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INTRODUCTION
Two properties that are owned or have been optioned by Taggart Miller have been identified for the proposed
recovery centre.



North Russell Road Site (NRR Site) – located in the northwest part of the Township of Russell about
three kilometres east of the boundary with the City of Ottawa, and about five kilometres south of Provincial
Highway 417 between the Boundary Road and Vars exits. The property consists of about 193 hectares
(470 acres) of contiguous lands on Part of Lots 18 and 19, Concession III and IV, Township of Russell.



Boundary Road Site (BR Site) – located in the east part of the City of Ottawa, in the former Township of
Cumberland and just southeast of the Highway 417/Boundary Road interchange. The property is on the
east side of Boundary Road, east of an existing industrial park, north of Devine Road and west of
Frontier Road. The property consists of about 175 hectares (430 acres) of land on Lots 23 to 25,
Concession XI, geographic Township of Cumberland.

The Capital Region Resource Recovery Centre (CRRRC) is proposed to provide facilities and capacity for
recovery of resources and diversion of material from disposal generated by the industrial, commercial and
institutional (IC&I) and construction and demolition (C&D) sectors primarily in Ottawa and secondarily a portion
of Eastern Ontario, for management and utilization of surplus and contaminated soils, as well as landfill disposal
capacity for material that is not diverted.

1.0

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA, INDICATORS AND DATA SOURCES

The agricultural component compared the Alternate Sites using the following criterion:



Which Site is preferred regarding potential for effects on agriculture?

The indicators for the criterion are:



Percentage of on-Site lands with soil capability classes 1 to 3.



Amount, type(s) and quality of on-Site improvements for agricultural purposes (i.e., structures,
tile drainage).



Percentage of on-Site land being used for agricultural purposes.



Type(s) and extent of agricultural operations on-Site and within 500 metres of the Site boundary,
i.e., organic, cash crop, livestock.

Within the approved Terms of Reference (TOR) criterion for off-Site issues for the agriculture component
was the requirement to look at 500 metres off-Site (i.e., the Site-vicinity). The data sources used were the
Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 and ongoing review, municipal Official Plans, aerial photographic and
topographic mapping, available soils mapping, municipal drain mapping, available ownership information
based on municipal assessment information and including farm tax credit information, field reconnaissance,
Canada Land Inventory (CLI) mapping, Statistics Canada Agricultural Profiles and consultation with the
Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) and the Christian Federation of Farmers.
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2.0

PRELIMINARY DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

The following sections describe the existing environmental conditions for the agricultural component at each
Alternative Site based on the preliminary investigations and assessments.

2.1

North Russell Road Site

An aerial photo of the NRR Site and the surrounding area is reproduced as Figure 2.1-1. With the exception of
several fields located in the southern part of the rectangular piece of property currently planted with corn using
minimum tillage, the lands are not cultivated. The remainder of the NRR Site is used for a variety of uses
including pasture/hay and forested areas, as well as the existing shale quarry. The Site-vicinity lands have
similarly varied use indicating a low investment in agricultural production. Surface ditching and some stone and
boulder removal was evident. The ditches have not been maintained recently and there was no evidence that
the fields have been artificially drained. Based on observations of the Site in May, 2012 and January, 2013 in
several fields there was evidence that the previous year’s hay crop had not been harvested.
With the exception of the shale quarry, no other concentrations of non-farm uses were evident in the Site-vicinity.
In general the Site-vicinity does not exhibit recent investment in agriculture. The current farming is limited to
pasture and several fields of corn.

2.1.1

Soil Capability Classes

Soil Capability Classification of Agriculture is based on characteristics of the soils as determined by soil surveys.
The mineral soils are grouped into 7 classes and 13 subclasses according to the potential of each soil for the
production of field crops. The classes indicate the degree of limitation imposed by the soil in its use for
mechanized agriculture. The subclasses indicate the kinds of limitations that individually, or in combination with
others, are affecting agricultural land use. In the Classification system, Class 1 soils have no significant
limitations in use for crops. Classes 6 and 7 have very limited capability. Generally, Classes 1 to 3 are capable
of cultivation while Class 4 has severe limitations.
An excerpt from the CLI mapping prepared by OMAFRA is reproduced as Figure 2.1-2.
The CLI mapping provides a general soil classification based on the generalized characteristics of the soil types.
Within these soil types, there are Site specific variations that were too detailed to map on the County wide scale
of the original soils maps. A visit was conducted to the NRR Site in May, 2012 and it generally confirmed the
mapped soil types to accurately represent the soils present on the NRR Site. The detailed test pits and visual
observations allow a more detailed classification of the soils.
According to the CLI mapping, the following capabilities have been assigned by soil type:



Rubicon fine sand: 4F (low natural fertility) – over a small area near the northwest corner of the Site



Vars gravelly sand: 2F (low natural fertility) – over most of the Site west of Eadie Road



Bearbrook clay: 3WD (W-excess water, D-undesirable structure and/or low permeability) – most of the Site
east of Eadie Road
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The NRR Site assessment confirmed these general constraints but also found constraints due to
P: stoniness; R: shallow rock. Based on the assessment, Figure 2.1-3 was prepared to show results on the
NRR Site between North Russell Road and Eadie Road. This area was assessed because it is the portion of the
NRR Site that contains lands zoned as Agricultural, and it is the area where the main Site infrastructure and
landfill are expected to be located. Test pit logs are provided in Attachment TSD#1-G-1.
The soils on the central and northern portion of the Site are constrained by their shallow, stony nature.
The southern portion of the Site has less severe constraints and a significant portion of the southern part of the
Site is under cultivation.
The following table provides a breakdown of the soil capability of the land zoned as Agricultural on the NRR Site
between North Russell Road and Eadie Road according to the assessment:
Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

Class 3

17.15 ha.(42.39 ac)

20.9%

Class 4

61.93 ha.(153.10 ac)

75.4%

3.05 ha (7.54 ac)

3.7%

82.13 ha (203.03 ac)

100.0%

Classification

Unclassified
Total

2.1.2

On-Site Improvements for Agricultural Purposes

The on-Site review did not identify any tile drainage improvements. This is confirmed by a review of information
available on the Agricultural Information Atlas. There were no agricultural structures on the NRR Site at the time
of the Site visit.

2.1.3

Percentage of On-Site Land Being Used for Agricultural Purposes

An agricultural land use survey was conducted of the NRR Site. This survey indicates the following breakdown
of land uses on the NRR Site between North Russell Road and Eadie Road:
Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

Cropland

19.6 ha (48.4 ac)

12.6 %

Pasture/Hay

73.2 ha (180.7 ac)

47.1 %

Wooded

31.4 ha (77.6 ac)

20.2 %

Other

31.2 ha (77.1 ac)

20.1 %

Total

155.4 ha (383.9ac)

100.0 %

Land Use
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2.1.4

Agricultural Operations On-Site and in the Site-vicinity

The agricultural operations on-Site were limited to the crops on the southern area and the pasture areas in the
northern portion of the land between North Russell Road and Eadie Road.
Within 500 metres of the Site boundary the same pattern is evident. Lands to the south of the NRR Site are
being used for crops and there are several active livestock operations. Although there are barns to the east,
these barns do not appear to be actively used. The livestock facilities within 500 metres of the NRR Site to the
north and west are limited in size and are predominantly used for horses. A hobby farm is located adjacent to
the southeast corner of the NRR Site between North Russell Road and Eadie Road.
The following is a breakdown of the land uses within 500 metres of the NRR Site:

Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

Cropland

265.4 ha(674.1 ac)

40.5 %

Pasture/Hay

126.5 ha (321.3 ac)

19.3 %

Wooded

189.2 ha (480.6 ac)

28.9 %

Other

74.2 ha (188.5 ac)

11.3 %

Total

655.3 ha (1,664.5 ac)

100.0 %

Land Use

2.1.5

Summary of Findings at the NRR Site
Component

Agriculture

2.2

Summary of Site Considerations



20.9 % of land zoned Agricultural between North Russell Road and
Eadie Road is Class 1-3 agriculture lands;





There are no on-Site agricultural improvements;
Only 12.6 % of the NRR Site lands are in active agricultural production;
Agriculture is not the predominant use on the subject lands and cropland
makes up only 40.5 % of the lands in the Site-vicinity area (within 500 m).

Boundary Road Site

The BR Site is located in the south-east quadrant of the intersection of Boundary Road and Highway 417.
Figure 2.2-1 illustrates the property location. The BR Site appears to have been cleared and a substantial
portion of the subject lands have been allowed to re-vegetate. The predominant form of vegetation is red maple
and European white birch. There are several ditches crossing the BR Site in an east-west orientation.
These ditches were full of water at the time of the agriculture component Site visit in May, 2012. Road side
culverts were elevated, thereby preventing any effective under-drainage by these features. The BR Site and
Site-vicinity give evidence of elevated water table.
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2.2.1

Soil Capability Classes

The CLI provides a Capability for Agriculture based upon 7 classes and a series of sub classes related to
limitations of soils for agricultural production. The 7 classes rate the soil on severity of limitation to cultivation
beginning with Class 1 which has no limitations and progressing to Class 7 which cannot be cultivated.
The published capability rating was based upon the Soils Mapping. The Soils Report divides the soils types into
landscape units and establishes the following capability classifications associated with the soil landscape units at
the BR Site:
Soil Type

CLI Rating

St. Thomas sandy loam (5 & 6)

5FW’

Manotick fine sand (M6)

4FW’

An excerpt from the CLI Mapping has been reproduced as Figure 2.2-2.
The CLI mapping as it applies to the Manotick fine sand landscape unit 6 does not agree with the classification
as set out in the Soils Report. This landscape unit is classified as 4W’F. This classification is based on the poor
drainage (W’) and the low fertility (F) of the soils in this landscape unit. (Refer to Table 9 of the Soils Report).
The assessment carried out at the BR Site confirmed these soil types and also confirmed that the soils
throughout the Site are heavily constrained by wetness. Despite the Municipal Drain that crosses the property in
an east-west orientation, there is a lack of outlet at sufficient depth to provide under drainage; also, in these
relatively fine sands the single Drain has a limited distance of influence.
The following table provides a breakdown of the soil capability according to the assessment:
Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

Class 4

114.1 ha (281.8 ac)

65.0%

Class 5

57.2 ha (143.8 ac)

33.2%

3.1 ha (7.7 ac)

1.8%

175.4 ha (433.2 ac)

100.0%

Classification

Unclassified
Total

2.2.2

On-Site Improvements for Agricultural Purposes

The on-Site review did not identify any tile drainage improvements. This is confirmed by a review of information
available on the Agricultural Information Atlas.
There are no agricultural structures on the BR Site.
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2.2.3

On-Site Land Being Used for Agricultural Purposes

An agricultural land use survey was conducted of the BR Site. This survey indicates the following breakdown of
land uses on-Site:
Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

28.4 ha (70.1 ac)

16.3 %

0 ha (0 ac)

0.0 %

140.5 ha (347.0 ac)

80.0 %

Other

6.5 ha (16.1 ac)

3.7 %

Total

175.4 ha (433.2 ac)

100.0 %

Land Use
Cropland
Pasture/Hay
Wooded

2.2.4

Agricultural Operations On-Site and in the Site-vicinity

The only agricultural operation on the BR Site is the cropping in the northern portion. There are extensive
croplands to the east. The lands to the south are wooded and the lands to the west are predominantly industrial
and commercial in nature.
Within 500 metres of the BR Site boundary the following land use breakdown exists:
Area

Percentage (%) of
Total Area

83.7 ha (212.6 ac)

14.5 %

0 ha (0 ac)

0.0 %

436.1 ha (1107.7 ac)

75.6 %

Other

57.4 ha (145.8 ac)

9.9 %

Total

577.2 ha (1466.1 ac)

100.0 %

Land Use
Cropland
Pasture/Hay
Wooded

2.2.5

Summary of Findings at the BR Site
Component

Agriculture

February 2013

Summary of Site Considerations





0.0% of the land area on the BR Site is Class 1-3 lands;



Agriculture is not the predominant use on the BR Site and cropland
makes up only 14.5 % of the lands in the immediate area
(within 500 metres).

There are no on-Site agricultural improvements on the subject lands;
Only 16.3 % of the lands at the BR Site are in active agricultural
production (croplands);
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3.0
3.1

SITE COMPARISON – AGRICULTURE
Comparison of Sites

Both Sites rate poorly from an agricultural perspective and could be justified for the proposed use on the basis
that they would have limited impact on adjacent agricultural uses and would not result in the use of significant
agricultural lands. The Christian Federation of Farmers provided feedback that any good agricultural land needs
to be protected. Based on the evaluation set out above, the BR Site has the lowest percentage of Class 1 – 3
lands (i.e., none). The NRR Site has a slightly lower percentage of active agricultural production than the
BR Site. The BR Site has a lower amount of agricultural production in the Site-vicinity.
The evaluation indicates that the BR Site is the preferred Site from an Agricultural perspective.

3.2

Agricultural Policy Considerations

Not part of the comparison but provided here is the Agricultural Policy as set out in the Provincial
Policy Statement and the Municipal Official Plans. As described in more detail in Appendix TSD#1-E
(Land Use & Socio Economic component), a portion of the NRR Site is designated Prime Agriculture in
the County Official Plan. It is considered to be part of a Prime Agricultural Area as defined by the
Provincial Policy Statement.
The BR Site does not have an Agricultural designation in the Official Plan of the City of Ottawa.
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REFERENCES
Agricultural Information Atlas. GIS Services, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs contact:
omafra.gis@ontario.ca
Personal communication, Christian Federation of Farmers

February 2013

8

Figure 2.1-1 - Agricultural Land Use - North Russell Site
Part of Lots 18 and 19 Concession 3 and Part of Lot 18 Concession 4,
Township of Russell
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Figure 2.1-2 - CLI Map
Part of Lots 18 and 19, Concessions 3 & 4
Township of Russell

source: Canada Land Inventory Agricultural Capability NTS Map 31G6
Date: November 2012
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