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Executive Summary 

The Township of Pickle Lake, through its emergency planning, has identified the need for a new 
secondary road access. Currently, road access to the community is only available via Pickle Lake Road, 
which connects to Highway 599. In the past, Pickle Lake Road has had been rendered impassible as a 
result of motor vehicular incidents and a forest fire. During these times ingress and egress from the 
Township was not possible by roadway. This singular road access places the community at risk. 

To evaluate potential alternatives to address the lack of a secondary access route, the Township of Pickle 
Lake has followed the requirements for a Schedule B undertaking as per the Municipal Engineers 
Association Class Environmental Assessment (October 2000, as amended 2007, 2011 and 2015) 
(Class EA).  

The purpose of the Connecting Link Class EA Project is primarily to provide a secondary access to 
service the Township of Pickle Lake during emergency situations, while also enhancing safety and 
reducing traffic volumes through the downtown core and potentially providing future development 
opportunities.  

Three alternative solutions were explored to address the identified problems and opportunities: 

Alternative 1: The Do Nothing alternative maintains the status quo and assumes there is no change to the 
road infrastructure.  

Alternative 2: This alternative provides a new road access to the Township that is approximately 1.5 km 
long. It would provide a secondary means of ingress and egress into Pickle Lake and would also provide 
a more direct route for traffic destined to and from the Pickle Lake Airport. The road would consist of two 
lanes with a stop sign controlled intersection on Highway 599. 

Alternative 3: This alternative consists of upgrades to the existing gravel road and off-road system from 
Anne Street north to Connell Street, where it would connect to Highway 599, approximately 1 km north of 
the existing Pickle Lake Road/Highway 599 intersection in Central Patricia.  

The evaluation of alternatives was completed using a two-step process: 

Step one: A screening of alternatives to identify any elements of a scenario that would significantly 
disadvantage it compared to other options (e.g., technical complexity, effectiveness in achieving desired 
outcome, or capital/operational costs). 

Step two: A comparative evaluation of the remaining alternatives based on biophysical, socio-economic, 
cultural heritage, and financial implications. The alternatives were also evaluated based on their ability to 
address the problem/opportunity statement. 
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Alternatives 1 and 2 were considered appropriate to carry forward to the second step of the evaluation 
process. Alternative 3, the ‘upgrade existing off-road trails/roads’ alternative is impeded by numerous 
technical, economic, and social factors. Of critical importance to the purpose of the Project was that the 
alignment is in close proximity to Pickle Lake Road, with both routes starting at the same general location 
and ending within 1 km of each other along Highway 599. This makes both the proposed Alternative 3 
and the existing Pickle Lake Road susceptible to similar risks should another forest fire occur in the area. 
As such, this Alternative 3 was not carried forward to the second step of the evaluation process. 

The two remaining alternatives were evaluated and compared considering each alternative’s strengths 
and weaknesses to address the identified problem/opportunity, in order to find the best possible solution. 
The evaluation was undertaken based on the following categories representing the broad definition of the 
environment described in the Environmental Assessment Act: 

• Biophysical – having regard for the natural and physical components of the environment (i.e., air, 
land, water, and biota) including natural and/or environmentally sensitive areas 

• Socio-Economic – having regard for community features such as residents, neighbourhoods, 
businesses, and land-use  

• Cultural – having regard for historical/archaeological remains, and heritage features, and 

• Financial – having regard for the capital and operational/maintenance charges associated with the 
Project 

Based on the evaluation process, it was concluded that: 

• While the Do Nothing does not result in anticipated potential effects to any of the assessed criteria, it 
does not address the problem/opportunity statement and residents of Pickle Lake would continue to 
face difficulties in evacuating should another emergency situation occur. 

• Secondary to providing an evacuation route, Alternative 2 also reduces traffic volumes through the 
downtown core and has the potential to create future development potential where the Do Nothing 
option does not.  

Based on the analysis, Alternative 2, Koval Street South extension, was been selected as the preferred 
alternative. A conceptual design was undertaken of this solution. Selection of this alternative supports the 
purpose of the Project by providing a new road alignment that will facilitate evacuation efforts. The 
proposed extension of Koval Street South will also allow for the Township to expedite the entry of support 
services into the community to help in the event of an emergency. Other positive effects for the Township 
may also be realized with the road extension; truck traffic will be diverted away from the downtown core, 
enhancing safety for pedestrians, and it provides  potential for future development opportunities near the 
airport. 
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Technical assessments and desktop analysis were undertaken to determine the potential negative effects 
resulting from the Project. Mostly notably, vegetation removal will be required, however a large extent of 
the Project footprint was previously cleared in support of another unrelated project. There may be a 
nominal decrease in noise to residential receptors as trucks will bypass the downtown area of the 
Township. Similarly, a nominal decrease in greenhouse gases may be realized as vehicles will be using a 
shorter route. Other potential negative effects will be localized and of short duration (i.e., during 
construction), and/or mitigated through typical measures. Appropriate design features will be incorporated 
into the road to deal with the potential for increased and more severe storm events resulting from climate 
change. 

The Township of Pickle Lake will obtain necessary environmental permits and approvals to implement the 
Project prior to commencing construction activities.  

Consultation and communication with Indigenous communities, regulatory agencies, stakeholders, and 
members of the public and community is an important part of the Class EA process. The Township of 
Pickle Lake has met the Class EA requirements for consultation by providing interested parties with 
opportunities to learn about the process, ask questions, and provide their feedback. Consultation with 
relevant regulatory agencies will be ongoing when the Project moves forward into detailed design and 
environmental permits and approvals are sought. 
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1.1 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The Township of Pickle Lake (Township) is a rural community with a population of approximately 
388 people (Statistics Canada 2017) located in the District of Kenora, approximately 530 kilometres (km) 
north of Thunder Bay. 

The Township of Pickle Lake, through its emergency planning, has identified the need for a new 
secondary road access. Currently, road access to the community is only available via Pickle Lake Road, 
which connects to Highway 599. In the past, Pickle Lake Road has had been rendered impassible as a 
result of motor vehicular incidents and a forest fire. During these times ingress and egress from the 
Township was not possible by roadway. This singular road access places the community at risk. 

In 2001 and again in 2019, wildfires spread across Pickle Lake Road blocking access into and out of the 
municipality. Subsequently the Township began to seek funding in order to provide an alternative means 
of access to and from the community. In 2020, the Township received a grant from the provincial and 
federal government to enable repair to the existing Pickle Lake Road access and to construct a new 
means of vehicular access. This road may also provide an alternative means of access to the Pickle Lake 
Airport, one of the key connectors to remote northern communities that currently sees traffic volumes of 
over 6,000 semi-trucks a year. Currently, the only access to the Pickle Lake Airport is via Koval Street 
South, which connects the airport to the downtown area and Pickle Lake Road. Koval Street South 
terminates north of the existing airport, where it provides access to several businesses associated with 
the airport. 

In accordance with the Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
(October 2000, as amended in 2015) (Class EA), the purpose of this Project File Report is to document 
the planning process used to identify problems and opportunities, document existing conditions, develop 
and assess alternatives, and select a preferred solution for the “Connecting Link” Road Project (the 
Project). 
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2.1 

2.0 THE MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
PROCESS 

The Class EA is a planning guidance document that outlines a streamlined, self-administered framework 
for EA planning for municipal projects in accordance with the provisions of the Ontario Environmental 
Assessment Act (EAA). The Class EA enables the planning and execution of municipal projects in 
accordance with an approved procedure that is designed to consistently consider potential effects to the 
biophysical, socio-economic, and cultural environments. Provided the Class EA process is followed, the 
Township is not required to obtain Project-specific approval under the EAA. 

The Class EA ensures compliance with the EAA by providing for the identification of problems or 
opportunities, and giving due regard to the need to protect the environment by reducing potential 
environmental effects through Project design or mitigation. The Class EA includes 
consultation/engagement with Indigenous communities, the public and regulatory agencies during the 
planning and decision-making processes.  

The five phases of the Class EA process are illustrated in Figure 2.1. Based on the Class EA document 
(MEA 2015), projects are classified as either Schedule “A”, “A+”, “B” or “C” projects based on the level of 
complexity and potential impacts. Each of these classifications requires a different level of review to 
complete the requirements of the Class EA, and thus comply with the EAA.  

Figure 2.1: Class EA Project Phases 

Schedule A projects are limited in scale, have minimal adverse environmental impacts and require no 
public notification or documentation (MEA 2015). This class of project includes the majority of municipal 
operations and maintenance activities. These projects are approved and may be implemented without 
following the Class EA planning process. 

Source: MEA, 2015 
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2.2 

Schedule A+ projects are also limited in scale, have minimal adverse environmental impacts and are pre-
approved, but require public notification prior to project implementation (MEA 2015). This requirement 
informs the public of projects taking place in the local area, while maintaining the public’s opportunity to 
comment to municipal council. 

Schedule B projects have the potential for some adverse environmental effects. Schedule ‘B’ projects 
require that Phase 1 and 2 of the Class EA process be documented. If there are no outstanding concerns, 
then the municipality may proceed to Phase Five for implementation. 

Schedule C projects have the potential for significant environmental effects and must proceed under the 
full planning and documentation procedures (Phases 1 to 4) specified in the Class EA document (MEA 
2015). Schedule C projects require that an Environmental Study Report be prepared and submitted for 
review by the public. Schedule C projects typically include the siting and construction of new facilities and 
major expansions to existing facilities, such as water or wastewater treatment plants.   

If concerns are raised that cannot be resolved, then the Part II Order procedure may be invoked for both 
Schedule B and/or C projects, whereby a project may be elevated to a higher Schedule of assessment. 

2.1 SCHEDULE B CLASSIFICATION 

The Project has been classified as a Schedule B based on the following rationale: 

• The proposed works (discussed in this report) are considered the construction of new roads or other
linear paved facilities with a cost of less than $2.6 million.

• Background environmental studies completed indicate there is potential for the Project to result in
some potential adverse effects, which can be mitigated.

• The Township has identified the need for a secondary access. Through the consultation/engagement
process no concerns regarding the Project were received.

2.2 CLASS EA PROCESS FOR SCHEDULE B PROJECTS 

As a Schedule B project, the study covers Phases 1 and 2 of the Class EA process (see Figure 2.1). 

Phase 1: Problem or Opportunity 

The problem or opportunity is identified and described through the development of a problem and 
opportunity statement. This statement provides a clear and concise description of the problem to ensure 
that stakeholders understand the Project need. Comment were also invited on the identification of the 
problem or opportunity, along with potential alternatives to be considered by the Project.  
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Phase 2: Alternative Solutions 

Alternative solutions to the problem are identified and assessed to identify a recommended (preferred) 
solution. The assessment of alternatives considers impacts to the biophysical, socio-economic and, 
cultural a environments, as well as financial implications to the Township and in consideration of public 
comments received during Phase 1. 

The methods and outcomes of these two phases have been documented in this Project File Report. 
Through the issuance of the Notice of Study Completion, this report will be made available for public 
review and comment for 30-calendar days.  

2.3 CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR MNR RESOURCE 
STEWARDSHIP AND FACILITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

The effective management of public land is critical in the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s 
(MNRF) ability to manage natural resources in an ecologically sustainable way to ensure that they are 
available for the enjoyment and use of future generations. As such, when disposing of Crown land, the 
MNRF ensures that its requirements under the EAA are met by requesting that proponents demonstrate 
how the EAA has been satisfied. In the case of this Project, this Project File Report is intended to satisfy 
the MNRF’s EAA requirements through the completion of a Municipal Class EA Schedule B and therefore 
undertaking the Class EA for MNRF Resource Stewardship and Facility Development Projects for 
disposition of Crown land to facilitate the Project is not required. Upon completion of the Class EA 
process, the applicant will submit a Land Use Permit application to the MNRF seeking approval to use the 
land as a road right of way and/or to acquire the right of way.
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3.1 

3.0 PROBLEM / OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT 

The Township is connected to Highway 599 via one main road, Pickle Lake Road. Through emergency 
planning, the Township has identified the need for a secondary means of road access to provide an 
alternative ingress and egress in the event that Pickle Lake Road becomes impassible. Without a 
secondary access, there is a risk that the Township could become cut off from outside resources and 
from being able to evacuate during an emergency.  

Additionally, an alternative access road would reduce truck traffic (approximately 6,000 semi-trucks 
annually) traveling to the Pickle Lake Airport that currently passes through a school zone and the 
downtown area. A new access road would reduce traffic volumes improving safety and increasing the 
lifespan of existing infrastructure. An alternative access may provide an opportunity for future commercial 
and industrial development around the existing airport.  

The purpose of the Project is primarily to provide a secondary access to service the Township during 
emergency situations, while also enhancing safety and reducing traffic volumes through the downtown 
core and potentially providing future development opportunities.
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4.1 

4.0 STUDY AREA 

A Project study area was established to define a geographic area in which alternative solutions could 
potentially be identified to address the problem / opportunity statement. The study area is located around 
the Township with a focus on connections to the Highway 599 corridor (Figure 4.1). The area is bounded 
by the airport to the south, Highway 599 to the east, Pickle Lake to the west, and the Kawinogans River to 
the north.  

In the study area, the Project footprint represents the area required to carry out all physical works 
and activities either directly for infrastructure or for associated Project uses (e.g., grading and drainage). 
Each alternative solution (refer to Section 6.1) would have a distinct Project footprint. 
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5.1 

5.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

A desktop review was conducted to identify existing conditions in the study area. Data sources for 
characterization of existing conditions included: 

• government websites (e.g., Government of Ontario, Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and
Parks (MECP), MNRF, Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Cultural Industries (MHSTCI),
Township)

• government reports and databases (e.g., Statistics Canada, Air Quality Health Index, National Air
Pollution Surveillance Program)

• interactive maps (e.g., Ontario GeoHub)

• Project-specific studies/information (Appendices A through D)

• planning documents (e.g., Township of Pickle Lake Official Plan, Community Profile, Provincial Policy
Statement).

5.1 BIOPHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

5.1.1 Terrestrial Environment 

The study area is located in the Lake St. Joseph Ecoregion (Ecoregion 3S) (Crins et al. 2009). The 
Ecoregion has a cold, dry climate and is part of the Subhumid Mid-Boreal Ecoclimatic Region and is 
underlain by precambrian shield bedrock with sandy soils predominating in upland areas and finer 
textured silt and clay loams in lower areas. 

Upland areas are dominated by coniferous forests of jack pine (Pinus banksiana) and black spruce (Picea 
mariana) with a relatively short fire cycle as short as 50 years. Lowlands are black spruce and tamarack 
(Larix laricina) dominated coniferous swamps and bogs. Trembling aspen (Populus tremuloides) are for 
uniform stands on deep, fine-textured upland soils while white spruce (Picea glauca), balsam fir (Abies 
balsamea), and paper birch (Betula papyrifera) are found as minor components of upland forests and 
conifer swamps.  

A desktop screening of the study area was completed using the Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(NHIC) (2021). The NHIC identified several wetlands in the study area (Figure 5-1). There are three large 
wetland areas, one located north east of Graveyard Lake, one located north of the downtown area 
immediately east of Pickle Lake, and one located south of the confluence of Pickle Creek and the 
Kawinogans River. A small wetland (0.6 hectare [ha]) was identified by the NHIC (2021) east of the Pickle 
Lake Airport. This feature was further evaluated during the field surveys. 

No woodlots were identified by the NHIC (2021) nor does the study area fall in a Forest Management Unit 
(FMU). The nearest FMU is the Caribou Forest FMU, located approximately 35 km to the south of the 
study area.  
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Five SAR have previously been identified near the study area, one mammal and four bird species. 
Woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus) has been recorded within 5.5 km of the Pickle Lake Airport (NHIC 
2021). Barn swallow (Hiruno rustica), olive sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), rusty blackbird 
(Euphagus carolinus), and short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) have been identified at the Pickle Lake 
Airport, although precise locations are unknown (ebird 2021).  

No areas of natural and scientific interest were identified by the NHIC (2021) within the study area. 

Field surveys were conducted for the lands between Highway 599 and the Pickle Lake Airport (See 
Appendix A for more details). These studies included an assessment of vegetation communities in 
accordance with the draft Ontario Ecosite Manual (Banton et al. 2009). Figure 5.1 illustrates the 
vegetation communities in this area. This area is forested and non-forested uplands with wetland areas. 
The area has recently been clear cut to facilitate works associated with the Pickle Lake Airport. A total of 
2.3 ha of wetlands were identified in the area, of which 0.1 ha were cleared to facilitate the runway 
extension. Wetlands were not considered provincially or locally significant, given their abundance in the 
ecoregion. 

Field surveys also identified 21 bird species, including the common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) that is 
listed as a species of Special Concern. This species likely breeds in the runway approaches, which will 
not be impacted by the Project.  

Three species of amphibians were identified: American toad (Anaxyrus americana); spring peeper 
(Pseudacris crucifer); and wood frog (Rana sylvatica). All these species are classified as least concern in 
Ontario. 

Field surveys included an assessment for Significant Wildlife Habitat; none were identified in the 
assessment area. 

Based on information from the MNRF (Adam Clark, email message to Jennifer Main, 23 April 2021), the 
lands between Highway 599 and the Pickle Lake Airport do not require special consideration based on 
the MNRF’s values review for tree clearing. It was noted the likelihood of finding a rare species or one 
that requires special consideration is low. Although typical boreal forest breeding birds are present in the 
area, birds and other wildlife in the area would be expected to adjust to changes in habitat resulting from 
low-level impacts activities (such as the proposed Project). The MNRF also noted the area is outside of 
the known breeding range of eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens). Overall, the MNRF confirmed the 
area is not considered complex or a biodiversity hotspot. 

5.1.2 Aquatic Environment 

Section 5.1.4 identifies the waterbodies and watercourses in the study area. During field surveys, a small, 
intermittent creek was identified that flows north from a ditch along the runway, after which it goes 
underground and disappears into a conifer swamp, eventually draining into Graveyard Lake (Figure 5.1). 
However, the creek does not have year-round surficial flow and is not capable of supporting fish or fish 
habitat in the assessment area. As a result, fish species and fish habitat were not assessed.  
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5.1.3 Soil 

The study area is located in the Precambrian Shield where the surficial geology is comprised 
predominantly of granite and gneissic bedrock (Crins et al. 2009). Soils present between Highway 599 
and the Pickle Lake Airport are considered to be undisturbed, with the exception of portions immediately 
adjacent to the airport and Highway 599.  

There are known areas of historical tailings in the townsite of Central Patricia, which are a result from 
previous mining activities. As per the Township of Pickle Lake Official Plan (2000), no development can 
occur on the historical tailings sites unless the tailings have been stabilized with a 500 mm soil cover and 
revegetated. 

5.1.4 Water Resources 

The Ontario Hydro Network (OHN) identifies two waterbodies in the study area, Graveyard Lake and an 
unnamed lake. Graveyard Lake is approximately 67 ha in size and is located to the west of Pickle Lake 
south of the downtown area. The unnamed lake is approximately 1 ha in size and is located east of the 
downtown area, west of Highway 599. Pickle Lake is located immediately west of the study area and is 
1,044 ha in size and drains north into the Pickle Creek and subsequently into Kawinogans River. The 
OHN identifies one watercourse in the study area that drains the unnamed lake east across Highway 599. 
This reach of this watercourse prior to crossing Highway 599 is approximately 1.25 km long, with the total 
reach being approximately 2.9 km where it outlets into Fault Creek. Figure 5.2 illustrates the location of 
OHN identified water features in the study area. 

A small creek was identified during a site field work. As described in Section 5.1.2, this feature drains the 
western limits of the airport runway towards Graveyard Lake.  
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The Ontario Well Water Information System (MECP 2021a) identifies 86 wells in the study area, of which 
18 are for water supply. Two water supply wells, with Permits to Take Water, are in the study area; one is 
operated by the Township and the other by Infrastructure Ontario. The location of wells is illustrated on 
Figure 5.3.  
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The study area is not located in a Source Water Protection Area. The nearest Source Protection Area is 
the Lakehead area, which is approximately 230 km south and is focused on the watersheds around the 
City of Thunder Bay (MECP 2018).  

5.1.5 Air Quality 

The National Air Pollution Surveillance Program (NAP) has provided long-term air quality data since 
1969. The program started by only monitoring sulphur dioxide and particulate matter, but has progressed 
to providing sulphur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, fine particulate matter and carbon monoxide. 
(Government of Canada [GOC] 2020a). In Ontario, monitoring stations are owned by the MECP and are 
operated under strict quality assurance and control procedures (GOC 2020a). The location of monitoring 
stations is typically based on the potential for air quality issues, with fewer stations being installed in 
undisturbed areas where there aren’t as many human-made sources of air pollution. Given the natural 
landscape of Northern Ontario fewer stations are needed to provide a regional context. 

The MECP operates a single monitoring station located at the Pickle Lake Airport (Environment and 
Climate Change Canada [ECCC] 2020). This station has been in operation since 2006 and only 
measures ozone (O3). No major human-made sources of air quality pollutants are identified in the area. 

The Air Quality Health Index (AQHI) uses O3, Particulate Matter (PM2.5/PM10) and Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
data from the NAP to provide an easy-to-understand scale to show the relation between air quality and 
human health (GOC 2021a). The AQHI is based on a scale from 1 to 10, which is categorized in to low, 
moderate, high or very high health risk. An AQHI value cane be forecasted for daily maximums and is 
intended to provide easy to understand levels of risks based on health risks associated with air quality. 

The closest AQHI location to the study area is in the City of Thunder Bay (GOC 2021b). While Thunder 
Bay has human-made sources of air pollutants, it provides an approximation of AQHI for the Pickle Lake 
area. Overall, the AQHI in Thunder Bay has been categorized as predominantly low with only a few 
moderate risk days a year. Table 5.1 identifies the total number of moderate risk days per a year. 

Table 5.1: Thunder Bay AQHI - Number of Moderate Risk Days 2015 - 2021 

Year Number of Moderate Risk Days 
2015 10 

2016 6 

2017 2 

2018 6 

2019 4 

2020 2 

2021* 4 

*data up available to June 21, 2021 Source: MECP 2021b 
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5.1.6 Noise 

The study area is located in a rural area and the largest source of noise is the Pickle Lake Airport. 
Sensitive receptors primarily include residential properties.  

5.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC 

There were 388 residents in the Township according to the 2016 census, which was a decrease of 37 
people according to the 2011 census (Statistics Canada 2017). The Townships primary economic 
industry is the movement of goods between remote northern communities and southern city centers via 
the operation of the Pickle Lake Airport. The largest public employers are the public school, township, and 
the Ontario Provincial Police (CE Strategies 2017). The CE Strategies study (2017) also reported that the 
largest private employers were Wassay Airlines, Northwest Company (a retailer specializing in rural 
communities), and GoldCorp’s (now owned by Newmont Corporation) – Musselwhite Mine, a fly-in mine 
operation.   

5.2.1 Existing Land Use and Land Use Policies 

The study area includes a mix of both Crown land and private property, with most private property located 
in the developed area of the Township.  

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (Government of Ontario [GO] 2020) provides policy direction on 
matters of provincial interest related to land use planning. Specifically, Section 1.6 of the PPS outlines 
polices related to infrastructure and public service facilities. Section 1.6.1 identifies that infrastructure be 
provided in a manner that is financially viable, while accommodates current and projected needs in a 
manner that prepares for a changing climate. Section 16.4 states that infrastructure is to be located 
strategically to support effective and efficient delivery of emergency services. The PPS promotes 
infrastructure that serves communities in a manner that is financially viable throughout its life cycle. 

The PPS also outlines policies related to the protection of natural heritage resources and to prevent risk 
as a result of natural hazards. Section 1.6.8.6 of the PSS identifies that, when planning for infrastructure 
corridors, consideration be given to natural resources, as identified in Section 2 of the PPS (e.g., natural 
heritage, water, minerals). Natural resources are further discussed in Section 5.1 above. Section 3 of the 
PPS directs development and site alteration away from natural or human-made hazards. While the 
Project does not constitute development in accordance with the PPS, since it is an activity authorized 
under the EA process, it does constitute site alteration. Site alteration shall not be permitted in dynamic 
beaches, areas that would be rendered inaccessible to people and vehicles during times of flooding 
hazards, erosion hazards, and floodways. These policies guide the siting of development and 
infrastructure away from natural features and hazards.    

The Township of Pickle Lake Official Plan (2000) designates the lands between the Pickle Lake Airport 
and Highway 599 as rural and industrial. The rural designation, which is located east of the airport, is 
intended to promote a rural characteristic as a low density multi-purpose area that maintains and protects 
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natural resources while promoting economic diversification. The industrial designation, which is 
associated with the airport and the surrounding uses, is intended to promote development through the 
expansion of the existing industrial base and stimulation of new industrial growth. There are currently 
several industrial uses ancillary to the airport located along Koval Street. 

The Official Plan (2000) also speaks to providing community services, including roads. Specifically, the 
plan encourages the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in a manner that does not result in 
a burden to the residents and taxpayers of the Township. Any new roads shall be planned in accordance 
with the appropriate Class EA under the EAA. 

5.2.2 Airport 

The Pickle Lake Airport is operated by the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) and services many of 
Ontario’s remote northern communities. Three airline services currently operate out of the airport and the 
Kenora District Services Board operates an air ambulance out of the facility (Township of Pickle Lake, 
2021). It is estimated that there are 22 truck trips a day to and from the airport (see Appendix B). In 2017, 
it was estimated that Wasaya Airlines conducted 150-160 flights per week from the airport, with the 
majority servicing northern Indigenous communities (CE Strategies 2017). 

5.2.3 Utilities and Municipal Infrastructure 

The Township operates a two pump houses and a water treatment facility located east of the downtown 
core area. A water storage tank is also located in the downtown area. A sewage treatment plant is also 
operated along Anne Street North, to the north of the downtown area.  

The Township’s operating landfill is located just north of the study area. There are no other closed or 
operating landfills within the study area. 

A cutline is located running parallel to Highway 599 on its eastside. This line appears in historic air photos 
and at the time of field surveys (May 2021) no visible infrastructure was observed.  

Hydro One operates a transmission line that currently services Pickle Lake. This transmission line is 
located north of the downtown area and runs east to west connecting Pickle Lake to Central Patricia. 

Watay Power is proposing the construction of a 230 kilovolt transmission line that will terminate in Pickle 
Lake. The alignment for the transmission line in the vicinity of the study area is on located on the east 
side of Highway 599 (Golder 2019). 

5.2.4 Traffic and Transportation 

An assessment of traffic conditions was conducted using MTO data collected in 2016 (Appendix B). The 
assessment concluded that under existing conditions, 15 vehicles per hour (VPH) turned onto Pickle Lake 
Road during Peak Hour Traffic and that the average annual daily number of vehicles entering Pickle Lake 
Road from Highway 599 was 144 – 60 traveling southbound and 84 traveling north bound (refer to 
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Appendix B). Projected 2021 traffic volumes at the Pickle Lake Road and Highway 599 intersection are 
summarized in Table 5.2 based on direction of travel and whether or not the vehicle turned at the 
intersection.  

Table 5.2: Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes - Pickle Lake Road and Highway 599 

Year Northbound 
Left 

Northbound 
Through 

Southbound 
Through 

Southbound 
Right 

Eastbound 
Left 

Eastbound 
Right 

2016 9 14 22 6 6 9 

2021 10 14 23 6 6 10 

Source: Stantec 2021 

Under current conditions the Pickle Lake Road and Highway 599 intersection is operating at the highest 
level of service and with a very low volume to capacity ratio and no intersection improvements are 
considered necessary. 

There are currently no public transit operations in the Township. 

5.3 HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

5.3.1 Cultural Heritage 

An evaluation of potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes was completed using 
the MHTSCI Checklist. This checklist is a screening tool used to identify known and potential resources of 
cultural heritage value, along with considerations for local and Indigenous knowledge. The findings of the 
MHTSCI Checklist (Appendix C) concluded that there was no indicators of potential built heritage 
resources or cultural heritage landscapes in the study area. 

5.3.2 Archaeology 

Given the physiographic and cultural characteristics of the study area, there are areas of archaeological 
potential, especially along shorelines of primary lakes and rivers. One registered archaeological site has 
been recorded in the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database. The Town of Pickle Lake Site (EiJn-1) is 
composed of a single ceramic body sherd that was found on a foot trail. The low number of registered 
sites in the area is likely a result of the lack of archaeological assessments (AA) that have been 
completed. 

A Stage 1 and 2 AA was completed by WSP Canada Inc. (Appendix D) for the area of land located 
between Highway 599 and the Pickle Lake Airport (refer to Figure 6 in Appendix D). The study identified 
that the proximity of this area to Graveyard Lake resulted in there being archaeological potential; 
however, during the course of the field survey, no archaeological materials were recovered. Areas not 
subject to test pit survey were determined to have been disturbed by modern activity or development, or 
were steeply sloped, exposed bedrock, or permanently wet (refer to Figure 6 in Appendix D). 
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5.4 INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 

Pickle Lake is located in the boundaries of the James Bay Treaty (Treaty # 9). The Osnaburgh No. 63 A 
and B reserves associated with Mishkeegogamang First Nation are within approximately 50 km of Pickle 
Lake. Currently, the Mishkeegogamang First Nation receives services from Pickle Lake (e.g., shared 
paramedic services). The MECP identified three additional Indigenous communities that may be 
potentially affected by the Project: 

• Slate Falls First Nation – located approximately 100 km south west of Pickle Lake

• Cat Lake First Nation – located approximately 115 km north west of Pickle Lake

• Eabametoong First Nation (Fort Hope) – located approximately 160 km east of Pickle Lake
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

6.1 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

For the purposes of this study, three alternative solutions were considered in response to the 
problem/opportunity statement outlined in Section 3.0; the ‘Do Nothing’ alternative; ‘Koval Street South 
extension’ alternative, and ‘upgrade existing off-road trails’ alternative. Figure 6.1 illustrates the 
alternatives. 
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6.1.1 Alternative 1: Do Nothing 

This alternative maintains the existing Pickle Lake Road configuration. No changes would be made to 
lane configurations or intersection operations. No improvements to traffic flow or safety would be 
expected. 

6.1.2 Alternative 2: Koval Street South Extension 

This alternative provides a new road access to the Township that is approximately 1.5 km long. It would 
provide a secondary means of ingress and egress into Pickle Lake and would also provide a more direct 
route for traffic destined to and from the Pickle Lake Airport. The road would consist of two lanes with a 
stop sign controlled intersection on Highway 599. 

6.1.3 Alternative 3: Upgrade Existing Off-road Trails/Roads 

This alternative consists of upgrades to the existing gravel road and off-road system to a condition that 
would meet the standard typically applied in Ontario. It would provide a secondary means of ingress and 
egress into Pickle Lake. This alternative would follow Anne Street north to Connell Street, where it would 
connect to Highway 599, approximately 1 km north of the existing Pickle Lake Road/Highway 599 
intersection in Central Patricia. Road improvements may include the replacement/extension of culverts, 
gravel road bed, and paving of the road surface. Additionally, easements and or purchase of private lands 
would likely be required to establish a fully public right of way. 

6.2 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The evaluation of alternatives was completed using a two-step process: 

Step one: A screening of alternatives to identify any elements of a scenario that would significantly 
disadvantage it compared to other options (e.g., technical complexity, effectiveness in achieving desired 
outcome, or capital/operational costs). 

Step two: A comparative evaluation of the remaining alternatives based on the social and environmental 
conditions within the study area. The evaluation uses criteria that can compare scenarios qualitatively, 
and where possible quantitatively, based on an assessment of effects to the biophysical, socio-economic 
and, cultural a environments, as well as financial implications to the Township and in consideration of 
public comments received during Phase 1. The alternatives were also evaluated based on their ability to 
address the problem/opportunity statement (Section 3.0). 

6.2.1 Step One – Screening of Alternatives 

Alternative 3, the ‘upgrade existing off-road trails/roads’ is impeded by numerous technical, economic, 
and social factors. The alignment is within close proximity to Pickle Lake Road, with both routes starting 
at the same general location and ending within 1 km of each other along Highway 599. This makes both 
routes susceptible to similar risks should another forest fire occur in the area. It also does not provide an 
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alternative for truck traffic traveling to and from the airport. The upgrading of off-road trails/roads is longer 
than the existing Pickle Lake Road (approximately 4.5 km vs. 2.5 km) and is substantially longer then the 
Koval Street South extension alternative. This would increase both capital costs and operational costs. 
This alternative will likely require agreements with landowner(s) to either purchase or establish 
easements for a public right of way. The sheer length of this alternative, the number of affected 
properties, and the road improvement requirements substantially disadvantage this alternative compared 
to the others. Furthermore, this alternative does not address alternative access to the Pickle Lake Airport, 
as identified in the problem/opportunity statement (Section 3.0)  As such, this alternative was not carried 
forward to step two. 

6.2.2 Step Two – Evaluation of Alternatives 

The two remaining alternatives (Alternative 1: Do Nothing and Alternative 2: Koval Street South 
Extension) were evaluated qualitatively, and where possible quantitatively, based on the following 
categories representing the broad definition of the environment described in the EAA: 

• Biophysical– having regard for the natural and physical components of the environment (i.e., air, land,
water and biota) including natural and/or environmentally sensitive areas

• Socio-Economic – having regard for community features such as residents, neighbourhoods,
businesses, and land-use

• Cultural – having regard for historical/archaeological remains, and heritage features, and

• Financial – having regard for the capital and operational/maintenance charges associated with the
Project

The evaluation is presented in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1: Evaluation of Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria 
Alternative 

Do Nothing Koval Street South Extension 
Effectiveness of addressing 
problem/opportunity statement 

• Alternative does not address
statement (e.g., no
secondary emergency
ingress/egress or alternative
airport access).

• Provides an alternative means
of ingress and egress in
emergency situations that is
less likely to be impacted
simultaneously.

• Provides a more efficient
access for traffic to and from
the Pickle Lake Airport by
reducing travel distance and
routing through the downtown
area.

• Facilitates future development
opportunities near the airport
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Table 6.1: Evaluation of Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria 
Alternative 

Do Nothing Koval Street South Extension 
Biophysical Environment 

Terrestrial Environment 
• Removal of forested areas
• Removal of wetlands
• Removal of habitat

• No change. • Removal of approximately
2.61 ha of forested upland may
be required to facilitate the
construction of this alternative.

• Removal of approximately
10.22 ha of non-forested
upland area may be required to
facility the construction of this
alternative.

• Removal of approximately
1.24 ha of wetland area, of
which 0.11 ha is non-forested,
may be required to facilitate the
construction of this alternative.

• Majority of area associated
with the Project footprint
previously had all vegetation
above ground level cut (10.2
ha).

• Common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor), a species
of Special Concern was
identified in the study area.
This species likely breeds in
the runway approaches, which
will not be impacted by the
Project.

Aquatic Environment 
• Removal or alteration of fish

habitat

• No change • No change

Soil / Aggregate 
• Generation or importation of

material

• No change • Localized grading and
excavation will be required for
the construction of roadbed.

• Nominal amounts of fill and
aggregate material will be
required.

Surface and Groundwater Resources 
• Alteration of existing drainage

regime
• Creation or aggravation of natural

hazards (e.g., flooding)

• No change • Culverts will need to be
installed to address local
drainage and to convey flows
from small creek near western
limits of the airport runway. It is
estimated that six new culverts
will be required to mimic pre-
construction drainage
conditions.

• No effect to groundwater
resources anticipated.
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Table 6.1: Evaluation of Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria 
Alternative 

Do Nothing Koval Street South Extension 
Air Quality 
• Change in air quality as a result of

Project related activities
• Contributes to greenhouse gas

emissions

• No change • No change in air quality is
anticipated.

• Greenhouse gas emissions
beyond those associated with
construction equipment
operation are not anticipated.
The nominal reduction in traffic
travel times may result in a
nominal decrease in
greenhouse gas emissions.

Noise 
• Change in noise levels as a result

of Project related activities

• No change. • Changes in noise levels are
nominal considering proximity
to the existing airport and lack
of sensitive receptors in the
area.

Socio-Economic 
Land Use 

• Change in land use 
designation / zoning 

• Change in land tenure

• No change. • No changes required to land
use and zoning designations

• A Land Use Permit from the
MNRF will be required to
facilitate the road extension,
removing a portion of land from
Crown land uses.

Local Economy 
• Change in labour and

economy

• No change. • A local contractor would be
hired to undertake construction
of the road.

• Potential to provide future
development opportunities
near the airport and
Highway 599.

Traffic and Transportation 
• Change to traffic patterns that

results in improved efficiency for
common trips

• Improved safety in downtown core

• No change. • Reduced travel distance for
northbound Highway 599 traffic
destined for the Pickle Lake
Airport by approximately 9 km.

• Enhanced safety for downtown
core as truck traffic will be
reduced by an estimated 5,440
trips annually.

• Reduced travel distance to
downtown from northbound
Highway 599 traffic by 2 km.
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Table 6.1: Evaluation of Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria 
Alternative 

Do Nothing Koval Street South Extension 
Indigenous Communities • No change. • In a letter to the Township from

Mishkeegogamang First Nation
dated May 10, 2021, Chief
David Masakeyash noted no
issues with traditional trapping,
hunting or fishing land or
issues with the treaty area or
the environment were
identified. It was also noted
that a new road leading to the
airport would allow for quicker
medical transport to Pickle
Lake Airport for medical air
transport from the
Mishkeegogamang First Nation
community.

• No comments from other
Indigenous communities were
received.

Cultural 
Archaeological and cultural heritage 
resources 
• Alteration or destruction of

archaeological resources
• Alteration or destruction of a

cultural heritage resource

• No change. • No change.

Financial 
Effect of construction costs on the 
Township 

• No change. • Construction costs would be
paid by the Township.

• The Township has received a
grant from the provincial and
federal governments which will
be used to fund the Project.

Change to operation and maintenance 
budgets of the Township 

• No change • Nominal increase in
operational and maintenance
requirements (e.g., plowing
and repair) for new 1.5 km road
segment.

Overall Assessment Not Preferred Preferred 
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Table 6.1: Evaluation of Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria 
Alternative 

Do Nothing Koval Street South Extension 
Summary While the Do Nothing does not result in anticipated potential effects to 

any of the assessed criteria, it does not address the problem/opportunity 
statement and residents of Pickle Lake may continue to face difficulties 
evacuating should another emergency situation occur. 
In addition to providing a secondary evaluation route, Alternative 2 also 
reduces traffic volumes through the downtown core and has the potential 
to create future development potential where the Do Nothing option does 
not.  
The Koval Street South extension will result in effects to minor effects to 
the natural environment, given that the majority of the Project footprint 
was previously cleared for another unrelated project. There may be a 
nominal decrease in noise to residential receptors as trucks will bypass 
the downtown area of the Township. Similarly, a nominal decrease in 
greenhouse gases may be realized as vehicles will be using a shorter 
route. The installation of culverts is expected to mitigate any potential 
changes to surface water flow. 
Based on the above analysis, Alternative 2, Koval Street South 
extension, has been selected as the preferred alternative. 
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7.0 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The construction of a road extending Koval Street South from the Pickle Lake Airport to Highway 599 is 
the preferred alternative. The Project footprint is shown conceptually on Figure 5-1. This new road 
segment will be 1.5 km long, consist of two lanes and will be controlled by a stop sign at its intersection 
with Highway 599. The new road will be constructed on top of the existing soils at a raised grade with 
approximately six culverts, with the locations to be confirmed by the contractor prior to construction. The 
road geometry and culverts will be constructed in accordance with the applicable Ontario Provincial 
Standards (OPSS). Ditches will also be constructed on both sides of the road to convey drainage. Refer 
to Appendix E for further design details. 

The Township of Pickle Lake Official Plan (2000) includes specifications for extension of existing roads, 
including that roads will be designed and constructed to meet approved standards. The road will also be 
designed to be suitable for assumption into the Township road system. 

To facilitate construction of the road, the Township will require a Land Use Permit from the MNRF. The 
Township has previously identified the potential for this requirement in pre-planning discussions with the 
MNRF. The MNRF agreed with the approach, assuming their requirements are met under the Class 
Environmental Assessment for MNR Resource Stewardship and Facility Development Projects. Upon 
completion of this Class EA process, a Land Use Permit application will be submitted to the MNRF 
seeking approval to use the land as a road right of way and/or to acquire the right of way. 

7.1 TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT 

The traffic study (Attachment D) analyzed a build-out scenario where Koval Street South is extended to 
Highway 599. Since the new intersection will provide a much shorter and direct access point to the Pickle 
Lake Airport, it is assumed that all truck deliveries destined for the airport will use the new road. An 
estimate of truck traffic to the airport, based on estimates provided by the two primary airlines based out 
of the Pickle Lake Airport, is summarized in Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1: Pickle Lake Airport Truck Volume 

Annual Volumes Estimated Daily Volumes 

Entering Exiting Total Entering Exiting Total 
Wasaya Truck Deliveries 1,080 1,080 2,160 4 4 8 

North Star Air Truck Deliveries 1,640 1,640 3,280 7 7 14 

Total 2,720 2,720 5,440 11 11 22 

Source: Stantec 2021 
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Based on the projected volumes, the new intersection is expected to reduce daily truck volumes using the 
existing Pickle Lake Road and Highway 599 intersection by 22 trips per day. The traffic assessment also 
estimated 2021 traffic volumes with the extension of Koval Street South to Highway 599, which would 
reduce the vehicle usage of Pickle Lake Road. These estimates are outlined in Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2: Traffic Volumes (Daily trips) with Preferred Alternative 

Intersection Northbound 
Left 

Northbound 
Through 

Southbound 
Through 

Southbound 
Right 

Eastbound 
Left 

Eastbound 
Right 

Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 599 9 13 23 5 5 9 

Airport Rd & Hwy 599 
(Proposed Intersection) 1 22 23 1 1 1 

Source: Stantec 2021 

The construction of the new intersection (preferred alternative) is not expected to generate new traffic 
volumes along Pickle Lake Road, but instead divert truck traffic from an already low volume intersection 
(Pickle Lake Road and Highway 599). This would improve safety by reducing traffic volumes in the 
downtown area and school zone.
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8.0 CONSULTATION AND COMMUNICATION 

Consultation and communication with Indigenous communities, agencies interest groups, and members 
of the public and community is an important part of the Class EA process. The Municipal Class EA 
document outlines consultation requirements for each project schedule. The document also states that 
the level of consultation and methods of consultation shall be appropriate to the scope and potential 
impacts of the proposed project. Consultation was carried out for this study following the planning process 
and in accordance with the Class EA.  

8.1 NOTICE OF COMMENCEMENT 

A Notice of Commencement was published on June 1, 2021 in the Lakeside Bulletin, the main publication 
in the Township that is distributed to all residences. This Notice can be found in Appendix F1. The Notice 
of Commencement was also mailed to those stakeholders included on the contact list and sent via email 
to those contacts where an email address was available on May 28, 2021 (refer to Section 8.2).   

8.2 CONTACT LIST 

The following stakeholders were contacted and encouraged to participate in the planning process: 

• Indigenous Communities

− Mishkeegogamang First Nations

− Slate Falls First Nation

− Cat Lake First Nation

− Eabametoong First Nation (Fort Hope)

• Regulatory Agencies

− MECP

− MHSTCI

− Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

− MNRF

− MTO

• Interest Groups

− The Keewatin Patricia District School Board

− Wataynikaneyap Power PM Inc.

− Pickle Lake Airport
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A copy of the project contact list can be found in Appendix F2. 

8.3 COMMENTS 

Comments were received from the MHSTCI and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing regarding 
cultural heritage studies and land tenure, respectively.  

A summary of correspondence received to-date can be found in Appendix F3. 

Follow-up correspondence (i.e., phone calls and/or emails) with Slate Falls First Nation, Cat Lake First 
Nation, Eabametoong First Nation occurred on July 19, 2021 as no comments were received with regard 
to the Project. No further follow-up with Mishkeegogamang First Nation was conducted based on the 
contents of the letter dated May 10, 2021 from Chief David Masakeyash to the Township where no issues 
with traditional trapping, hunting or fishing land or issues with the treaty area or the environment were 
identified.  

8.4 UPCOMING CONSULTATION AND COMMUNICATION 

A Notice of Study Completion will be developed and circulated in a similar matter to the Notice of 
Commencement. The Notice will allow stakeholders and interested parties to review this Project File 
Report and ask any questions about the Project. The Notice will also include a 30-day review period 
during which Part II order requests may be provided to the MECP. 
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9.0 CLIMATE CHANGE 

Climate change predictions for Ontario include increased temperature and precipitation, changes in 
seasonal precipitation patterns, along with the possible increase in magnitude and frequency of extreme 
weather events. According to the Government of Ontario (GO 2014), many Ontarians have already been 
affected by increased temperatures and extreme weather events, and the province will continue to be 
affected in the future if today’s trends continue. The overall mean annual maximum temperature increase 
projected for Ontario between years 2041 and 2070 range from 2.8°C to 4.0°C. The overall mean change 
in annual average precipitation (%) projected for Ontario between years 2041 and 2070 range from 3.8% 
to 18% increase.  

Projected changes in average temperature and precipitation imply more frequent and possibly more 
intense extreme weather events. In fact, increased moisture in a warmer atmosphere is expected to 
cause an increasing frequency and severity of extreme weather events, such as severe rain, snow, 
drought, heat waves, wind, and ice storms (Expert Panel on Climate Change Adaptation 2009). Increased 
frequency of extreme weather events can, for instance, lead to flash flooding events (GO 2014).  

While advances in modelling science over the last decade have improved confidence in long-term 
projections, like modelling projections in general, the results and guidance they provide are not meant as 
absolutes, but rather are intended to allow for preparations, for design considerations, and to facilitate 
adaptation. 

9.1 PROJECT EFFECTS ON CLIMATE CHANGE 

Forests can be considered carbon sinks, assuming the forest absorbs more carbon from the atmosphere 
than it releases (GOC 2020b). Approximately 2.61 ha of forested upland area will be removed to facilitate 
the Project. Removal of the forested area will marginally reduce the carbon sink, however removal of 
tress in this context would result in a negligible change overall. 

The proposed road alignment will reduce the travel distance of vehicles passing through the downtown 
area of the Township. While not substantial, the Project could potentially reduce the amount of 
greenhouse gases emitted from vehicles as an estimated 22 trucks daily would use the shorter new road 
alignment.  

9.2 EFFECTS ON THE PROJECT 

The short period of construction of the road is generally not considered as a period over which the effects of 
future climate change can or should be considered. Forecasted changes in climate may affect operation 
and maintenance of the road. Changes in climate that could potentially have an effect on the Project are: 

• increased frequency and magnitude of severe precipitation events
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• increased frequency of extreme storms accompanied by heavy and/or freezing precipitation,
thunderstorms, and strong winds, and

• increased incidence of flooding and erosion

9.3 MEASURES TO BE INCORPORATED INTO ROAD DESIGN 

The road will be designed in accordance with standard management and engineering design practices. 
Compliance with design standards (i.e., for material types) is expected to account for weather extremes 
through built-in factors of safety to prevent undue damage to infrastructure from such events. 
Furthermore, the materials specified for the Project will be in compliance with the applicable standards 
and codes and will maintain structural integrity at the anticipated minimum and ambient temperatures.  

Stormwater features (i.e., culverts and ditches) will promote positive drainage and be located throughout 
the road alignment at locations to be determined during detailed design. Culverts and ditches will be 
intended to manage flows and discharge rates and will be designed in accordance with applicable 
standards, policies, and guidelines. As per the Township of Pickle Lake Official Plan (2000), stormwater 
management adjacent to Highway 599 will require approval from the MTO.
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10.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, MITIGATION STRATEGIES AND 
MONITORING PLANS 

Following the identification of the preferred alternative, site specific studies were undertaken to further 
characterize the biophysical, socio-economic, and cultural environments, and identify potential effects, 
mitigation measures and monitoring. Table 10.1 summarizes potential effects and mitigation measures 
and provides the recommended monitoring associated with these mitigation measures. 
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Biophysical Environment 
Terrestrial 
Environment 

• Removal of forested and
wetland areas

• Short-term disturbance to
wildlife from construction
activities, such as
increased traffic, noise,
or dust, may result in
avoidance of adjacent
habitats

• Common nighthawk
(Chordeiles minor), a
species of Special
Concern was identified in
the study area. This
species likely breeds in
the runway approaches,
which will not be
impacted by the Project

• Demarcate boundaries of Project
footprint prior to clearing
activities to limit the area to be
cleared to the extent feasible

• To avoid contravening the
Migratory Bird Convention Act,
work that has the potential to
damage or disturb nests of
protected species should avoid
the active breeding season (April
20 – August 31), such as
vegetation clearing or site
grading. In the event an active
nest that is protected is found, a
qualified biologist should
establish a no-disturbance buffer,
which should remain in place
until the nest is no longer active

• Should vegetation clearing be
required within the active
breeding season, pre-
construction surveys identifying
presence/absence will be
undertaken, and buffers will be
placed around identified nests

• Removal of 2.61 ha of
forested upland area

• Removal of
approximately 10.22 ha
of non-forested upland
area

• Removal of 1.24 ha of
wetland area, of which,
0.11 ha is non-forested
wetlands

• Construction
contractor to
ensure no
construction
disturbance occurs
beyond the Project
footprint

Aquatic 
Environment 

• No effect to aquatic
environment; aquatic
features are absent from
the study area

• n/a • n/a • n/a
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Soil / Aggregate • No known areas of
contamination within the
Project footprint

• Nominal amounts of fill
and aggregate required

• Potential for accidents or
spills

• Erosion of soils during
construction activities

• Aggregate to be obtained from
an existing licensed aggregate
pit

• Limit amount of fill to the amount
required

• Contractor will comply with
Ontario Regulation 406/19: On-
Site and Excess Soil
Management

• All spills that could potentially
have an adverse environmental
effect, are outside normal course
of events, or are in excess of the
prescribed regulatory levels
would be reported to MECP
Spills Action Centre as
appropriate

• Erosion and sediment control
shall be in accordance with the
current OPSS 805 - Temporary
Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures

• Erosion and sediment control
measures will be removed once
the substrate is stabilzed

• Negligible, with the
implementation of
mitigation measures

• Refuelling,
equipment
maintenance, and
other potentially
contaminating
activities would
occur in designated
areas, and as
appropriate spills
would be reported
immediately to the
MECP Spills Action
Centre

• Erosion control
measures would be
inspected regularly
to ensure proper
function,
particularly during
heavy rainfall
events

• Specific
maintenance
measures will be
applied to sediment
controls
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Water Resources • Change in existing
drainage regime

• Potential for accidents or
spills

• Design includes appropriately
sized culverts in locations
required to mimic existing
drainage conditions

• All spills that could potentially
have an adverse environmental
effect, are outside normal course
of events, or are in excess of the
prescribed regulatory levels
would be reported to MECP
Spills Action Centre as
appropriate

• Negligible change from
existing conditions

• Refuelling,
equipment
maintenance, and
other potentially
contaminating
activities would
occur in designated
areas, and as
appropriate spills
would be reported
immediately to the
MECP Spills Action
Centre

Air Quality • Emissions from
construction activities,
including equipment and
vehicles and dust
emission from
construction activities
and high winds; no
sensitive receptors are
located in the study area

• Reduction in local air
emissions for the vicinity
of Pickle Lake Road as
truck traffic is expected
to use the new Koval
Street South extension

• Avoid idling vehicles during
construction

• Construction equipment and
vehicles should be maintained in
good working order with
functioning mufflers and
emission control systems as
available

• Applying dust suppressants (e.g.,
water, calcium chloride) during
construction, as appropriate

• Enforce low speeds limits for
trucks on site during construction
as appropriate

• Re-vegetate exposed soils as
soon as possible

• Construction effects are
short-term in duration
and highly localized

• None required
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Noise • Noise emitted from
construction trucks and
equipment; no sensitive
receptors are located
within the study area

• Reduction in local noise
emissions for the vicinity
of Pickle Lake Road as
truck traffic is expected
to use the new Koval
Street South extension

• Construction equipment and
vehicles should be maintained in
good working condition to limit
engine noise

• Avoid idling of vehicles during
construction

• Construction will take place
generally during regular
construction hours with extended
hours as necessary

• Construction effects are
short term in duration
and highly localized

• None required

Climate Change • Removal of vegetation
that acts as a carbon
sink

• Flooding and damage to
the newly constructed
road based on storm
events

• Demarcate boundaries of Project
footprint prior to clearing
activities to limit the area to be
cleared to the extent feasible

• Design includes appropriately
sized culverts

• Design standards (i.e., for
material types, etc.) is expected
to account for weather extremes

• None, assuming design
and material standards
are incorporated

• None required.
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Socio-Economic 
Land Use • Disposition of Crown

land to Township
• Temporary increase in

noise and dust levels
during construction

• Project is consistent with
relevant policies of the
PPS

• The Township will obtain a Land
Use Permit from MNRF initially
and eventually acquire the land
from the Crown

• The Project footprint will
be removed from Crown
land use

• None required

Local Economy • Increase in direct
employment for
construction of the road

• Provides an opportunity
for future commercial
and industrial
development around the
existing airport

• None required • Potential for positive
effect on the local
economy

• None required

Emergency 
Preparedness 

• Provides a secondary
means of ingress and
egress to the Township

• None required • Facilitates the safe
evacuation of the
Township in the event of
an emergency

• None required
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Traffic and 
Transportation 

• The Koval Street South
extension will reduce
travel distance for
vehicles going to/from
the Pickle Lake Airport

• Enhanced safety for
downtown core as truck
traffic will be reduced

• None required • Reduced travel distance
for northbound Highway
599 traffic destined for
the Pickle Lake Airport
by approximately 9km

• Reduction in truck traffic
through downtown Pickle
Lake by an estimated
5,440 trips annually

• Reduced travel distance
to downtown from
northbound Highway 599
traffic by 2km

• None required
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Cultural 
Archaeology • Potential to discover

artifacts during the
construction phase

• Should archaeological materials
be encountered or suspected of
being encountered during
excavation and construction
activities, all construction /
excavation activities in the
vicinity of the find would be
stopped immediately

• A licensed archaeologist would
be called to investigate the find

• If the find is significant and
warrants further investigation,
MHSTCI must be notified and
activities in that area cannot
resume until the site is cleared
by MHSTCI

• Appropriate local Indigenous
communities would be contacted
if the find is significant

• In the event that human remains
are encountered during
construction, all work should stop
and the police or coroner and the
Registrar of Cemeteries at the
Ministry of Government and
Consumer Services be notified,
until the remains are properly
dealt with by the appropriate
authorities

• None • None required
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Table 10.1: Summary of Environmental Effects, Mitigation Strategy and Monitoring Plan 

Environmental 
Feature 

Potential Effect Mitigation Strategy Net Effects Monitoring Plan 

Cultural Heritage • No potential built
heritage resources or
cultural heritage
landscapes within the
study area

• n/a • n/a • n/a
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11.0 ENVIRONMENTAL APPROVALS AND PERMITS 

Table 11.1 provides a list of the anticipated key permits/approvals required from agencies in order to 
commence construction activities for the Project.  

Table 11.1: Anticipated Regulatory Requirements 

Environmental Permits / Approvals Triggers / Project Activities 
Land Use Permit  
Responsible Agency: MNRF 
Legislation: Public Lands Act 

• Required for disposition of Crown
land for the road extension

Forest Resource License  
Responsible Agency: MNRF 
Legislation: Crown Forest Sustainability Act 

• Tree removal on Crown land 

Class Environmental Assessment for MNR Resource Stewardship 
and Facility Development Projects 
Responsible Agency: MNRF 
Legislation: EAA 

• Disposition of Crown land
• The MNRF has agreed that their

EAA requirements will be
addressed through completion of
this Municipal Class EA process

Municipal Engineers Association Class Environmental Assessment 
Responsible Agency: Municipal Engineers Association 
Legislation: EAA 

• Construction of new roads or
other linear paved facilities with a
cost of less than $2.6 million
(Schedule B)

• Requirements addressed
through completion of this Class
EA process

Archaeological Assessment 
Responsible Agency: MHSTCI 
Legislation: Ontario Heritage Act 

• Stage 1-2 AA completed for the
Project footprint

• On June 28, 2021, the Stage 1-2
AA was entered into the Ontario
Public Register of Archaeological
Reports

Entrance Permit 
Responsible Agency: MTO 
Legislation: Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act 

• New entrance onto a provincial
highway

Encroachment Permit 
Responsible Agency: MTO 
Legislation: Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act 

• Work upon, over or under
highway right-of-way



CONNECTING LINK SCHEDULE B MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Conclusion 
July 27, 2021 

12.1 

12.0 CONCLUSION 

The primary purpose of the Project is to provide a secondary access to service the Township during 
emergency situations. In addition to the Do Nothing alternative, two other alternative routes were 
examined to determine which alternative best addressed the problem/opportunity statement. Based on a 
two-step evaluation process, upgrading existing off-road trails/roads was eliminated from further 
assessment based on numerous technical, economic, and social factors. As such, the Do Nothing and 
Koval Street South extension options were carried forward to a more detailed analysis. While the 
“Do Nothing” alternative does not result in potential effects to any of the assessed criteria, it does not 
address the problem/opportunity statement and residents of Pickle Lake may continue to face difficulties 
evacuating should another emergency situation occur. 

Selection of the preferred alternative supports the purpose of the Project by providing a new road 
alignment that will facilitate evacuation efforts. The proposed extension of Koval Street South will also 
allow for the Township to expedite the entry of support services into the community to help in the event of 
an emergency. Other positive effects for the Township may also be realized with the road extension as 
truck traffic will be diverted away from the downtown core enhancing safety for pedestrians as well as the 
providing potential for future development opportunities near the airport. 

Technical assessments and desktop analysis were undertaken for the preferred alternative to determine 
the potential effects resulting from the Project. Mostly notably, vegetation removal will be required; 
however, a large extent of the Project footprint was previously cleared in support of another unrelated 
project. There may be a nominal decrease in noise to residential receptors as trucks will bypass the 
downtown area of the Township. A nominal decrease in greenhouse gases may be realized as vehicles 
will be using a shorter route.  Other potential negative effects will be localized and of short duration (i.e., 
during construction), and/or mitigated through typical measures. Appropriate design features will be 
incorporated into the road to deal with the potential for increased and more severe storm events resulting 
from climate change. 

The Township will obtain the necessary permits/approval to implement the Project prior to commencing 
construction activities.  
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Executive Summary 

In support of the proposed Connecting Link Schedule B Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (October 2000, as amended in 2015) a standalone Environmental Impact 
Statement was prepared to identify risks of the Project to the natural environment. Of Interest were 
potential impacts to Significant Wildlife Habitat, Species at Risk, Significant Wetlands and Woodlands, 
Area of Natural and Scientific Interest, and fish habitat.  

Based on a desktop review and in-person visit to the Study Area on June 3 and 4, 2021, no Significant 
Wildlife Habitat, Significant Wetlands and Woodlands, Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest, or Fish 
Habitat was found to occur.  No Endangered or Threatened Species were found to occur in the Project or 
Study Areas, however, Common Nighthawk (Special Concern) was found to occur throughout the Project 
Area. Habitat for this species is abundant in the Project Area and the Project is not expected to impact 
breeding habitat, while impacted forest communities remain common throughout the Study Area.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

A natural heritage assessment of the proposed Connecting Link (the “Project”) was conducted to identify 
natural resource values that could be negatively impacted by the development. The Project consists of an 
extension of Koval Street South from the Pickle Lake Airport to Highway 599. The Project is located east 
of the Pickle Lake Airport, north of the runway approach, and west of Highway 599 (Figure 1.1).  

As the Project is located within the municipality of Pickle Lake, guidelines outlined in the Natural Heritage 
Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (OMNRF 2010) 
were followed. Specifically, the following values were addressed: 

• Significant Habitat of endangered and threatened species 

• Significant wetlands 

• Significant woodlands 

• Significant wildlife habitat 

• Significant areas of natural and scientific interest 

• Fish habitat 

1.1 PROJECT SETTING  

The Project is located at the Pickle Lake Airport south of the community of Pickle Lake within the 
Township of Pickle Lake, west of Highway 599. The Project is in the Lake St Joseph Ecoregion (3S) 
(Crins et al. 2009). The Ecoregion has a cold, dry climate and is part of the Subhumid Mid-Boreal 
Ecoclimatic Region. The area is underlain by pre-Cambrian shield bedrock with sandy soils 
predominating in upland areas and finer textured silt and clay loams in lower areas. Carbonate content is 
higher in the northeast portion of the Ecoregion such as the Pickle Lake area. Low areas are often 
covered in wetlands with deep organic soils overlying mineral soils and cover 25% of the landscape.  

Upland areas are dominated by coniferous forests of jack pine (Pinus banksiana) and black spruce (Picea 
mariana) with a fire cycle as short as 50 years (Crins et al. 2009). Lowlands are black spruce and 
tamarack (Larix laricina) dominated coniferous swamps and bogs. Trembling aspen (Populus 
tremuloides) often form uniform stands on deep, fine-textured upland soils while white spruce (Picea 
glauca), balsam fir (Abies balsamea), and paper birch (Betula papyrifera) are minor components of 
upland forests and conifer swamps.  
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2.0 METHODS 

2.1 PROJECT AND STUDY AREAS 

The Study examined impacts to the natural environment within the Project Area, the area directly 
impacted by the Project where vegetation has been cleared and is expected to be cleared. This area runs 
the full length of the proposed road and ranges from approximately 50 m to 70 m in width. Because of the 
potential for activities within the Project Area to impact surrounding habitat and species the Study Area 
was established by applying a120 m buffer around the Project Area. This buffer is consistent with 
recommended setbacks and boundaries applied around SWH (MNRF 2017).  

2.1 BACKGROUND INFORMATION REVIEW 

A desktop review was completed to screen for known values within the Study Area. Species at risk 
include those listed under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act or Schedule 1 of the federal Species at Risk 
Act as well as provincially rare species listed by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC).  

Species occurrences in the area were assessed using publicly available databases: 

• The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Cadman et al. 2007)  

• Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2014) 

• iNaturalist (iNaturalist 2021) 

• eBird (eBird 2021) 

• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC 2021) 

2.2 TERRESTRIAL  

2.2.1 Existing Habitat 

Representative vegetation communities and soils were assessed and mapped using the draft Ontario 
Ecosite Manual (Banton et al. 2009) and aerial imagery.  

2.2.2 Diurnal Birds and Crepuscular/Nocturnal Birds 

Songbirds were surveyed at four locations within the Project Area using autonomous recording units 
(ARUs) on June 3 and 4, 2021 (Figure 1.1). As much of the Project Area had already been cleared, and 
easter whip poor will were not expected to occur in the Project or Study Area (MNRF, personal 
communication) a short but intense survey was deemed sufficient. Surveys were conducted according to 
the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (BBA) (Cadman et al. 2007) and Environment Canada’s Forest Bird 
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Monitoring Program (CWS 2005). Songbirds were recorded for 10 minutes every thirty minutes from one 
half hour before sunrise to four hours after sunrise. Incidental observations made during field surveys 
were also recorded.  

Crespuscular/nocturnal surveys were conducted for Common Nighthawk and Eastern Whip-poor-will, 
both Species at Risk (SAR), using methods consistent with the draft Eastern Whip-poor-will Survey 
Protocol (OMNRF 2013). As per the protocol, surveys were timed to occur within one week of the full 
moon during the breeding season. Surveys were conducted June 3, 2021 by ARU for 10 minutes every 
half hour beginning 30 minutes before sunset to 90 minutes after sunset.  

2.2.3 Bats 

Methods for surveying for bats were adapted from OMNR (2011) to reflect the local site conditions.  
Potential bat maternal habitat was assessed by surveying during daylight hours for large diameter-at-
breast-height (DBH) trees (≥25 cm at breast height) snag and cavity trees in the Project Area.   

2.2.4 Other Wildlife 

Amphibians were recorded through bird ARU recordings. Other wildlife and signs were recorded 
incidentally during surveys.  

2.3 SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT 

Significant wildlife habitat was assessed using the draft Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for 
Ecoregion 3W, the nearest ecoregion to the Project (Ecoregion 3S) with published criteria (OMNRF 
2017). Criteria include:  

• Seasonal Concentration Areas 

• Rare Vegetation Communities 

• Specialized Habitat for Wildlife 

• Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 

• Animal Movement Corridors 

2.4 WETLANDS 

Wetlands were mapped according to the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (2014) and classified using 
the Ecosites of Ontario (2009).  
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2.5 FISH AND FISH HABITAT 

No year-round surface water with potential to support fish or fish habitat occurs within the Study Area. A 
small, intermittent creek flows north from a ditch along the runway, through the western end of the Project 
Area. This creek repeatedly goes underground and disappears into a conifer swamp, eventually draining 
into Graveyard Lake (Figure 1.1). However, the creek does not have year-round surficial flow and is not 
capable of supporting fish or fish habitat in the Project Area. As a result, fish species and fish habitat were 
not assessed. 
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3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 BACKGROUND INFORMATION REVIEW 

Five SAR have previously been identified near the Project and Study Areas, one mammal and four bird 
species (Table 3.1). Woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus) has been recorded within 5.5 km of the Pickle 
Lake Airport (NHIC 2021). Barn swallow (Hiruno rustica), olive sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), rusty 
blackbird (Euphagus carolinus), and short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) have been identified at the Pickle 
Lake Airport, although precise locations are unknown (ebird 2021).  

Table 3.1 Species at Risk Previously Identified Near the Project 

Lifeform Species 
Scientific 

Name 
Ontario 
Status 

Distance 
from Project 

area (km) 
Where 

Recorded Source 

Birds 

Barn Swallow Hirundo 
rustica Threatened <1.0 Pickle Lake 

Airport eBird 

Olive Sided 
Flycatcher 

Contopus 
cooperi 

Special 
Concern  <1.0 Pickle Lake 

Airport ebird 

Rusty 
Blackbird 

Euphagus 
carolinus 

Special 
Concern <1.0 Pickle Lake 

Airport eBird 

Short-Eared 
Owl 

Asio  
flammeus 

Special 
Concern < 1.0 Pickle Lake 

Airport eBird 

Mammals 
Woodland 
Caribou 

Rangifer 
tarandus Threatened 5.5 East of Study 

Area NHIC 

Sources: 

NHIC 
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/Natural_Heritage/index.html?viewer=Natural_Heritage.Natural_Heritage&l
ocale=en-CA [accessed June, 2021] 

eBird https://ebird.org/region/CA-ON-KR?yr=all [accessed June, 2021] 

Woodland Caribou is a large, conspicuous species requiring extensive areas of mature coniferous forest, 
typically with open, lichen rich understories (OMECP 2021). The absence of sightings and proximity to 
Pickle Lake, Highway 599, and the Pickle Lake Airport, suggest the Study Area is not woodland caribou 
habitat.  

Short-eared owl breads on the ground in open areas with minimal groundcover (OMECP 2021). The 
permanently cleared airport approach has potential to be breeding habitat. Barn swallow, however, nests 
almost exclusively in man-made structures such as open barns (OMECP 2021) which are absent from the 
Project Area.  

https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/Natural_Heritage/index.html?viewer=Natural_Heritage.Natural_Heritage&locale=en-CA
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/Natural_Heritage/index.html?viewer=Natural_Heritage.Natural_Heritage&locale=en-CA
https://www.lioapplications.lrc.gov.on.ca/Natural_Heritage/index.html?viewer=Natural_Heritage.Natural_Heritage&locale=en-CA
https://ebird.org/region/CA-ON-KR?yr=all
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Rusty blackbird breeds in coniferous forests, similar to those in the Study and Project Areas, but feeds in 
open wetlands such as marshes and bogs which are absent from the Study and Project Areas. As a 
result the Project Area is unlikely to meet feeding requirements for rusty blackbird, but may have potential 
to act as breeding habitat (OMECP 2021).  

Olive sided flycatcher breeds in mature coniferous and mixedwood forests similar to the those found in 
the Project and Study Areas, and feeds in open areas similar to the those in the runway approach where 
woody vegetation is management (OMECP 2021). As a result, the Project Area has potential to support 
breeding and feeding habitat for olive sided flycatcher.  

3.2 TERRESTRIAL 

3.2.1 Existing Habitat 

The Project Area is approximately 14.1 ha with approximately 10.2 ha cut in 2020 along the north side of 
the Pickle Lake Airport runway and approach (Figure 1.1). Approximately 3.9 ha remain uncut, at the west 
and east ends of the Project Area. Forests in the area are conifer dominated, primarily by black spruce 
with smaller jack pine content and minor components of balsam fir, white spruce, trembling aspen, and 
paper birch. Wetlands cover approximately 2.3 ha, of which 0.1 ha has been cleared. All wetlands in the 
Project Area are black spruce dominated conifer swamps.  

Prior to clearing, all wetlands were intermediate conifer swamps (B127 and B128) dominated by black 
spruce with tamarack and minor components of balsam fir, eastern white cedar, and speckled alder in the 
understory, with primarily peat moss (Sphagnum spp) groundcover (Photo 3.2.). All wetlands in the 
Project and Study Areas are underlain by deep organic soils saturated to the surface.  

Uncut Upland forests in the Project Area (2.6 ha) are primarily black spruce dominated on shallow soils 
(B12) (1.7ha) with smaller amounts mixedwood and hardwood stands with aspen and birch. Cut areas 
were previously black spruce dominated stands (B114, B99, B12, and B76) dominated by black spruce 
with minor components of jack pine, trembling aspen, and paper birch (Photo 3.3).  

All ecosites in the Project Area are common in the Study Area (Figure 1.1) and throughout the Ecoregion 
(Crins et al. 2009). No rare or sensitive ecological communities occur in the Study Area.  
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Table 3.2 Ecosites in the Project Area 

Study Area Habitat Ecosite Ecosite Description 
Area 

ha % 

Cleared Area 

Non-Forested 
Upland 

B09 Very Shallow, Dry to Fresh: Shrub 3.72 26.41 

B62 Moist, Coarse: Sparse Shrub 1.03 7.34 

B94 Fresh, Silty to Fine Loamy: Shrub 2.82 20.05 

B110 Moist, Fine: Meadow 2.52 17.92 

Subtotal Non-Forested Upland  10.09 71.72 

Non-Forested 
Wetland B144 Organic Meadow Marsh 0.11 0.77 

Subtotal Non-Forested Wetland 0.11 0.77 

Subtotal Cleared 10.20 72.49 

Uncut Area 

Non-Forested 
Upland 

B32 Dry, Sandy: Shrub 0.03 0.20 

B62 Moist, Coarse: Sparse Shrub <0.01 0.03 

B198 Compact Gravelled Surface 0.09 0.67 

Subtotal Non-Forested Upland  0.13 0.89 

Forested Upland 

B12 
Very Shallow, Dry to Fresh: Pine - 
Black Spruce Conifer 1.70 12.08 

B55 
Dry to Fresh, Coarse: Aspen - Birch 
Hardwood 0.02 0.18 

B59 Dry to Fresh, Coarse: Mixedwood 0.72 5.13 

B076 Moist, Coarse: Mixedwood 0.16 1.16 

Subtotal Forested Upland 2.61 18.55 

Forested Wetland B128 Intermediate Conifer Swamp 1.14 8.07 

Subtotal Forested Wetland  1.14 8.07 

Subtotal Uncut 3.87 27.51 

Total  14.07 100.00 
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Photo 3.1 Recently cut black spruce stand in the Project Area with airport runway in 
background. 
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Photo 3.2 Intermediate conifer swamp with recently cut area in foreground, 
converting to meadow marsh (B144).  
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Photo 3.3 Recently cut black spruce stand (B110) with uncut, equivalent black spruce 
stands in background (B99).  
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3.3 BIRDS 

Twenty-one bird species were identified in the Project and Study Areas (Table 3.3) through ARU 
recording and in-person observation (field). Nineteen species are classified as Least Concern in Ontario 
with the common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) and olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) listed as 
Special Concern (OMECP 2021).  

Common nighthawk was identified at all recording locations in the Project Area (Figure 1.1) and is likely 
present throughout the Project Area. Common nighthawk breeds in open areas with minimal groundcover 
such as recent burns and clearcuts (Ontario 2021). It is likely that the runway approach, where woody 
vegetation is managed, supports common nighthawk breeding habitat.  

Olive sided flycatcher was identified at one location in the Project Area (Figure 1.1). Olive sided flycatcher 
typical uses forest edges and clearings for foraging for insects while breeding in coniferous or mixed 
forest stands (OMECP 2021). The forest edge between the coniferous forests of the Project Area and the 
open runway approach are potential foraging and breeding habitat for olive sided flycatcher.  

Table 3.3 Bird Species Occurring in the Project and Study Areas 

Common Name Scientific Name Ontario Status Source 
Alder flycatcher Empidonax alnorum Least Concern ARU 

American robin Turdus migratorius Least Concern ARU 

American three-toed 
woodpecker Picoides dorsalis Least Concern ARU 

Blue-headed vireo Vireo solitarius Least Concern ARU 

Canada Jay Perisoreus canadensis Least Concern Field 

Chipping sparrow Spizella passerina Least Concern ARU 

Common nighthawk Chordeiles minor Special Concern ARU 

Magnolia warbler Setophaga magnolia Least Concern ARU 

Northern waterthrush Parkesia noveboracensis Least Concern ARU 

Olive sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi Special Concern Field  

Red-eyed vireo Virea olivaceus Least Concern Field 

Ruby-crowned kinglet Regulus calendula Least Concern ARU 

Ruffed grouse Bonasa umbellus Least Concern Field 

Sandpiper  Scolopacidae spp Least Concern ARU 

Sandhill crane Antigone canadensis Least Concern Field 

Swainson's thrush Catharus ustulatus Least Concern ARU 

Swamp sparrow Melospiza georgiana Least Concern ARU 

White-throated sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis Least Concern ARU 

Wilson's snipe Gallinago delicata Least Concern ARU 
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Table 3.3 Bird Species Occurring in the Project and Study Areas 

Common Name Scientific Name Ontario Status Source 
Winter wren Troglodytes hiemalis Least Concern ARU 

Yellow-rumped warbler Setophaga coronata Least Concern ARU 

Notes: 

ARU - Autonomous Recording Unit 

Field - Personal observation in field  

3.4 BATS 

No bat maternal roost trees were identified in the Study Area. Trees in the Study Area are relatively small 
with no trees or snags greater than 25 cm DBH identified during field surveys (Photo 3.4).  
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Photo 3.4 Black spruce stand in the Project Area show small diameter of trees and 
absence of snags.  
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3.5 REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 

No reptiles were observed in the Project Area. Eastern garter snake is the only reptile capable of being 
present within the Project and Study Areas (ORAA 2021) and is least concern in Ontario.  However, three 
amphibian species were identified during breeding bird monitoring (Table 3.4). All three species were 
found throughout the Project Area and are listed as Least Concern in Ontario.  

Table 3.4 Amphibian species identified in the Project Area. 

Common Name Scientific Name Ontario Status 
American toad Anaxyrus americana Least Concern 

Spring peeper Pseudacris crucifer Least Concern 

Wood frog Rana sylvatica Least Concern  

3.6 PLANT SPECIES 

Fifty-five species of vascular and non-vascular plants and lichens were identified in the Project Area 
(Appendix A). All species are typical of the area and are common boreal species listed as Least Concern 
in Ontario with broad ranges. The Study Area is relatively species poor with most species having broad 
habitat requirements and occurring on a wide range of ecosites.   

3.7 SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT 

An assessment of the occurrence and potential occurrence of significant wildlife habitat in the Project and 
Study Areas is summarized in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5 Potential Occurrence of Significant Wildlife Habitat in the Project and 
Study Areas 

Type of Seasonal 
Concentration 

Present in 
Study Area? Notes 

Moose Late Winter 
Cover 

No Unsuitable habitat. 

Waterfowl stopover 
and staging areas 

No Unsuitable habitat, no open water in Study and Project Area. 

Shorebird migratory 
stopover areas 

No Unsuitable habitat, no open water in Study and Project Area. 

Bat Hibernacula No None documented.  No suitable habitat present in Project and Study 
Areas (mines or caves). 

Bat Maternity Colonies No Snags uncommon and never greater than 25 cm DBH.  

Bat Migratory 
Stopover Area 

No None observed or documented. 

Turtle Wintering Areas No No turtles or nests observed or documented. Project Area is well north 
of range limits of any turtle species in Ontario.  
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Table 3.5 Potential Occurrence of Significant Wildlife Habitat in the Project and 
Study Areas 

Type of Seasonal 
Concentration 

Present in 
Study Area? Notes 

Reptile Hibernacula
  

No None documented.  

Colonial bird nesting 
sites  

No No suitable habitat present. 

Rare Vegetation 
Communities 

No None observed or documented. Suitable habitat not present.  

Waterfowl Nesting 
Areas 

No No Standing water or waterfowl habitat in the Study area. 

Bald Eagle and 
Osprey Habitat 

No Not documented. Unlikely to be significant given the absence of a 
reliable source of food and open water.  

Woodland Raptor 
Breeding Habitat 
 

No No raptor nests were found in the Study Area.  

Turtle nesting area No None observed or documented. Study area is north of known range of 
any turtle species in Ontario.  

Seeps and Springs No None observed or documented. 

Aquatic Feeding 
Habitat 

No None observed or documented. 

Mineral Lick No None observed or documented. 

Denning Sites No None observed or documented. 

Wolf Rendezvous 
Sites 

No None observed or documented. 

Amphibian Breeding 
Site 

No Small pools resulting from tracks left by heavy machinery have 
potential for wood frog breeding pools. These pools, however, do not 
have the size or likely species diversity to satisfy the SWH criterion. 

Mast Producing Site No None observed or documented. No species within range.  

Sharp-Tailed Grouse 
Lek 

No None documented.  No suitable habitat present.  

Marsh Bird Breeding 
Habitat 

No None documented.  No suitable habitat present.  

Open Country Bird 
Breeding Habitat 

No Runway approach area may satisfy. No indicator species recorded.  

Shrub Bird Breeding 
Habitat 

No Does not satisfy criterion.  

Special Concern and 
Rare Wildlife Species 

No Common Nighthawk recorded. Runway approach area may satisfy 
breeding habitat.  

Animal Movement 
Corridors 

No None documented. No suitable habitat present.  
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3.8 SIGNIFICANT WOODLANDS 

No significant woodlands occur within the Project or Study Areas (NHIC 2021). 

3.9 SIGNIFICANT AREAS OF NATURAL AND SCIENTIFIC INTEREST 

No significant areas of natural and scientific interest are present within the Project or Study Areas 
(NHIC 2021). 

3.10 WETLANDS 

Wetlands occupy a total of 2.3 ha in the Project Area (Table 3.2). Prior to clearing in 2020 all wetlands 
were forested. At time of investigation, 0.1 ha of forested wetland (B128), had been cleared with 1.1 ha of 
forested wetland (B128) remaining. No Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) were identified in the 
Project or Study Areas (NHIC 2021) with wetlands in the Project Area unlikely to be candidates for PSW 
and are very common wetland communities throughout Ecoregion 3S.  
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4.0 PREDICTED IMPACT AND MITIGATION 

Based on the desktop and field study, the Project does not appear to have potential to impact rare 
ecological communities, significant wildlife habitat, or threatened and endangered species. Areas cleared 
and remaining communities in the Project Area are common throughout the Study Area and Ecoregion 
while the absence of year-round surface water minimizes the risk to fish and fish habitat. Common 
nighthawk and olive sided flycatcher, both Special Concern, were recorded in the Project Area. Common 
nighthawk was recorded throughout the Project Area and likely breeds in the runway approach, which will 
not be impacted by the Project, while the olive sided flycatcher may breed in adjacent conifer forests and 
forage in open areas such as the runway approach and potentially along the newly cleared roadway. 
Given that much of the Project Area has already been cleared and that the nighthawk and olive sided 
flycatcher forage in open areas, the Project has minimal potential to impact habitat for these species.  

Clearing of the remaining 3.75 ha of forested upland and wetland habitat, disturbances in cleared portions 
of the Project Area have potential to negatively impacts species and habitat in the Project and Study 
Areas. As a result, the following mitigations are recommended:  

1. Clearing of any vegetation occur outside the nesting season for Zone C5 (April 20 – August 31), to 
reduce the likelihood of destroying nests of migratory breeding birds.  

2. All Project activities such as heavy equipment and vehicle movement, and temporary workspaces be 
limited to the Project Area to avoid damage to wildlife habitat outside the Project Area, such as the 
runway approach where olive sided flycatcher and nighthawk foraging habitat may exist.  
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Plants Species in the Study Area 
Group Scientific Name Common Name 

Trees - Conifer 

Abies balsamea Balsam fir 

Larix laricina Tamarack 

Picea glauca White spruce 

Picea mariana Black spruce 

Pinus banksiana Jack pine 

Thuja occidentalis Eastern white cedar 

Trees - Broadleaf 

Betula papyrifera Paper birch 

Populus balsamifera Balsam poplar 

Populus tremuloides Trembling aspen 

Shrubs 

Alnus incana Speckled alder 

Amelanchier bartramiana Mountain serviceberry 

Andromeda polifolia Bog-rosemary  

Chemedaphne calyculata Leatherleaf 

Cornus stolonifera Red osier dogwood 

Gaultheria hispidula Snowberry 

Kalmia polifolia Bog laurel 

Linnea borealis Twinflower 

Prunus pennsylvanica Pin cherry 

Ribes lacustre Prickly currant 

Rododendron groenlandicum Labrador tea 

Rosa acicularis Prickly wild rose 

Rubus chamaemorus  Cloudberry 

Rubus idaeus Wild raspberry 

Rubus pubescens Dwarf raspberry 

Salix bebbiana Beaked willow 

Salix petiolaris Meadow willow 

Vaccinium myrtilloides Velvetleaf blueberry 

Vaccinium oxyccocus Small cranberry 

Vaccinium vitis-idaea Mountain cranberry 

Herbaceous 

Calamagrostis canadensis Canada bluegrass 

Carex disperma Two-seeded sedge 

Carex trisperma Three-seeded sedge 

Cornus canadensis Bunchberry 

Epilobium angustifolium Fireweed 

Equisetum scirpoides Dwarf scouring rush 

Equisetum sylvaticum Woodland horsetail 
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Plants Species in the Study Area 
Fragaria viginiana Wild strawberry 

Geocaulon lividum Northern comandra 

Maianthemum canadense Canada mayflower 

Maianthemum trifolium Three-leaf Solomon's-seal 

Mertensia paniculata Tall bluebells 

Mitella nuda Naked mitrewort 

Petasites frigidus Arctic sweet coltsfoot 

Taraxacum officinale Dandelion 

Non-Vascular 

Sphagnum girgensohnii Gigensohn's peat moss 

Sphagnum spp. Peat moss 

Pleurozium schreberi Schreber's moss 

Dicranum scoparium Broom forkmoss 

Polytrichum commune Common haircap 

Hylocomium splendens Stair-step moss 

Lichens 

Cladonia mitis Green reindeer lichen 

Cladonia rangiferina Grey reindeer lichen 

Cladonia stellaris Northern reindeer lichen 

Peltigera aphtosa Freckle pelt 

Cladonia borealis Red pixie-cup 
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To: Jamie Hussey, Clerk Treasurer From: Robert Kurylko P. Eng 
Township of Pickle Lake 
2 Anne St 
Pickle Lake, ON P0V 3A0 

500 311 Portage Ave 
Winnipeg MB R3B 2B9 

File: 113708420 Date: March 31, 2021 

Reference:  Traffic Impact Assessment – New Access to Hwy 599 at the Town of Pickle Lake 

INTRODUCTION 

This technical memorandum provides an assessment of the traffic implications of the construction of a 
new road connection to the Township of Pickle Lake, Ontario. There is currently a single road access 
point to the community from Highway 599 (Hwy 599). The township is seeking approval for the 
construction of a second road access connection from Hwy 599 providing a direct link to the Pickle Lake 
Airport.   

There were 388 residents in the township of Pickle Lake according to the 2016 census. The township’s 
main economic industry is transportation, with its airport serving as a key shipment point for goods and 
services, moving between southern and more remote northern communities. The need for a second 
access point was identified in the Township’s Emergency Management Plan HIRA (Hazard Identification 
and Risk Assessment) to divert truck traffic traveling through the community to reach the airport. This 
additional access point will also provide a potential secondary evacuation point in the event of a natural 
disaster or emergency.  

The objectives of this memo are as follows: 

• Assess the current traffic operations at the existing intersection based on available traffic data.

• Estimate trip distribution patterns in the presence of the new access point to determine future
turning movement traffic volumes at the existing and proposed intersections.

• Analyze traffic operations at the existing and proposed intersections in the future build-out
scenario.

• Provide a detailed assessment of unimpeded visibility distance in each direction at the location of
the proposed intersection.

Construction of the new roadway is expected to be completed in the fall of 2021. The following three (3) 
traffic scenarios will be considered for analysis: 

• 2021 No Build Out (existing conditions)

• 2021 With Build Out (opening day conditions)

• 2026 With Build Out (future conditions)
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The intersection capacity analysis was conducted using Synchro Traffic Software Version 10. As per the 
MTO guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies, movements with a volume to capacity (v/c) ratio greater than 
0.85 are considered critical and would trigger the consideration for intersection improvements.  

STUDY AREA 

The study area includes the existing and proposed access locations from Hwy 599 to the Township of 
Pickle Lake, as shown on Figure 1.  

Figure 1: Study Area 

Hwy 599 is a two-lane paved highway with a speed limit of 80 km/h. Pickle Lake Rd is also a two-lane 
paved roadway with a speed limit of 50 km/h. The existing intersection of Pickle Lake Rd is stop-
controlled at Pickle Lake Rd, with the configuration shown in Figure 2 below.  
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Figure 2: Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 599 (Existing Intersection) 

The proposed location for the new intersection is approximately 4.2 km south of the existing intersection 
and adjacent to Pickle Lake Airport. The proposed new road would extend from the existing Airport Rd 
directly east until connecting with Hwy 599. For the preliminary analysis, it is assumed that the new road 
will be a two-lane gravel roadway that is stop-controlled at Hwy 599. The proposed intersection 
configuration is shown in Figure 3 below.  

 

Figure 3: Airport Rd & Hwy 599 (Proposed Intersection) 
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EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Select traffic volume data along Hwy 599 south of Pickle Lake Road and at the intersection of Pickle Lake 
Rd was provided by the Ministry of Transportation Ontario and is summarized in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: MTO Traffic Data  

Available Traffic Data 
2016 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 410 
2026 Projected AADT 445 
Implied Compounded Annual Growth Rate* 0.82% 
2016 Truck % 13.7% 
2016 Northbound Peak Hour Traffic (vehicles per hour) 23 vph 
2016 Southbound Peak Hour Traffic (vehicles per hour) 22 vph 
Total Peak Hour Traffic 45 vph 
Peak Hour Traffic as a % of AADT* 11% 
% of Left Turns at Pickle Lake Rd Intersection (northbound left movement) 40% 

 *Calculated using available data. 

Traffic volume data was not available for all turning movements at the intersection of Pickle Lake Rd and 
Hwy 599. The following assumptions were used to estimate hourly traffic volumes for the remainder of 
missing movements: 

• Southbound traffic volumes entering Pickle Lake Rd (i.e. the southbound right movement) were 
calculated using the difference between 2016 AADT traffic volumes along Hwy 599 north of 
Pickle Lake Rd and South of Pickle Lake Rd as follows: 

Hwy 599 North of Pickle Lake Rd (2016 AADT) 470 veh 
Hwy 599 South of Pickle Lake Rd (2016 AADT) 410 veh 
Difference (assumed to be volume entering Pickle Lake) 60 veh 
Peak hour % 11% 
Southbound right (SBR) traffic volume in peak hour 6 vph 

• Eastbound left (EBL) movements exiting Pickle Lake Rd assumed to be equal to the SBR 
movements entering. 

• Eastbound right (EBR) movements exiting Pickle Lake Rd assumed to be equal to the 
northbound left (NBL) movements entering.   

The calculated 2016 turning movement volumes (*NBL -Northbound left; NBT – Northbound Through; 
SBT – Southbound Through; EBL – Eastbound Left; EBR – Eastbound Right) 
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using the aforementioned assumptions, as well as the projected 2021 traffic volumes for the existing 
conditions analysis are presented in Table 2 below.  

Table 2: Existing Conditions Traffic Volumes - Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 599 

Year NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
2016 9 14 22 6 6 9 
2021 10 14 23 6 6 10 

The 2021 traffic volumes were calculated using an 0.82% compounded annual growth rate (CAGR), 
which was inferred from the traffic data provided by MTO.  

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

2021 No-Build Out 

The Synchro traffic analysis results for the existing intersection of Pickle Lake Rd and Hwy 599 are 
provided in Table 3 below.  

Table 3: 2021 No Build Out - Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 599 Intersection Analysis Results 

 NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
v/c ratio 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Delay (s) 7.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.01 8.60 

LOS A A A A A A 

As shown in the above table, the intersection is currently operating at the highest level of service and with 
a very low volume to capacity ratio. This is expected given the low overall traffic volumes. MTO also 
considers the TAC Geometric Design Guidelines for Canadian Roads for to assess the need for left-turn 
lanes at intersections. The existing hourly volumes at this intersection are also significantly lower than 
what is required to warrant a left turn storage lane for the northbound left movement (per Exhibit 9A-18). 
As a result of these analyses, no intersection improvements are currently considered necessary. 

2021 Build-Out 

The analysis of the 2021 build-out scenario requires an estimate of how the new access point will change 
traffic patterns. Since the new intersection will provide a much shorter and direct access point to the 
Pickle Lake Airport, it is assumed that all truck deliveries destined for the airport will use the new road. 
Per discussions with the Township of Pickle Lake this route will be specifically designed for to encourage 
truck use only, therefore the remaining non-commercial traffic is expected to continue to use the paved 
road access to the community.  

An estimate of daily truck traffic to the airport was determined using the annual truck delivery volumes 
provided by the two main airlines based out of the Pickle Lake Airport divided by the number of business 
days in a year (252).  The supplied volumes and daily estimates are summarized in Table 4 below.  
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Table 4: Pickle Lake Airport Truck Volumes 

 
Annual Volumes 

 
Estimated Daily Volumes 

 
Entering Exiting Total Entering Exiting Total 

Wasaya Truck 
Deliveries 1080 1080 2160 4 4 8 

North Star Air Truck 
Deliveries 1640 1640 3280 7 7 14 

Total 2720 2720 5440 11 11 22 

Based on the above volumes, the construction of the new intersection is expected to reduce daily truck 
volumes using the existing intersection by 22 per day, or approximately 2 per hour in the peak hour (11% 
of daily traffic). This change will reduce the volume of NBL and EBR movements at the Pickle Lake Rd 
intersection by 1 vph for each movement. The EBL and SBR movements were also adjusted by 1 vph to 
reflect the small volume of trucks that stop at the Pickle Lake Airport for fuel or fuel testing and continue 
northbound along Hwy 599. A summary of the estimated 2021 traffic volumes for the build out scenario 
that reflects these adjustments is provided in Table 5 below.  It should be emphasized that 1 vph is a 
negligeable amount when conducting intersection capacity analysis which generally requires a minimum 
of 5 vph for each movement.  

Table 5: 2021 Traffic Volumes with Build-Out 

Intersection NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 

599 9 13 23 5 5 9 

Airport Rd & Hwy 599 
(Proposed Intersection) 1 22 23 1 1 1 

As the construction of the new intersection is not expected to generate new traffic volumes but instead 
divert truck traffic from an already low volume intersection, traffic analysis provided similar results. There 
are no operational traffic concerns at either intersection in this scenario. This result was expected, 
particularly since the motivation for the construction of a second access point was to improve safety, not 
to address traffic delays.  

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

2026 traffic volumes for use in the analysis of future traffic conditions are summarized in Table 6 below 
and have been calculated by applying a 0.82% annual growth rate to the 2021 traffic volumes.  

Table 6: 2026 Traffic Volumes with Build Out 

Intersection NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 

599 9 14 24 6 6 10 

Airport Rd & Hwy 599 
(Proposed Intersection) 1 23 24 1 1 1 
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The Synchro traffic results for two intersections in the 2021 build out scenario are summarized in Table 7 
and Table 8 below.  Note that the heavy vehicle percentage was set to 100% for all turning movements at 
the new intersection, and to 9% for all other movements at both intersections based on the available data.  

Table 7: 2026 With Build Out - Pickle Lake Rd & Hwy 599 Intersection Capacity Analysis 

 NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
v/c ratio 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Delay (s) 7.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.94 8.55 

LOS A A A A A A 
 

Table 8: 2026 With Build Out - Airport Road & Hwy 599 Intersection Capacity Analysis 

 NBL NBT SBT SBR EBL EBR 
v/c ratio 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Delay (s) 8.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.74 9.36 

LOS A A A A A A 

All movements for both intersections are expected to operate at the highest level of service with little to no 
delay. The addition of the new intersection is not anticipated to have a noticeable effect on the traffic 
operations of Hwy 599.  

SIGHT LINE REQUIREMENTS 

The calculated unimpeded visibility distance in each direction at new intersection was determined by 
conducting a site topographic survey. Centerline profiles were plotted, and the process provided by MTO 
was use to determine the available sightlines at the site. The process to determine the unimpeded 
visibility distance in each direction along the highway from the proposed entrance is described as:   

Visibility distance is measured, from the proposed entrance - at 3 m back from edge of the 
highway traveled lane - at a height of 1.08 metres above the ground, to a point in the 
centre of the approaching traffic lane - at 1.08 metres above the road surface.  The 
visibility distance is the farthest distance that an approaching vehicle can continuously be 
seen using the described measuring method. 

Figure 4 (attached after the report) shows the information from the topo survey and the measured sight 
lines on the profile of Hwy 599 at the proposed intersection.  

Figure 5 shows the calculated sight lines in relation to MTO Figure E3-8. Available sight lines exceed the 
minimum distances for desirable Decision Sight Distances for a design speed of 100 km/h and almost 
meets the requirement for desirable decision sight distance for a 110 km/h design speed.  
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Figure 5 Sight Distance Results 
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Ministry of Tourism,  
Culture and Sport 

Programs & Services Branch 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7

Criteria for Evaluating Potential 
for Built Heritage Resources and 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
A Checklist for the Non-Specialist

The purpose of the checklist is to determine:

• if a property(ies) or project area:

• is a recognized heritage property 

• may be of cultural heritage value

• it includes all areas that may be impacted by project activities, including – but not limited to:

• the main project area

• temporary storage

• staging and working areas

• temporary roads and detours

Processes covered under this checklist, such as:

• Planning Act

• Environmental Assessment Act

• Aggregates Resources Act

• Ontario Heritage Act – Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you may want to hire a qualified person(s)  
(see page 5 for definitions) to undertake a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER). 

The CHER will help you: 

• identify, evaluate and protect cultural heritage resources on your property or project area

• reduce potential delays and risks to a project

Other checklists

Please use a separate checklist for your project, if:

• you are seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09 – separate checklist

• your Parent Class EA document has an approved screening criteria (as referenced in Question 1)

Please refer to the Instructions pages for more detailed information and when completing this form.
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Project or Property Name

Project or Property Location (upper and lower or single tier municipality)

Proponent Name

Proponent Contact Information

Screening Questions

Yes        No

1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

If Yes, please follow the pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process.

If No, continue to Question 2.

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

Yes        No

2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

If Yes, do not complete the rest of the checklist.

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

• summarize the previous evaluation and

• add this checklist to the project file, with the appropriate documents that demonstrate a cultural heritage 
evaluation was undertaken

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

• submitted as part of a report requirement

• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority

If No, continue to Question 3. 

                    Yes        No

3. Is the property (or project area):                

a. identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage 
value?

b. a National Historic Site (or part of)?

c. designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

d. designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

e. identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO)?

f. located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World 
Heritage Site?

If Yes to any of the above questions, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, if a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has not previously been 
prepared or the statement needs to be updated

If a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has been prepared previously and if alterations or development are 
proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No, continue to Question 4.

Township of Pickel Lake Connecting Link Project, Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

Township of Pickle Lake, Dona Lake Area, District of Kenora

Township of Pickle Lake

Jamie Hussey, Clerk Treasurer, clerktreasurer@pickle.org, 807-928-2034 ext. 202
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Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value

Yes        No

4. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:

a. is the subject of a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?

b. has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?

c. is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

d. contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old?

Part C: Other Considerations

Yes        No

5. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area):

a. is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important in 
defining the character of the area?

b. has a special association with a community, person or historical event?

c. contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?

If Yes to one or more of the above questions (Part B and C), there is potential for cultural heritage resources on the 
property or within the project area.  

You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake: 

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If the property is determined to be of cultural heritage value and alterations or development is proposed, you need to 
hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No to all of the above questions, there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the 
property.  

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

• summarize the conclusion

• add this checklist with the appropriate documentation to the project file

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

• submitted as part of a report requirement e.g. under the Environmental Assessment Act, Planning Act
processes

• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority
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Instructions

Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the screening questions below:

• a clear map showing the location and boundary of the property or project area

• large scale and small scale showing nearby township names for context purposes

• the municipal addresses of all properties within the project area

• the lot(s), concession(s), and parcel number(s) of all properties within a project area

For more information, see the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Ontario Heritage Toolkit or Standards and Guidelines for 
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties. 

In this context, the following definitions apply:

• qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant, 
recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.

• proponent means a person, agency, group or organization that carries out or proposes to carry out an undertaking 
or is the owner or person having charge, management or control of an undertaking.

1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

An existing checklist, methodology or process may already be in place for identifying potential cultural heritage resources, 
including:

• one endorsed by a municipality

• an environmental assessment process e.g. screening checklist for municipal bridges

• one that is approved by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) under the Ontario government’s 
Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties [s.B.2.]

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

Respond ‘yes’ to this question, if all of the following are true: 

A property can be considered not to be of cultural heritage value if:

• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) - or equivalent - has been prepared for the property with the advice of 
a qualified person and it has been determined not to be of cultural heritage value and/or

• the municipal heritage committee has evaluated the property for its cultural heritage value or interest and determined 
that the property is not of cultural heritage value or interest

A property may need to be re-evaluated, if:

• there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed

• new information is available

• the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value does not provide the information necessary to manage the property

• the evaluation took place after 2005 and did not use the criteria in Regulations 9/06 and 10/06

Note: Ontario government ministries and public bodies [prescribed under Regulation 157/10] may continue to use their existing 
evaluation processes, until the evaluation process required under section B.2 of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of 
Provincial Heritage Properties has been developed and approved by MTCS.

To determine if your property or project area has been evaluated, contact:

• the approval authority 

• the proponent

• the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

3a. Is the property (or project area) identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as 
being of cultural heritage value e.g.:

i. designated under the Ontario Heritage Act

• individual designation (Part IV)

• part of a heritage conservation district (Part V)
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Individual Designation – Part IV

A property that is designated:

• by a municipal by-law as being of cultural heritage value or interest [s.29 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

• by order of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as being of cultural heritage value or interest of provincial 
significance [s.34.5]. Note: To date, no properties have been designated by the Minister.

Heritage Conservation District – Part V

A property or project area that is located within an area designated by a municipal by-law as a heritage conservation district [s. 41 
of the Ontario Heritage Act]. 

For more information on Parts IV and V, contact:

• municipal clerk

• Ontario Heritage Trust 

• local land registry office (for a title search)

ii. subject of an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act

An agreement, covenant or easement is usually between the owner of a property and a conservation body or level of 
government. It is usually registered on title. 

The primary purpose of the agreement is to:

• preserve, conserve, and maintain a cultural heritage resource

• prevent its destruction, demolition or loss 

For more information, contact: 

• Ontario Heritage Trust -  for an agreement, covenant or easement [clause 10 (1) (c) of the Ontario Heritage Act]

• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of an easement or a covenant [s.37 of the Ontario Heritage Act] 

• local land registry office (for a title search)

iii. listed on a register of heritage properties maintained by the municipality

Municipal registers are the official lists - or record - of cultural heritage properties identified as being important to the community. 

Registers include:

• all properties that are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (Part IV or V)

• properties that have not  been formally designated, but  have been identified as having cultural heritage value or 
interest to the community 

For more information, contact:

• municipal clerk

• municipal heritage planning staff 

• municipal heritage committee

iv. subject to a notice of:

• intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act) 

• a Heritage Conservation District study area bylaw (under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act)

A property that is subject to a notice of intention to designate as a property of cultural heritage value or interest and the notice 
is in accordance with:

• section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act

• section 34.6 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Note: To date, the only applicable property is Meldrum Bay Inn, Manitoulin 
Island. [s.34.6]

An area designated by a municipal by-law made under section 40.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a heritage conservation 
district study area.

For more information, contact:

• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of notice of intention [s. 29 and s. 40.1]

• Ontario Heritage Trust
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v. included in the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list of provincial heritage properties

Provincial heritage properties are properties the Government of Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or 
interest.  

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) maintains a list of all provincial heritage properties based on information 
provided by ministries and prescribed public bodies. As they are identified, MTCS adds properties to the list of provincial heritage 
properties. 

For more information, contact the MTCS Registrar at registrar@ontario.ca. 

3b. Is the property (or project area) a National Historic Site (or part of)?

National Historic Sites are properties or districts of national historic significance that are designated by the Federal Minister of the 
Environment, under the Canada National Parks Act, based on the advice of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. 

For more information, see the National Historic Sites website.

3c. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

The Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act protects heritage railway stations that are owned by a railway company under 
federal jurisdiction. Designated railway stations that pass from federal ownership may continue to have cultural heritage value. 

For more information, see the Directory of Designated Heritage Railway Stations. 

3d. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

The Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act helps preserve historically significant Canadian lighthouses. The Act sets up a public 
nomination process and includes heritage building conservation standards for lighthouses which are officially designated. 

For more information, see the Heritage Lighthouses of Canada website. 

3e. Is the property (or project area) identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review 
Office?

The role of the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO) is to help the federal government protect the heritage 
buildings it owns. The policy applies to all federal government departments that administer real property, but not to federal Crown 
Corporations. 

For more information, contact the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office. 

See a directory of all federal heritage designations.

3f. Is the property (or project area) located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

A UNESCO World Heritage Site is a place listed by UNESCO as having outstanding universal value to humanity under the 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. In order to retain the status of a World Heritage 
Site, each site must maintain its character defining features.  

Currently, the Rideau Canal is the only World Heritage Site in Ontario. 

For more information, see Parks Canada – World Heritage Site website.

Part B: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value

4a. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has a municipal, provincial or federal 
commemorative or interpretive plaque?

Heritage resources are often recognized with formal plaques or markers. 

Plaques are prepared by:

• municipalities

• provincial ministries or agencies

• federal ministries or agencies

• local non-government or non-profit organizations
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For more information, contact:

• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations – for information on the location of plaques in their 
community

• Ontario Historical Society’s Heritage directory – for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations

• Ontario Heritage Trust – for a list of plaques commemorating Ontario’s history

• Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada – for a list of plaques commemorating Canada’s history

4b. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or 
cemetery?

For more information on known cemeteries and/or burial sites, see:

• Cemeteries Regulations, Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services – for a database of registered cemeteries

• Ontario Genealogical Society (OGS) – to locate records of Ontario cemeteries, both currently and no longer in 
existence; cairns, family plots and burial registers

• Canadian County Atlas Digital Project – to locate early cemeteries

In this context, adjacent means contiguous or as otherwise defined in a municipal official plan.

4c. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

The Canadian Heritage River System is a national river conservation program that promotes, protects and enhances the best 
examples of Canada’s river heritage. 

Canadian Heritage Rivers must have, and maintain, outstanding natural, cultural and/or recreational values, and a high level of 
public support. 

For more information, contact the Canadian Heritage River System. 

If you have questions regarding the boundaries of a watershed, please contact:

• your conservation authority 

• municipal staff

4d. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more 
years old? 

A 40 year ‘rule of thumb’ is typically used to indicate the potential of a site to be of cultural heritage value. The approximate age 
of buildings and/or structures may be estimated based on:

• history of the development of the area

• fire insurance maps

• architectural style 

• building methods

Property owners may have information on the age of any buildings or structures on their property. The municipality, local land 
registry office or library may also have background information on the property.  

Note: 40+ year old buildings or structure do not necessarily hold cultural heritage value or interest; their age simply indicates a 
higher potential.  

A building or structure can include: 

• residential structure

• farm building or outbuilding

• industrial, commercial, or institutional building

• remnant or ruin

• engineering work such as a bridge, canal, dams, etc.

For more information on researching the age of buildings or properties, see the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit Guide Heritage 
Property Evaluation.
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Part C: Other Considerations

5a. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) is 
considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important to defining the 
character of the area?

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has potential landmarks or 
defining structures and sites, for instance:

• buildings or landscape features accessible to the public or readily noticeable and widely known

• complexes of buildings

• monuments

• ruins

5b. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) 
has a special association with a community, person or historical event? 

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has a special association 
with a community, person or event of historic interest, for instance:

• Aboriginal sacred site

• traditional-use area

• battlefield

• birthplace of an individual of importance to the community 

5c. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) 
contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape? 

Landscapes (which may include a combination of archaeological resources, built heritage resources and landscape elements) 
may be of cultural heritage value or interest to a community. 

For example, an Aboriginal trail, historic road or rail corridor may have been established as a key transportation or trade route 
and may have been important to the early settlement of an area. Parks, designed gardens or unique landforms such as 
waterfalls, rock faces, caverns, or mounds are areas that may have connections to a particular event, group or belief. 

For more information on Questions 5.a., 5.b. and 5.c., contact:

• Elders in Aboriginal Communities or community researchers who may have information on potential cultural heritage 
resources.  Please note that Aboriginal traditional knowledge may be considered sensitive.

• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations

• Ontario Historical Society’s “Heritage Directory” - for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations in the 
province

An internet search may find helpful resources, including:

• historical maps

• historical walking tours

• municipal heritage management plans

• cultural heritage landscape studies

• municipal cultural plans

Information specific to trails may be obtained through Ontario Trails.
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Dear Mr. Stephenson:
 
 
The above-mentioned report, which has been submitted to this ministry as a condition of licensing in
accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18, has been entered into the Ontario
Public Register of Archaeological Reports without technical review.1
 
 
Please note that the ministry makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or
quality of reports in the register.
 
 
Should  you  require  further  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  send  your  inquiry  to  
Archaeology@Ontario.ca
 
 

 
 1In no way will the ministry be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result: (a) if the Report(s) or its
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may need to be taken in the event that additional artifacts or archaeological sites are identified or the Report(s) is otherwise found to be inaccurate,
incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.
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Jennifer Morgan, PhD 

Ontario Archaeology Lead 

WSP Canada Inc. (“WSP”) prepared this report solely for the use of the intended recipient, Stantec Consulting Inc. and the 

Township of Pickle Lake, in accordance with the professional services agreement between the parties. In the event a contract has 

not been executed, the parties agree that the WSP General Terms for Consultant shall govern their business relationship which 

was provided to you prior to the preparation of this report.  

The report is intended to be used in its entirety. No excerpts may be taken to be representative of the findings in the assessment. 

The conclusions presented in this report are based on work performed by trained, professional and technical staff, in accordance 

with their reasonable interpretation of current and accepted engineering and scientific practices at the time the work was 

performed. 

The content and opinions contained in the present report are based on the observations and/or information available to WSP at the 

time of preparation, using investigation techniques and engineering analysis methods consistent with those ordinarily exercised 

by WSP and other engineering/scientific practitioners working under similar conditions, and subject to the same time, financial 

and physical constraints applicable to this project.   

WSP disclaims any obligation to update this report if, after the date of this report, any conditions appear to differ significantly 

from those presented in this report; however, WSP reserves the right to amend or supplement this report based on additional 

information, documentation or evidence. 

WSP makes no other representations whatsoever concerning the legal significance of its findings. 

The intended recipient is solely responsible for the disclosure of any information contained in this report. If a third party makes 

use of, relies on, or makes decisions in accordance with this report, said third party is solely responsible for such use, reliance or 

decisions. WSP does not accept responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or 

actions taken by said third party based on this report.  

WSP has provided services to the intended recipient in accordance with the professional services agreement between the parties 

and in a manner consistent with that degree of care, skill and diligence normally provided by members of the same profession 

performing the same or comparable services in respect of projects of a similar nature in similar circumstances.  It is understood 

and agreed by WSP and the recipient of this report that WSP provides no warranty, express or implied, of any kind. Without 

limiting the generality of the foregoing, it is agreed and understood by WSP and the recipient of this report that WSP makes no 

representation or warranty whatsoever as to the sufficiency of its scope of work for the purpose sought by the recipient of this 

report. 

In preparing this report, WSP has relied in good faith on information provided by others, as noted in the report. WSP has 

reasonably assumed that the information provided is correct and WSP is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 

information. 

Benchmark and elevations used in this report are primarily to establish relative elevation differences between the specific testing 

and/or sampling locations and should not be used for other purposes, such as grading, excavating, construction, planning, 

development, etc. 

The original of this digital file will be kept by WSP for a period of not less than 10 years. As the digital file transmitted to the 

intended recipient is no longer under the control of WSP, its integrity cannot be assured. As such, WSP does not guarantee any 

modifications made to this digital file subsequent to its transmission to the intended recipient.  

This limitations statement is considered an integral part of this report. 
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E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y  

WSP Canada Inc. was retained by Stantec Consulting Ltd., to conduct a Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment as part 

of proposed roadway extension between Pickle Lake Airport and Highway 599. The property is located within the 

Township of Pickle Lake, Dona Lake Area, District of Kenora, Ontario (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  

This assessment was triggered by a Municipal Engineers Association’s Class Environmental Assessment process 

under the Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. to ensure that the Client is compliant with the Ontario Heritage Act, 

1990. As the proposed extension will utilize Crown land, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry retains 

decision-making and approval authority for all dispositions of the Crown resource regardless of the project’s 

authorization under the Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. The archaeological assessment was carried out in 

accordance with the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries’ (MHSTCI) 2011 Standards and 

Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. Boundaries for the proposed development were provided to WSP by the 

Client in shapefile format. 

The Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of the study area includes a review of previous archaeological research, 

historic maps, and local histories. A property inspection and test pit survey were conducted to better understand the 

current conditions of the study area. No permission to access the property was required as it is on Crown land. The 

property inspection and test pit survey were conducted on May 6, 2021.  

Archaeological Recommendations are based on historical research, property inspection, test pit survey, and 

indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 

Archaeologists. Based on the results of the Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment, no further archaeological 

work is required. 

If archaeological materials are encountered during construction, they may constitute a new site and are therefore 

subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the material must cease 

work immediately and a provincially licensed consultant archaeologist must assess the material’s cultural heritage 

value or interest in accordance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act 
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1 PROJECT CONTEXT  

1.1 OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of a Stage 1-2 Archaeological are as follows:  

• to provide information regarding the property’s geography, history, previous archaeological fieldwork, and 

current land condition;  

• to provide a detailed evaluation of the property’s archaeological potential;  

• to document all archaeological resources on the property; 

• to determine whether the property contains archaeological resources requiring further assessment; and  

• to recommend appropriate Stage 3 assessment strategies for archaeological sites identified.  

A property inspection allows the archaeologist to gain first-hand knowledge of the geography, topography, and 

current conditions of the property that allows for a more confident determination of archaeological potential. A field 

survey allows for the on-site documentation and inventory of all archaeological resources through systematic means 

as appropriate to the characteristics of the property. 

1.2 DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT 

WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (the Client) to conduct a Stage 1-2 archaeological 

assessment as part of proposed roadway extension between Pickle Lake Airport and Highway 599. The property is 

located within the Township of Pickle Lake, Dona Lake Area, District of Kenora, Ontario (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  

This assessment was triggered by a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process under the Environmental 

Assessment Act, 1990. to ensure that the Client is compliant with the Ontario Heritage Act, 1990. As the proposed 

extension will utilize Crown land, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) retains decision-making 

and approval authority for all dispositions of the Crown resource regardless of the project’s authorization under the 

Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. The archaeological assessment was carried out in accordance with the 

Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries’ (MHSTCI) 2011 Standards and Guidelines for 

Consultant Archaeologists. 

The Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment of the study area includes a review of previous archaeological research, 

historic maps, and local histories. A property inspection and test pit survey were conducted to better understand the 

current conditions of the study area. No permission to access the property was required as it is on Crown land. The 

property inspection and test pit survey were conducted on May 6, 2021.  
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1.3 HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

1.3.1 HISTORICAL DOCUMENTATION 

The study area is located within the Dona Lake Area, Township of Pickle Lake, in the District of Kenora. Its 

boundaries fall within Treaty 9 Adhesion signed between 1929 and 1930 by the Crown, Cree and Anishinaabe, 

creating the largest treaty area in Ontario (Ministry of Indigenous Affairs, n.d.)  

The following sections provide a brief outline of the study area’s history during the pre-contact and post-contact 

periods to provide a generalized, chronological framework in which the archaeological assessment was conducted. 

1.3.2 PRE-CONTACT PERIOD 

The following provides a generalized cultural history of Indigenous people within the region surrounding the study 

area. Information is primarily derived from the archaeological record and the interpretations of archaeologists. 

Technological or temporal divisions have been defined to describe adaptations to changing climates, physiography, 

subsistence patterns, and geopolitical pressures which do not necessarily provide an accurate reflection of fluid 

cultural practices spanning thousands of years. The following presents a sequence of Indigenous land-use from 

earliest human occupation following deglaciation to the recent past based on periods defined by archaeologists as: 

• Paleo Period 

• Archaic Period 

• Woodland Period 

Human occupation of northwestern Ontario did not occur until the retreat of the Laurentide Ice Sheet and subsequent 

deglaciation of the region. Deglaciation occurred later in the more northern extents of the region as the glacier 

slowly receded north. In the southern extreme of the region (i.e. Thunder Bay), deglaciation occurred shortly after 

the retreat of the Marquette re-advance ca. 11,400 BP (Breckenridge et al., 2010). Further north in the Lac Seul area, 

deglaciation did not occur until 200 years later (Bjork, 1985). It is believed that the area around Pickle Lake was not 

free of ice until after 8,700 BP and may have not been deglaciated until as late as 8000 BP after a significant 40 km 

readvance from the Agutua Moraine (Bjork, 1985). After deglaciation, the land was immediately covered by the 

expansive Lake Agassiz (Hamilton, 1991). The rapid outflow of Lake Agassiz, ca. 8,400-8,000 BP finally exposed 

the landscape for human occupation and the boreal forest quickly established itself in the Pickle Lake area by ca. 

8,000 BP (Hamilton, 1991). 

During the Late Paleo period, mobile hunter-gatherers, presumably focused on caribou hunting supplemented by 

general foraging practices, entered the Lakehead region ca. 9,500 BP. These people are referred to as the Lakehead 

Complex and are defined, in part, by their affinity towards taconite, a locally available siliceous material, which they 

used to produce large, bifacially flaked tools (Fox, 1975). Archaeological research shows a preference for 

occupation along the relic shoreline of Lake Minong (Lake Superior’s predecessor), but the lack of littoral sites may 

only reflect the difficulty and bias in finding inland archaeological sites in the area rather than the absence of human 

activities. It has been theorized that the descendants of these early inhabitants continued to explore northward as the 

glacier retreated, ultimately adapting into the generalized foragers of the Archaic period (Hamilton, 1991).  
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The Archaic period in northwestern Ontario roughly dates to 7,500-2,500 BP. Generally, in North America, the 

Archaic period represents a transition from big game hunting to broader, more generalized subsistence strategies 

dependent on local environmental parameters. This period is characterized by the following traits: 

• An increase in stone tool variation and reliance on local stone sources 

• The emergence of notched and stemmed projectile point morphologies 

• A reduction in extensively flaked tools 

• The use of native copper 

• The use of bone tools for hooks, gorges, and harpoons 

• An increase in extensive trade networks, and 

• The production of ground stone tools 

It is important to note that not all of these traits are expressed by more northern Archaic cultures (Hamilton, 1991).  

In 1972, Wright proposed the concept of the Shield Archaic to encapsulate the various Archaic cultures spread 

across the Canadian Shield, for which little is known. It is believed that these cultures operated in small, nomadic, 

kin based units who moved to various locations based on available resources and seasonal constraints. A broad 

spectrum foraging strategy was adapted to survive in the harsh and fluctuating dependency of the boreal forest. It is 

believed that the production of side-notched lanceolate projectile points and wide variety of unifacial scrapers are 

representative tools for the archaic period in northwestern Ontario (Hamilton, 1991; Wright, 1972).  

The concept of the Shield Archaic is not fully accepted by all archaeologists (Buchner, 1979; Buchner, 1980; 

Hamilton, 1991). The main issue, which Wright acknowledges, is that it is highly unlikely that all of the 

archaeological sites ascribed to the Shield Archaic can be attributed to a single culture. However, without additional 

data, the Shield Archaic is necessary to provide some level of classification. Archaeologists also refute Wright’s 

theory that the Shield Archaic represents the migration of peoples eastward from the Keewaytin District over 

thousands of years into Quebec and the Maritimes. In northwestern Ontario, Hamilton believes that the Archaic 

populations derive from the previously discussed Lakehead Complex. He theorizes that, despite the focus of Paleo 

sites associated with Lake Minong Shorelines, Paleo utilization of the littoral landscape is probable and it is likely 

that these early inhabitants pushed further north as the glacial frontier receded, gradually shifting into an Archaic 

lifestyle as the boreal forest environment became established (Hamilton, 1991). Plano-style projectile points have 

been recovered from the Lac Seul area, indicating a northern presence of Paleo peoples (Taylor-Hollings, 2017). 

One of the most significant archaeological sites supporting the early habitation of remote northwestern Ontario was 

discovered during the construction of an airstrip at Wapekeka FN, located near Big Trout Lake. A burial was 

discovered consisting of 5 individuals, but was unfortunately heavily impacted by construction. Radiocarbon dating 

produced the following dates: 6,630±90 BP, 6,800±90 BP, and 7,080±90 BP. Along with a large chitho biface, a 

groundstone adze was recovered with the remains that is “…reminiscent of gouges associated with Laurentian or 

Maritime Archaic cultural manifestations…” found in Southern Ontario and Quebec, as well as other regions to the 

east (Hamilton, 1991 p. 2). Apart from a burial associated with the Cummins site (DcJi-1), which dates to 8,480±390 

BP (Julig, 1994), these are the oldest dated human remains in the region. 

The Woodland period begins ca. 2,500 BP with the introduction of pottery to the region, although little change in the 

lifeways of the inhabitants is suspected. This occurred during the Middle Woodland period with the Laurel Culture 

(2,050-650 BP), who represent either a migration of peoples or ideas into the area (Wright, 1967; Reid & Rajnovich, 

1991). The Laurel Culture was influenced by the Hopewell interaction sphere, constructing burial mounds and 

introducing pottery to the region. It first appeared in Minnesota and along the boundary waters near Rainy River, 
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before spreading across a large geographic area, encompassing northeastern central Saskatchewan, central Manitoba, 

northern Minnesota, northern Ontario, and northwestern Quebec. The Laurel Culture likely has similar lifeways as 

the Shield Archaic (i.e. broad-spectrum forest foraging), an adaptation to inhabiting the boreal forest, but with the 

addition of pottery (Hamilton et al., 2011). Laurel sites are typically identified by specific pottery traits present on 

the ceramic artifacts (e.g. smoothed conical to sub-conical with elaborate decorations) (Taylor-Hollings, 2017). Reid 

and Rajnovich (1991) organized the Laurel Culture into three main complexes – Manitoba Lakes, Boundary Waters, 

and Superior – based on subtle differences between the pottery in these areas. However, none of these complexes are 

known to be present in the Sandy Lake area, but it is believed the influence of the Laurel culture extended to the 

study area in the form of ceramic technology. A migration of Laurel peoples into the area is not suspected. 

The Late Woodland period saw the emergence of different pottery styles and improved construction methods. The 

Blackduck Culture began as evidence of the Laurel Culture faded. This culture extended across most of northern 

Ontario and northern Manitoba and includes sites on the Plains, indicating adaptation to a completely different 

biome. It is believed that they continued to live in small groups within the boreal forest where broad spectrum 

hunting and gathering provided sustenance, but on the Plains there is evidence of larger gatherings and sophisticated 

bison hunting strategies. Blackduck ware is manufactured differently than Laurel pottery. It is hypothesized that 

Blackduck ceramicists manufactured their pottery using a vertically oriented textile bag as a mould that allowed 

them to produce thinner walled vessels, rather than the coiled method employed by the Laurel Culture (Taylor-

Hollings, 2017).  

The Selkirk Composite (ca. 850-250 BP) appeared later than the Blackduck, spreading south from the area north of 

Lake Winnipeg. The inhabitants of the Sandy Lake area travelled to this area during the post-contact period to 

interact with trading posts. It is unknown whether the spread of Selkirk pottery is a result of trade/diffusion or the 

physical migration of peoples across an area over time (Taylor-Hollings, 2017).  

During the Woodland period, the repeated occupation of sites has been noted in numerous locations across 

northwestern Ontario. For example, Laurel, Blackduck, and Selkirk pottery were recovered from sites at Kirkness 

and Stormer Lakes in the Pikangikum’s Whitefeather Forest, as well as other areas in the Lake of the Woods region 

(Hamilton et al., 2007; Taylor-Hollings, 2006). 

1.3.3 POST-CONTACT PERIOD 

The beginning of the post-contact period is marked by the initial contact between European explorers and 

Indigenous populations. European trade goods and indirect influences rapidly travelled through the vast Indigenous 

trade networks across Ontario. The arrival of European goods and influences within Indigenous populations who 

had not yet directly encountered Europeans marks the proto-contact period.  

European settlement increased rapidly through northwestern Ontario from Hudson Bay after the Hudson’s Bay 

Company (HBC) was granted a fur trade monopoly over the entire Hudson Bay drainage basin by the Royal Charter 

in 1670. By 1782, the HBC had established the fur trade post known as Martin Fall House as the depot for expansion 

along the Albany River (Innis, 2001 p. 154). Osnaburgh House was established in 1786 upriver from Martin Fall 

House on what is now Lake St. Joseph to divert furs being traded on Lake Nipigon, which was being controlled by 

the competing North West Company (Long, 2010 p. 157). These two posts were situated approximately 300 km and 

30 km from the study area respectively. During this time, the area around the fur trade posts would have been 

utilized by trappers to collect furs for the booming trade. 

Permanent Euro-Canadian settlement in the Pickle Lake area began following the discovery of gold in the region in 

1928. The Pickle Lake town-site was surveyed on the eastern shore of the lake. Pickle Lake was the largest lake in 
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the area and its size facilitated the movement of people and supplies to service exploration and mining operations 

through float or ski-equipped planes (Harasym, n.d.). Euro-Canadian settlers were not the first to utilize Pickle Lake. 

W.E. Hurst, provincial geologist during the establishment of Pickle Lake, noted that a few Ojibway families had 

established camps near the west end of Kapkichegimaga Lake, Pickle Lake, and on Badesdawa Lake to hunt, fish, 

and trap. These families would travel to and from fur trading posts on Lake St. Joseph to trade furs for winter 

supplies (Innis, 2001 pp. 159-160). 

Transportation to and from Pickle Lake was reliant on air travel until 1963 (Harasym, n.d.). The road which would 

become Highway 599 was constructed in 1955, but was not connected to the Ontario highway system or accessible 

by car until 1963 (Bevers, n.d.). Airplanes landed on Pickle Lake when it was open or frozen, but the town was 

effectively cut off from outside services during freeze or thaw. In 1944, an airstrip was built to maintain service 

year-round (Gibson, 1989).  

1.3.4 STUDY AREA SPECIFIC HISTORY 

Historical maps are rare in this part of northern Ontario, so 20th Century topographic maps and satellite imagery was 

reviewed to assess the development of the study area. Few changes have been made within the study area itself 

while development has occurred around it. The highway to the east was constructed in 1955 and the airstrip was first 

constructed in 1944. A National Topographic Service map from 1976 shows no discernable change to the study area 

(Figure 3). In 2016, the airport runway was extended. Satellite imagery from 2015 shows the runway in its previous 

configuration (Figure 4), and satellite imagery from 2019 shows the completed extension south of the study area 

(Figure 2). The 2019 imagery also shows drainage ditches around the runway and taxiway which continues north 

through the study area to allow drainage into graveyard lake.  

1.4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

1.4.1 CURRENT CONDITIONS 

The study area spans between Highway 599 to the east and the Pickle Lake Airport to the west, approximately 200 

m south of Graveyard Lake. It is composed entirely of a black spruce woodlot and hummocky swamp. The area 

gently increases elevation easterly and decreases elevation northerly towards Graveyard Lake (Figure 5). 

1.4.2 PHYSIOGRAPHY AND ECOLOGY 

The study area is located within the Lake St. Joseph ecoregion (3S) of the Ontario Shield ecozone (Crins et al. 

2009). The Lake St. Joseph Ecoregion is situated north of Red Lake and south of the Agutua-Windigo Moraine, 

including Trout Lake and Lake St. Joseph, and extends west to the Manitoba border. This ecoregion is typified by 

dry and cold weather, with a mean annual temperature ranging from -1.7 to 1.0 °C. Mean annual precipitation ranges 

between 613 and 787 mm, with the mean summer rainfall between 244 and 299 mm. 

The Ecoregion is dominated by coniferous forest. Forest fire cycles range between 50 and 187 years with intense 

and frequent fire disturbance. Species such as Jack Pine, Black Spruce, White Spruce, and Balsam Fir are common 

for upland vegetation (Crins et al. 2009). 
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Common wildlife species in the ecoregion include Woodland Caribou, Gray Wolf, Canada Lynx, Moose, Snowshoe 

Hare, Bald Eagle, and White-throated Sparrow. Numerous lakes and rivers in the ecoregion provide habitat for fish 

species such as Lake Trout, Lake Sturgeon, Walleye, White Sucker, and Northern Redbelly Dace (Crins et al. 2009).  

The Ecoregion is situated on the Precambrian Shield where the surficial geology reflects its bedrock control. The 

bedrock is predominately granitic and gneissic. The landscape of the ecoregion is characterized as a gently sloping 

plain of relatively shallow sandy and loamy tills over bedrock, broken at intervals by esker and moraine ridges, with 

pockets of glaciolacustrine clays in lower-lying topographic positions (Crins et al. 2009). 

1.4.3 PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENTS 

A search of the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports on 25 May 2021 indicates that no archaeological 

assessments have been conducted on or within 50 m of the study area. 

The nearest previous archaeological assessment was a Stage 1 assessment completed by Northwest Archaeological 

Assessments for the proposed runway extension for the Pickle Lake Airport approximately 190 m south of the study 

area. The assessment determined that the study area was disturbed by past construction of the runway with the 

remaining area under bog and did not hold archaeological potential (Hinshelwood, 2015) 

1.4.4 REGISTERED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 

A search of the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database indicates that there is one registered archaeological site 

within 1 km of the study area (Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport, n.d). Town of Pickle Lake Site (EiJn-1) is 

composed of one ceramic body sherd found on a foot trail within the town. The site represents one of two 

archaeological sites recorded within the EiJn and neighbouring EiJm Borden block. The paucity of registered sites 

within the Borden block is likely a result of a lack of archaeological assessments being completed in the area rather 

than an absence of archaeological sites. 

1.4.5 LISTED AND DESIGNATED HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

No listed or designated heritage properties are located within 300 m of the study area. 
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2 FIELD METHODS 

2.1 PROPERTY INSPECTION AND SURVEY 

The property inspection was completed concurrently with the test pit survey on May 6, 2021. The weather was 

overcast with a temperature of 2°C and at no time did conditions impede visibility or completion of the survey. The 

inspection included the entire area of proposed development, and the test pit survey was completed where possible 

for areas determined to hold archaeological potential. All test pits were 30 cm in diameter and excavated at least 5 

cm into subsoil. All excavated soil was screened using 6 mm steel mesh and the contents were examined for 

archaeological materials. The test pits were examined for stratigraphy, cultural features, or evidence of fill prior to 

being backfilled. 

The inspection began in the west off of the airport property. The airport itself has been built on top of fill in this area 

to level the yard and taxiway. This is visible from the edge of the property as there is an approximately 1 m 

elevation change between where the airport property and the forest and swamp meet (Image 1). The study area in the 

west is primarily composed of black spruce forest with a hummocky moss and water saturated floor. Labrador tea, 

which grows in peaty soil or bog-like conditions is frequent throughout (Image 2). Two steep slopes are present in 

the west of the study area. The first is in a clearing east of the airport (Image 3). The terrain levels slightly north 

before breaking into the second steep slope within the black spruce forest (Image 2). The terrain slopes downwards 

towards Graveyard Lake. At the base of the slope is more black spruce forest with a water saturated floor as well as 

a cedar swamp (Image 4). The study area continues to be wet travelling east in both the black spruce forest (Image 

5) and the clearing (Image 6). 

Near the center of the study area, the forest floor has pockets of dry soils amongst the typical water saturated terrain 

found throughout (Image 7). This area was tested where possible in locations of dry soils. Sediments in this location 

featured a thick, rich organic topsoil, followed by a podzolic O horizon silt and a yellow-brown silt subsoil 

encountered 40 cm below surface on average (Image 8). Southeast of this dry area was also tested where possible. In 

the clearing, there is a mix of elevated areas, exposed bedrock, and wet soils (Image 9). Despite pockets of slightly 

elevated terrain, the sediments within the test pits that were excavated there reached heavily saturated sediments 

approximately 20 cm below surface (Image 10). The ground becomes swampy and saturated again after this area of 

exposed bedrock (Image 11) before encountering another patch of elevated and bedrock-exposed topography 

amongst standing water in the northeast of the study area (Image 12). 

The inspection then moved east to what had been interpreted as a creek prior to the property inspection. During the 

inspection, it was noted that vegetation had been pushed to the sides of this clearing and a creek was not present 

(Image 13). This area is considered to have been altered as a product of recent human activity such as grubbing and 

rutting the mineral soils. The inspection continued to Highway 599 (Image 14) and approximately 100 m east of the 

highway into wet, swampy terrain. 

All referenced images are located on Figure 6 and their GPS coordinates are retained by WSP Canada Inc.  

2.2 INVENTORY OF DOCUMENTATION RECORDS 

The following represents all the documentation taken in the field relating to this project and is being retained by 

WSP Canada Inc.: 
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• 11 pages of field notes 

• 148 digital photographs in JPEG format 

• GPS readings taken during the property inspection 
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3 ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

3.1 DETERMINATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 

The criteria for determining the level of archaeological potential is primarily focused on physiographic variables that 

include distance and nature of the nearest source/body of water, distinguishing features in the landscape (e.g. ridges, 

knolls, eskers, wetlands), the agricultural viability of soils, resource availability, and other features which would 

have made the area more suitable for settlement and occupation. A more comprehensive list of features indicative of 

archaeological potential, as outlined in the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MHSTCI, 

2011), can be found in Appendix A. 

The study area is situated amongst swampy black spruce forest conditions in proximity to Graveyard Lake. The 

proximity to Osnaburgh House also suggests the Pickle Lake area would have been utilized for trapping and travel 

during the fur trade. 

3.2 CONCLUSIONS 

The background study and proximity to Graveyard Lake indicate that the study area holds archaeological potential; 

however, during the course of the field survey, no archaeological materials were recovered. Areas not subject to test 

pit survey were determined to have been disturbed by modern activity or development, were steeply sloped, were 

exposed bedrock, or were permanently wet (Figure 6). 
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4 RECOMMENDATIONS 

Archaeological activities were carried out in accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 

Archaeologists (MHSTCI, 2011). The archaeological recommendations are based on historical research, property 

inspection, test pit survey, and indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the 2011 Standards and 

Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. Based on the results of the Stage 1-2 archaeological assessment, it has 

been determined that no further archaeological assessment is required. 

If archaeological materials are encountered during construction, they may constitute a new site and are therefore 

subject to Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the material must cease 

work immediately and a provincially licensed consultant archaeologist must assess the material’s cultural heritage 

value or interest in accordance with Section 48 (1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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5 ADVICE ON COMPLIANCE WITH 

LEGISLATION 

This report is submitted to the Minister of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries as a condition of 

licensing in accordance with Part VI of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c 0.18.  The report is reviewed to 

ensure that it complies with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (2011a) that are issued by 

the Minister, and that the archaeological fieldwork and report recommendations ensure the conservation, protection 

and preservation of the cultural heritage of Ontario.   When all matters relating to archaeological sites within the 

project area of a development proposal have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Ministry of Heritage, Sport 

Tourism and Culture Industries, a letter will be issued by the Ministry stating that there are no further concerns with 

regard to alterations to archaeological sites by the proposed development. 

It is an offence under Sections 48 and 69 of the Ontario Heritage Act for any party other than a licensed 

archaeologist to make any alteration to a known archaeological site or to remove any artifact or other physical 

evidence of past human use or activity from the site, until such time as a licensed archaeologist has completed 

archaeological fieldwork on the site, submitted a report to the Minister stating that the site has no further cultural 

heritage value or interest, and the report has been filed in the Ontario Public Register of Archaeological Reports 

referred to in Section 65.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site and 

therefore subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.  The proponent or person discovering the 

archaeological resources must cease alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant 

archaeologist to carry out archaeological fieldwork, in compliance with Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human 

remains must notify the police or coroner and the Registrar of Cemeteries at the Ministry of Consumer Services. 
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7 IMAGES 

 

Image 1: View southeast of black spruce forest and swamp from edge of existing airport road. Note raised 

taxiway visible in the background. 

 

 

Image 2: View north Black spruce forest with wet floor. Labrador Tea is growing throughout. Also note 

steep slope downwards in the background. 
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Image 3: View north of steep slope in clearing. Graveyard Lake is  

visible in the background.  

 

 

Image 4: View west of cedar swamp at the base of the slope. 
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Image 5: View east of swampy conditions in the forest. 

 

 

Image 6: Plan view of standing water in the clearing. 
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Image 7: View south of location with sporadically dry soils.  

 

 

Image 8: Plan view showing typical sediment profile within dry patches  

of the forest. 
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Image 9: View east from bedrock showing environment in clearing  

which was tested where possible. 

 

 

Image 10: Plan view of typical test pit sediments in the clearing. 
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Image 11: View east of typical saturated forest east of bedrock area. 

 

 

Image 12: View north showing exposed bedrock, elevated terrain, and  

wet areas. 
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Image 13: View northeast of mistaken creek feature with track  

rutting throughout and bunched trees along its side. 

 

 

Image 14: View northeast of Highway 599. 
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FEATURES INDICATING ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL 
 

The following are features or characteristics that indicate archaeological potential: 

• Previously identified archaeological sites. 

• Water sources: 

— Primary water sources (lakes, rivers, streams, creeks). 

— Secondary water sources (intermittent streams and creeks, springs, marshes, swamps). 

• Features indicating past water sources (e.g. glacial lake shorelines, relic river or stream channels, shorelines of drained lakes 

or marshes, cobble beaches). 

• Accessible or inaccessible shoreline (e.g. high bluffs, swamp or marsh fields by the edge of a lake, sandbars stretching into 

marsh). 

• Elevated topography (e.g. eskers, drumlins, large knolls, plateaux). 

• Pockets of well-drained sandy soil, especially near areas of heavy soil or rocky ground. 

• Distinctive land formations that might have been special or spiritual places, such as waterfalls, rock outcrops, caverns, 

mounds, and promontories and their bases. 

• Resource areas, including: 

— Food or medicinal plants (e.g. migratory routes, spawning areas, prairie). 

— Scarce raw materials (e.g. quartz, copper, ochre, or outcrops of chert). 

• Early Euro-Canadian industry (e.g. fur trade, logging, prospecting, mining). 

• Areas of early Euro-Canadian settlement. These include places of early military or pioneer settlement (e.g. pioneer 

homesteads, isolated cabins, farmstead complexes), early wharf or dock complexes, pioneer churches and early cemeteries. 

• Early historical transportation routes (e.g. trails, passes, roads, railways, portage routes). 

• Property listed on a municipal register or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act or that is federal, provincial or municipal 

historic landmark or site. 

• Property that local histories or informants have identified with possible archaeological sites, historic events, activities, or 

occupations 

 

 

 

Source 

Ontario Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries 

2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists 

Section 1.3 
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GENERAL NOTES

1. THE ENTAILED DRAWING SET IS NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION UNTIL SIGNED AND SEALED BY AN ENGINEER
AND APPROVED BY THE TOWNSHIP OF PICKLE LAKE.

2. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR CONTACTING THE OWNER 48 HOURS PRIOR TO
COMMENCING WORK TO ARRANGE FOR INSPECTION.  FAILURE TO NOTIFY THE CONTRACT
ADMINISTRATOR  WILL RESULT IN EXTENSIVE POST CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION AT THE CONTRACTOR'S
EXPENSE

3. ALL CONSTRUCTION TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MOST CURRENT OPS SPECIFICATIONS.

4. NO CHANGES ARE TO BE MADE WITHOUT THE WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE OWNER

5. THESE PLANS ARE NOT TO BE REPRODUCED IN WHOLE OR IN PART WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION OF
STANTEC CONSULTING LTD.

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME ALL LIABILITY FOR ANY DAMAGES TO EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SUPPLY, SAFE STORAGE, HANDLING, AND QUALITY
CONTROL OF ALL MATERIALS SET FORTH IN THIS CONTRACT.

8. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ESTABLISHING ALL LINES, GRADES AND SLOPES TO PRODUCE
THE INTENT OF THE WORK.

9. ALL MATERIALS SUPPLIED IN THIS DRAWINGS SHALL BE SUBJECT TO INSPECTION AND TESTING BY THE
CA STAFF AND/OR BY THE TESTING LABORATORY DESIGNATED BY THE OWNER.

10. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATING ALL UTILITIES WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION ZONE
PRIOR TO COMMENCING WORK AND SHALL EXERCISE THE NECESSARY CARE AND PRECAUTIONS TO
SAFEGUARD UTILITIES FROM DAMAGE.

11. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO LOCATE, PROTECT, AND MAINTAIN SURVEY AND PROPERTY
MARKER MONUMENTS WITHIN THE CONTRACT LIMITS.

12. ALL WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ONTARIO HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT AND
REGULATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.

13.  ALL TRAFFIC CONTROL SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ONTARIO TRAFFIC MANUAL: BOOK 7.

14. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBSERVE GOOD HOUSEKEEPING PRACTICES.  THE SITE SHALL REMAIN FREE
OF LOOSE WASTE/RUBBISH.

15. PROPERTY LIMIT VERIFICATION IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR, WHO SHALL ENSURE ALL
NEW CONSTRUCTION IS WITHIN THE STATED LIMITS.

16. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE THE CURRENT WITH OPSS 805

17. ALL DIMENSIONS AND ELEVATIONS ARE IN METERS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

18. DEPTH OF EARTH EXCAVATION TO BE DETERMINED IN THE FIELD BY THE CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR
TO ENSURE ALL SUBSURFACE ORGANICS ARE REMOVE FROM THE CONSTRUCTION AREA.

19. ROADSIDE DITCHES AND OFFTAKE DITCHES SHALL BE GRADED SUFFICIENTLY TO PROVIDE POSITIVE
DRAINAGE OF THE ROADWAY AREA.

EQUIPMENT / MATERIALS NOTES

1. THE TYPE OF EQUIPMENT USED SHALL BE SUITED TO THE MATERIAL TO BE COMPACTED, EXCAVATED,
GRADED, AND PLACED TO THE DEGREE REQUIRED AND SPACE AVAILABLE.

2. EXCESS MATERIALS REMOVED AND NOT INCORPORATED INTO THE WORK, AS INDICATED IN THE
CONTRACT DOCUMENTS, SHALL BECOME THE PROPERTY AND RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR
AND SHALL BE MANAGED AND DISPOSED OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT OPSS 180.

3. ALL GRANULAR MATERIALS USED ON THIS PROJECT SHALL MEET THE CRITERIA OF OPSS 1010

4. GRANULAR MATERIAL TO BE COMPACTED AS SPECIFIED IN OPSS 501

CULVERT CONSTRUCTION

1. CONSTRUCTION OF PIPE CULVERTS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CURRENT OPSS 421

2. PIPE BEDDING AND SURROUNDING MATERIAL SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH OPSS 401

3. BACKFILL AND EMBEDMENT SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH OPSD 802.010 AND OPSD 802.013

4. PIPE CULVERTS SHALL BE ALUMINIZED TYPE 2 CORRUGATED STEEL PIPE WITH A MINIMUM WALL
THICKNESS OF 2.0 mm

5. AIRPORT CONNECTION ROAD ENTRANCE CULVERT TO BE INSTALLED AS PER OPSD 300.010

6. ALL CULVERTS TO RECEIVE A MIN. 3.0M X 3.0M X 0.3M RIP RAP AT INLET AND OUTLET

7. AIRPORT CONNECTION ROAD ENTRANCE CULVERT TO MATCH HWY 599 ROADSIDE DITCH ELEVATION
AT INLET AND OUTLET

8. WITH THE EXCEPTION OF CENTERLINE CULVERTS LOCATED AT STA XX+XXX, STA XX+XXX AND STA
XX+XXX, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WORK WITH THE CONTRACT ADMINISTRATOR TO DETERMINE THE
OPTIMAL LOCATIONS OF  CENTERLINE CULVERTS TO ENSURE POSITIVE DRAINAGE OF THE SITE.
CENTERLINE CULVERTS SHALL BE PLACED NO FURTHER THAN 300M APART

HEALTH AND SAFETY AND UTILITIES

1. ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH
AND SAFETY ACT (OH&S) AND REGULATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.

2. ALL EXCAVATIONS SHALL BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ESA/TSSA “ GUIDELINE FOR
EXCAVATION IN THE VICINITY OF UTILITY LINES.”

3. PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY EXCAVATION THE ECONTRACTOR MUST OBTAIN VALID UTILITY LOCATES
FOR THE ENTIRE WORK AREA BY CONTACTING ONTARIO ONE CALL.  IN SOME CASES 3RD PARTY
INSPECTION MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE UTILITY OWNER. (EG. HIGH PRESSURE GAS LINES)

4. BURIED UTILITIES MUST BE EXPOSED BY HAND DIGGING (OR HYDROVAC WHERE PERMITTED) PRIOR TO
PERFORMING MECHANICAL EXCAVATION WITHIN 1.0M OF THE MARKED UTILITY LINE.  ONCE EXPOSED,
MECHANICAL EXCAVATION MUST NOT BE USED CLOSER THAN 0.3M IN ANY DIRECTION OF THE UTILITY
LINE.N

5. ANY MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED TO EXISTING UTILITIES OR THIRD PARTY PROPERTIES MUST BE
COORDINATED WITH SAID THIRD PARTIES.  CONTRACTOR TO CO-OPERATE WITH UTILITY COMPANIES
DURING CONSTRUCTION WITH ATTENTION GIVEN TO SCHEDULING OF WORK.

6. ALL GRADE CHANGES, GROUND COVER AND DEBRIS PLACED NEAR, SURROUNDING AND/OR ABOVE
NATURAL GAS FACILITIES/PIPING ARE TO BE COMMUNICATED TO THE LOCAL GAS DISTRIBUTION
COMPANY DURING THE JOB PLANNING STAGES.

OPSS & OPSD Required For Completion
OPSS.MUNI (Date) 100 (Nov 2019) 102 (Nov 2018) 180 (Nov 2016) 182 (Nov 2012) 201 (Nov 2019)

206 (Apr 2019) 304 (Nov 2018) 314 (Nov 2019) 401 (Nov 2018) 421 (Nov 2018)

501 (Nov 2017) 511 (Nov 2019) 517 (Nov 2018) 518 (Apr 2017) 706 (Apr 2018)

804 (Nov 2014)

OPSD (Date) 100.010 (Nov 2010) 100.011 (Nov 2006) 100.012 (Nov 2009) 100.013 (Nov 2009) 103.010 (Nov 2006)

103.011 (Apr 2008) 200.010 (Nov 2009) 201.010 (Nov 2009) 203.010 (Nov 2017) 206.010 (Nov 2018)

208.010 (Apr 2019) 210.010 (Nov 2018) 210.020 (Nov 2018) 219.110 (Nov 2015) 801.010 (Nov 2017)

801.020 (Nov 2017) 802.010 (Nov 2014) 802.013 (Nov 2014) 802.014 (Nov 2014) 802.020 (Nov 2015)

802.023 (Nov 2015) 802.024 (Nov 2015) 803.030 (Nov 2015) 803.030 (Nov 2015) 803.031 (Nov 2015)

805.010 (Nov 2018) 810.010 (Nov 2018) 985.110 (Nov 2018) 987.101 (Apr 2019) 987.110 (Apr 2019)

989.110 (Apr 2019)
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Notice of Commencement 

  



XII 

Township of Pickle Lake 

Notice of Study Commencement 

“Connecting Link” 

Schedule B Municipal Engineers Association Class Environmental Assessment 

The Township of Pickle Lake has initiated a Municipal Engineers Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 

Pickle Lake Road Extension Project (the Project) to identify a preferred solution for a new road extension of 

approximately 1.5 km from Airport Road Street east to Highway 599. The study area is outlined on the key 

plan below.  Stantec Consulting Ltd. has been retained by the Township of Pickle Lake to complete the study.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of the Project is primarily to provide a secondary access to service the Township of Pickle Lake 

during emergency situations, while also enhancing safety and reducing traffic volumes through the downtown 

core and providing future development opportunities near the airport. 

This Project is being undertaken in accordance with the requirements of a Schedule B project, as outlined in 

the Municipal Engineers Class Environmental Assessment document (October 2000, as amended), which is an 

approved process under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act.  

Comments and input are invited for incorporation into the planning process and will be received until 4 weeks 

after publication of the notice. For any questions or comments regarding the Project or the Class EA process 

or to be added to the Project mailing list, please contact one of the individuals identified below: 

 
Once completed the Project File Report that documents the decision-making process and environmental miti-

gation measures will be placed on Once completed the Project File Report that documents the decision-

making process and environmental mitigation measures will be placed on public record for the statutory 30-

day public review period.  A notice of study completion will be issued at the start of this review period. 

All comments and information received from individuals, stakeholder groups and agencies regarding this pro-

ject are being collected under the authority of the Municipal Act and the Environmental Assessment Act to as-

sist the Township of Pickle Lake in making a decision. Under the Municipal Act, personal information such as 

name, address, telephone number, and property location that may be included in a submission becomes part 

of the public record. 

This Notice first published on May 26, 2021 

Jamie Hussey 
Clerk Treasurer 
Township of Pickle Lake 
807-928-2034 ext 202 
Clerktreasurer@picklelake.org 
  

Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP 
Environmental Planner 
Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
905-691-1573 
lindsay.frith@stantec.com 
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Agency/Organization Contact Email/ Phone
Species at Risk Branch, Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks

Foster Building, 14th Flr
40 St Clair Ave W
Toronto ON, M4V 1M2

SAROntario@ontario.ca

Thunder Bay District,  Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks

Bryce Voca, District Supervisor(A)
Thunder Bay District Office
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
435 James Street, South 3rd Floor
Thunder Bay ON  P7E 6S7

T:  807-630-9657
bryce.voca@ontario.ca

Environmental Assessment and Permissions  
Coordinator,  Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks

Northern Region (Thunder Bay)
Thunder Bay District Office
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
435 James Street, South 3rd Floor

Vacant

A/ Environmental Assessment 
Coordinator/Resource Planner, Ministry of the 
Environment, Conservation and Parks 

Mira Majerovich

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
8th Flr, 135 St Clair Ave W, Toronto, ON M4V 1P5

Township of Pickle Lake Fire Department P.O. Box 58
Pickle Lake, ON
P0V 3A0

Ontario Provincial Policy Jennifer Davey, Administrative Assistant
Research and Program Evaluation Unit / Research 
Planning & Analysis Section
Ontario Provincial Police
777 Memorial Avenue, 1st Floor
Orillia ON  L3V 7V3

The Keewatin Patricia District School Board 4th Floor - 240 Veterans Drive, Kenora, ON P9N 3Y5
Phone: 807-468-5571 Fax: 807-468-3857
Toll Free: 877-275-7771
http://www.kpdsb.on.ca/pages/view/Pickle-Lake-and-
Savant-Lake

Heritage Planning, Ministry of Heritage, Sport, 
Tourism and Cultural Industries

Karla Barboza, Team Lead(A), Heritage
Heritage Planning Unit
Programs and Services Branch
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Cultural Industries
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7

T: 416-314 7120
karla.barboza@ontario.ca

Northern Municipal Services Office, Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing

Victoria Kosny, Manager
Community Planning and Development
Northern Municipal Services Office – Thunder Bay
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
435 James Street South, Suite 223
Thunder Bay ON  P7E 6S7

T: 807-473-3025
victoria.kosny@ontario.ca

Sioux Lookout District, Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry

Sioux Lookout District
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
49 Prince Street, Box 309
Sioux Lookout ON  P8T 1A6
Attn: Jason Suprovich, District Planner
Shawn Burke, Operations Supervisor 

Jason:
T: 807-737-5037
F: 807-737-1813
jason.suprovich@ontario.ca

Shawn:
T: 807-737-5051

Thunder Bay District, Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Forestry

Thunder Bay District
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Ontario Government Building
435 James Street South, Suite B001
Thunder Bay ON  P7E 6E3
Attn: Emily Hawkins, Operations Supervisor

T: 807-475-1448
F: 807-475-1527
emily.hawkins@ontario.ca

Northwestern Region, Ministry of Transportation Cindy Brown, Head
Corridor Management Section, Engineering Office
Northwestern Region
Ministry of Transportation
615 James St. S., 2nd Flr
Thunder Bay ON  P7E 6P6

T: 807-473-2127
cindy.brown2@ontario.ca

Pickle Lake Airport 2 Airport Rd. 
Pickle Lake, ON 
P0V 3A0

Mishkeegogamang First Nations Chief David Masakeyash
Mishkeegogamang Band Office
1 First Nation Street
Mishkeegogamang, Ontario
P0V 2H0

T: (807)-928-2412
davidmasakeyash@msn.com
Kate Loon - Band Office Secretary - 
kate.loon@mishkeegogamang.ca

Slate Falls First Nation Chief Lorraine Crane
c/o Slate Falls Band Office
General Delivery
Slate Falls, ON
P0V 3C0

T: (807)-737-5700
lcrane@slatefalls.ca
Band Manager Elsie Sakakeesic - 
esakakeesic@slatefalls.ca

Cat Lake First Nation Chief Ernie Wesley
c/o Band Office
PO Box 81 c/o Band Office
Cat Lake First Nation, ON
P0V 1J0

T: (807)-347-2100
Noreen Crane - Administrative Assistant
 catlakefirstnation@knet.ca

Eabametoong First Nation (Fort Hope) Chief Elizabeth Atlookan
c/o Band Office
PO Box 298
Eabamet Lake, ON
P0T 1L0

T: (807)-242-7221
elizabeth.atlookan@eabametoongfn.ca
Band Manager - Stella Waboose - 
stella.waboose@eabametoongfn.ca

Wataynikaneyap Power PM Inc. Nancy Sooley
Wataynikaneyap Power PM Inc.
Manager, Project Environmental Assessments
300 Anemki Place, Suite B
Fort William First Nation, ON
P7J 1H9

T: 1 (807) 577-5955 ext. 112
Cell: 1 (807) 633-1499
Email: nancy.sooley@wataypower.ca
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CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING TABLE
Line Item Date of Communication Correspondent Method of Communication Subject Comment Date of Response Response and Issue Resolution (if applicable)

1 17-Jun-21 Joseph Harvey, Minstry 
of Heritage, Sport, 
Tourism and Culture 
Industries

Email Cultural Heritage Resources All technical cultural heritage studies and their recommendations are to 
be addressed and incorporated into EA projects. Please advise MHSTCI 
whether any technical cultural heritage studies will be completed for this 
EA project, and provide them to MHSTCI before issuing a Notice of 
Completion or commencing any work on the site. If screening has 
identified no known or potential cultural heritage resources, or no impacts 
to these resources, please include the completed checklists and 
supporting documentation in the EA report or file.

30-Jun-21  To support the Project, both a Criteria for Evaluating Potential for 
Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
Checklist (Checklist) and a Stage 1-2 Archaeological 
Assessment (AA) were completed. 

Responses to all questions on the Checklist were “No”, indicating 
a low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscapes 
within the Project footprint (refer the completed Checklist 
attached).  As such, no further cultural heritage studies (i.e., a 
Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report), will be undertaken for the 
Project.

The Stage 1-2 AA was completed by WSP Canada Inc.  Based 
on the results of the Stage 1-2 AA, it has been determined that 
no further archaeological assessment is required. On June 28, 
2021, the Stage 1-2 AA was entered into the Ontario Public 
Register of Archaeological Reports (MHSTCI Project Information 
Form Number P1105-0029-2021, MHSTCI File Number 
0014546).

Both the Checklist and Stage 1-2 AA will be included as 
appendices within the EA documentation.

2 25-Jun-21 Andrew Carr, Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and 
Housing

Email Land Tenure I am looking for some information on the lands subject to the EA. It looks 
like the lands are designated as Industrial (M) in the OP, with a small 
portion being designated as Rural (RU). I also see that the lands are 
zoned Industrial. 
Are you able to provide any information on the land tenure of these 
lands? Are they owned by the Township? 
Trying to get a sense of what development opportunities may be created 
here. 

28-Jun-21 Scheduling logistics for a teleconference.

3 28-Jun-21 Andrew Carr, Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and 
Housing

Email Land Tenure Scheduling logistics for a teleconference. 29-Jun-21 Teleconference held with: MMAH (Andrew Carr and Sylvie 
Oulton), Pickle Lake (Jamie Hussey) and Stantec (Lindsay Frith)

4 30-Jun-21 Joseph Harvey, Minstry 
of Heritage, Sport, 
Tourism and Culture 
Industries

Email Cultural Heritage Resources Thank you for providing us with an update on the status of technical 
cultural heritage studies for this undertaking. We look forward to 
reviewing the project file report.

n/a n/a

Page 1 of 1



From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI)
To: Frith, Lindsay
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI); Clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
Date: Thursday, June 17, 2021 5:15:01 PM
Attachments: 2021-06-17_ConnectingLink-PickleLakeMHSTCI-Ltr.pdf

Lindsay Frith,
 
Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the above referenced undertaking. Do
not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Regards,
 
Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage, Tourism and Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
401 Bay Street
17th Floor, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
 
 

mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com
mailto:Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:Clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca


 

 

Ministry of Heritage, Sport,  
Tourism and Culture Industries 
 
Programs and Services Branch 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7 
Tel: 613-242-3743 

Ministère des Industries du Patrimoine,  
du Sport, du Tourisme et de la Culture  
 
Direction des programmes et des services 
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700 
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7 
Tél:  613-242-3743 

 

 
 

June 17, 2021     EMAIL ONLY  
 
Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP 
Environmental Planner 
Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
lindsay.frith@stantec.com  
 
MHSTCI File : 0014390 
Proponent : Township of Pickle Lake 
Subject : Notice of Commencement – MCEA Schedule B  
Project : Connecting Link  
Location : Township of Pickle Lake  

 

 
Dear Lindsay Frith: 
 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI) 
with the Notice of Commencement for the above-referenced project. MHSTCI’s interest in this 
Environmental Assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural 
heritage. 
 
Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on 
cultural heritage resources. If any municipal bridges may be impacted by this project, we can 
provide additional screening documentation as formulated by the Municipal Engineers 
Association in consultation with MHSTCI.  
 
Project Summary 
The purpose of the Project is primarily to provide a secondary access to service the Township of 
Pickle Lake during emergency situations, while also enhancing safety and reducing traffic 
volumes through the downtown core and providing future development opportunities near the 
airport. This Project is being undertaken in accordance with the requirements of a Schedule B 
project, as outlined in the Municipal Engineers Class Environmental Assessment document 
(October 2000, as amended), which is an approved process under the Ontario Environmental 
Assessment Act. 
 
Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources 
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be 
identified through screening and evaluation. Indigenous communities may have knowledge that 
can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any 
engagement with Indigenous communities includes a discussion about known or potential cultural 
heritage resources that are of value to these communities. Municipal Heritage Committees, 
historical societies and other local heritage organizations may also have knowledge that 
contributes to the identification of cultural heritage resources. 
 
 
 
 

mailto:lindsay.frith@stantec.com
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It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  MHSTCI makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports 
or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MHSTCI be liable for any harm, damages, 
costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be 
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  
 
Please notify MHSTCI if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.   
 
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the 
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are 
associated with archaeological resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed 
alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

Archaeological Resources  
This EA project may impact archaeological resources and should be screened using the MHSTCI 
Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential to determine if an archaeological assessment is 
needed. MHSTCI archaeological sites data are available at archaeology@ontario.ca. If the EA 
project area exhibits archaeological potential, then an archaeological assessment (AA) should be 
undertaken by an archaeologist licenced under the OHA, who is responsible for submitting the 
report directly to MHSTCI for review. 
 
Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
The MHSTCI Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage 
Landscapes should be completed to help determine whether this EA project may impact cultural 
heritage resources. If potential or known heritage resources exist, MHSTCI recommends that a 
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA), prepared by a qualified consultant, should be completed to 
assess potential project impacts. Our Ministry’s Info Sheet #5: Heritage Impact Assessments and 
Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. Please send the HIA to MHSTCI for review and 
make it available to local organizations or individuals who have expressed interest in review.  
 
Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical cultural heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and 
incorporated into EA projects. Please advise MHSTCI whether any technical cultural heritage 
studies will be completed for this EA project, and provide them to MHSTCI before issuing a Notice 
of Completion or commencing any work on the site. If screening has identified no known or 
potential cultural heritage resources, or no impacts to these resources, please include the 
completed checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file.  
 
Thank you for consulting MHSTCI on this project and please continue to do so throughout the EA 
process. If you have any questions or require clarification, do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph Harvey 
Heritage Planner 
joseph.harvey@Ontario.ca  
 
Copied to: Jamie Hussey, Clerk Treasurer, Township of Pickle Lake 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0478E~3/$File/0478E.pdf
mailto:archaeology@ontario.ca
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
mailto:joseph.harvey@Ontario.ca


From: Carr, Andrew (MMAH)
To: Frith, Lindsay
Subject: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
Date: Friday, June 25, 2021 4:21:02 PM

Hi Lindsay!
 
My name is Andrew Carr and I am the Planner for the Kenora District here at MMAH.
I am looking for some information on the lands subject to the EA. It looks like the
lands are designated as Industrial (M) in the OP, with a small portion being
designated as Rural (RU). I also see that the lands are zoned Industrial.
 
Are you able to provide any information on the land tenure of these lands? Are they
owned by the Township?
 
Trying to get a sense of what development opportunities may be created here.
 
Happy to take a call early next week if you get a chance. 807-621-8902.  
 
Thanks!
 
Andrew Carr, RPP
Planner │ Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
435 James St S. Suite 223, Thunder Bay, Ontario P7E 6S7
Tel:  (807) 621-8902   
Fax: (807) 475-1196
Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca

 

mailto:Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca
mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com
mailto:Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca


From: Frith, Lindsay
To: Carr, Andrew (MMAH)
Subject: RE: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
Date: Monday, June 28, 2021 8:23:00 AM

Good morning Andrew,
 
Thank you for reaching out. Do you have time for a call today? Jamie Hussey, the Township of Pickle
Lake’s Clerk Treasurer (copied here) would also like to join in the call. If you could please send me your
availability, I’ll send out a Teams meeting.
 
Thank you,
Lindsay
 
 

 Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner
Mobile: 905-691-1573
 

 
 

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

 

From: Carr, Andrew (MMAH) <Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 4:21 PM
To: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com>
Subject: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
 
Hi Lindsay!
 
My name is Andrew Carr and I am the Planner for the Kenora District here at MMAH.
I am looking for some information on the lands subject to the EA. It looks like the
lands are designated as Industrial (M) in the OP, with a small portion being
designated as Rural (RU). I also see that the lands are zoned Industrial.
 
Are you able to provide any information on the land tenure of these lands? Are they
owned by the Township?
 
Trying to get a sense of what development opportunities may be created here.
 
Happy to take a call early next week if you get a chance. 807-621-8902.  
 
Thanks!
 
Andrew Carr, RPP
Planner │ Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
435 James St S. Suite 223, Thunder Bay, Ontario P7E 6S7
Tel:  (807) 621-8902   
Fax: (807) 475-1196
Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca

mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com
mailto:Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca
http://www.stantec.com/
mailto:Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca


 



From: Carr, Andrew (MMAH)
To: Frith, Lindsay
Subject: RE: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
Date: Monday, June 28, 2021 9:37:03 AM

Hi Lindsay!
 
Sylvie Oulton our Senior Planner will also join. Some good options for us would be:
 
Tuesday June 29 between 10 am to noon
Tuesday June 29 between 1 pm and 4pm
Wednesday June 30 between 9 am and noon.
 
I expect we’ll only need 30 minutes.
 
Thanks!
 
Andrew
 
From: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com> 
Sent: June 28, 2021 8:24 AM
To: Carr, Andrew (MMAH) <Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
 

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good morning Andrew,
 
Thank you for reaching out. Do you have time for a call today? Jamie Hussey, the Township of Pickle
Lake’s Clerk Treasurer (copied here) would also like to join in the call. If you could please send me your
availability, I’ll send out a Teams meeting.
 
Thank you,
Lindsay
 
 

 Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner
Mobile: 905-691-1573
 

 
 

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

 

From: Carr, Andrew (MMAH) <Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 4:21 PM
To: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com>
Subject: Pickle Lake Environmental Assessment
 

mailto:Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca
mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.stantec.com%2F&data=04%7C01%7Clindsay.frith%40stantec.com%7C36ac88e7a13b46a2578b08d93a39cf6e%7C413c6f2c219a469297d3f2b4d80281e7%7C0%7C0%7C637604842228734048%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=QAnSlen2jy8RHMK8JMoJTh1loQmxrhgd3vyYFqJNxs8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Andrew.Carr@ontario.ca
mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com


Hi Lindsay!
 
My name is Andrew Carr and I am the Planner for the Kenora District here at MMAH.
I am looking for some information on the lands subject to the EA. It looks like the
lands are designated as Industrial (M) in the OP, with a small portion being
designated as Rural (RU). I also see that the lands are zoned Industrial.
 
Are you able to provide any information on the land tenure of these lands? Are they
owned by the Township?
 
Trying to get a sense of what development opportunities may be created here.
 
Happy to take a call early next week if you get a chance. 807-621-8902.  
 
Thanks!
 
Andrew Carr, RPP
Planner │ Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
435 James St S. Suite 223, Thunder Bay, Ontario P7E 6S7
Tel:  (807) 621-8902   
Fax: (807) 475-1196
Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca

 

mailto:Andrew.Carr@Ontario.ca


From: Frith, Lindsay
To: Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
Cc: Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca; Jamie Hussey
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
Date: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 9:12:00 AM
Attachments: MHSTCI_checklist_111475240_pickle_lake.pdf

Good morning Joseph,
 
Thank you for providing comments on the Township of Pickle Lake’s Connecting Link Project (the
Project). To support the Project, both a Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and
Cultural Heritage Landscapes Checklist (Checklist) and a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment (AA)
were completed.
 
Responses to all questions on the Checklist were “No”, indicating a low potential for built heritage or
cultural heritage landscapes within the Project footprint (refer the completed Checklist attached).  As
such, no further cultural heritage studies (i.e., a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report), will be undertaken
for the Project.
 
The Stage 1-2 AA was completed by WSP Canada Inc. Archaeological activities were carried out in
accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MHSTCI, 2011). The
archaeological recommendations are based on historical research, property inspection, test pit survey,
and indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists. Based on the results of the Stage 1-2 AA, it has been determined that no further
archaeological assessment is required. On June 28, 2021, the Stage 1-2 AA was entered into the Ontario
Public Register of Archaeological Reports (MHSTCI Project Information Form Number P1105-0029-2021,
MHSTCI File Number 0014546).
 
Both the Checklist and Stage 1-2 AA will be included as appendices within the EA documentation.
 
Should you have any other comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Thank you,
Lindsay
 
 

 Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner
Mobile: 905-691-1573
 

 
 

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

 

From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
 
Lindsay Frith,
 
Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the above referenced undertaking. Do

mailto:Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com
mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
mailto:Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
http://www.stantec.com/
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Ministry of Tourism,  
Culture and Sport 


Programs & Services Branch 
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7


Criteria for Evaluating Potential 
for Built Heritage Resources and 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
A Checklist for the Non-Specialist


The purpose of the checklist is to determine:


• if a property(ies) or project area:
• is a recognized heritage property 
• may be of cultural heritage value


• it includes all areas that may be impacted by project activities, including – but not limited to:


• the main project area
• temporary storage
• staging and working areas
• temporary roads and detours


Processes covered under this checklist, such as:


• Planning Act
• Environmental Assessment Act
• Aggregates Resources Act
• Ontario Heritage Act – Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties


Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)
If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you may want to hire a qualified person(s)  
(see page 5 for definitions) to undertake a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER). 


The CHER will help you: 
• identify, evaluate and protect cultural heritage resources on your property or project area
• reduce potential delays and risks to a project


Other checklists


Please use a separate checklist for your project, if:


• you are seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09 – separate checklist
• your Parent Class EA document has an approved screening criteria (as referenced in Question 1)


Please refer to the Instructions pages for more detailed information and when completing this form.



http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0483E~1/$File/0483E.pdf
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Project or Property Name


Project or Property Location (upper and lower or single tier municipality)


Proponent Name


Proponent Contact Information


Screening Questions


Yes        No
1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?


If Yes, please follow the pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process.


If No, continue to Question 2.


Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value


Yes        No
2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?


If Yes, do not complete the rest of the checklist.


The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:


• summarize the previous evaluation and
• add this checklist to the project file, with the appropriate documents that demonstrate a cultural heritage 


evaluation was undertaken


The summary and appropriate documentation may be:


• submitted as part of a report requirement
• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority


If No, continue to Question 3. 


                    Yes        No


3. Is the property (or project area):                


a. identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage 
value?


b. a National Historic Site (or part of)?
c. designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?
d. designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?
e. identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO)?


f. located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World 
Heritage Site?


If Yes to any of the above questions, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:


• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, if a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has not previously been 
prepared or the statement needs to be updated


If a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has been prepared previously and if alterations or development are 
proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:


• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts
If No, continue to Question 4.
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Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value


Yes        No
4. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:


a. is the subject of a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?
b. has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?
c. is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?
d. contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old?


Part C: Other Considerations


Yes        No
5. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area):


a. is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important in 
defining the character of the area?


b. has a special association with a community, person or historical event?
c. contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?


If Yes to one or more of the above questions (Part B and C), there is potential for cultural heritage resources on the 
property or within the project area.  


You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake: 


• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)


If the property is determined to be of cultural heritage value and alterations or development is proposed, you need to 
hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:


• a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts


If No to all of the above questions, there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the 
property.  


The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:


• summarize the conclusion


• add this checklist with the appropriate documentation to the project file


The summary and appropriate documentation may be:


• submitted as part of a report requirement e.g. under the Environmental Assessment Act, Planning Act 
processes


• maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority
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Instructions


Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the screening questions below:
• a clear map showing the location and boundary of the property or project area


• large scale and small scale showing nearby township names for context purposes
• the municipal addresses of all properties within the project area
• the lot(s), concession(s), and parcel number(s) of all properties within a project area


For more information, see the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Ontario Heritage Toolkit or Standards and Guidelines for 
Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties. 


In this context, the following definitions apply:


• qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant, 
recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.


• proponent means a person, agency, group or organization that carries out or proposes to carry out an undertaking 
or is the owner or person having charge, management or control of an undertaking.


1. Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?
An existing checklist, methodology or process may already be in place for identifying potential cultural heritage resources, 
including:


• one endorsed by a municipality
• an environmental assessment process e.g. screening checklist for municipal bridges
• one that is approved by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) under the Ontario government’s 


Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties [s.B.2.]


Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value


2. Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?


Respond ‘yes’ to this question, if all of the following are true: 


A property can be considered not to be of cultural heritage value if:


• a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) - or equivalent - has been prepared for the property with the advice of 
a qualified person and it has been determined not to be of cultural heritage value and/or


• the municipal heritage committee has evaluated the property for its cultural heritage value or interest and determined 
that the property is not of cultural heritage value or interest


A property may need to be re-evaluated, if:


• there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed
• new information is available
• the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value does not provide the information necessary to manage the property
• the evaluation took place after 2005 and did not use the criteria in Regulations 9/06 and 10/06


Note: Ontario government ministries and public bodies [prescribed under Regulation 157/10] may continue to use their existing 
evaluation processes, until the evaluation process required under section B.2 of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of 
Provincial Heritage Properties has been developed and approved by MTCS.


To determine if your property or project area has been evaluated, contact:


• the approval authority 
• the proponent
• the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport


3a. Is the property (or project area) identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as 
being of cultural heritage value e.g.:


i. designated under the Ontario Heritage Act


• individual designation (Part IV)
• part of a heritage conservation district (Part V)



http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_toolkit.shtml

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_s_g.shtml

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_s_g.shtml

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_s_g.shtml
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Individual Designation – Part IV


A property that is designated:


• by a municipal by-law as being of cultural heritage value or interest [s.29 of the Ontario Heritage Act]
• by order of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as being of cultural heritage value or interest of provincial 


significance [s.34.5]. Note: To date, no properties have been designated by the Minister.


Heritage Conservation District – Part V


A property or project area that is located within an area designated by a municipal by-law as a heritage conservation district [s. 41 
of the Ontario Heritage Act]. 


For more information on Parts IV and V, contact:


• municipal clerk
• Ontario Heritage Trust 
• local land registry office (for a title search)


ii. subject of an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act


An agreement, covenant or easement is usually between the owner of a property and a conservation body or level of 
government. It is usually registered on title. 


The primary purpose of the agreement is to:


• preserve, conserve, and maintain a cultural heritage resource
• prevent its destruction, demolition or loss 


For more information, contact: 


• Ontario Heritage Trust -  for an agreement, covenant or easement [clause 10 (1) (c) of the Ontario Heritage Act]
• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of an easement or a covenant [s.37 of the Ontario Heritage Act] 
• local land registry office (for a title search)


iii. listed on a register of heritage properties maintained by the municipality


Municipal registers are the official lists - or record - of cultural heritage properties identified as being important to the community. 


Registers include:


• all properties that are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (Part IV or V)
• properties that have not  been formally designated, but  have been identified as having cultural heritage value or 


interest to the community 


For more information, contact:


• municipal clerk
• municipal heritage planning staff 
• municipal heritage committee


iv. subject to a notice of:


• intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act) 
• a Heritage Conservation District study area bylaw (under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act)


A property that is subject to a notice of intention to designate as a property of cultural heritage value or interest and the notice 
is in accordance with:


• section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act
• section 34.6 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Note: To date, the only applicable property is Meldrum Bay Inn, Manitoulin 


Island. [s.34.6]


An area designated by a municipal by-law made under section 40.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a heritage conservation 
district study area.


For more information, contact:


• municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of notice of intention [s. 29 and s. 40.1]
• Ontario Heritage Trust



http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/Home.aspx

http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/Home.aspx

http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/Home.aspx
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v. included in the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list of provincial heritage properties


Provincial heritage properties are properties the Government of Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or 
interest.  


The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) maintains a list of all provincial heritage properties based on information 
provided by ministries and prescribed public bodies. As they are identified, MTCS adds properties to the list of provincial heritage 
properties. 


For more information, contact the MTCS Registrar at registrar@ontario.ca. 


3b. Is the property (or project area) a National Historic Site (or part of)?


National Historic Sites are properties or districts of national historic significance that are designated by the Federal Minister of the 
Environment, under the Canada National Parks Act, based on the advice of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. 


For more information, see the National Historic Sites website.


3c. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?


The Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act protects heritage railway stations that are owned by a railway company under 
federal jurisdiction. Designated railway stations that pass from federal ownership may continue to have cultural heritage value. 


For more information, see the Directory of Designated Heritage Railway Stations. 


3d. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?


The Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act helps preserve historically significant Canadian lighthouses. The Act sets up a public 
nomination process and includes heritage building conservation standards for lighthouses which are officially designated. 


For more information, see the Heritage Lighthouses of Canada website. 


3e. Is the property (or project area) identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review 
Office?


The role of the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO) is to help the federal government protect the heritage 
buildings it owns. The policy applies to all federal government departments that administer real property, but not to federal Crown 
Corporations. 


For more information, contact the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office. 


See a directory of all federal heritage designations.


3f. Is the property (or project area) located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) World Heritage Site?


A UNESCO World Heritage Site is a place listed by UNESCO as having outstanding universal value to humanity under the 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. In order to retain the status of a World Heritage 
Site, each site must maintain its character defining features.  


Currently, the Rideau Canal is the only World Heritage Site in Ontario. 


For more information, see Parks Canada – World Heritage Site website.


Part B: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value


4a. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has a municipal, provincial or federal 
commemorative or interpretive plaque?


Heritage resources are often recognized with formal plaques or markers. 


Plaques are prepared by:


• municipalities
• provincial ministries or agencies
• federal ministries or agencies
• local non-government or non-profit organizations



mailto:registrar@ontario.ca

http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/lhn-nhs/index.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/clmhc-hsmbc/pat-her/gar-sta.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/lhn-nhs/pp-hl/page01.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/beefp-fhbro/index.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/default_eng.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/spm-whs/index.aspx
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For more information, contact:


• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations – for information on the location of plaques in their 
community


• Ontario Historical Society’s Heritage directory – for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations
• Ontario Heritage Trust – for a list of plaques commemorating Ontario’s history
• Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada – for a list of plaques commemorating Canada’s history


4b. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or 
cemetery?


For more information on known cemeteries and/or burial sites, see:


• Cemeteries Regulations, Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services – for a database of registered cemeteries
• Ontario Genealogical Society (OGS) – to locate records of Ontario cemeteries, both currently and no longer in 


existence; cairns, family plots and burial registers
• Canadian County Atlas Digital Project – to locate early cemeteries


In this context, adjacent means contiguous or as otherwise defined in a municipal official plan.


4c. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?


The Canadian Heritage River System is a national river conservation program that promotes, protects and enhances the best 
examples of Canada’s river heritage. 


Canadian Heritage Rivers must have, and maintain, outstanding natural, cultural and/or recreational values, and a high level of 
public support. 


For more information, contact the Canadian Heritage River System. 


If you have questions regarding the boundaries of a watershed, please contact:


• your conservation authority 
• municipal staff


4d. Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more 
years old? 


A 40 year ‘rule of thumb’ is typically used to indicate the potential of a site to be of cultural heritage value. The approximate age 
of buildings and/or structures may be estimated based on:


• history of the development of the area
• fire insurance maps
• architectural style 
• building methods


Property owners may have information on the age of any buildings or structures on their property. The municipality, local land 
registry office or library may also have background information on the property.  


Note: 40+ year old buildings or structure do not necessarily hold cultural heritage value or interest; their age simply indicates a 
higher potential.  


A building or structure can include: 
• residential structure
• farm building or outbuilding
• industrial, commercial, or institutional building
• remnant or ruin
• engineering work such as a bridge, canal, dams, etc.


For more information on researching the age of buildings or properties, see the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit Guide Heritage 
Property Evaluation.



http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/lacac.shtml

http://www.ontariohistoricalsociety.ca/

http://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/Resources-and-Learning/Online-Plaque-Guide.aspx

http://www.pc.gc.ca/apps/dfhd/default_eng.aspx

https://www.consumerbeware.mgs.gov.on.ca/esearch/start.do

http://www.ogs.on.ca/indexes.php

http://digital.library.mcgill.ca/countyatlas/SearchMapframes.php

http://www.chrs.ca/en/main.php

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_HPE_Eng.pdf

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_HPE_Eng.pdf
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Part C: Other Considerations


5a. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) is 
considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important to defining the 
character of the area?


Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has potential landmarks or 
defining structures and sites, for instance:


• buildings or landscape features accessible to the public or readily noticeable and widely known
• complexes of buildings
• monuments
• ruins


5b. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) 
has a special association with a community, person or historical event? 


Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has a special association 
with a community, person or event of historic interest, for instance:


• Aboriginal sacred site


• traditional-use area


• battlefield
• birthplace of an individual of importance to the community 


5c. Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) 
contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape? 


Landscapes (which may include a combination of archaeological resources, built heritage resources and landscape elements) 
may be of cultural heritage value or interest to a community. 


For example, an Aboriginal trail, historic road or rail corridor may have been established as a key transportation or trade route 
and may have been important to the early settlement of an area. Parks, designed gardens or unique landforms such as 
waterfalls, rock faces, caverns, or mounds are areas that may have connections to a particular event, group or belief. 


For more information on Questions 5.a., 5.b. and 5.c., contact:


• Elders in Aboriginal Communities or community researchers who may have information on potential cultural heritage 
resources.  Please note that Aboriginal traditional knowledge may be considered sensitive.


• municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations
• Ontario Historical Society’s “Heritage Directory” - for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations in the 


province
An internet search may find helpful resources, including:


• historical maps
• historical walking tours
• municipal heritage management plans
• cultural heritage landscape studies
• municipal cultural plans


Information specific to trails may be obtained through Ontario Trails.



http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/lacac.shtml

http://www.ontariohistoricalsociety.ca/

http://www.ontariotrails.on.ca
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Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes

A Checklist for the Non-Specialist

The purpose of the checklist is to determine:

•         if a property(ies) or project area:

•         is a recognized heritage property 

•         may be of cultural heritage value

•         it includes all areas that may be impacted by project activities, including – but not limited to:

•         the main project area

•         temporary storage

•         staging and working areas

•         temporary roads and detours

Processes covered under this checklist, such as:

•         Planning Act

•         Environmental Assessment Act

•         Aggregates Resources Act

•         Ontario Heritage Act – Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If you are not sure how to answer one or more of the questions on the checklist, you may want to hire a qualified person(s)          (see page 5 for definitions) to undertake a cultural heritage evaluation report (CHER).

The CHER will help you: 

•         identify, evaluate and protect cultural heritage resources on your property or project area

•         reduce potential delays and risks to a project

Other checklists

Please use a separate checklist for your project, if:

•         you are seeking a Renewable Energy Approval under Ontario Regulation 359/09 – separate checklist

•         your Parent Class EA document has an approved screening criteria (as referenced in Question 1)

Please refer to the Instructions pages for more detailed information and when completing this form.

Screening Questions
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Screening Questions

Yes        No

1.         Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

If Yes, please follow the pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process.

If No, continue to Question 2.

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

Yes        No

2.         Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

If Yes, do not complete the rest of the checklist.

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

•         summarize the previous evaluation and

•         add this checklist to the project file, with the appropriate documents that demonstrate a cultural heritage evaluation was undertaken

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

•         submitted as part of a report requirement

•         maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority

If No, continue to Question 3. 

                                                                                                                                            Yes        No

3.         Is the property (or project area):                                                                                                

a.         identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage value?

b.         a National Historic Site (or part of)?

c.         designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

d.         designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

e.         identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO)?

f.         located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

If Yes to any of the above questions, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

•         a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, if a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has not previously been prepared or the statement needs to be updated

If a Statement of Cultural Heritage Value has been prepared previously and if alterations or development are proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

•         a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No, continue to Question 4.

Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value

Yes        No

4.         Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that:

a.         is the subject of a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?

b.         has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?

c.         is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

d.         contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old?

Part C: Other Considerations

Yes        No

5.         Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area):

a.         is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important in defining the character of the area?

b.         has a special association with a community, person or historical event?

c.         contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape?

If Yes to one or more of the above questions (Part B and C), there is potential for cultural heritage resources on the property or within the project area. 

You need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake: 

•         a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER)

If the property is determined to be of cultural heritage value and alterations or development is proposed, you need to hire a qualified person(s) to undertake:

•         a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) – the report will assess and avoid, eliminate or mitigate impacts

If No to all of the above questions, there is low potential for built heritage or cultural heritage landscape on the property. 

The proponent, property owner and/or approval authority will:

•         summarize the conclusion

•         add this checklist with the appropriate documentation to the project file

The summary and appropriate documentation may be:

•         submitted as part of a report requirement e.g. under the Environmental Assessment Act, Planning Act processes

•         maintained by the property owner, proponent or approval authority

Instructions
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Instructions

Please have the following available, when requesting information related to the screening questions below:

•         a clear map showing the location and boundary of the property or project area

•         large scale and small scale showing nearby township names for context purposes

•         the municipal addresses of all properties within the project area

•         the lot(s), concession(s), and parcel number(s) of all properties within a project area

For more information, see the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s Ontario Heritage Toolkit or Standards and Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties.

In this context, the following definitions apply:

•         qualified person(s) means individuals – professional engineers, architects, archaeologists, etc. – having relevant, recent experience in the conservation of cultural heritage resources.

•         proponent means a person, agency, group or organization that carries out or proposes to carry out an undertaking or is the owner or person having charge, management or control of an undertaking.

1.         Is there a pre-approved screening checklist, methodology or process in place?

An existing checklist, methodology or process may already be in place for identifying potential cultural heritage resources, including:

•         one endorsed by a municipality

•         an environmental assessment process e.g. screening checklist for municipal bridges

•         one that is approved by the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) under the Ontario government’s Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties [s.B.2.]

Part A: Screening for known (or recognized) Cultural Heritage Value

2.         Has the property (or project area) been evaluated before and found not to be of cultural heritage value?

Respond ‘yes’ to this question, if all of the following are true: A property can be considered not to be of cultural heritage value if:

•         a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) - or equivalent - has been prepared for the property with the advice of a qualified person and it has been determined not to be of cultural heritage value and/or

•         the municipal heritage committee has evaluated the property for its cultural heritage value or interest and determined that the property is not of cultural heritage value or interest

A property may need to be re-evaluated, if:

•         there is evidence that its heritage attributes may have changed

•         new information is available

•         the existing Statement of Cultural Heritage Value does not provide the information necessary to manage the property

•         the evaluation took place after 2005 and did not use the criteria in Regulations 9/06 and 10/06

Note: Ontario government ministries and public bodies [prescribed under Regulation 157/10] may continue to use their existing evaluation processes, until the evaluation process required under section B.2 of the Standards & Guidelines for Conservation of Provincial Heritage Properties has been developed and approved by MTCS.

To determine if your property or project area has been evaluated, contact:

•         the approval authority 

•         the proponent

•         the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport

3a.         Is the property (or project area) identified, designated or otherwise protected under the Ontario Heritage Act as being of cultural heritage value e.g.:

i.         designated under the Ontario Heritage Act

•         individual designation (Part IV)

•         part of a heritage conservation district (Part V)

Individual Designation – Part IV

A property that is designated:

•         by a municipal by-law as being of cultural heritage value or interest [s.29 of the Ontario Heritage Act]

•         by order of the Minister of Tourism, Culture and Sport as being of cultural heritage value or interest of provincial significance [s.34.5]. Note: To date, no properties have been designated by the Minister.

Heritage Conservation District – Part V

A property or project area that is located within an area designated by a municipal by-law as a heritage conservation district [s. 41 of the Ontario Heritage Act].

For more information on Parts IV and V, contact:

•         municipal clerk

•         Ontario Heritage Trust 

•         local land registry office (for a title search)

ii.         subject of an agreement, covenant or easement entered into under Parts II or IV of the Ontario Heritage Act

An agreement, covenant or easement is usually between the owner of a property and a conservation body or level of government. It is usually registered on title.

The primary purpose of the agreement is to:

•         preserve, conserve, and maintain a cultural heritage resource

•         prevent its destruction, demolition or loss 

For more information, contact: 

•         Ontario Heritage Trust -  for an agreement, covenant or easement [clause 10 (1) (c) of the Ontario Heritage Act]

•         municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of an easement or a covenant [s.37 of the Ontario Heritage Act] 

•         local land registry office (for a title search)

iii.         listed on a register of heritage properties maintained by the municipality

Municipal registers are the official lists - or record - of cultural heritage properties identified as being important to the community.

Registers include:

•         all properties that are designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (Part IV or V)

•         properties that have not  been formally designated, but  have been identified as having cultural heritage value or interest to the community 

For more information, contact:

•         municipal clerk

•         municipal heritage planning staff 

•         municipal heritage committee

iv.         subject to a notice of:

•         intention to designate (under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act) 

•         a Heritage Conservation District study area bylaw (under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act)

A property that is subject to a notice of intention to designate as a property of cultural heritage value or interest and the notice is in accordance with:

•         section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act

•         section 34.6 of the Ontario Heritage Act. Note: To date, the only applicable property is Meldrum Bay Inn, Manitoulin Island. [s.34.6]

An area designated by a municipal by-law made under section 40.1 of the Ontario Heritage Act as a heritage conservation district study area.

For more information, contact:

•         municipal clerk – for a property that is the subject of notice of intention [s. 29 and s. 40.1]

•         Ontario Heritage Trust

v.         included in the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport’s list of provincial heritage properties

Provincial heritage properties are properties the Government of Ontario owns or controls that have cultural heritage value or interest. 

The Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) maintains a list of all provincial heritage properties based on information provided by ministries and prescribed public bodies. As they are identified, MTCS adds properties to the list of provincial heritage properties.

For more information, contact the MTCS Registrar at registrar@ontario.ca. 

3b.         Is the property (or project area) a National Historic Site (or part of)?

National Historic Sites are properties or districts of national historic significance that are designated by the Federal Minister of the Environment, under the Canada National Parks Act, based on the advice of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada.

For more information, see the National Historic Sites website.

3c.         Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act?

The Heritage Railway Stations Protection Act protects heritage railway stations that are owned by a railway company under federal jurisdiction. Designated railway stations that pass from federal ownership may continue to have cultural heritage value.

For more information, see the Directory of Designated Heritage Railway Stations. 

3d. Is the property (or project area) designated under the Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act?

The Heritage Lighthouse Protection Act helps preserve historically significant Canadian lighthouses. The Act sets up a public nomination process and includes heritage building conservation standards for lighthouses which are officially designated.

For more information, see the Heritage Lighthouses of Canada website. 

3e. Is the property (or project area) identified as a Federal Heritage Building by the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office?

The role of the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office (FHBRO) is to help the federal government protect the heritage buildings it owns. The policy applies to all federal government departments that administer real property, but not to federal Crown Corporations.

For more information, contact the Federal Heritage Buildings Review Office.

See a directory of all federal heritage designations.

3f.         Is the property (or project area) located within a United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage Site?

A UNESCO World Heritage Site is a place listed by UNESCO as having outstanding universal value to humanity under the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. In order to retain the status of a World Heritage Site, each site must maintain its character defining features. 

Currently, the Rideau Canal is the only World Heritage Site in Ontario.

For more information, see Parks Canada – World Heritage Site website.

Part B: Screening for potential Cultural Heritage Value

4a.         Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has a municipal, provincial or federal commemorative or interpretive plaque?

Heritage resources are often recognized with formal plaques or markers. Plaques are prepared by:

•         municipalities

•         provincial ministries or agencies

•         federal ministries or agencies

•         local non-government or non-profit organizations

For more information, contact:

•         municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations – for information on the location of plaques in their community

•         Ontario Historical Society’s Heritage directory – for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations

•         Ontario Heritage Trust – for a list of plaques commemorating Ontario’s history

•         Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada – for a list of plaques commemorating Canada’s history

4b.         Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that has or is adjacent to a known burial site and/or cemetery?

For more information on known cemeteries and/or burial sites, see:

•         Cemeteries Regulations, Ontario Ministry of Consumer Services – for a database of registered cemeteries

•         Ontario Genealogical Society (OGS) – to locate records of Ontario cemeteries, both currently and no longer in existence; cairns, family plots and burial registers

•         Canadian County Atlas Digital Project – to locate early cemeteries

In this context, adjacent means contiguous or as otherwise defined in a municipal official plan.

4c.         Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that is in a Canadian Heritage River watershed?

The Canadian Heritage River System is a national river conservation program that promotes, protects and enhances the best examples of Canada’s river heritage.

Canadian Heritage Rivers must have, and maintain, outstanding natural, cultural and/or recreational values, and a high level of public support.

For more information, contact the Canadian Heritage River System.

If you have questions regarding the boundaries of a watershed, please contact:

•         your conservation authority 

•         municipal staff

4d.         Does the property (or project area) contain a parcel of land that contains buildings or structures that are 40 or more years old? 

A 40 year ‘rule of thumb’ is typically used to indicate the potential of a site to be of cultural heritage value. The approximate age of buildings and/or structures may be estimated based on:

•         history of the development of the area

•         fire insurance maps

•         architectural style 

•         building methods

Property owners may have information on the age of any buildings or structures on their property. The municipality, local land registry office or library may also have background information on the property. 

Note: 40+ year old buildings or structure do not necessarily hold cultural heritage value or interest; their age simply indicates a higher potential. 

A building or structure can include: 

•         residential structure

•         farm building or outbuilding

•         industrial, commercial, or institutional building

•         remnant or ruin

•         engineering work such as a bridge, canal, dams, etc.

For more information on researching the age of buildings or properties, see the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit Guide Heritage Property Evaluation.

Part C: Other Considerations

5a.         Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) is considered a landmark in the local community or contains any structures or sites that are important to defining the character of the area?

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has potential landmarks or defining structures and sites, for instance:

•         buildings or landscape features accessible to the public or readily noticeable and widely known

•         complexes of buildings

•         monuments

•         ruins

5b.         Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) has a special association with a community, person or historical event? 

Local or Aboriginal knowledge may reveal that the project location is situated on a parcel of land that has a special association with a community, person or event of historic interest, for instance:

•         Aboriginal sacred site

•         traditional-use area

•         battlefield

•         birthplace of an individual of importance to the community 

5c.         Is there local or Aboriginal knowledge or accessible documentation suggesting that the property (or project area) contains or is part of a cultural heritage landscape? 

Landscapes (which may include a combination of archaeological resources, built heritage resources and landscape elements) may be of cultural heritage value or interest to a community.

For example, an Aboriginal trail, historic road or rail corridor may have been established as a key transportation or trade route and may have been important to the early settlement of an area. Parks, designed gardens or unique landforms such as waterfalls, rock faces, caverns, or mounds are areas that may have connections to a particular event, group or belief. 

For more information on Questions 5.a., 5.b. and 5.c., contact:

•         Elders in Aboriginal Communities or community researchers who may have information on potential cultural heritage resources.  Please note that Aboriginal traditional knowledge may be considered sensitive.

•         municipal heritage committees or local heritage organizations

•         Ontario Historical Society’s “Heritage Directory” - for a list of historical societies and heritage organizations in the province

An internet search may find helpful resources, including:

•         historical maps

•         historical walking tours

•         municipal heritage management plans

•         cultural heritage landscape studies

•         municipal cultural plans

Information specific to trails may be obtained through Ontario Trails.
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not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Regards,
 
Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage, Tourism and Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
401 Bay Street
17th Floor, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
 
 

mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca


From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI)
To: Frith, Lindsay
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI); Jamie Hussey
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
Date: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 11:00:04 AM

Good Morning Lindsay,
 
Thank you for providing us with an update on the status of technical cultural heritage
studies for this undertaking. We look forward to reviewing the project file report.
 
Regards,
 
Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage, Tourism and Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
401 Bay Street
17th Floor, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
 
From: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com> 
Sent: June 30, 2021 9:13 AM
To: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Jamie Hussey
<clerktreasurer@picklelake.org>
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
 

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good morning Joseph,
 
Thank you for providing comments on the Township of Pickle Lake’s Connecting Link Project (the
Project). To support the Project, both a Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and
Cultural Heritage Landscapes Checklist (Checklist) and a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment (AA)
were completed.
 
Responses to all questions on the Checklist were “No”, indicating a low potential for built heritage or
cultural heritage landscapes within the Project footprint (refer the completed Checklist attached).  As
such, no further cultural heritage studies (i.e., a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report), will be undertaken
for the Project.
 
The Stage 1-2 AA was completed by WSP Canada Inc. Archaeological activities were carried out in
accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists (MHSTCI, 2011). The
archaeological recommendations are based on historical research, property inspection, test pit survey,
and indicators of archaeological potential as outlined in the 2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant
Archaeologists. Based on the results of the Stage 1-2 AA, it has been determined that no further
archaeological assessment is required. On June 28, 2021, the Stage 1-2 AA was entered into the Ontario
Public Register of Archaeological Reports (MHSTCI Project Information Form Number P1105-0029-2021,
MHSTCI File Number 0014546).
 

mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
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mailto:Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca


Both the Checklist and Stage 1-2 AA will be included as appendices within the EA documentation.
 
Should you have any other comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Thank you,
Lindsay
 
 

 Lindsay Frith MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner
Mobile: 905-691-1573
 

 
 

The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose except with Stantec's written
authorization. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.

 

From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Frith, Lindsay <Lindsay.Frith@stantec.com>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Clerktreasurer@picklelake.org
Subject: RE: File 0014390 - Notice of Commencement - Pickle Lake - Connecting Link
 
Lindsay Frith,
 
Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the above referenced undertaking. Do
not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
Regards,
 
Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner (A)
Heritage, Tourism and Culture Division | Programs and Services Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries
401 Bay Street
17th Floor, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
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