Close up mapping of individual culvert crossings with orthoimagery
and meander belt and bank full widths labeled.
– In lieu of detailed development SWM Plan (not yet available), each
watercourse outfall will be reviewed on a conceptual basis to
identify preferable SWM measures or techniques appropriate or
feasible for each location on an interim and long term basis.
– Selection of proposed SWM measures will be based on satisfying
SWM objectives/requirements as per NOCSS.
– Ecopassages and other treatments.

December 10, 2008

10

5

5/4/2010

Issues for Detailed Design Stage
• The following issues will be dealt with at detailed design
however, a general discussion of the following will be
included in the final ESR:
– Lighting
– Tree preservation plan
– Compensation plantings

December 10, 2008

11

6

1.

Agency comments

Given the level of vegetation clearing required, staff recommend that compensational plantings be established to offset the impacts
of two large sections of Core being removed as well as the removal of linkages and a provincially rare vegetation community will

Noise impacts to wildlife resulting from the new road should be assessed and mitigated where possible. As the new road has
been intersecting interior forest habitat there will potentially be impacts on area sensitive species of birds as well as other wildlife
within the valley. Mitigation measures such as smooth surfaces should be looked at to decrease the impact from noise;

Restoration works should be limited to include only locally native, non-invasive species;

A tree preservation plan in vegetated areas should be submitted for review at detailed design;
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Section 6.6.1 of the ESR includes this requirement and Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design

Potential impact noted. The noise assessment was completed following the methodology
of the MTO Noise Manual, MOE/MTO Noise Protocol, and MTO Directive A1. Under the
provisions of the MTO/MOE Noise Protocol, mitigation is to be considered for the receiver
locations with a greater than 5 dBA increase. However, due to the location and orientation
of the noise sensitive areas, noise mitigation was not considered to be technically,
economically and administratively feasible; however, smooth surfaces will be used for the
new road.

Section 6.6.1 of the ESR includes this requirement and Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design
Commitments (#24).

Warning signs with an advisory speed tab will be implemented through core area
crossings. This item has been added to Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#28).
The current speed limit of 60km/hr is appropriate for this corridor.

A section regarding wildlife crossings/ecopassages as per the NOCSS has been added to
Section 6.6.1 of the ESR and Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#27 and #29).

As per Section 7.4.2.7 of the NOCSS (Wildlife Crossings), there is need for the installation of ecopassages in the Sixteen Mile
Creek, associated contiguous woodlands and neighbouring Cores due to the high potential for wildlife crossing collisions. There
are a variety of ecopassages outlined in the NOCSS that should be discussed in the EA to direct the features incorporated at
detailed design such as dry culverts to allow for the movement of mammals and herpetofauna, creating appropriate sight lines and
installing signage as well as ensuring at grade crossings are incorporated into design;

Speed limits in the Core areas should be reduced to limit the potential collisions with wildlife;

Item has been added to Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#26).

Location of sidewalks to be reviewed with the Town of Oakville during detailed design in
consideration of the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study.

A 35m road ROW is required as per the Regional Official Plan.

The Natural Environment report has been updated to reflect the preferred alignment,
including the addition of the preferred alignment to all exhibits.

Response and Action Taken

When the road is situated within a natural heritage feature, lighting should be directed at the road to limit the amount of light
pollution and its impacts on the natural feature;

If possible, when the road is located within the Cores, staff recommend that sidewalks be limited to one side of the street to
decrease the footprint;

Servicing should be installed under the road to limit the size of the right of way (RoW). The RoW should be as narrow as possible
to limit the impact of the road on natural features;

Section 4.2, Natural Environment – Staff note that the final preferred alignment from the main report (Part I) does not appear to be the
same as the proposed alignment in the Natural Environment Report prepared by Gartner Lee Limited (Appendix E). While the preferred
alignment of the corridor will have considerable impacts on the natural heritage system, we do acknowledge the amount of pre-consultation
that was undertaken to reach the present alignment. Given the impact, the need for mitigation measures is warranted however, those
presented in Exhibit 8-1 are general in nature and do not include those presented within the Natural Environment Report. Therefore, we
offer the following additional mitigation measures that should be implemented as per the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study
(NOCSS) and the Natural Environment Report:

Letter dated September 12, 2008 from Conservation Halton

Comment
#

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009

4.

3.

2.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Section 4.2.3, Wetlands and Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Exhibit 4-5 (Existing Natural Environmental Conditions – ESAs, Wetlands,
and ANSIs), Page 68 – Staff recommend that this exhibit be revised to remove Floodplains from the legend and the figure as floodplains
are not applicable to the discussion provided in this section. If floodplains are added to this section, the figure should be updated to

It is our understanding that our recommendations will not be incorporated into the ESR as the proposal is to utilize only the information
provided within the Town of Oakville‟s Official Plan in this section of the report and not the information provided within the North Oakville
Creeks Subwatershed Study. As such, depending on whether or not all watercourses are represented appropriately elsewhere within the
document, this item may remain as an issue of concern.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Section 4.2.2, Vegetation and Terrestrial Habitat, Exhibit 4-4 (Existing Natural Environmental Conditions – Valley Lands, Woodlands,
Natural Corridor and Wildlife Habitat), Page 66 –Staff recommend that this figure be revised to illustrate all watercourses identified by the
North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study. In addition, please see comments below with respect to Sheets 7 and 8.

Staff looks forward to reviewing the additional information to be provided within the ESR (Letter dated January 27, 2009 from
Conservation Halton).

In addition, under the heading „Fourteen Mile Creek‟, it is stated that the Fourteen Mile Creek lies entirely outside of the Study Area
however, a tributary of Fourteen Mile Creek is in fact within the Study Area on the east side of Regional Road 25.

Section 4.2.1, Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat, page 63-64, while staff appreciate the discussion with respect to fish habitat within this
section, we note that the previous studies that are referenced are often more than 8 years old. We recommend reference be made to the
North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study for more recent fisheries information.

Staff note that the Natural Environment Report has been updated include the various mitigation measures discussed in this section. With
respect to the speed limit mitigation measure that staff proposed, we recommend that this be incorporated into the ecopassages mitigation
measure, such that speed limits be lowered in areas were wildlife are known to cross. We note the Region‟s response that a 60km/h
speed limit is appropriate for this corridor, which for the majority of the road is suitable; however a lower speed limit in these areas is
warranted in conjunction with the creation of ecopassages. If is our understanding that the Region/Town are currently in discussions with
the Ministry of Natural Resources regarding the creation of ecopassages and we look forward to reviewing the proposed passages at
detailed design.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Staff also recommend that all wet features and depressions, as identified within the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study, should be
discussed within this section, again either within an existing subsection or as a separate subsection.

In addition, to the above, staff recommend that the Study Area‟s Natural Hazards be identified within this section under one of the existing
subsections or as a separate subsection. Natural hazards are typically those hazards associated with erosion, flooding, unstable bedrock
and unstable soils. Information on natural hazards and required setback requirements can be obtained from the North Oakville Creeks
Subwatershed Study and Conservation Halton.

All mitigation measures from the Natural Environment Report should be included in the main report and incorporated into the
detailed design stage.

have on wildlife habitat. This will replicate the function that these areas provide for wildlife. Staff would be willing to discuss
suitable locations with the Region to determine where this compensation would be best situated. Please refer to the comment
below on the mitigation measures of the Natural Environment Report;

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009

Updated ESR and the Natural Environment report as required.

See above comments.
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A new exhibit (Exhibit 4-4: Ecological Land Classification) has been added to the ESR that
includes vegetation communities and watercourses. This exhibit uses information provided
within the NOCSS.

Section 4.2.1 of the ESR was updated.

Commitments have been included in Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#27 - 29)
of the ESR to ensure that amphibian crossing/passageways are provided east of Sixth
Line, warning signs with an advisory speed table in core area crossings are posted, and a
wildlife crossing at North Park will be implemented.

A discussion of wet features has been added to Sections 4.3.3 and 6.6.1 of the ESR and to
Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#17-19).

A discussion of natural hazards has been added to Section 6.6.1 of the ESR.

The mitigation measures from the Natural Environment report were included in the ESR.

Commitments (#24).

Response and Action Taken

7.

6.

5.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

The number of new and modified watercourse crossings appear to be incorrectly identified within Exhibit 6-9, Page 110.

Section 6.3, Assessment of the Short List of Route Alternatives, Page 106 and Exhibits 6.9 and 6.10 - Staff recommend that Natural
Hazards should be one of the criteria utilized to assess the short list of Route Alternatives. Staff further recommend that all wet features
and depressions, as identified within the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study, be considered as part of the assessment though it is
recognized that a higher priority would be given to the protection of wetlands.

Staff apologize for not raising earlier the issue of utilizing Natural Hazards as one of the evaluation criteria to assess the short list of
Alternative Solutions. We understand that the Region would not wish to revise the criteria at this stage of the EA process in light of the past
extensive public consultation. As such, we withdraw our previous recommendation in this regard. We appreciate your proposal to include
a discussion of hazard lands within the ESR. Staff notes that for future EAs/ESRs we do recommend that Natural Hazards should be used
as one of the evaluation criteria in light of their potential risks to life and property. We look forward to reviewing how wet features and
depressions identified in the NOCSS are incorporated into the ESR.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Section 5.3, Assessment of the Short List of Alternative Solutions, Page 86 & Exhibit 5.2 – Staff recommend that Natural Hazards should
be one of the criteria utilized to assess the short list of Alternative Solutions. Staff further recommend that all wet features and
depressions, as identified within the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study, should be considered as part of the assessment though it
is recognized that a higher priority would be given to the protection of wetlands.

Section 4.2.4, Surface Water, page 68 – As noted above, Fourteen Mile Creek is within the Study Area. As such, some discussion of this
watercourse should be included in this section.

It is our understanding that our recommendations will not be incorporated into the ESR as the proposal is to utilize only the information
provided within the Town of Oakville‟s Official Plan in this section of the report and not the information provided within the North Oakville
Creeks Subwatershed Study. As such, depending on whether or not all floodplains are represented appropriately elsewhere within the
document, this item may remain as an issue of concern.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

illustrate all floodplains as identified by the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009

Exhibit 6-9 of the ESR has been reviewed and revised as required.

See comment above.
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A discussion of natural hazards has been added to Section 6.6.1 of the ESR. A discussion
of wet features has been added to Sections 4.3.3 and 6.6.1 of the ESR and to Exhibit 8-1:
Detailed Design Commitments (#17-19).

A discussion of natural hazards has been added to Section 6.6.1 of the ESR. A discussion
of wet features has been added to Sections 4.3.3 and 6.6.1 of the ESR and to Exhibit 8-1:
Detailed Design Commitments (#17-19).

No more than 6 wet features and depressions (as identified by the NOCSS) were crossed
in each alignment (primarily pits). These depression areas are not picked up by MNR
(2006a) PSW or ELC mapping of the subject area (Section 3.3.1 of the Natural
Environment Report). The NOCSS (2006) Management Report (Section 6.3.4.4) indicates
this feature mapping includes “a number of relatively small depressions …some of these
depressions are in areas that are currently used for other purposes (i.e. recreational ponds
and agriculture) and have been significantly modified from their original form and function.”
Consideration of these features on a route vs. route basis does not change the outcome of
the ecological evaluation of alternatives. These features may contribute to depression
storage as described in the above noted section of the NOCSS and exact losses have
been quantified for the preferred route during detailed design.

Section 4.2.1 of the ESR has been revised.

Updated as noted above.

Response and Action Taken

12.

11.

10.

9.

8.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Section 7.1.2, Exhibits 7.6 and 7.7 – Staff noted that there are a number of water crossings proposed at the upstream end of medium

Section 7.1.2, Drainage and Stormwater Management Requirements, Page 156 – This section should outline the stormwater management
quality, erosion or quantity controls required as per the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study. The ESR indicates that stormwater
management ponds has been implemented in conjunction with planned development but it does not discuss what stormwater management
controls has been provided in the event that the corridor construction proceeds prior to the adjacent land development. This issue should
be addressed within the ESR not only to ensure that the project can obtain all necessary approvals and protect riparian rights but also to
ensure that cost estimates are accurate. For those issues that can only be addressed during detailed design, the ESR should outline the
Region of Halton‟s commitments in this regard to ensure that there has been no negative water quality or stream flooding/erosion impacts
associated with the proposed works.

We look forward to reviewing the additional information to be provided within the ESR. We trust that the design criteria utilized to
determine each crossing‟s sizing has been included within the report and will demonstrate how it meets our regulatory requirements (in
addition to MTO requirements).

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Section 7.1, Description of the Recommended Design, Page 154 – While the report provides details regarding the Sixteen Mile Creek
crossing, the report does not provide any details/requirements regarding the other watercourse crossings. Staff recommend that the report
outline design criteria for each of the crossings in order to ensure that the cost estimates for each crossing are relatively accurate.
Engineering staff require that watercourse crossings have no negative impacts on flooding and erosion (which includes slope stability)
hazards. Staff recommend from a fluvial geomorphological perspective, that all culverts/bridges should at a minimum clear span a
watercourse‟s bankfull width but preferably should span at least two times the bankfull width. Staff note that an even larger width may be
required depending on a watercourse‟s or a site‟s specific conditions.

Thank-you for providing the clarification within the table and during the December meeting. This has helped us to understand the larger
timing context and to frame our comments (Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton).

Section 6.0 and/or Section 7.0 – Conservation Halton staff recommend that the ESR outline how the Region anticipates the project will
proceed relative to the overall development of North Oakville. This outline would include items such as how the project‟s timing may relate
to the preparation of Environmental Implementation Reports and whether or not there is any flexibility with respect to the proposed road
right-of-way alignment at future planning/design stages. Staff have assumed that the road design and construction may either proceed in
conjunction with future development applications or may proceed prior to development applications and the preparation of the associated
Environmental Implementation Reports. Staff note that the level of analysis that we would expect within the ESR would vary depending on
whether or not the alignment is fixed at this stage in the planning process.

See comments #6 regarding Natural Hazards and wet features and depressions. Staff are supportive of utilizing the NOCSS SWM
objectives and requirements and look forward to reviewing the SWM measures selected/proposed in the ESR.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Staff anticipate that stormwater management measures would be included within this discussion, addressing conditions during construction
as well as the interim/ultimate measures that would be implemented depending on the timing of the project relative to the overall
development of the study area.

Section 6.6, Anticipated Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures, Page 148 – Further to our comments under Section 4.2, staff also
recommend that this section be expanded to outline impacts and mitigation measures associated with Natural Hazards and all wet features
and depressions.

See Comments #6 regarding Natural Hazards. Thank-you for providing the proposed corrections to Exhibit 6-9. The „Change to
document‟ column doesn‟t discuss wet features and depressions, however, in light of the response to #6 above and #8 below, we look
forward to reviewing how these features are incorporated into the ESR.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009

A
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No changes are proposed to the alignment given the surrounding constraints.

Culvert sizing at 25 crossings and close-up mapping of culvert crossings with meander belt
and bank full widths are included in the final ESR in Section 7.1.4. Both interim and
ultimate conditions were addressed.

Comment noted.

Culvert sizing at 25 crossings and close-up mapping of culvert crossings with meander belt
and bank full widths has been included in the final ESR in Section 7.1.4. Please also refer
to Part II of the ESR for the detailed stormwater management plans.

Section 7.4 addresses construction implementation. Subject to necessary approvals
Halton Region intends to proceed with detail design and construction as documented in the
ESR.

A copy of the ESR will be provided upon request to developers for their information.

Comment noted.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR has been updated to address interim/ultimate SWM conditions.

See comment above.

See comment above.

Response and Action Taken

18.

17.

16.

15.

14.

13.

Comment
#

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Sheets 1 and 2 – Staff noted that the tributary of Fourteen Mile Creek that crosses at Chainage 10+700 is shown to be entering and
existing the proposed crossing at relatively sharp angles, which frequently results in erosion concerns. Staff also noted that based on the
topographical information available in our office and on the profile view provided within the Part II report that this is the only location where
there may be a valley slope in this area (the remainder of the subject reach appears to be unconfined). Staff however noted that this
reach has been designated as a Medium Constraint (Blue) stream within the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study and as such
could be realigned. Staff would therefore not object to the proposed crossing location with the understanding that alterations to the
watercourse beyond the illustrated road right-of-way may be required to allow for the construction of an acceptable crossing at this location
and as such costs (including land access) associated with these additional works should be included within the project‟s cost estimates.

Staff recommend that all high, medium and low constraint watercourses be indicated and labeled on the profile view of the proposed
corridor alignment.

Section 8, Monitoring During and After Construction, Exhibit 8.2 (Potential Long Term Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation
Measures) – Staff were unclear why “reduced seepage into groundwater” was listed under „Water Quality‟ and not a separate „Water
Quantity‟ section. Staff recommend that this table should include a „Water Quantity‟ section that addresses both groundwater and surface
water. With respect to surface water consideration should be given to low/base flows, erosive flows and flood flows.

Section 8, Monitoring During and After Construction, Exhibit 8.1 (Potential Short Term Construction-Related Environmental Impacts and
Proposed Mitigation Measures) – Staff would recommend that the last mitigation measure listed for Factor No. 3 (Erosion and
Sedimentation) be revised to read “Include restoration of disturbed areas and removal of erosion and sediment controls as contract
requirements.” Staff recommend this inclusion because of the frequency that we observe silt fencing and other controls remaining within or
adjacent to natural areas well past their required use.

Section 7.2, Geotechnical/Foundation Requirements, Page 167 and Appendix I – It is the understanding of staff from the report that the
geotechnical review consisted only of a desktop exercise and no site work was completed. Staff are of the opinion that the scope of the
proposed Sixteen Mile Creek crossing warrants, at a minimum, a site inspection by the geotechnical engineering consultant. Staff notes
that the geotechnical assessment is an important aspect of the proposed crossing construction not only from a feasibility perspective but
also to ensure that the ESR identifies a relatively accurate description and assessment of the extent of disturbance that will occur during
and after construction. Staff also notes that the geotechnical assessment should account for potential slope stability impacts resulting from
loss of vegetation arising from the crossing‟s construction. Geotechnical input should also be provided with respect to the proposed
construction access including remediation requirements.

Section 7.1.3, Sixteen Mile Creek Bridge – We note that Exhibit 7-9 shows the at-grade cross-section however, it would be helpful to have
a cross-section of the crossing as seen through the valley.

Based on the more detailed information provided in the December 2008 meeting, staff are satisfied that due consideration has been given
to the possibility of a minor alignment change at this location and we are satisfied that no change to the design is required. Staff would
however like to note that we do not agree with the statement within the response table that the minor alignment changes that we asked to
be considered would contradict the North Oakville East Secondary Plan. It is our understanding that minor alignment changes would not
contradict the Secondary Plan, and only major changes would require an Official Plan Amendment. Please note that authorizations under
federal Fisheries Act Legislation may be necessary for a new road crossing at this location given the proposed alignment.
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Crossing 14E-2, a medium constraint crossing at 10+700, has a meander belt width of 40
metres and an undefined bankfull width. The preliminary proposed culvert size is 1650 mm
(@ 0.25% slope). A temporary CSP culvert is not required. It was determined that it
should be possible to install a permanent culvert as per the ultimate design conditions prior
to adjacent development taking place. Section 7.1.4 of the ESR provides a discussion of
the requirements for the Fourteen Mile Creek (14E-2A). The cost for this work is included
within the project‟s cost estimates.

Profile plans (Part II of ESR) were updated to reflect low, medium and high constraint
watercourses.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR has been revised to address these concerns.

Section 6.6.1 of the ESR indicates that this fencing should be maintained and remain in
place until final grading and landscaping has been completed.

Additional discussion regarding the site inspection review has been added to the text of the
ESR in Section 7.2. Please also refer to Appendix H of the ESR.

This cross section is provided in ESR Part II, PA-1.

Section 6.6.1 of the ESR has been updated to include potential requirements for
authorizations under Federal Fisheries Act Legislation.

discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in Section 6.4.1 of the ESR.

(Blue) or high (Red) constraint streams (North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study‟s 16WA-1A, JC-10A, JC-14). Staff recommend that
consideration should be given to adjusting the alignment slightly so that the roadway is located within the low constraint watercourses
located immediately upstream of these reaches, if possible.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Response and Action Taken

Agency comments

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009

22.

21.

20.

19.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Staff is satisfied that due consideration has been given to the possibility of a minor alignment change at this location and we are satisfied
that no change to the design is required. As discussed during the December 2008 meeting, staff recommends that creek realignment
beyond the limits of the road right-of-way and interim drainage measures may be required due to the existing site conditions. We also

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Sheets 17 - 20 – Staff recommend that consideration should be given to locating the roadway to the north to avoid the medium constraint
reach JC-14. In the event that the roadway is not located to the north, staff have concerns with respect to the potential intersection located
in this area due to the length of culvert and the amount of the disturbance to the watercourse/valley feature that would likely be required to
facilitate the construction of the intersection.

Staff is satisfied that due consideration has been given to the possibility of a minor alignment change at this location and we are satisfied
that no change to the design is required. Authorizations under federal Fisheries Act Legislation may be necessary for a new road crossing
at this location given the proposed alignment.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Sheets 15 and 16 – The proposed road alignment crosses a tributary of Joshua‟s Creek within the upper end of a medium constraint
reach. The stream is designated as a low constraint slightly upstream of the proposed crossing location. Staff recommend that
consideration be given to realigning the road alignment, if possible, slightly to the north to avoid the medium constraint watercourse

A site inspection is still required to determine the ultimate status of the watercourse located within the woodlot between Chainage 13+600
and 13+750, however, current site conditions (i.e. snow cover) would prevent a proper investigation at this point in time. In light of the
timelines associated with this project, Conservation Halton‟s previous involvement in this project, the predicted relative minor nature of the
watercourse and given the road alignment in this location has been largely fixed by the location of the Main Sixteen Mile Creek valley
crossing, engineering staff would not require that further assessment of this crossing be provided at this time. However, staff would
recommend that the ESR should identify this as an additional new watercourse crossing to be addressed in a similar fashion to the other
watercourse crossings. We note that additional assessment is warranted to determine final requirements at the detailed design stage.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Sheets 7 and 8 – there may be a regulated watercourse located within the woodlot whose ultimate status needs to be assessed based on
a site inspection.

Staff are satisfied that due consideration has been given to the possibility of a minor alignment change at this location and we are satisfied
that no change to the design is required. Authorizations under federal Fisheries Act Legislation may be necessary for a new road crossing
at this location given the proposed alignment.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Sheets 5 and 6 – The proposed road alignment crosses a tributary of Sixteen Mile Creek within the upper end of a high constraint reach.
The stream is designated as a low constraint immediately upstream of the proposed crossing location. Staff recommend that consideration
be given to realigning the road alignment, if possible, slightly to the north to avoid the high constraint watercourse.

As noted during the December 2008 meeting, we had not requested that an alignment change be considered at this location but rather that
it be recognized that creek realignment beyond the limits of the road right-of-way may be required due to the existing site conditions and
that the costs (including land access requirements) associated with these additional works should be included within the project‟s cost
estimates. We continue to make this recommendation. Authorizations under federal Fisheries Act Legislation may be necessary for a new
road crossing at this location given the proposed alignment.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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Comment noted. A discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in
Section 6.4.1 of the ESR.

A discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in Section 6.4.1 of the
ESR.

Comment noted. A discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in
Section 6.4.1 of the ESR.

A discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in Section 6.4.1 of the
ESR.

The requirement of a site inspection by Conservation Halton prior to detailed design to
determine the ultimate status of the watercourse located within the woodlot between
Chainage 13+600 and 13+750 has been added to Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design
Commitments (#9) of the ESR.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

A discussion of route refinements near watercourses is provided in Section 6.4.1 of the
ESR.

Comments noted. The report indicates that authorizations will be explored at detailed
design.

Response and Action Taken

26.

25.

24.

23.

Comment
#

Agency comments

The response table makes note of SWD2-4 as the only provincially rare vegetation community within the Study Area, however Figure 2
lists FOD6-2 Fresh Moist Sugar Maple – Black Maple Deciduous Forest Type (designated as S3? or rare to uncommon) and FOD 7-4
Fresh Moist Black Walnut Lowland Deciduous Forest Type (designated as S2S3 or very rare) as occurring in the Study Area. Please
confirm if these vegetation communities has been impacted by the project and revise the document to include a discussion of all of the rare
vegetation communities within the Study Area.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

In addition, while this figure is useful in determining vegetation communities in the surrounding area, discussion within the text of the report
regarding the vegetation communities within the study area should be included. For example, the figure lists several provincially rare
vegetation communities and it is unclear if any has been impacted and by what degree. Discussion is warranted to determine what
communities are in the study area.

Figure 2 (Ecological Land Classification) lists the vegetation communities identified within the study area and the NOCSS. W e note that
not all of the communities within the study area were assessed to the vegetation type level, e.g., BLT1 and SWD4. No further discussion
on these communities exists within the text of the report. Please clarify why not all communities were classed to the vegetation type level
even though they are located within the study area.

While staff appreciates that there has been a discussion outlining the modified protocol used for the amphibian surveys, discussion
regarding why the accepted protocols were not adhered to is outstanding.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Section 2.3.3 (Amphibians) outlines that the methodology used for the amphibian surveys was based on Marsh Monitoring Protocol
however only two visits were completed as part of the amphibian survey. Marsh Monitoring Protocol stipulates that three surveys should
be completed at the appropriate time of year. The protocol‟s initial visit in April was not completed. Please provide further information on
why the protocol was not followed.

It is unclear if the fieldwork table has been revised or if just the field data sheets has been provided. Staff recommends that both the
fieldwork table be updated to include the time of survey and the weather conditions as well as including the field data sheets in the report.
Please note that to date we have not received field data sheets, and therefore staff is unable to confirm if the fieldwork completed is
acceptable.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Table 1 outlines the field investigations that were completed as part of this study. This table should be revised to include the time of survey
and weather conditions during the survey. This information is not contained within the report and is required to determine if the proper
protocols were used. Please note that all field data sheets should be included for review. These should be included as an appendix to the
report.

A constraint map that indicates what natural heritage features has been impacted by the construction of the roadway should be included in
the report. This should include the road RoW as well as the Cores, species at risk and any other natural heritage features discussed within
the report.

recommend that the costs associated with these additional works (including land access requirements) should be included within the
project‟s cost estimates. Authorizations under federal Fisheries Act Legislation may be necessary for a new road crossing at this location
given the proposed alignment.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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Section 3.5.1.2 (Significant Vegetation Communities) of the Natural Environment report
has been revised to include all rare vegetation communities. Figure 2 has been revised to
overlay the preferred alignment on vegetation community mapping to illustrate impacts to
significant vegetation communities. The preferred alignment crosses one significant unit
(FOD2-3) east of Trafalgar Road. Table 14 discusses mitigation requirements for removal
of the hickory woodland.

The Natural Environment report has been updated with a discussion on amphibian
protocols.
Where existing vegetation composition did not fit an ELC description for vegetation type,
the broader ecosite code was applied as directed by the ELC system.

All early season breeders were captured during the first visit, therefore there was no need
for a second early season visit as recommended by Gartshore.

Section 2.3.3 of the Natural Environment report has been modified to reflect differences in
protocols.

The field work table (Table 1) of the Natural Environment Report has been updated to
include time of survey and weather conditions. Field data cards have been included in the
ESR package provided to Conservation Halton (see attached).

Field data cards are attached.

The Natural Environment Report has been updated to ensure that the preferred alignment
appears on all maps.

Response and Action Taken

34.

33.

32.

31.

30.

29.

28.

27.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Native plants are proposed for restoration activities and staff recommend that these be locally native, non-invasive species. Guidance for
these species can be found in Conservation Halton‟s landscaping guidelines and associated appendices (available online at:

Section 6.1.1.2 (Vegetation Protection and Restoration) - Staff recommend that, in sensitive areas, higher quality tree protection fencing be
used given the potential impact to these areas. We also recommend that a certified arborist and ecologist be on site while any vegetation
removal occurs in these areas.

Staff agree with and support the mitigation measures outlined in Table 14.

Staff agree with the recommendation that restoration of the exact amount of vegetation removed should be completed within an
appropriate location within the study area (Table 14 Natural Environment Impact Assessment of Preferred Alternative and Proposed
Mitigation Measures). This should be included as a mitigation measure within the main report. This is especially important given that a
portion of a provincially rare vegetation community (FOD2-3) is being removed as well as interior forest habitat, portions of Core Area and
designated linkages.

Section 4 (Significant Natural Heritage Features) – This section outlines the various significant features within the study area, however in
Section 4.1.2 only the ANSI has been considered. It should be noted that the North Oakville – Milton East Wetland PSW Complex is also
present in the study area and should be discussed separate of the ANSI as the ANSI boundary is not restricted to just the PSW boundary
as the description implies.

The wetland discussion within this table notes that the significance status of the wetlands is pending review, however this has been
completed as of September 2006. This should be revised.

Section 3.5.1.7 (Summary of Terrestrial Habitat Features and Functions) – Table 5 outlines the vegetation cover information from the
previous sections, however it is unclear by what is meant by “11% of the entire study area is currently covered in forest, exceeding the
required 25 to 30% threshold to support high flora and fauna richness attributes associated with historical forest cover”. Is this referring to
Environment Canada‟s How Much Habitat Is Enough with respect to achieving 30% forest cover for a watershed? If this is this case, then
this 11% vegetation cover would have to be looked at with respect to the entire Urban Watershed not just the North Oakville
Subwatershed. Also, 11% is much lower than 30% and it is not clear how this achieves this goal. Please clarify what this statement
means.

Figure 5, while listing wetlands in the legend, there are no wetlands illustrated on the map. This may be a layering error within GIS as
there are several wetlands within the North Oakville subwatershed including PSWs that should be illustrated on the map.

Table 3 summarizes the wildlife data from the study area, however it does not provide a source that the rarity is based on. Staff
recommend that local rarity be confirmed with the Halton Natural Areas Inventory (2006). Please confirm what source was used for rarity.

While Figure 3 is helpful in determining the location of the notable flora and fauna, it would be beneficial to have the alignment overlaid on
this figure to assess which species has been impacted by the road construction. Please refer to our previous comment regarding a full
constraint map.

Section 3.3.2 (Flora) identifies that there are provincially rare species in the study area as well as Regionally rare and rare to Halton,
however no source of this rarity is discussed. For regionally rare species and based on the appendix, it appears that Varga et al (2000)
was used however it is unclear for the Halton Region status. Staff recommend that the Halton Natural Areas Inventory (2006) be used for
local rarity status.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#24) in the ESR addresses this item.
Recommendation for a certified arborist and ecologist has been noted and will be
considered at detail design.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (# 24) in the ESR addresses this item.

Section 3.6 of the Natural Environment report has been updated.

The wetland evaluation review was completed in 2006 and the Natural Environment report
has been updated to reflect this.

References to % cover thresholds does not add value to the evaluation of alternates and
has been removed from text in Table 5 (Section 3.5.1.7).

The intent of Figure 5 in the Natural Environment report is to demonstrate interior forest
habitat. Wetlands are not intended to be mapped on Figure 2 therefore the symbol has
been removed.

Wildlife species list has been checked against NHAI.
Appendix D-F of the Natural Environment report has been updated to reflect HNAI status
rankings.

Appendix C of the Natural Environment report has been updated. Section 4.2, including
Table 9 has been updated.
The Natural Environment report has been updated to ensure that the preferred alignment is
on all maps.

The plant species list has been checked against status rankings provided in the HNAI to
update Varga‟s rankings.

Response and Action Taken

44.

43.

42.

41.

40.

39.

Agency comments

Staff recommends that the report outline in a list or tabular form all commitments that would be carried forward by the Region in
conjunction with the detailed design of the proposed corridor. This would include, but may not be limited to, fluvial geomorphological,
geotechnical, hydrogeological, stormwater management and setback commitments.

Appendix F of Natural Heritage Report - Monarch (Danaus plexippus) should be listed as Special Concern in the Lepidoptera table.

It should be noted that Vulnerable is a term no longer used by COSEWIC or the MNR. It should be replaced with Special Concern.

Staff assume that the „h‟ used in the Secondary Source Significant Vascular Plant Species by Habitat Unit is the same as „H‟ listed in the
legend. Please revise.

The NOSS Habitat Unit map should use the numbers consistent with the NOCSS.

Appendix B of Natural Heritage Report:

Section 6.1.3 (Monitoring and Maintenance) should note that restoration plantings should be monitored for two years and any dead species
replaced at this time.

http://www.conservationhalton.on.ca/ShowCategory.cfm?subCatID=898).

Exhibit 7-7 Drainage Management Requirements, page 159 - Please cross reference all crossing codes (e.g. JC-20A) with high resolution

Section 7.1.2, Drainage and Stormwater Management Requirements, page 157 - please reiterate the list of creeks named on this page
with reference to a map showing the watercourses in this list.

The final ESR should provide a measure of the bankfull channel widths and meander belt widths of all watercourses to be crossed by the
proposed road. The lengths, widths and heights of all existing crossings to be upgraded/lengthened/replaced should be included in the
final document. See Table 6.3.4a in the North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study.

Section 6.6.1, Authorization and Mitigation for In Water Work, page 150, subsection (d) - Please include the following text after the word
“planted”: “according to Conservation Halton‟s Landscaping and Tree Preservation Guidelines”.

Riparian trees (trees located within 30 metres of any watercourse) slated for removal should be properly inventoried at the detailed design
stage. All restoration plantings should be chosen from Conservation Halton‟s Landscaping Guidelines and should be an appropriate
species for the growing conditions at the site.

Staff would just like to clarify that the 50 year capacity referenced in our previous comments are related to aquatic ecology requirements
and that there are additional hydrologic requirements from a flooding perspective as outlined in our Comment #10. We trust that the
table‟s response that the ESR has been revised to include hydrological design standards means all hydrological criteria.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Please indicate what hydrological design standard the crossings will adhere to in designing this new road. For example, will each of the
crossings be required to pass a 50 year flow for the applicable watercourse?

Letter dated September 16, 2008 from Conservation Halton

38.

37.

36.

35.

Comment
#

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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The section pertaining to Drainage and Stormwater Management Requirements (Section
7.1.4) has been revised substantially. The following creeks were added to the text:
West Morrison Creek
Munn‟s Creek
Shannon‟s Creek
Part II of the ESR provides stormwater management plans using high resolution mapping
and aerial photographs with details as requested. Also, Section 7.1.4 (Drainage and

Comment noted. Culvert sizing at 25 crossings and close-up mapping of culvert crossings
with meander belt and bank full widths have been provided in the final ESR in Section
7.1.4.

Revised as requested.

Section 6.6.1, subsection “Vegetation Protection and Restoration” and Exhibit 8-1: Detailed
Design Commitments (# 24) addresses this comment.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR has been revised to address this comment.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR has been revised to include all hydrological design standards.

The ESR includes all commitments to be carried forward to detailed design including
Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments.

Report revised.

Appendix B of the Natural Environment report has been updated to address other
comments.

The habitat unit numbers in Appendix B of the Natural Environment report correspond with
Figures 4E.9.1 and 4W.9.1 of the NOCSS (2006) Characterization Report.

This recommendation has been included in Section 5.1.3 of the Natural Environment
Report which forms part of the commitment package provided to contractors.

Response and Action Taken

50.

49.

48.

47.

46.

45.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Section 3.4.2, Fish Habitat, page 22 - Site 1 Alternate Alignment Crossing W6 - This is the Study Team‟s preferred route alignment for the

Section 3.4, Aquatic Resources, page 21 - Since drought conditions may have influenced fish community data collections for McCraney
Creek, it is requested that the fish community surveys be collected between May 30 and July 15th prior to detailed design. Any evidence
of fish spawning during these collections is requested to be included in the inventory results.

Exhibit 8-1, Potential Short Term Construction Related Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation, Row # 4 - It is requested that all
plantings be undertaken in areas of viable top soil otherwise, top soil should be introduced to the site, to increase the success of all
rehabilitative plantings. Fertilization should not be undertaken for any plantings within 50 metres of the watercourse to eliminate the risk of
introduction of additional nutrients to the watercourse.

Section 7.3, Utilities and Services, page 169 - It is requested that all utilities be accommodated on the underside of the bridge across
Sixteen Mile Creek to eliminate the need for any underground implementation of cables or pipes.

Exhibit 6-10: Assessment of Short List of Route Alternatives – Segment B: Neyagawa Blvd. to Bronte Rd. - Because most of the
watercourse crossings associated with the route alternative options, including the preferred and selected routes, display characteristics of
channel instability, it is important that the crossing designs be sized and designed to accommodate the unstable nature of the
watercourses they are crossing. Specifically, it would be ideal if the crossing designs selected for these crossings were to span the
meander belt width of the watercourses.

The Sixteen Mile Creek valley is a Life Science ANSI containing fish habitat, a number of rare species and interior forest habitat. Because
of the sensitivity of the valley it is necessary to ensure that there is minimal impact on the valley as a result of construction access.
Therefore, the bridge design that requires the least intrusion into the valley is the most preferred. Construction access from Lions Valley
Park is required with no access being permitted down the valley walls in the vicinity of the bridge crossing. The third paragraph on page
165 states that it has been difficult to deliver the girders to the bridge location due to the steep ramp that has been required from Dundas
Street. Therefore, launching the girders is the more appropriate technique and will have the least amount of environmental impact. It may
be appropriate to commit to launching the girders in the ESR rather than waiting until detailed design as it has been our experience that the
budget for the project is set based on the outcome of the ESR.

Although the upfront costs may be higher, there is considerable savings by not having to mitigate a large array of environmental
disturbances. The construction of piers and abutments in the valley will require the removal of vegetation on the high, steep valley walls
and valley floor, and necessitate their subsequent rehabilitation. As such, it is requested that a bridge design be selected that does not
require piers within the Sixteen Mile Creek Valley.

Section 7.1.3 Sixteen Mile Creek Bridge, page 160 - Please make reference to Exhibit 7-7: Drainage Management Requirements. This
Table states that the bridge is required to span the Sixteen Mile Creek Valley. As such, the only viable option provided at the bottom of
page 161 is option 5, the arch bridge. Any of the other options will involve intrusions into the valley, bank disturbance, long term fluvial
geomorphological disturbances presented by piers in or adjacent to the creek, and a significant loss of trees in the valley. The Sixteen Mile
Creek Valley at this location is considered to be a Life Science Area of Natural and Scientific Interest. It has a number of important riparian
tree species that should be protected from disturbance. The steep, high banks present a difficult environment for staging a construction
operation within. It is extremely difficult to mitigate the disturbance that could be created by this type of proposal in this environment. Long
term bank stability and the stability of the creek morphology would be an ongoing concern with the introduction of a superstructure into this
valley. As such, it is requested that the arch bridge (Option 5) be selected as the preferred stream crossing approach. Alternatively, a
bridge structure with a single pier (Option 3) would be the next most appropriate crossing technique.

mapping that includes road names, creek names, an air photo layer, and stream constraint ratings from the North Oakville Creeks
Subwatershed Study. A description of the permanency of these streams and the drainage area of the streams is also requested. It would
also be helpful to provide the bankfull channel width and the meander belt width of the creeks at the proposed stream crossing locations
for the preferred route alignments as well.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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Section 5.1.2.3 of the Natural Environment report and Section 6.6.1 and Exhibit 8-1:

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#6) in the ESR addresses this comment.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#24) in the ESR addresses this comment.

The Region is not aware of plans at this time to take utilities across the creek in this
corridor. Comment noted.

This issue was investigated further and has been discussed in Section 7.1.4 of the ESR.

Extensive public and agency consultation occurred during the route and structure
selection. The piers for the preferred structure are planned within the valley and would be
located outside the meander belt width. Specific issues regarding girder delivery into the
valley will be dealt with at detailed design. Please refer to Section 7.1.5 of the ESR.

Stormwater Management Requirements) of the ESR has been revised substantially.

Response and Action Taken

55.

54.

53.

52.

51.

Comment
#

Agency comments

Section 6.1.2.2, Authorization and Mitigation for In Water Work, page 43, subsection (a) - It is requested that silt fencing be upgraded to
heavy duty paige wire silt fence at crossing locations where rare species are present (e.g. Sixteen Mile Creek).

Section 6.1.2.1, Riparian Zone Protection, page 43 - This section recommends the use of standard erosion and sediment control
protection. Where rare species, demonstrated to be sensitive to turbidity, are located (Sixteen Mile Creek) it is necessary to use best
possible sediment and erosion control protection. Daily inspections, particular scrutiny after rain events and repairs as necessary (as
described in the report) are concurred with by CH Aquatic Ecology staff.

It is requested that replacement riparian areas disturbed due to construction staging and access routes be restored using ecologically
appropriate restoration approaches. For example, the use of locally native species, species selected may need to be salt tolerant, species
and planting layout should blend well with existing adjacent flora.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

Please indicate on a map where shallow groundwater conditions may make dewatering necessary during the construction process.

Table 14, Natural Environment Impact Assessment of Preferred Alternative and Proposed Mitigation Measures, page 39 - It has been
impossible to fully retain riparian cover within the valley with the construction of piers, abutments, temporary bridge crossing(s), and
temporary access roads. These construction related impacts will result in the loss of mature riparian forest cover, however this has not
been properly identified as a construction impact in the Natural Environment Report.

Table 8, Summary of Aquatic Habitat Features and Functions, page 32 - Given the presence of two provincially and federally rare species
in Sixteen Mile Creek, it is Conservation Halton staff‟s preference that the watercourse crossing design be located entirely outside of the
valley. The appropriate location for the abutments from top of bank would need to be determined in consultation with a geotechnical
engineer. If piers are deemed necessary, they should be located outside of the meander belt width.

Table 6, Summary of Thermal Status Designations, page 31 - No data is available for Fourteen Mile Creek, Sixteen Mile Creek, or
Joshua‟s Creek. It is requested that existing data for these creeks (including metadata – such as data collection methodologies) be
collected from available sources. If this is not possible, it is requested that data loggers be deployed at each of the preferred route
alignment‟s intersections with the watercourses listed above.

With respect to the DFO Risk Management Framework, one pathway of effects between the proposed piers, abutments and footings could
likely be an interruption in groundwater contribution to Sixteen Mile Creek. As such, in order to assess what appropriate mitigation
techniques may be necessary to address this pathway of effect, it is requested that groundwater levels be assessed in the area where the
piers, abutments and footings are to be constructed. It is also requested that groundwater levels be assessed in the area between where
these structures are to be constructed and the adjacent edge of the creek. It is suggested that boreholes be dug to not only provide
groundwater level information, but also to provide details on the soil types in these areas, to get a sense of the degree of connection (in
terms of groundwater flow) between the location where the structures are to be installed and where groundwater is entering the creek.

Letter dated January 27, 2009 from Conservation Halton

crossing of Sixteen Mile Creek. The information collected at this site includes reports of the presence of a number of groundwater seeps
originating along the valley walls. The presence of these seeps will make construction in the valley more difficult. The contribution of the
seeps to fish habitat must be taken into consideration as part of the bridge design and construction access. The fish habitat assessment
also states this site “provides permanent refuge, spawning, feeding, rearing and nursery habitat for fish species and serves as a major
migratory pathway for fish ascending from Lake Ontario at various times of the year”.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#20) addresses this comment.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#20) addresses this comment.

Section 5.1.1.2 of the Natural Environment Report has been revised to include ecologically
appropriate restoration of all areas disturbed during construction.

Section 5.1 of the Hydrogeological Assessment provides a discussion and reference to
Figure 2 where shallow water table conditions exist and may require dewatering during
construction of Route E1 if a service trench for the road is proposed to be incised below
the local water table.

The wording in Table 14, Section 4.3 of the Natural Environment report was clarified.

Comment noted.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#8) in the ESR addresses this comment.
Piers are planned within the valley. Piers are located outside of the meander belt width.

Based on NOCSS findings, only East Morrison Creek and 14 Mile Creek had temperature
issues/concerns associated with them. With respect to the proposed Burnhamthorpe Road
realignment, East Morrison Creek is far enough away not to be detrimentally impacted.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR was updated to include information from the NOCSS indicating
conceptual need to preserve natural temperature regime.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#16) in the ESR addresses this comment.

Detailed Design Commitments of the ESR have been updated to include the additional
construction mitigation measures.

Response and Action Taken

60.

59.

58.

57.

56.

Comment
#

Agency comments

This report suggests that the lateral channel migration rate for R1 (where the preferred alternative is situated) is 0.14 metres per year
(Sixteen Mile Creek). After an 80 year lifespan of the bridge structure, the channel will have moved 11.2 metres from where it currently
exists. Once the channel migrates close enough to the bridge piers, it has been necessary to harden the banks of the watercourse to
protect the bridge from the force of the water flowing down the creek. Hardening of creek banks is a detrimental approach to the
management of fish habitat and should be avoided wherever possible. Because there are both Redside Dace and Silver Shiners in this
watercourse, which are both listed as federally and provincially rare species, it is requested that a span bridge option be selected as the
preferred crossing design to prevent the need for stream bank hardening following construction of the bridge.

CH Aquatic Ecology staff concur with the third recommendation in the Hydrogeology report, which recommends a local well survey and
water quality assessment to address potential road salt impacts. It is requested that this survey address the impacts that the additional
road salt will have (if any) on nearby fish communities.

CH Aquatic Ecology staff concur with recommendation (b) in the same letter regarding a field inspection of the kettle feature with an
assessment of its environmental significance.

The recommendation made in the letter to Mr. Mike Delsey From Steven Usher (Gartner Lee) dated May 1, 2008 regarding groundwater
and drilling monitoring to confirm the geology and groundwater conditions in the area are concurred with by CH Aquatic Ecology staff.
These monitoring programs are requested (as they were recommended in the report) to be undertaken at least one year prior to site
alteration to assess needs for dewatering, potential impacts to fish communities and fish habitat, and to plan mitigation measures where
necessary.

It is requested that an independent on site environmental inspector be hired to ensure that sediment and erosion control measures are
adequate and functioning during the construction phase of this project.

Section 6.1.3 Monitoring and Maintenance, page 44, subsection Sediment and erosion control measures shall be undertaken daily (as
indicated previously on page 43 of the Natural Environment Report). Please include the daily sediment and erosion control inspections in
Section 6.1.3 as well.

Page 44: Item (f) - Any in-water work that is necessary must be conducted in dry conditions within the appropriate fisheries timing window.

Comments received from Conservation Halton
September 12 & 16, 2008
January 27, 2009
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According to the Geomorphological Report, the creek is migrating from south/west to
north/east. The span arrangement was developed to maximize the distance from
north/west bank of creek to the pier. A separation of 20m was achieved. Even with an
11.2m migration over 80 years, there will still be a 9+/- metre separation.

This item was added to Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#15).

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#18) addresses this comment. Please note
that MNR has requested that the term kettle feature be replaced by pits and depressions
as per meeting minutes from December 10, 2008.

The statement about monitoring programs to be undertaken at least one year prior to site
alteration to assess needs for dewatering, potential impacts to fish communities and fish
habitat, and to plan mitigation measures where necessary has been added to Exhibit 8-1:
Detailed Design Commitments (#7).

To be considered in detailed design.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#20) and Section 6.6.1 of the ESR addresses
this comment.

Exhibit 8-1: Detailed Design Commitments (#4) addresses this comment.

Response and Action Taken

Minutes of Meeting
Date of Meeting:

December 10, 2008

Start Time: 10:00 am

Location:

Halton Region - 1075 North Service Road

Regarding:

Review of Comments Received on the Draft NNOTC ESR

Attendees:

John Pispasio, MNR
Shannon McNeill, MOE (via teleconference)
Rob Thun, Town of Oakville
Melissa Green-Battiston, Halton Region
Matt Krusto, Halton Region
Mike Delsey, AECOM
Paula Neto, AECOM

Melissa Green-Battiston and Mike Delsey provided an overview of the comments received on the
draft NNOTC ESR. The following issues were discussed in detail:
Wildlife Crossings
• MNR discussed concerns with respect to the north-south section of the corridor adjacent to the
landfill site (North Park area) and the ability for wildlife crossings, particularly deer. MNR has
requested that crossings for large and small mammals be provided.
• Ecopassages for large mammals typically require strategic fencing, extensive signing and a
possible grade separated passage. It was suggested that there are no set standards for
underpasses although literature suggests 3-4 m high and 7-9 m wide for large mammals such as
deer.
• MNR requested clarification of the Region’s long term commitments for the landfill site including
the use of the landfill site (i.e. recreation) and whether or not the site would be fenced in the
future. MNR understood that the landfill site would not be fenced to allow for the movement of
wildlife. AECOM to review applications in western Canada.
Amphibian Crossings
• MNR indicated that an amphibian crossing is required where the alignment crosses the core east
of Sixth Line (between 18+200 and 18+400). This item will be added to the “table of
commitments” which will form part of the final ESR.
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December 10, 2008

Pitted Depressions
• Kettle Features as documented in the ESR are to be referred to as Pitted Depressions. The ESR
will be reviewed to change the reference. Ray Tufgar should be consulted with respect to
additional information of the Pitted Depressions. MNR can provide additional information on the
Pitted Depressions. Additional information should be included in the ESR and further reviewed at
detailed design.
Stormwater Ponds
• MNR advised that stormwater ponds as well as stormwater criteria outlined in the North Oakville
Creek Subwatershed Study must be adhered to.
Other Comments
MOE requested that formal confirmation be obtained from ORC with respect to meeting their EA
requirements.
• It was committed that minutes and subsequent letter on all issues discussed would be issued to
both MNR and MOE.

•

Meeting Adjourned At:

11:15 am

Notes Taken By:

Paula Neto
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5/4/2010

New North Oakville Transportation
Corridor and Crossing of Sixteen Mile
Creek Class EA Study

Meeting with MOE and MNR
Draft Environmental Study Report Comments
December 10, 2008

November 28, 2008

1

Purpose of meeting:
• Highlight issues that will be addressed in the final ESR
• Discuss issues requiring further dialogue or where no change is
proposed

Agenda
• Review agency comments:
– Ministry of the Environment
– Ministry of Natural Resources

• Discuss next steps

December 10, 2008

2

1

5/4/2010

Ministry of the Environment

December 10, 2008

3

Editorial Comments
• General edits to the ESR will be made including:
– Clarification of kettle features
– Rural vs urban cross section references

• Stormwater discussion to be provided in Section 7 of
ESR
• Noise Assessment - clarification of methodology will be
provided including:
– Noise receptors considered
– Future status of receptors
– Discussion of feasibility of other measures to mitigate noise

December 10, 2008

4

2

5/4/2010

Ministry of Natural Resources

December 10, 2008

5

Rationale for Selection of Route E1
MNR concerned with impacts of recommended route (E1) (bisects core
areas) and suggested E3 route as an alternative

• E1 allows for better access control limiting potential conflict
points
• E1 supports future development/redevelopment and future
recreational opportunities
• The rural character of the existing roadway could be
maintained with no impact to existing “character” buildings
• The majority of properties fronting Burnhamthorpe Road
can be avoided
• There would be relatively minor impacts and disruption to
existing residences and businesses, existing utilities and
services
• There is potential for property to be designated to Halton
Region through development applications
December 10, 2008

6

3

5/4/2010

Rationale for Elimination of Route E3
• E3 was the least compatible with the Region’s
Transportation Master Plan
• E3 had the greatest impacts to natural heritage system
connectivity, groundwater and surface water and
moderate impacts to wetlands, marsh areas and fluvial
geomorphology conditions
• E3 is inconsistent with the NOESP and impacts future
recreational opportunities
• E3 has the greatest relative impacts on properties
• There would be moderate impacts and disruption to
existing residences and business and existing utilities and
services
December 10, 2008

7

4

8.

7.

6.

5.

4.

3.

2.

Agency comments

I also have some concern about the fact that it is noted that the impacts to the natural environment can be mitigated. Constructing a new road through an ANSI cannot be mitigated by a
landscape plan, as there will still be a loss of connectivity, habitat function and quality, etc. It should be clearly identified that impacts will be mitigated to the extent possible, but adverse
impacts to the sensitive natural features cannot be wholly avoided. I am awaiting a response from Joe Pisapio (MNR) on this, and I expect that I will defer comments on this issue to him,
however I thought I should bring it to you attention for the purpose of our discussion.

General sewer routes and potential locations for ponds or other facilities.

Treatment objectives and proposed methods.

Any proposed interim measures to control stormwater, if there will be a lag between the construction of the road and the implementation of the Secondary Plan.

b.

c.

d.
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Please ensure that you consult with the MOE Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch prior to detailed design to confirm any Certificate of Approval requirements for the
proposed works.

Please ensure that you consult with the MOE Central Region Permit to Take Water (PTTW) Coordinator prior to detailed design to confirm any approval requirements for water takings
during construction or operation. This includes groundwater or surface water extraction, and the active diversion of surface water flows by pumping.

We defer any comments on the assessment, impacts and mitigation of natural features including surface water, wetlands and environmentally sensitive areas to the Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR). Please ensure that comments from MNR are incorporated into the final ESR.

c.
A number of potential noise mitigation measures (berms, vertical and horizontal alignment shifts, road cuts and the use of quieter pavement surfaces) were identified, however only
the construction of noise barriers was assessed for feasibility. Please discuss the feasibility and effectiveness of these other measures. If some of these measures will be incorporated into
the corridor as basic design principles, please indicate this.

b.
It is understood that certain receptors used in the noise assessment are houses that have been identified for removal. Please indicate which receptors are proposed to be
removed.

a.
Clarify why only two receptors were selected to assess noise impacts (e.g. are these two characteristic of the other receptors, were they selected as the receptors that would
experience the highest impact, etc.).

Please provide some additional justification for the methodology used to assess noise impacts in Appendix G. In particular please address the following:

Phasing for construction of the road works and adjacent development.

a.

It is understood that details regarding the management of stormwater runoff for the proposed transportation corridor will be addressed as part of the North Oakville Secondary Plan. Please
provide at least a preliminary summary of the stormwater management plan in Section 7, including:

It is understood that a basic 4-lane urban cross-section will be provided throughout the corridor. Please revise Section 6.6.1 under Well Water Quality to remove the reference to a rural
cross-section. Please confirm if the discussion regarding the vulnerability of well water quality is still valid, and revise as necessary. In addition, we suggest that the identified water quality
assessment should be completed prior to detailed design to ensure that mitigating any impacts will not result in any financial or scheduling conflicts with construction.

Please revise Section 6.6.1 under Kettle Features to clarify that only warm kettles are expected to exist in the study area, however a survey to identify the locations of both warm and cold
kettle features will be undertaken. In addition, please revise the section to commit to mitigating any potential impacts to warm or cold kettle features that may be identified.

Letter dated September 8, 2008 from MOE

1.

Email Received August 26, 2008 from MOE

Comment
#

Comments received from Ministry of Environment

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Clarification of methodology was
provided in the noise assessment report
(Appendix K to the ESR) including:
Noise receptors considered
Future status of receptors
Discussion of feasibility of other
measures to mitigate noise
Section 6.6.2 of the ESR was also
revised.

Section 7.1.4 of the ESR addresses this
comment.

Section 6.6.1 of the ESR has been
revised. Commitment #15 addresses
this comment.

Section 6.6.1 of the ESR has been
revised.

Comment noted. Commitment #24 in
the ESR addresses Halton Region’s
commitment to the restoration of the
vegetation impacted.

Response and Action Taken

3.

Agency comments

In light of the impacts on natural heritage values and NHS function resulting from the E1 route, MNR would request that additional consideration be given to
the E3 route which extends primarily to the south of the NHS.

Extending further east, E1 also segregates woodlots west of Sixth Line and Trafalgar Road. These woodlots support a high number of provincially significant
wetlands that are habitat for regionally rare breeding amphibians such as chorus frogs and spring peepers. The crossing of the NHS linkage between these
woodlots can be expected to result in substantial amphibian road mortality and effectively divides and the existing populations of breeding frogs utilizing this
area.

However, the portion of the W6 route extending east of the Sixteen Mile Creek valley and connecting the „E‟ routes is of concern to MNR. The E1 option
identified as the preferred alternative bisects the major east – west connection between the Sixteen Mile Creek core area and the Neyagawa core area. In
our August 5, 2005 letter, MNR also advised that the evaluation criteria for any proposed transportation corridor alignment needed to include consideration of
“regional corridor function for wildlife passage”. This criterion does not appear to have been addressed as part of the EA report. The E1 route west of
Neyagawa Blvd creates an additional north – south crossing of the Natural Heritage System that can be expected to result in the additional disruption of
wildlife passage as well as creating a concentration point for deer / vehicle collisions.

On page 3 of the report “Agency Correspondence and Meetings” MNR‟s letter of August 5, 2005 to Mike Delsey of TSH and Edward Soldo of Halton Region
is absent from the list of correspondence; and should be included. In our letter, MNR emphasizes that it would not support a bridge crossing of Sixteen Mile
Creek through the central portion of the Sixteen Mile Creek ANSI / ESA and North Oakville core area because any such routes would result in maximum
fragmentation of this regionally significant forested area. Therefore, MNR is pleased to note that the preferred alternative, identified in the EA report as W6,
crosses the valley at the north end of Lions Valley Park, thereby avoiding substantial fragmentation of the area. The portion of the W6 route extending west
of the Sixteen Mile Creek valley is also supported by MNR because it follows the northern boundary of developable lands north of Dundas, thereby avoiding
additional fragmentation of lands included as part of the North Oakville Natural Heritage System.
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Requested clarification of the Region‟s long term commitments for the landfill site including the use of the landfill site (i.e. recreation) and whether or not the
site would be fenced in the future. MNR understood that the landfill site would not be fenced to allow for the movement of wildlife. AECOM to review
applications in western Canada.

Comments received at meeting on December 8, 2008 from MNR

2.

1.

Email received September 12, 2008 from MNR

Comment
#

Comments received from Ministry of Natural Resources

The landfill site west of Neyagawa Boulevard is located within
the Natural Heritage System area of North Oakville. Currently
there are no recreation related plans for the landfill site.

Commitments have been included in Exhibit 8-1: Detailed
Design Commitments (#27 - 29) of the ESR to ensure that
amphibian crossing/passageways are provided east of Sixth
Line, warning signs with an advisory speed table in core area
crossings are posted, and a wildlife crossing at North Park will
be implemented.

The NNOTC is recognized and illustrated in all key planning
documents for Halton Region including the North Oakville East
(January 2008) and West Secondary Plans (May 2009) and the
Glenorchy Conservation Area Master Plan.

The alignment follows that of the NOESP. An alignment shift
will have a bearing on land use plans. Route E3 also bisects
core preserve and linkage area. The description and
justification for the selection of E1 was clarified in the final ESR
to ensure MNR comments are reflected in text.

Comment noted.

Response and Action Taken

