
 

DATE:  July 24, 2020 

TO:  Luka Zorica 
Client Service Support 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
 

FROM:  Krystal Penner 
Pesticide and Agricultural Specialist 
Environmental Approvals Branch 

 
SUBJECT:  Please post to Public registry.  
 
The attached information can be posted to the public registries for: 

- Berger Peat Moss Ltd.  
- Client File No. 6055.00 

 
 
Technical Advisory Committee Comments on Environment Act Proposal –  32 pages. 
 
Public Comments on Environment Act Proposal –  75 pages.   
 
Additional Information – Petition to development, 36 pages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: June-25-20 2:03:58 PM

Hi Krystal,
 
We would like to know if peat will be shipped into Manitoba from other provinces/jurisdictions for
processing at this facility?
 
Otherwise no concerns from the Forestry Branch.
 
Marianne
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
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your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail are requested no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
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From: Kowalchuk, Sheldon (ARD)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-02-20 1:20:08 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Hi Krystal,
 
I don’t have any comments or concerns with the proposal as there is no Crown land involved.  I will
defer to the other Departments and Branches to provide comments on their areas of responsibility.
 
Sheldon Kowalchuk
Land Manager
Agriculture and Resource Development
Government of Manitoba 
75 - 7th Avenue, Gimli, MB
204-641-1176
Sheldon.Kowalchuk@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca 

 
 

From: Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July-02-20 8:29 AM
To: Kowalchuk, Sheldon (ARD) <Sheldon.Kowalchuk@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Fwd: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
 
In case you weren’t added to the list

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Penner, Krystal (CC)" <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca>
Date: July 2, 2020 at 8:11:04 AM CDT
To: "Janusz, Laureen R (ARD)" <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>, "Porteous, Marianne
(ARD)" <Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>, "Conrod, Matt (ARD)"
<Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>, "Frias, Winifred (ARD)" <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>,
"Leavesley, Kelly (ARD)" <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>, "Page, Elaine (ARD)"
<Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>, "Phipps, Graham (ARD)" <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>,
"+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD)" <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>, "Mraz, Peter (ARD)"
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>, "Smith, Derek (CC)" <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>, "Graham,
Cory (CC)" <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>, "McDonald, Christina (CC)"
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<Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>, "Harman, Kristal (CC)"
<Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>, "Crocker, Peter (CC)" <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>,
"Suresh, Nada (CC)" <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>, "Molod, Rommel (CC)"
<Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>, "Vitt, Cory (CC)" <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>, "Hawryliuk,
Yvonne (CC)" <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>, "Cunningham, Neil (CC)"
<Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>, "Kelly, Jason (CC)" <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>,
"+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH)" <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>, "+WPG112 -
FireComm (OFC)" <FireComm@gov.mb.ca>, "Sveinson, Larissa (MR)"
<Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>, "Roberecki, Susan (HSAL)"
<Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>, "Roberts, Tracy (HSAL)" <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>,
"+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI)" <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>,
"Graham, Cory (CC)" <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: "Webb, Jen (CC)" <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE:  Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 -
Due: July 2, 2020

﻿
Just a reminder to all TAC members the due date for comments on the Berger Peat
Moss Ltd. project in the RM of Springfield is today.
 
It has been requested all TAC members prioritize this review. To TAC members that
have submitted comments already - thank you for your submissions.
 
Regards,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>;
Frias, Winifred (ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD)
<Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page, Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps,
Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD)
<DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD) <Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek
(CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>;
McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman, Kristal (CC)
<Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>;

mailto:Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca
mailto:HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca
mailto:FireComm@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca
mailto:MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
http://www.manitoba.ca/
http://www.manitoba.ca/covid19
mailto:Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca
mailto:DirMines@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca


Suresh, Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC)
<Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt, Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk,
Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>; Cunningham, Neil (CC)
<Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG574
- HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>;
Roberecki, Susan (HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL)
<Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI)
<MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 -
Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted
pursuant to The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural
Municipality of Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered
as indicating your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide
comments by e-mail no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From: Vitt, Cory (CC)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-03-20 11:54:37 AM

No concerns.
Office of Drinking Water (ODW)
 
Cory Vitt, CMMA M.Eng. P.Eng.
(pronouns: they/them/he/him; please don’t use "Mr. Vitt”)
Approvals Engineer
Office of Drinking Water
Department of Conservation and Climate
1007 Century Street
Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3H 0W4
Phone: 204-806-1363
Fax: 204-945-1365
Email: Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June 23, 2020 3:28 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield

mailto:Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca
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https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail are requested no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From: Kelly, Jason (CC)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-06-20 8:12:32 AM

I believe I sent this reply but we have no concerns.
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July-02-20 8:11 AM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Just a reminder to all TAC members the due date for comments on the Berger Peat Moss Ltd. project
in the RM of Springfield is today.
 
It has been requested all TAC members prioritize this review. To TAC members that have submitted
comments already - thank you for your submissions.
 
Regards,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19

mailto:Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
http://www.manitoba.ca/
http://www.manitoba.ca/covid19


 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
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(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From: Caillier, Ginette (CC)
To: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC); Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC); Lewick, Wendy (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-03-20 4:22:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good Afternoon,
 

I am not sure why you did not receive my response last week.  Wendy and I have
been to the site an have stated to the company that they do not require a licence for Water
Control Works as the Environment Licence supersedes ours.  The works they did to
prepare for the licence was sufficient.
 
Thank you,
 
Ginette Caillier
Conservation and Climate
(204) 392-2736
 
From: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July-03-20 2:36 PM
To: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>; Lewick, Wendy (CC) <Wendy.Lewick@gov.mb.ca>;
Caillier, Ginette (CC) <Ginette.Caillier@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
 
Thank you Krystal. We will have something to you Monday.
 
Yvonne Hawryliuk, M.Sc.
Acting Director
Conservation and Climate – Drainage and Water Rights Licensing Branch
200 Saulteaux Crescent R3J 3W3
Phone: (204) 801-3016
email:  Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca

 
24 hr Environmental Emergency Response Line 1-855-944-4888
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - The information contained in this transmission is confidential and intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
distribution, copying, disclosure and use of, or reliance on, the contents of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone and permanently delete the
original message, attachments and all copies

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
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Sent: July 3, 2020 2:16 PM
To: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>; Lewick, Wendy (CC) <Wendy.Lewick@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
 
Yvonne,
 
Just to follow up on this I am just compiling the results of the TAC comments and I only received
comment from Kylene and just realized we had no comments respecting drainage.
 
Please remind staff to comment and if they do so next week. I ask they copy Jen Webb on their
response as I will be away next week.
 
As previously discussed it has come to our attention the drainage plans will be reviewed as part of
their approval process for drainage through the EAP.
 
Wendy Lewick has been our contact on this so copying her as well to make sure she got the request
and knows this is a priority review.
 
Thanks in advance.
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July-02-20 9:00 AM
To: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
 
Thx
 
Yvonne Hawryliuk, M.Sc.
Acting Director
Conservation and Climate – Drainage and Water Rights Licensing Branch
200 Saulteaux Crescent R3J 3W3
Phone: (204) 801-3016
email:  Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca
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24 hr Environmental Emergency Response Line 1-855-944-4888
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - The information contained in this transmission is confidential and intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
distribution, copying, disclosure and use of, or reliance on, the contents of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone and permanently delete the
original message, attachments and all copies

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July 2, 2020 9:00 AM
To: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Re: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
 
Yes Kylene commented. Thanks! 

Sent from my iPhone
 

On Jul 2, 2020, at 8:58 AM, Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>
wrote:

﻿
Did you get from group.
 
Yvonne Hawryliuk, M.Sc.
Acting Director
Conservation and Climate – Drainage and Water Rights Licensing Branch
200 Saulteaux Crescent R3J 3W3
Phone: (204) 801-3016
email:  Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca
<image001.png.awsec>
 
24 hr Environmental Emergency Response Line 1-855-944-4888
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - The information contained in this transmission is confidential and intended only
for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any distribution, copying, disclosure and use of, or reliance on, the contents of this
transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the
sender immediately by telephone and permanently delete the original message, attachments and all copies

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July 2, 2020 8:11 AM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>;
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Frias, Winifred (ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD)
<Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page, Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps,
Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD)
<DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD) <Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek
(CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>;
McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman, Kristal (CC)
<Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>;
Suresh, Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC)
<Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt, Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk,
Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>; Cunningham, Neil (CC)
<Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG574
- HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>;
Roberecki, Susan (HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL)
<Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI)
<MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due:
July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Just a reminder to all TAC members the due date for comments on the Berger Peat
Moss Ltd. project in the RM of Springfield is today.
 
It has been requested all TAC members prioritize this review. To TAC members that
have submitted comments already - thank you for your submissions.
 
Regards,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>;
Frias, Winifred (ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD)
<Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page, Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps,
Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD)
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<DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD) <Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek
(CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>;
McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman, Kristal (CC)
<Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>;
Suresh, Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC)
<Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt, Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk,
Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>; Cunningham, Neil (CC)
<Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG574
- HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>;
Roberecki, Susan (HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL)
<Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI)
<MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 -
Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted
pursuant to The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural
Municipality of Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered
as indicating your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide
comments by e-mail no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From: Wiseman, Kylene (CC)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC)
Subject: FW: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: June-25-20 1:38:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png
Importance: High

Good morning Krystal,
 
Based on our understanding of the proposed facility, this project will require a Water Rights Use
Licence issued under The Water Rights Act.  An application must be submitted.
 
Thank you,
 

Kylene Wiseman, P.Geo.
A/Head of Groundwater Licensing
Water Use Licensing Section - Manitoba Conservation and Climate
Box 16 - 200 Saulteaux Crescent  Winnipeg  MB  R3J 3W3
Phone: 204-945-7424
Primary Contact - Email: Kylene.Wiseman@gov.mb.ca

From: Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June 25, 2020 11:41 AM
To: Nicklin, Darren (CC) <Darren.Nicklin@gov.mb.ca>; Caillier, Ginette (CC)
<Ginette.Caillier@gov.mb.ca>; Butterfield, Tamara (CC) <Tamara.Butterfield@gov.mb.ca>; Wiseman,
Kylene (CC) <Kylene.Wiseman@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: FW: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Please note quick turnaround for this. Please cc me on the comments.
 
Yvonne Hawryliuk, M.Sc.
Acting Director
Conservation and Climate – Drainage and Water Rights Licensing Branch
200 Saulteaux Crescent R3J 3W3
Phone: (204) 801-3016
email:  Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca

 
24 hr Environmental Emergency Response Line 1-855-944-4888
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - The information contained in this transmission is confidential and intended only for the use of
the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
distribution, copying, disclosure and use of, or reliance on, the contents of this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you
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have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by telephone and permanently delete the
original message, attachments and all copies

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June 23, 2020 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail are requested no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
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1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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DATE:   06 July, 2020 
 
 
 

 
TO: Krystal Penner 

Environmental Approvals Branch 
Manitoba Conservation & Climate 
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg 

 FROM: Muntaseer Ibn Azkar 
Air Quality Section 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
Manitoba Conservation & Climate 
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg 

 
  

 
 

SUBJECT:  Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - (File 6055.00) 
 
Air Quality Section has reviewed the above proposal and provides the following comments: 

 
• It is expected that there will be no significant impact on surrounding air quality provided 

that the plant will be equipped two dust collectors for mitigating potential dust generation 
(or particulate matter) from the plant. 

• Also, it is expected that the emissions from vehicles and equipment during the construction 
and operation phase will be mitigated as mentioned in the proposal.  
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 
DATE:    June 29, 2020      
 
TO:  Krystal Penner 

Environmental Approvals 
Conservation and Climate 
1007 Century Street 
Winnipeg MB  R3H 0W4 
  

FROM:  Marguerite Reimer 
Environmental Compliance and 
Enforcement 
Conservation and Climate 
1007 Century Street 
Winnipeg MB  R3H 0W4 
P: (204) 945‐7016 
F: (204) 948‐3833 

   
SUBJECT:  Environment Act Proposal – Horticultural Mix Plant ‐ Berger Peat Moss Ltd. (Client File No. 

6055.00) ‐ Rural Municipality of Springfield  
 

Environmental Compliance and Enforcement has reviewed the above noted Environment Act Proposal and 
can provide the following comments:  
 

 In accordance with the Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation M.R. 83/2003, all new 
or modified onsite wastewater management systems must be registered with Manitoba 
Conservation and Climate prior to installation. 

 Recording of wastewater production volume at the Development is recommended. Wastewater 
production volumes totaling 10,000 L/day or greater require a wastewater management system to 
be licensed, as per the Classes of Development Regulation M.R. 164/88. 

 Please provide a copy of the record from the wastewater treatment facility with which Berger has 
entered into a wastewater acceptance agreement. 

 Please provide clarification of the total number of employees at the site in a 24‐hour period. 

 The proposal states that the nearest residences are over 500 m from the Development. According to 
measurements on Google Earth, this is not the case. Please provide a more accurate measurement 
from the nearest residences to the proposed Development site on the property at NW 23‐11‐04 
EPM.  

 Please provide more detailed information regarding the dust collection system and recirculation of 
particulate peat.  

 The proponent must ensure truck transport loads are securely covered during transport to and from 
the Development. 

 The proponent must take all appropriate measures to limit wind entrainment of the peat beyond the 
property boundary of the Development. 

 Please provide more detailed information regarding the noise level expected from the Development, 
including anticipated decibel levels and noise mitigation measures to be used at the Development. 

 Please provide details of chemical containment in the storage and processing buildings, ie: curbs, 
ramps, floor drainage/containment. 

 It is recommended the proponent create and maintain an inventory in duplicate of all chemical 
products stored at the Development. 

 Hazardous Waste Registration for the Development may be required if the Development anticipates 
generating and storing waste of the types and amounts as per the Hazardous Waste Regulation M.R. 
195/2015. 

 Please note that above‐ground petroleum storage facilities with a total storage capacity of less than 
5000 L do not require a permit under the Storage and Handling of Petroleum Products and Allied 
Products Regulation M.R. 188/2001, but are still subject to partial application of the regulation. 



 Surface water may only be discharged from the containment area if no spills or contamination have 
occurred, or with authorization from an Environment Officer. 

 The field‐stored manure at the south end of the property from the previous horse stable operation 
must be removed and land‐applied as per the Livestock Manure and Mortalities Management 
Regulation M.R. 42/98.  

 In the event of a fire, release, spill, leak or discharge of a pollutant or contaminant to the 
environment, immediately report the incident to Manitoba Conservation and Climate by calling the 
24‐hour Emergency Response Line at (204) 944‐4888 or 1‐855‐944‐4888. Provide a report following 
the incident with details of the occurrence, clean‐up actions and future mitigation of a similar event. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

   
  
   

 
 



From: Phipps, Graham (ARD)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-20-20 1:56:13 PM
Attachments: image003.png

HI Krystal,
 
In response to your request I have reviewed the well reports associated with this application. The
reports indicate that there is 44 to 48 feet (13.4 to 14.6 metres) of clay overlying 20 to 33 feet (6.1
to 10.1 metres ) of glacial till above the carbonate aquifer in which the wells are completed. It is
reported that the entire casing length has been grouted in both wells. Based on the well report
information, the type and thickness of the overburden material provides excellent protection to the
aquifer from surface activities.
 
The hydrogeological report states that “The water supply distribution system will include two supply
wells for redundancy purposes.” It also shows that two wells were completed in November 2019.
Figure 2 in the application indicates that there is an existing well on the property. As the
hydrogeologic report indicates two wells will provide the water supply the existing, well shall be
sealed and a sealing report submitted as required by regulation.
 
Regards,
 
Graham Phipps, Ph.D., P.Geo.
Manager, Groundwater Section
18-200 Saulteaux Cres.
Winnipeg, MB    R3J 3W3
P(204) 945-8359   F(204) 948-2357

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: July-02-20 8:11 AM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
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<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Just a reminder to all TAC members the due date for comments on the Berger Peat Moss Ltd. project
in the RM of Springfield is today.
 
It has been requested all TAC members prioritize this review. To TAC members that have submitted
comments already - thank you for your submissions.
 
Regards,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
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2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
http://www.manitoba.ca/
http://www.manitoba.ca/covid19


From: +WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: June-25-20 2:05:05 PM

Good afternoon,
 
Further to your request for the above noted heritage screening, the Historic Resources
Branch has examined the location in conjunction with Branch records for areas of potential
concern.  The potential to impact significant heritage resources is believed to be low and,
therefore, the Historic Resources Branch has no concerns with the proposed development
at this time.
 
If at any time, however, heritage resources are encountered in association with these lands
during testing and development, the Historic Resources Branch may require that an
acceptable heritage resource management strategy be implemented by the developer to
mitigate the effects of development on the heritage resources. 
 
If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact the Branch as below.
 
Brittany Romano
Impact Assessment Archaeologist 
Historic Resources Branch  | Manitoba Sport, Culture and Heritage
213 Notre Dame Avenue, Main Floor | Winnipeg, MB | R3B 1N3
brittanyromano@gov.mb.ca
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June 23, 2020 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
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Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail are requested no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
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http://www.manitoba.ca/
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From: +WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: July-06-20 6:52:13 AM

MI has no concern with the proposed development.  Thank you for the opportunity to review and
comment.
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: July 3, 2020 2:35 PM
To: +WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: FW: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Just wanted to bring this to the top of the inbox as I had not received comment yet MIT. Please note
this file has been flagged as a priority for staff to review.
 
If you can provide comment by early next week it would be much appreciated.
 
I will be away July 6-10 inclusive so if you can copy Jen Webb on your response that would be much
appreciated.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: July-02-20 8:11 AM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
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Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Berger Peat Moss Ltd - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Importance: High
 
Just a reminder to all TAC members the due date for comments on the Berger Peat Moss Ltd. project
in the RM of Springfield is today.
 
It has been requested all TAC members prioritize this review. To TAC members that have submitted
comments already - thank you for your submissions.
 
Regards,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) 
Sent: June-23-20 3:30 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory
(CC) <Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>
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Cc: Jen Webb (SD) (Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From: Pochailo, Janis (MR)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Sveinson, Larissa (MR)
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: June-26-20 1:14:58 PM

Re.         Environment Act Proposal
Public Registry File 6055.00  
Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd.
Rural Municipality of Springfield

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Environment Act Proposal 6055, Berger Peat Moss
Limited. I have reviewed the proposal on behalf of Manitoba Municipal Relations, Community
Planning Branch and offer the following comments.
 
Although the by-law amendment referred to in Council Resolution 19-195 has yet to be approved.
Development Permit DX 2020-21 was issued based on current zoning by-law definitions for the
following permitted uses:

Agricultural Activities means a use of land for agricultural purposes.  Typical uses include
farming, pasturage, agriculture, apiculture, aquaculture, floriculture and horticulture.
Agri-Business means a commercial establishment that provides goods or services to the
agricultural sector.
Agriculture Support Industry means an industry, commercial service or retail business in
which the major product or service being bought, sold or processed is intended mainly for,
from or by farmers.
Agricultural Product Storage means the temporary storage of any agricultural product for
future use, delivery or processing as per The Environment Act.

 
The Environment Act proposal indicates that the business in question provides a “range of high
quality products and services designed for the needs of commercial horticultural customers.” It also
states that the “sale of horticultural mixes (is) primarily to professional greenhouse growers and
producers in Canada.” As such, the proposed land use appears to fit within the definition of Agri-
business or Agricultural Support Industry. Community Planning Branch therefore has no concerns.
 
Thank you,
 
Janis Pochailo, RPP, MCIP
Community Planner, Community Planning Branch
Manitoba Municipal Relations

Janis.Pochailo@gov.mb.ca / Tel: 204-268-6065
Box 50, L01 – 20 First Street, Beausejour, MB R0E 0C0

Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid-19
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From: Garcia, Norman (MR)
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc: Morhun, Lisa (MR); Escarlan, Mary Lynn (MR)
Subject: RE: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2, 2020
Date: June-26-20 2:18:12 PM

Good afternoon Krystal,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this file and provide comments.
 
The ITSM recommends that:
- the applicant obtain the required building and occupancy permits from the authority
having jurisdiction for any new buildings and the alteration, reconstruction, demolition,
removal, relocation, and occupancy of all existing buildings, and 
- an emergency plan be filed and approved by the local fire department prior to
occupancy in accordance with the Manitoba Fire Code.
 
Regards,
 
Norman A. Garcia, P.Eng., LEED AP BD+C
 
Building and Fire Safety Engineer
Inspection and Technical Services
Municipal Relations
norman.garcia@gov.mb.ca / 204-794-3840
508-401 York Ave., Winnipeg, MB R3C 0P8 
 
From: Escarlan, Mary Lynn (MR) <MaryLynn.Escarlan@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June 23, 2020 3:33 PM
To: Garcia, Norman (MR) <Norman.Garcia@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Morhun, Lisa (MR) <Lisa.Morhun@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: FW: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Hi Norman,
 
Please see email below for response. CC’ for tracking. Thank you.
 
 
Lynn Escarlan, Scheduling Clerk
Inspection and Technical Services
Municipal Relations

 

From: Penner, Krystal (CC) <Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca> 
Sent: June-23-20 3:28 PM
To: Janusz, Laureen R (ARD) <Laureen.Janusz@gov.mb.ca>; Porteous, Marianne (ARD)
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<Marianne.Porteous@gov.mb.ca>; Conrod, Matt (ARD) <Matt.Conrod@gov.mb.ca>; Frias, Winifred
(ARD) <Winifred.Frias@gov.mb.ca>; Leavesley, Kelly (ARD) <Kelly.Leavesley@gov.mb.ca>; Page,
Elaine (ARD) <Elaine.Page@gov.mb.ca>; Phipps, Graham (ARD) <Graham.Phipps@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG1195 - Director Mines (ARD) <DirMines@gov.mb.ca>; Mraz, Peter (ARD)
<Peter.Mraz@gov.mb.ca>; Smith, Derek (CC) <Derek.Smith@gov.mb.ca>; Graham, Cory (CC)
<Cory.Graham@gov.mb.ca>; McDonald, Christina (CC) <Christina.McDonald@gov.mb.ca>; Harman,
Kristal (CC) <Kristal.Harman@gov.mb.ca>; Crocker, Peter (CC) <Peter.Crocker@gov.mb.ca>; Suresh,
Nada (CC) <Nada.Suresh@gov.mb.ca>; Molod, Rommel (CC) <Rommel.Molod@gov.mb.ca>; Vitt,
Cory (CC) <Cory.Vitt@gov.mb.ca>; Hawryliuk, Yvonne (CC) <Yvonne.Hawryliuk@gov.mb.ca>;
Cunningham, Neil (CC) <Neil.Cunningham@gov.mb.ca>; Kelly, Jason (CC) <Jason.Kelly@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG574 - HRB Archaeology (SCH) <HRB.archaeology@gov.mb.ca>; +WPG112 - FireComm (OFC)
<FireComm@gov.mb.ca>; Sveinson, Larissa (MR) <Larissa.Sveinson@gov.mb.ca>; Roberecki, Susan
(HSAL) <Susan.Roberecki@gov.mb.ca>; Roberts, Tracy (HSAL) <Tracy.Roberts@gov.mb.ca>;
+WPG969 - MIT Environmental Services Section (MI) <MITEnviServices@gov.mb.ca>
Cc: Webb, Jen (CC) <Jen.Webb@gov.mb.ca>
Subject: Request for Review/Comment - Environment Act Proposal – - File 6055.00 - Due: July 2,
2020
Importance: High
 
Your review and comments would be appreciated for the following proposal submitted pursuant to
The Environment Act.
 
Public Registry File 6055.00 - Horticultural Mix Plant - Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Rural Municipality of
Springfield
 
https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html
 
Please indicate if you are unable to review the proposal. A non-reply will be considered as indicating
your department/branch has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.
 
Please note all TAC members are being asked to prioritize this review and provide comments by e-
mail are requested no later than Thursday July 2, 2020.
 
Thank-you,
 
Krystal Penner
Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist
Environmental Approvals Branch
Department of Conservation and Climate
Government of Manitoba
1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H 0W4
(204) 945-7107 | Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
www.manitoba.ca
 
Facts are key in the fight against COVID-19, visit Manitoba.ca/covid19
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From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: [SPF Softfail] [SPF Softfail] Berger Mixing Plant
Date: July-14-20 7:39:59 AM

Hi Krystal,
 
I’m writing you this letter to voice my opinion on the Berger Mixing Plant close to our house. We are
deeply concerned about the way our lives will be changed if this plant continues its operation.
 
We were not informed of these changes before they started to happen. Did the company have
proper permits in place for the work it’s doing? – Beforehand? Was the land properly zoned for this
kind of business?
 
We are concerned about our water supply. Can we be assured that it will stay the same? In the
event that it may be contaminated or if our wells run dry, who will be responsible for this? It
shouldn’t be us.
 
We are also concerned about noise, light and air pollution as well as the value of our land. We
moved out of the city for peace and quiet and to enjoy the outdoors. If this operation changes our
quality of life, we need to put a stop to it. Why were we not informed before all of this began? We
need a meeting set up so that (we) residents can voice our opinion and do something to help protect
our families.
 
We hope you can help us keep our home and way of living as it was before the plant started
operating.
 
Also my next point is very important. About a year or two ago, I wanted to see if I could get a permit
to run a gravel truck from my home. 1 gravel truck. Just one! I was told no. Flat out, 100% NO! I was
told that this area was not zoned for that! I was also told that they would come and shut me down
right away if I tried it. So why now is this allowed to happen? This is 100 times of a bigger operation
than what I wanted to do. I find this very disturbing that this was allowed to happen without
consulting any residents in the area. This is very worrisome. I hope you can help us voice our opinion
and put a stop to this. This is very, very unfair. Residences in the area should have been taken into
consideration beforehand. I would like to know why this big company is allowed to operate the way
it is and the way it plans on. I would like to know why I was rejected and they weren’t.
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. If you have any comments, questions or need to get
a hold of me, I can be reached at the following:
 
Willi Hiebert
 

 





From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: 22054 Oakwood Rd. Berger
Date: July-09-20 6:20:19 PM

Hi, 
My name is Andrew Booy. I live on Lorne Hill Rd. I would like to have a location change for
the Berger Mixing Plant, or at least a public hearing addresses the concerns with this plant
coming in. There will be additional light pollution, water pollution, and heavier traffic in a
residential area. There are families with kids in this area who walk, bike and live here. 

Thank you,
Andrew Booy



   

 

July 20, 2020 

Krystal Penner 

Environmental Approvals Branch 

Climate and Conservation 

1007 Century Street 

Winnipeg, MB R3H 0W4 

Dear Ms. Penner: 

Re: Berger Peat Moss Ltd.   File 6055.00 

Warning 

Article 2 of The Charter of Rights and Freedoms, guarantees me certain fundamental freedoms, to wit, 

“freedom of…opinion and expression, including freedom of the press and other media of 

communication “.  It has become a perverted policy of the EAB to censor the names and contact 

information of respondents.  Do not censor me and, thereby, violate my Charter freedoms. 

Form over Substance 

It has also become customary for the EAB to accept rubbish as legitimate environmental analysis.  

Berger submitted a 170-page document, 90% of which is contained in the “form” of an analysis and only 

10% of which can be construed as modestly substantial commentary commensurate with the risks being 

forced on Manitobans.  This is why we must tolerate a report on the emergency response plan at 

Berger’s Hadashville plant as being, ipso facto, appropriate on Oakwood Road.  I expect my public 

servants to represent Manitobans, not corporations. 

Process 

Lousy process always yields lousy results.  The RM of Springfield (RMS), in a blatant abandonment of 

democracy, kept the Berger proposal a secret and then modified its definition of agriculture to include 

peat moss, a natural resource that was “planted” in the Pleistocene epoch, 10,000 years ago.  This 

nonsense enabled Berger to begin developing its Oakwood Road property months before I petitioned 

the EAB to require an Environment Act Proposal (EAP). This is reprehensible. 

Light Pollution 

The EAP is silent on light pollution, yet the plant is surrounded by family residences. It has been 

estimated that 80% of North Americans can no longer see the Milky Way because of light pollution.  

Climate Change 

Ever heard of this phenomenon?  It is conspicuous by its absence from Berger’s 170 pages. 

 

 



The following comments are referenced to identifiable components of Berger’s EAP: 

 

1.2 Corporate Information  

Berger is, apparently, a solid, profitable company of long standing.  We are told by politicians such as 

Brian Pallister, and his ilk, that the “economy and the environment go hand in hand.”  Therefore, it 

should be no problem for Berger to post substantial bonds to compensate homeowners for damaged 

wells, polluted water, particulate emissions and so on.  Furthermore, Berger should tell us how much 

they will pay Manitobans in the form of royalties to compensate for permanent loss of non-renewable 

peat. 

No, it is not possible “to harvest and process sphagnum peat moss in a responsible way”.  Peat moss 

mining is environmentally bankrupt, especially in southern Manitoba where it filters water destined for 

Lake Winnipeg and where it holds water in a semi-arid climate.  A previous government promised us a 

“peat strategy”.  What we got was even more paper pushed hither and yon by uninspired civil servants 

and clueless politicians. 

So, Berger maintains “respect for the environment (incorporating sustainability)” and demonstrates 

“corporate social responsibility”.  First, peat moss is not sustainable.  Second, no corporation that mines 

peat moss respects the environment.  Third, I wish I had a dime for every gag that I endured upon 

hearing about “corporate social responsibility”. 

1.3 Land Use 

The treacherous inclusion of “peat moss” in the RMS definition of “agriculture” is positively Trumpian.  If 

the EAB can find a lawyer it must investigate the odour that now accompanies the said definition. 

1.5 Public Consultations 

Since when do private discussions with the RMS and government “representatives” constitute “public 

consultations”?  Berger is playing fast and loose with its definition of corporate social responsibility, just 

like the RMS with its definition of agriculture.  And Hadashville is irrelevant to an EAP at 22054 Oakwood 

Road.  Wow, even CanWhite Sands (look it up) invoked a virtual public consultation when COVID reared 

its ugly head.  Don’t forget that Berger had the time to start well drilling in 2019, long before COVID, but 

had no time then to undertake real public consultations. (Apparently, Berger has now scheduled a 

“come and go” consultation in Dugald…2 days before the deadline for public comment.  What is this? 

Somebody’s 50th wedding anniversary?) 

2.1 Permits Needed 

Why are 1000-gallon fuel tanks exempt from licensing? That’s a lot of fuel to leak on the ground. I don’t 

suppose that companies would choose to use fuel tanks in 1,000 increments to avoid oversight?  

2.2 Schedule and Timeframe 

Why is the EAB allowing construction at the site before licensing? 

 



2.4 Chain of Processes 

This is a gobsmackingly inadequate description of Berger’s presence in an erstwhile pastoral 

neighbourhood.  Berger’s brief description seems like whistling past the graveyard.  Four million bags of 

peat and growing media!  A massive peat bunker open to the air and constantly disturbed by an endless 

parade of giant trucks!  “Very volatile” peat particles drifting from the site!  Ah yes, but it is still 

“agriculture” is it not? I don’t suppose that the EAB would consider chatting with the Municipal Board 

about this sleight of hand? 

2.4.4 Water Inputs and Wastewater 

Berger and its hired consultants seem fairly unconcerned about water consumption.  Okey dokey, but 

the license awarded by EAB must include a requirement that the water use be metered and Berger 

charged for its use.  The water is a natural resource owned by Manitobans, and when it is used to 

generate profit it must be included in Berger’s cost of doing business.  Berger’s assurance about water 

usage is not good business. Metering is cheap and easy. Manitoba deserves and needs the cash. 

2.4.6 Stormwater Management 

How effective is a “sedimentation pond” in the winter?  Is it bypassed when frozen? Will it be fenced? 

Will it be inspected regularly? 

3.1 Emergency Response Plan 

How will the “lake” function as a source of fire-fighting water in winter? 

Will sterile fire breaks be created to protect neighbours from grass fires? 

Reference to a fire response plan somewhere else is lazy.  An environmental assessment must be site 

specific.  This is elementary.  Hadashville is irrelevant. 

3.3 Atmospheric Environment 

A peat bunker without a cover will ensure air pollution regardless of the height of the walls.  The bunker 

must be tarped. 

Dominant winds are from the northwest in the winter.  In the summer, southern winds dominate. 

If dust on facility roads is predicted to be a problem it should be controlled with environmentally safe 

treatments.  Water will settle dust for one day in hot weather.  The neighbours deserve better. 

A double row of trees, even when they mature 30 years from now will neither prevent the movement of 

peat particles, nor will it reduce noise pollution.  (If trees reduced sound we would not hear the birds.) 

3.4 Water Quality 

The volume of water consumed by the plant is being used in the context of the Winnipeg Floodway 

which can be seen from the site.  The Floodway damaged the local aquifer forcing nearby residents to 

drill deeper wells.  It is just stupid to introduce a commercial operation into an already compromised 

aquifer.  And I don’t five a rat’s patoot if the RMS calls it “agriculture”. 

 



3.5 Vegetation/Wildlife 

What does a “limited natural environment around the site” actually mean?  And why should a 

corporation dedicated to the destruction of unsustainable peat bogs get to make such a value 

judgement? 

3.6 Noise 

How is it possible that noise from the plant, which is “expected to be running 24 hours per day at peak 

operations” can be compared to “typical… agricultural operations currently carried out in the regional 

area”?  Farmers do not drive tractors 24 hours per day. Please don’t treat us like bozos! 

Give up the nonsense that trees reduce noise pollution.  They do not.  Do better research. 

3.7 Social Environment 

Mixing local employment prospects with the spectre of an enormous increase in vehicle traffic is 

disingenuous.  Thirty employees for 3 shifts, coming and going, is 180 cars at peak production.  How 

“social” is that? 

Twenty-five trucks, in and out, is 50 truck trips per day.  What size of trucks? Tandem dumps? 

But it is nice that Berger will keep in touch. 

4.0 Conclusion 

Berger concludes that impacts “will be low to non-existent.”  Does it mean that the impacts will be non-

existent in Saint-Modeste, or on Oakwood Road? 

 

Yours truly, 

C. Hugh Arklie, CA (ret.), BA (Env. St.) 

 

CC   Shannon Kohler 

CC   Cordella Friesen 

CC   Blair McTavish 

CC   Bruce Gray 

CC   Rochelle Squires 

CC   Sarah Guillemard 

CC   David McLaughlin 

 

 

 

 



 

 

July 22, 2020 

Krystal Penner 

Environmental Approvals Branch 

Climate and Conservation 

1007 Century Street 

Winnipeg, MB R3H 0W4 

Dear Ms. Penner: 

Re: Berger Peat Moss Ltd.  File 6055.00 

This is my second submission on the above abomination. It has been made necessary by a significant 

contradiction between Berger’s Environment Act Proposal (EAP) of June 18, and its “come and go” 

presentation to Springfield residents on July 21. 

In Annex 1 of its EAP, Berger reported that the RMS had (nudge, nudge…wink, wink) included peat moss 

in its creative definition of “Agricultural Activities”. Therefore, no zoning review was technically needed, 

and residents had no zoning recourse to the RMS council to object to Berger’s commercial peat factory. 

However, in its publicity presented at the “come and go” Berger used the excuse that the RMS had 

approved its industrial peat factory as an “Agricultural Support Industry”. Please see the attached photo.  

There is a world of difference between the official RMS definitions of “Agricultural Activities” and 

“Agricultural Support Industry”.  

“Agricultural Activities means a use of land for agricultural purposes. Typical uses include farming. 

pasturage, agriculture, apiculture, aquaculture, floriculture and horticulture. This Use Class does not 

include Livestock Operation or Natural Resource Development.” (Apparently it now includes peat 

moss.) 

"Agricultural Support Industry means an industry, commercial service or retail business in which the 

major product or service being bought, sold or processed is intended mainly for, from or by farmers. 

Typical uses include aerial spraying companies, grain storage including grain elevators, feed mills and 

seed plants. This Use Class does not include Bulk Storage Facilities or Anhydrous Facilities.” 

Here are my observations: 

1. It is contradictory to include peat moss, a natural resource, in a definition that excludes natural 

resource development. How can this be defensible to a public relying on zoning legislation to 

protect their lifestyles and land values? In its EAP, Berger states that it is relying on a new 

definition produced for it, courtesy of the RMS, specifically for its new factory. Just how 

democratic is that? In your deliberations this nonsense should count against Berger. 

 

2. However, at the “come and go”, Berger’s publicity referred to the protection of the definition of 

“Agricultural Support Industry” which is “an industry, commercial service or retail business in 

which the major product or service being bought or sold is intended mainly for, from or by 



farmers.” Berger’s plant is making mixes for horticulturalists, not farmers. Farmers do not use 

peat moss mixes to grow fields of grains or vegetables. Horticulturalists use peat moss mixes to 

grow yard flowers and garden vegetables. “Farming” and “horticulture” are, in fact, included in 

the RMS definition of “Agricultural Activities”. However, the definition of “Agricultural Support 

Industry” is clearly limited to farmers and, thereby, excludes horticulturalists. 

 

What did Shakespeare say about the webs that we create? I think he just said that Berger fails on both 

definitions. 

The zoning of Berger’s industrial operation within an agricultural zone as an approved activity or as a 

support industry stinks. It should default the entire EAP process as tainted and indefensible. 

Yours truly, 

C. Hugh Arklie, CA (ret.), BA (Env. St.) 

PS   Don’t censor this letter either. 

 

CC   Shannon Kohler 

CC   Cordella Friesen 

CC   Blair McTavish 

CC   Bruce Gray 

CC   Rochelle Squires 

CC   Sarah Guillemard 

CC   David McLaughlin 

 

 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc:
Subject: Berger Facility Concerns
Date: July-13-20 10:51:31 AM

Dear Krystal Penner,
 
I am writing to you with great concern about the large mining, processing, and
packaging company, Berger, that is being built on Oakwood Road. They have
purchased pre-existing buildings at 22054 Oakwood Road and are now in
construction for a large production facility on that same location.
There are many serious concerns that this construction brings to the residents of the
RM of Springfield. I have included many in this letter for your review.
The pollution that will be caused by this large facility is not only a health concern
for the residents of the RM of Springfield, but also an environmental hazard,
including potentially the Provincial Birds Hill Park that is located close by. The
impact it will have on nature and wildlife in the area have not been researched and
shared with the residents and community members. 
The health risks associated with the future operation of the facility on the
surrounding residents of Springfield is not researched or confirmed and could thus
have grave results in the coming years, results that could cost the community
members greatly on their quality of life.
Furthermore, it is a great worry how the water levels and volumes will be affected
when the construction comes to fruition. There has been no guarantee that they will
remain the same as we currently have in 2020. If Berger constructs large wells of
their own it could cause a massive, unrecoverable drain on the water levels of the
residents of Springfield and take away the use of our own private wells.
Lorne Hill and Oakwood Road are secondary roads, made entirely of gravel, and
will have a minimum of 6,500 semi trucks going through it to deliver the minerals
and raw materials to the production facility of Oakwood Road as required for their
annual plant production capacity.  This brings grave safety concerns for our
children and members of the community who use the roads for recreational
activities. This is a huge safety concern that should be discussed with the residents
of Springfield as it will impact us daily. The noise and road conditions after 6,500
semi trucks are travelling across these roads is significant for those living close the
production facility. Because the production facility is planning to operate 24/7 with
3 daily shifts of 30 people in each shift, this means that the lights and noise of the
facility will be an ongoing annoyance for the neighbours of the facility and greatly
impact our otherwise quiet and peaceful neighbourhood.
Peat moss is a very flammable resource that can burn for many years if ever on fire.
This is a serious fire hazard next door to many residential and farm properties. The
pollution that this could cause would be massive and impact the wildlife in the area
for many years to come.



Any change in zoning from agricultural to business use must be investigated and
checked to see if it follows all provincial regulations, in order to build their
processing and packaging operation.
No information has been shared by neither Berger or the council of the Rm of
Springfield, giving us residents no room to voice our concerns or address them.
This lack of communication is a grave matter as any decision they make will impact
us directly and potentially negatively. A public hearing is required in order to
properly address our concerns and receive information from Berger executives
themselves. We, the residents of Springfield, have the right to be fully, and properly
informed of all the impacts of such a large production facility built in our
community. We have the right to fully understand the traffic, lights, noise, and
pollution that comes and leaves the facility before operation even begins.

Mika Sawatzky



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc:
Subject: Berger Facility Production Concerns
Date: July-13-20 11:44:36 AM

Dear Krystal Penner,

 

I am writing to you with great concern about the large mining, processing, and packaging
company, Berger, that is being built on Oakwood Road. They have purchased pre-existing
buildings at 22054 Oakwood Road and are now in construction for a large production facility
on that same location.

There are many serious concerns that this construction brings to the residents of the RM of
Springfield. I have included many in this letter for your review.

The pollution that will be caused by this large facility is not only a health concern for the
residents of the RM of Springfield, but also an environmental hazard, including potentially the
Provincial Birds Hill Park that is located close by. The impact it will have on nature and wildlife
in the area have not been researched and shared with the residents and community
members.

The health risks associated with the future operation of the facility on the surrounding
residents of Springfield is not researched or confirmed and could thus have grave results in
the coming years, results that could cost the community members greatly on their quality of
life.

Furthermore, it is a great worry how the water levels and volumes will be affected when the
construction comes to fruition. There has been no guarantee that they will remain the same
as we currently have in 2020. If Berger constructs large wells of their own it could cause a
massive, unrecoverable drain on the water levels of the residents of Springfield and take away
the use of our own private wells.

Lorne Hill and Oakwood Road are secondary roads, made entirely of gravel, and will have a
minimum of 6,500 semi trucks going through it to deliver the minerals and raw materials to
the production facility of Oakwood Road as required for their annual plant production
capacity.  This brings grave safety concerns for our children and members of the community
who use the roads for recreational activities. This is a huge safety concern that should be
discussed with the residents of Springfield as it will impact us daily. The noise and road
conditions after 6,500 semi trucks are travelling across these roads is significant for those
living close the production facility. Because the production facility is planning to operate 24/7
with 3 daily shifts of 30 people in each shift, this means that the lights and noise of the facility
will be an ongoing annoyance for the neighbours of the facility and greatly impact our
otherwise quiet and peaceful neighbourhood.

Peat moss is a very flammable resource that can burn for many years if ever on fire. This is a
serious fire hazard next door to many residential and farm properties. The pollution that this
could cause would be massive and impact the wildlife in the area for many years to come.

Any change in zoning from agricultural to business use must be investigated and checked to
see if it follows all provincial regulations, in order to build their processing and packaging
operation.

No information has been shared by neither Berger or the council of the Rm of Springfield,
giving us residents no room to voice our concerns or address them. This lack of



communication is a grave matter as any decision they make will impact us directly and
potentially negatively.  A public hearing is required in order to properly address our concerns
and receive information from Berger executives themselves. We, the residents of Springfield,
have the right to be fully, and properly informed of all the impacts of such a large production
facility built in our community. We have the right to fully understand the traffic, lights, noise,
and pollution that comes and leaves the facility before operation even begins.

 

                                                                                    Reinhold Sawatzky



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Mixing Plant in Springfield
Date: July-13-20 11:22:10 PM

Dear Ms. Penner,

We only recently were made aware of the plan for the Berger Peat Moss Mixing Plant in Springfield and would like
to make you aware of our very serious concerns regarding the negative impact this plant will have on the aquifer and
air quality in our community as well as the fact that the plant will operate 24/7 with up to 6500 semi trucks
delivering minerals and raw materials to the production plant on Oakwood Road.  In addition, the traffic, light and
noise pollution from this kind of operation will have a detrimental impact on the residents in the surrounding area
and will adversely affect property values. 
It is our understanding that the RM of Springfield Council has not followed the rules and regulations required to
allow the Berger Mixing Plant to operate in our community.  “By Resolution” the RM of Springfield Council
appears to have re classed peat moss from a mined mineral under the provincial act to a harvested agricultural
product.  We don’t believe they have the authority to do this without following provincial rules and regulations
related to zoning by-laws.  A public hearing process Is necessary to ensure adequate research and assessment of the
impact of the Berger production facility on aquifer, air quality, noise and light pollution, safety, impact on property
value and the quality of life in our community.
In your capacity as Pesticide and Agricultural Program Specialist for the Environmental Approvals Branch we
would like to ask you to please follow up on our concerns and make sure that provincial guidelines are followed to
protect our community and its environment.  Thank you for your attention to this matter

Sincerely,
Walt and Terry McKee

Sent from my iPad



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Mixing Plant
Date: July-09-20 6:14:09 PM

Hi Krystal,

My name is Michelle Booy and I live on Lorne Hill Rd. I am concerned about the Berger
Mixing Plant going on 22054 Oakwood Rd. The public has received little to no information on
this and we would like a public hearing and most likely a location change. There is issues with
water to the residence, fire safety, and traffic. 

Thank you,
Michelle Booy



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger mixing plant
Date: July-13-20 5:16:08 PM

Hi

I have only just heard about this. I am very concerned that the zoning bylaws are apparently
being circumvented to allow this project to proceed without hearing from the local residents. 

John Greenhill



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Mixing Plant
Date: July-14-20 7:59:56 AM

Hello Krystal,
 
My name is Shannon Hiebert and I am writing you this email with my concerns regarding Berger
Mixing Plant on Oakwood Road.
 
We have lived at 22075 Springfield Road since 2009. We were very happy to move out of the city
where things are peaceful and quiet. However, it has been brought to our attention that the Berger
Mixing Plant that is not far from our house may actually have a huge negative impact on our quality
of life. As residents to the area, we have the right to know of any changes  - before they happen that
may effect the area we live in.
 
Our concerns include quality of water...right now our quality of water is very good and we are happy
with that. However, with the wells that have to be dug for the new plant, how will that effect our
water? Will it be a problem? Is there a chance that our water may be contaminated? Is there a
chance that our wells will run dry? If so, who is going to fix that? At whose expense? It shouldn’t be
ours. Especially if we never even agreed to the plant making so many major changes to our area. Did
this company have a proper permit in place before any wells were dug? Or any future wells that may
be dug?
 
We are also wondering about pollution. Air, noise, light. This is our home. We don’t our kids and
families breathing in unclean air. Would you? This is our home. We want our families to be safe. We
want to be able to sleep at night and enjoy the out doors during the day. That’s why we moved here.
With all the trucks driving back and forth, it may effect our safety, damage our roads. Also it may
affect the value of our land.
 
Was the land that Berger purchased zoned for this kind of operation or was it changed to
accommodate a large company with a lot of money?
 
We need to have some sort of meeting set up to talk and discuss this matter as it effects a lot of
people. Rules need to be followed, peoples voices need to be heard and respected. Negative
changes like this should not be allowed to happen.
 
I hope you take this letter into serious consideration and please consider the residents of our area.
This was our home first.
 
Shannon Hiebert 

 
Thank you for you time.



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc:
Subject: BERGER PEAT MOSS LTD. - HORTICULTURAL MIX PLANT - FILE: 6055.00
Date: July-13-20 8:31:09 PM

Krystal Penner,
Environment Officer
Environmental Approvals Branch
Manitoba Conservation and Climate
 
I am writing you in regards to the Environment Act Proposal that has been filed by Berger Peat Moss
Ltd. for the construction and operation of a peat screening and mixing plant for horticultural growing
media located at 22054 Oakwood Road 64 North, on the NW ¼ Section of 23-11-4 EPM, in the Rural
Municipality of Springfield, Manitoba.  
 
As a resident in the vicinity of this facility, I am concerned with the potential environmental impact
the proposed plant will have on our quality of life regarding production dust, chemical releases,
water contamination. 
 

In Section 3.3. Atmospheric Environment it states: “The Project could have an impact on the
atmospheric environment through the release of peat particles in the air. Berger has
implemented several mitigation measures on-site in order to limit the amount of dust
generated from the operations:”

The proposal does indicate processes will be in place to limit the number of particles
released, however there is no indication of independent external monitoring, and what
will happen if there is am impact on the local environment. 
What protections will local area landowners have if they are negatively impacted in any
way.

 
In Section 3.4. Water Quality it states “ The Project could have an effect on water quality
through the contamination of the surface water and/or underground aquifer. Please refer to
section 3.1.2 for the mitigation measures for hazardous substances as well as the prevention
and emergency response for spills. Surface water quality could also be affected by aerial peat
particles depositing into open water areas. Thus, mitigation measures discussed in section 3.3
also applies to water quality. Berger also designed, in collaboration with SBC, sedimentation
ponds at the end of the drainage system to ensure that any sediment would be retained
within the site.”

This section really concerns me as it appears there does not appear to be any
guarantee that our water will not be affected.  While the drawdown tests indicate
water quantity will not be affected, there is concern the additional draw may affected
the quality of the water.  I question why there is no ability to ensure the water quality is
not affected?
What happens if our water is contaminated requiring either installation of municipal
water or installation of local water storage tanks and delivery of this water?
Who will be responsible for the additional costs for the alternate source of water?



Has a baseline been established for all wells within the same aquafier that may be
impacted by this proposal, so that there will be an ability to identify any changes in the
water quality?

 
In section 3.7. Social Environment it states:  “A significant increase of trucks along the 207 is
also expected. At peak operations, an approximate 25 trucks per day will be coming in and out
of the plant. Following one of the conditions of the development permit, Berger will enter into
an agreement with the RM regarding maintenance and potential upgrade to the roads around
the Project. As of now, road upgrades are not expected, but Berger will stay in close contact
with the RM of Springfield should any improvements be necessary because of the Project. “

Hwy 207 is already a heavily used route for a large number of gravel trucks that deliver
supplies from the local area gavel pits to various areas of the province.  The highway
itself is in poor condition and has not seen any improvements for at least 20 years. 
Driving the hwy is akin to riding a bucking horse, depending on the load you are
hauling.  This also results in a significant amount of noise from the empty trailers
bouncing along this highway, due to its poor condition.  The additional traffic, as
indicated in the proposal, will further increase the wear on an already degraded Hwy. 
In addition, the intersection of Hwy 207 and Oakwood Rd. may potentially become a
high collision area due to the large volume of vehicles coming from Oakbank and
surrounding area.
What will be done to minimize the additional highway noise.
How will the intersection, noted above, be modified to ensure safe interaction of
passenger vehicles and the additional truck traffic that will occur.

 
As of today, I am not aware of any consultations, or public hearings that were held to answer these
questions.  I find it surprising, in this day and age, there has not been more transparency in the
establishment/approval of this facility for those of us that may potentially be negatively impacted.
 
I am requesting approval of this proposal be deferred until all questions/issues have been resolved
to the satisfaction of all those that may be impacted by this project.
 
Respectfully
 
John Moehring
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Email: 
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From:  
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Peat Moss Ltd.
Date: July-23-20 1:16:36 AM
Attachments: BergerPeatLtrWFPhae.pdf

 
July 23, 2020
 
Krystal Penner
Environment Officer
Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
 
Signed paper copy mailed to:   Environmental Approvals Branch
                                                       Manitoba Conservation and Climate
                                                       1007 Century Street    Winnipeg  MB  R3H 0W4
 
Re:  Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Horticultural Mix Plan - File: 6055.00
 
Further to my e-mail letter to you dated July 6, 2020, I attended the Berger Peat presentation last evening at the
Dugald Community Centre which was advertised as a come and go,  and at the 11th hour, so to speak, not a 2 hour
presentation and Q and A session.  The company spent 2/3 of the time trying to convince residents of Springfield
that their company is a responsible, cooperative, and caring corporate entity when their entire process into the
purchase and preparation of the facility on Oakwood has been cloaked in secrecy since early in 2019.  Attached is
my letter published in Letters to the Editor of the Winnipeg Free Press in June 2019 as proof that this initiative was
in the works fully a year ago and no effort to advise the public was made.   To suggest that only now, just before the
COVID 19 lockdown, the company had planned a public "presentation of the Project combined with a job-fair in the
town of Oakbank closest to the project in the spring of 2020, but this activity was rescheduled until the situation
related to COVID-19 is better suited for such an event" is duplicitous as is their statement  their company maintains
"respect for the environment (incorporating sustainability) and demonstrating corporate social responsibility". 
 
When I initiated an investigation through the Provincial Department of Agriculture in 2019, they were completely
unaware of this supposed reclassification of peat, so that would suggest that Berger, who purchased the property
early in 2019 had not spoken to any government department prior to the purchase.  Did they not do their due
diligence and check into the zoning of the property or had they already negotiated a secret agreement with the
municipal council of Springfield?  Our Council shares responsibility in not publicizing Berger's plans to the public they
supposedly serve the minute they became aware of the plant.
 
Simply because the RM of Springfield Council passed a unanimous resolution  agreeing to the recent reclassification
of peat moss by the Manitoba government as an agricultural product does not alter the facts:  1) Peat moss is
considered a mineral.  2) The Manitoba Government did not reclassify peat moss.  For Berger Peat to justify their
actions by stating "peat moss is a defined activity approved by the RM of Springfield (Annex 1), thus granted the
Project the status of "permitted use" is unconscionable as they full well know the Council of the RM of Springfield
have passed two resolutions that have no basis in fact, the second of which defines peat moss as an agricultural
activity.  "7 Definition of Agricultural Activities Resolution No: 19-195 Moved By:  Howard Bredin Seconded By:  Rick
Wilson  BE IT RESOLVED THAT the definition of agricultural activities within the Springfield Zoning By-law be
amended to include peat moss."  In fact, peat moss is not an activity, only the mining and processing of it. 
 

mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca







To try and convince the audience that "1.5 million bags of loose peat (6 cubic feet compressed to a factor ½, roughly
equivalent to 510,000 m³) and 2.5 million bags of growing media (4 cubic feet compressed to a factor ½, roughly
equivalent to 570,000 m³) is going to be used to grow vegetables and other produce in large beds of peat moss
prepared from product sold in plastic wrap is completely ludicrous.  Are those giant greenhouses shown in their
presentation with the row upon row of beds containing vegetables such as lettuce prepared by manpower ripping
open countless bags of 4 cubic feet or 6 cubic feet containing some type of peat product?  No amount of donuts
could convince residents of Springfield the truth of that!  (Note that no donuts were consumed during the 2 hour
presentation by the audience as far as I was able to observe.)
 
In conclusion, Berger Peat has proven beyond a shadow of doubt that they are anything but a caring, cooperative,
and responsible corporate entity as proven by the surreptitious manner in which they proceeded to place their
processing plant, a commercial/industrial activity, on land they well knew was zoned agricultural.   For our Council to
enable them to do so in spite of what they knew would be objections from local residents of Springfield when they
have plenty of properties that are correctly zoned Industrial/Commercial or whatever they now term such
properties, I believe Employment Lands or some such innocuous title, proves our elected representatives do not
have the best interests of the ratepayers at heart but rather are promoting unwanted industries on relatively
inexpensive agricultural land regardless of the impact on our drinking water and environment. 
 
Yours sincerely
 
 
Heather A. Erickson
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Peat Moss Ltd
Date: July-15-20 11:18:25 PM

Dear Krystal, 

In regards to the Berger Peat Moss Ltd., our concerns are primarily regarding the ground water
contamination and any negative impact to our well's ability to draw fresh water for my
family's needs. I may be incorrect, but I understand the aquifer runs from Anola in the East to
East St. Pall in the West. Whether our home is in the flow path or not, i'm concerned with the
acknowledgment in the proposal that ground water contamination is possible. 

A second concern is the wear on the road. The extra heavy traffic will cause the roads to
deteriorate. This will put more stress on our vehicles and add additional costs for repair. There
is also the noise pollution with the use of engine retard brakes at the intersection near our
home at Hwy15 and Pr 207. 

This may not be your department, but I question if this manufacturing plant can be built on an
area zoned for agriculture when it would appear to me as commercial. Is there a reason the
RM wants to avoid a public hearing?

Thank you for your time
Darryl Brown

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc:
Subject: Berger Peat Moss plant
Date: July-15-20 2:28:33 PM

emails to: Krystal PENNER, Glen FUHL, Ron SCHULAR, Ted FALK, Allan AKINS

This email is to notify you that the municipality has over stepped their mandate by using a
"resolution in council" to amend a provincial statute.

I live exactly 1 mile north of the proposed plant and am very concerned about noise, air and
water pollution.  

A few years back,  a business attempted to open a particle board manufacturing plant which
was not accepted by the community as industrial use is not a permitted use for this area.  That
operation would have put micro particles in the surrounding air, thereby causing a local health
hazard. I have the same concerns regarding this industrial operation. 
Looking at the other Berger plant operations there are open, outdoor drying areas.  This
would lead to particles being air born and therefore blowing about the area. Not what
residents moved to this area for.  This is farm/residential not industrial land. 

One main concern is the use of water.  We have excellent water here.  We drink the water
strait from the well without filtering.  Again from watching the videos of many peat moss
plants, not just Bergers, it is noted that there is a very high volume of water usage.  This surely
must affect the water tables.  Would our water table in this area bring in unsuitable water into
our water table?

Other areas of concern include;
-noise, with 24/7 operation it means that large loaders will be in the outside yards working at
night.  That noise carries for miles, especially at night. Local gravel operators do not operate at
night nor on Sundays. 
-Traffic on Lorne Hill road must not be permitted neither by workers nor semi-trucks. Traffic
on Hwy 207 is already heavily used by semi-trucks. This highway is already very rough from
their use.  

I conclude that this matter requires much more perusal before permits are permitted.

Regards

Gerry PARENT  and Joan Parent



Ph: 2   Cel: 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger peat moss production facility at 22054 Oakwood rd in the RM of Springfield.
Date: July-15-20 11:39:59 AM

This in regards to the Berger peat moss production facility at 22054 Oakwood rd in the RM of
Springfield.

 
It has been brought to my attention that the company started development prior to the RM issuing a
building permit. The RM has apparently granted a building permit after the fact but prior to a
provincial environment review. It also appears that the council has re-classified peat moss from a
mined mineral under the provincial act to a harvested agricultural product. This seems irregular, I am
questioning if there was any undue influence that encourage council to behave in a questionable
manner.
 
I do encourage public hearing so that residents can address several issues:

1.       Land property values may be adversely affected.
2.       Well water quality and volume must be guaranteed.
3.       Traffic safety, the number of trucks places additional risk on residents.
4.       This is a quiet agricultural community that can be adversely affected by noise from a

commercial enterprise.
5.       Pollution and negative impact on environment. Peat moss is located in Eastern Manitoba,

the packaging should be located close to source. This way we are not adding additional
pollution in the transport of loose peat moss. Berger already has a plant located in
Hadashville, a much more appropriate location. This reduces transportation costs as
compressed packed peat moss is  a 2 to 1 ratio? Rural communities need much more
support than locations close to Winnipeg.

Sincerely,

Lawrence Skrypetz
Resident close to location 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Peat Plant - RM of Springfield
Date: July-16-20 11:51:41 PM
Attachments: 2020_06_18_eap_berger_peat_moss_ltd_6055.00_jt comments reduced.pdf

Good evening Ms. Penner,
 
I’m responding to the Notice of Environment Act Proposal related to the proposed Berger Peat Moss
Ltd. – Horticultural Mix Plant.  I have attached a copy of Berger’s “Springfield Mixing Plant
Development Project – Environmental Act Proposal for Bulk Material Handling Facility’ dated June
2020 which contain my comments.  Note that the document’s size has been reduced by removing
some of the drawings, figures, and appendices.  The following is a summary of those comments:
 

A proper public consultation process has not been afforded the residents living near the
proposed peat plant.  Residents deserve the right to ask questions and voice their concerns
in some type of public forum.  The Proponent didn’t acquire the property and decide to build
the peat plant in the last month and this Project has probably been in the works for some
time.  Having public consultations after you’ve drilled test wells and started construction is
simply bad form.  I understand that that no public consultation may be required because the
land use hasn't changed, however, this may a point of contention for some nearby residents.
The Proponent has indicated that the Project could contaminate the Carbonate Aquifer but
that it has mitigation measures in place for hazardous substances.  These mitigation
measures don’t appear to be mitigation measures but rather a description of how hazardous
substances are to be stored.  The Carbonate Aquifer is a precious resource and any risk of
contamination should have suitable and detailed mitigation measures in place and not
simply how hazardous substances plan to be stored.
The process of acquiring the peat appears to fall into the category of mining yet the RM of
Springfield has chosen to consider the Project an agricultural activity.  This Project is
analogous to the removal of rock or gravel from a quarry or borrow area and then
transporting it somewhere else to be processed except that the processing of rock or gravel
is cleaner and less risky.
Is there some certainty that in dry period (several years), the pumping from the Carbonate
Aquifer for the peat plant won't adversely impact nearby wells?

 
 
Best regards,
 
Jeff Tutkaluk
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1. Introduction 
1.1. Project Overview 
 Berger Peat Moss Ltd (Berger) is proposing to construct and operate a horticultural mixing plant 


near the town of Oakbank, in the Rural Municipality of Springfield. The Project consists of the reception and 


screening of loose peat on site. The screened peat will then be mixed with different additives in order to 


produce specialized and personalized horticultural growing media. Products will then be compressed and 


bagged in different formats. Final products will be stored directly on site until loaded on trucks for delivery. 


 The proposed development includes the construction of a peat screening, mixing and bagging 


plant. Several other existing buildings on site will also be reconditioned for either storage, equipment 


maintenance and reparations or administrative purposes. Operations will include the utilization of fuel-


powered equipment such as loaders and lifts as well as the incorporation of water in the production line 


and for domestic usages, which will require the installation of two new wells around the facility. Wastewater 


will be generated by three different facilities on site, each with their corresponding wastewater 


management system. Finally, profiling as well as ditching operations will be carried out to ensure proper 


stormwater drainage and create adequate storage areas for both the loose peat, additives and final bagged 


products.  


 This application for a License as per the Environmental Act will explain in details the production 


processes on site, from the reception of loose peat to the truck loading of final products for client delivery. 


Construction operations as well as decommissioning and reclamation of the site will also be discussed. 


Finally, potential impacts from the development on the environment as well as related mitigations 


measures will be identified. 


  


1.2. Corporate Information 
 Berger was founded at Saint-Modeste by Mr. Alcide Berger and Ms. Huguette Théberge in 1963, 


and the company is now managed by the third generation of Berger’s family members. After more than 50 


years of development, the company has become a leader in the production of value-added horticultural 


substrates and currently harvests 17 peat bogs in Quebec, New Brunswick, Manitoba, and Minnesota, and 


has 8 processing facilities in Canada and the United States of America (USA). Berger employs nearly 500 


people in Canada and the USA, and contributes to the economic well-being of many local communities. 


Berger sells horticultural mixes primarily to professional greenhouse growers and producers in Canada, the 


USA, Mexico, Central and Southern America, Asia, and Europe. 


 The mission of Berger is to harvest and process sphagnum peat moss in a responsible way, to offer 


a range of high quality products and services, designed for the needs of commercial horticultural customers 


located in international markets. Berger’s vision is to be recognized by horticulture professionals as their 


preferred partner and achieves this through the following corporate values: 


• Commitment – to providing employees an encouraging and supportive workplace and to delivering 


high quality products and service to customers; 
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• Proximity – maintain close relationships with employees, customers, and business partners 


through sharing information, actively engaging with stakeholders, and being accessible and 


available; 


• Harmony – create trusting and collaborative working relationships with customers, and partners 


through attentiveness, openness, respect, humility, and sincerity; and 


• Performance – seek optimal results through continuous improvement of products, employees, 


operations, and finances, and extend this to customers to help them be the best in their respective 


markets. 


 Berger’s operations for this Project will incorporate the same commitments to social responsibility 


as Berger’s operations in other provinces. This includes maintaining respect for the environment 


(incorporating sustainability) and demonstrating corporate social responsibility. Strong relationships with 


provincial and municipal regulatory agencies and communities surrounding the Project will be key factors 


to success. Concerns raised by regulatory agencies or the community will be investigated, and if necessary, 


changes will be incorporated into how the Project is managed. 


 
1.3. Location 


 The Project is located at 22054 Oakwood Road 64N, R.M. of Springfield (NW ¼ Section 23-11-4 


EPM, figure 1), about half an hour from Winnipeg. Lands were acquired from Sandpiper Stock Farms Ltd in 


March 2019 and include: 


 


- Certificate of Title No. 2286830/01 (Tax Roll Number 98300) 


- Certificate of Title No. 2286829/1 (Tax Roll Number 98350) 


 


 Total area purchased is approximatively 71,905 square feet. The northeastern part of the parcel 


was previously used as an equestrian facility with multiple buildings and basic services (electricity, water 


and sewage) already in place. Much of the infrastructures in place will be reconditioned for the Project. The 


rest of the land was used for agricultural purposes.  
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1.4. Land use  
 Most of the regional area is either residential or agricultural. The town of Oakbank is located about 


8 km to the east of the Project, while most of the western area are occupied by the outskirt residential areas 


of Winnipeg. The area of the project is currently zoned as “AG” (Agriculture General Zoning District) in which 


peat moss is a defined activity approved by the RM of Springfield (Annex 1), thus granted the Project the 


status of “permitted use”. The Project’s main access will be through Road 207. Railroad is also passing 


through the land about 1 km south of the area. The closest first nations community is the Brokenhead 


Ojibway Nation, located about 30 km northeast of Oakbank. 


 


1.5. Public Consultations 
Berger has already had several exchanges with representatives of the RM of Springfield, 


Conservation and Climate, Agriculture and Resource Development and other departments of Manitoba 


government. Berger was also planning to do a presentation of the Project combined with a job-fair in the 


town of Oakbank closest to the project in the spring of 2020, but this activity was rescheduled until the 


situation related to COVID-19 is better suited for such an event. 


Throughout the years of operations of Berger’s plant in Hadashville, the company has made sure 


to be transparent and collaborative with the local communities. Several visits to Hadashville plant and 


associated peatland were organized for the general public as well as government representatives to show 


the operations and respond to any interrogations. Berger is always proactive regarding the well-being of 


the communities and people around its facilities by taking adequate measures to respond to inquiries, 


comments or complaints. Berger aims to continue this collaboration with the existing land users around the 


proposed Project.    
 


2. Description of Development 
2.1. Permits needed 
Table 1 shows a list of the permits needed for the project as well as their status. 


 
Table 1: Required Permits for the Development 


Permits Permit ID Obtained 


Water Use License  Within the current EAL 


License to Construct Drainage Works  Within the current EAL 


Onsite Wastewater Management  Within the current EAL 


Electrical Permit  In application 


Building Permit 17645-189-20 2020/05/07 


Occupancy Permit  To be applied for 


Development Permit DX 2020-21 2020/06/09 


Lot Grade Permit LGP 2020-05 2020/02/19 


Environmental License  In application 
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Some form of public consultation should have been undertaken.  Even for a residential subdivision in the RM of Springfield, the proponent will often be required to make a presentation before the council so that citizens have an opportunity to voice their concerns.
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Please be advised that a fuel storage permit was not added to this list since the fuel tank on site will 


only have a volume of 1,000 gallon or lower each, which does not require a license. 


 


2.2. Schedule and Timeframe 
As of June 2020, the renovations of existing buildings for administrative and storage purposes have 


already begun. Construction of the new plant will begin as soon as all the appropriate permits and licenses 


are obtained. Construction of the building as well as the installation of the indoor equipment will last from 


April 2020 through May 2021. Berger is aiming to officially start the operations at the plant by April 2021. 


Production will slowly increase in the following years to reach full production capacity around 2025.    


Nevertheless, this schedule may be subject to modifications due to unforeseen circumstances. Berger 


will make sure to notify Conservation and Climate should any changes to this current schedule are made.  


 


2.3. Services Usages 
Current services on the land include electricity, water and septic installations, which are only disserving 


the buildings already in place (formerly an equestrian business). Nevertheless, the construction of the new 


plant will also include a new electric entrance and related installations, two new wells and a new separate 


sceptic infrastructure. Appropriate permits will be acquired prior to the installation of these services. All 


existing and proposed new infrastructures are detailed in figure 2. Please refer to section 2.4.4 for 


information about the wells and section 2.4.5 for the wastewater management. 
 


2.4. Chain of Processes 
2.4.1. Screening, Mixing and Packaging Process 


Two different categories of products will be manufactured by the proposed plant, one will be raw peat 


and the other will be peat mixed with different additives. Both will ultimately be used by growers for various 


type of culture. Figure 3 and 4 show the interior of the facilities as well as a rough flow of the material within 


the plant.  


The first step for either of these products is the screening of the raw material (peat). Whether it be 


loose peat coming directly from the harvesting fields or already packaged peat. The peat will be loaded in 


conveyors from exterior uppers and will go through different screening mechanisms to separate the 


granulometry of the particles. If the peat is sold without any additives, then the product will go straight to 


the packaging section (explained in the following paragraph). On the other hand, if those additives are 


needed, the product will need to go through the mixing line.   


The mixing line will go through several sections separated within the addition of solid entrants, liquid 


entrants and lime. The complete list of entrants is detailed in sections 2.4.2 and 2.4.3. The quantity and 


types of additives will change with the type of product. The mixing line then goes through a drum mixer 


that will be responsible for mixing all the ingredients together. The growing media will then proceed to the 


packaging section.  
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Whether it be raw peat or mix, the product will end up in the packaging room where it will be 


compressed and bagged in different formats according to the customer needs. Once packaged, the product 


can be kept outdoor, the plastic wrapping will prevent any adverse effects from the weather. The product 


will then be either stored on wood pallet in the designated storage areas in figure 2 or loaded directly on 


truck for delivery. At peak operations, it is expected that the plant could process up to 1.5 million bags of 


loose peat (6 cubic feet compressed to a factor ½, roughly equivalent to 510,000 m³) and 2.5 million bags 


of growing media (4 cubic feet compressed to a factor ½, roughly equivalent to 570,000 m³). 


 


2.4.2. Raw material Inputs 
The most important raw material for the process is the peat itself. Between May through October, peat 


will be harvested on Berger’s already existing harvesting sites. The loose peat will be loaded on truck, 


transported to the plant and discharged into a peat bunker near the uppers for loose peat. The peat bunker 


will consist of a concrete slab of 150’ X 170’, large enough to adequately store the loose peat. The slab will 


also be surrounded on all sides by a 16 feet concrete wall, allowing just enough space for the trucks to 


actually discharge the peat within the bunker. Peat particles being very volatile, this wall will limit the 


propagation of those particles in the atmosphere. At peak operations, up to 500,000 m³ should be hauled 


each year from the harvesting sites to the plant.  


Other raw material will include perlite and vermiculite additives as well as wood fiber. Perlite and 


vermiculite are inert, rock-like substance that are added to the mix for their drainage properties. Wood 


fiber, as the name implies, is a material directly extracted from selected species of trees. Both additives will 


be delivered on site and stored in plastic bags at the designated area in figure 2. The perlite, vermiculite 


and wood fiber will be added to the mix through uppers located along the main mixing line. 


Finally, other materials such as plastic wrappers and wood pallets will be needed for the packaging and 


storage of both the products and entrants. Those materials will be stored in part in the plant itself, or with 


the chemical additives. 
 


2.4.3. Chemical Inputs 
Chemical additives for the mixing line can be divided in three main categories: fertilizers, wetting agent, 


and lime. The bulk of the fertilizer and wetting agent additives will be stored within the existing building in 


the northeast of the property. This building is isolated and heated during the winter, which will prevent 


freezing and other harmful effects from the weather. There will be also a small storage room directly above 


the mixing line for the immediate consumption of those additives into the mixing process. This area is 


identified in figure 4. All the fertilizer products used by Berger comes in solid form while the wetting agent 


comes in liquid form. Calcium or dolomitic lime will be stored in appropriate silos located close to the mixing 


lime since most of the mixed products necessitate this kind of additive. Those silos are also identified in 


figure 4. 


It is difficult to pinpoint an exact quantity of each additives that will be stored on site at this time. 


Production is schedule regarding the need of the clients, which can be varied through the year. Inventory 
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By definition (The Mines and Minerals Act, Manitoba), this could be considered mining. 
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will also vary greatly depending on the need for each additive at a specific time. Nevertheless, quantity of 


additives will never be over each additive’s dedicated storage capacity on-site. 


 


2.4.4. Water Inputs and Wastewater 
Berger has contracted Friesen Drillers to conduct a hydrogeological investigation of the 


groundwater supply on site (Annex 2). Following are some of the conclusion and recommendations of the 


report: 


- The capacity of two new supply wells, completed into the Carbonate Aquifer, is likely sufficient 


to support groundwater pumping at a rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M. 


- The projected groundwater level fluctuations resulting from operation of the new water 


supply are expected to be less than natural seasonal and climatic fluctuations. 


- Groundwater quality at the site appears to be fresh (TDS~300 mg/L) and is likely acceptable 


for use without significant treatment. 


As recommended in the report, Berger will dig two new wells, as identified in figure 2, in order to 


support the new plant. Be advised that 80 U.S.G.P.M per well would be the absolute maximum volume 


taken during the operations and will rarely be attained. 
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What if it's not?  
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Highlight

Sustained pumping from the Carbonate Aquifer will result in a localized depression in the groundwater surface or a drawdown cone.  The supply wells will have an additive affect such that in drier years the groundwater surface will be more depressed compared to if the supply wells didn't exist.  Note that at the time Friesen Drillers conducted the pump test, the recharge areas in relatively close proximity to the Berger site had received precipitation (rain) that was approximately 200% to 400% above normal in month of September and approximately 150% to 300% above normal in the month of October (Manitoba Infrastructure, Hydrologic Forecast Centre).  This would have a tendency to increase the elevation of the groundwater table and, coupled with the reduction of commercial/industrial usage by the City of Winnipeg, could result in a relatively high groundwater elevation during testing.  The question becomes what would occur if the pump testing was conducted during a period where the groundwater elevation was depressed due to several years of below average precipitation?  The static water level at the start of the test may be lower and perhaps the drawdown cone could be more significant.
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2.4.5. Wastewater Management 
Berger has retained the services of Stantec to prepare a on site wastewater management plan in 


accordance with the regulation (annex 3). Two facilities on site will produce only domestic wastewater while 


one other will produce both industrial and domestic wastewater. Each of these facilities will have a 


dedicated wastewater management system, all identified in figure 2: 


- Arena: The arena is an existing facility previously used to host equestrian shows and 


competitions. This building will be reconditioned mainly as a warehouse with several offices. 


The arena has an existing septic system consisting of an underground septic tank connected 


to a septic field. Berger will make sure to hire certified personnel in order to assess the capacity 


and design of this existing installation to ensure its suitability for the propose purpose of the 


facility. A total peak flow of 368 L/day was calculated for this septic installation. Should the 


existing system be not adequate, Berger will make sure to either modify the current septic 


installation or build a new one. 


- House: The house is also an existing facility that will be used to house Berger’s employees from 


other sites/provinces coming for short trips to the plant. Many of the rooms within the house 


will be reconditioned in bedroom. The house will have a maximum capacity of 5 people after 


the renovations. Again, Berger will hire a qualified inspector to assess the capacity of the 


existing system and, should it be inadequate, modify the existing installation or build a new 


one. A total peak flow of 5,000L/day (with a safety factor of 2), was calculated for this septic 


installation. 


- Mixing Plant (domestic): The mixing plant will be a new building with a new septic installation 


dedicated to the facility. Regarding domestic wastewater, the peak number of employees 


within the plant will be 30 people, which will generate a calculated amount of 3,675 L/day. 


Berger plans on handling domestic waste from the facility by implementing a new onsite waste 


management system. Stantec has advised that due to the soil type and condition, that a 


pressurized sand mound design is recommended for the septic field, and that an underground 


fiberglass septic tank be implemented for equalization storage and pumping. The system will 


be registered under the Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation. 


- Mixing Plant (industrial): While the mixing process does not outright generate wastewater (all 


the added water and additives are kept within the final product), cleaning of certain fertilizer 


drums and tanks will release industrial wastewater that Berger will handle through holding 


tanks. Please refer to the annex 4 regarding the exact composition of this industrial 


wastewater. A total peak flow of 500L/day was calculated for this cleaning process. Berger 


plans to establish an agreement with the North End Sewage Treatment Plant or other Class II 


sewage treatment facility and develop a scheduled liquid waste hauling plan to properly 


dispose of the industrial waste to be treated off site.  


 


In summary, the Project will generate a calculated amount 9,543L/day. This total expected peak 


day flow being under 10,000 L/day, wastewater management for the Project should be managed and 


approved under the Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation.   
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2.4.6. Stormwater Management 
Finally, proper stormwater drainage around the plant and storage areas will be needed in order to 


allow for adequate circulation and prevent water damage to the bagged products and raw materials stored 


outdoor. Figure 5 shows a complete drainage and grading plan done by Sison Blackburn Consulting inc. 


(SBC) for the project (annex 4). Sedimentation ponds with control culverts were design at the end of the 


drainage system to allow for the sedimentation of any particles and control the flow in case of flooding 


events. The outlets of the drainage system are located to the west of Berger’s property. Both the 


sedimentation ponds as well as the rest of the drainage system will be regularly inspected and maintained 


to limit erosion or blockage of the ditches. Be advised that a ditch will be dig within the pond present on 


site. This pond will be used as a water source in case of fire emergency. The ditch is solely to ensure a 


constant water level within the pond and prevent overflow, no water will be discharge within this pond.  
 
 


2.5. Decommissioning and Reclamation 
Should Berger choose to close the mixing plant, decommissioning and reclamation activities will be 


discussed with both the RM of Springfield and Conservation and Climate depending on the future usage of 


the land. It is expected, but subject to modifications, that the existing above ground infrastructures would 


be removed, and the site topography returned to its original state. The drainage system could be either left 


as is for future use or partially filled up. Finally, if needed, wells and sceptic infrastructures would be 


properly closed off as per regulations. 
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3. Potential Impacts, Monitoring and Mitigations Measures 
3.1. Emergency Response Plan 


3.1.1. Fire 
Peat particles being very volatile and highly flammable, Berger is endorsing strict prevention measures 


to limit the probability of fire within the operations. The measures include a strict smoking prohibition of 


smoking unless in designate area, a thorough and constant maintenance of mechanical and electrical 


equipment and active formation of all our on-site personnel on firefighting techniques. The plant itself will 


have a firewall between the screening room and the packaging room (see figure 4) and all the rolling 


equipment (lift, loaders, etc.) will be kept and maintained in a separate building. 


Berger aims to be as self-reliant as possible regarding firefighting equipment and procedures. As such, 


a potential water source was identified in case of fire emergency. A pump will be installed in the lake located 


in the north of the property which will be able to function either on electrical power or diesel. This pump 


will be directly connected via a pipe to the plant, which will give Berger a good supply of water that will only 


be used in case of emergency. Additional firefighting equipment such as ABC extinguishers and fire blankets 


will also be strategically place around the site. 


Berger will collaborate will local firefighting workforce to ensure they know the layout of the site and 


important locations/information in case of emergency. While a complete Emergency Response Plan has yet 


to be completed, annex 5 shows the actual Emergency Response Plan used in Hadashville plant. The one 


from Oakbank should have minimal changes in comparison. Figure 6 also show a potential Emergency 


Response Map that would identify all the necessary information in case of emergency.  


 


3.1.2. Spills and Hazardous Substances 
Annex 6 presents a Phase 1 environmental assessment by HLC Consulting Ltd of the site prior to the 


acquisition. The assessment was to validate if there were any environmental issues for due diligence 


purposes. While stressed vegetation (dead grass) was observed under an aboveground storage tank, lacking 


secondary confinement, located east of the house, there was no apparent leaking or malfunction from the 


tank, which was subsequently removed.  


There are several potential sources of spill contaminant for the project, either from the leeching of the 


any chemical additives, the mishandling of hazardous substances or a malfunction from either an 


equipment or the fuel tanks themselves. As discussed in section 2.4.3, chemical additives, whether actively 


used or not, will be properly stored in an isolated and heated building to prevent any adverse effect from 


the weather. The additives will be stored either on a concrete surface or on a wood pallet to limit direct 


contact with the ground.  
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The Project include the reconditioning of one of the existing building into a garage which will allow for 


on-site routine inspection and maintenance of the equipment. Well maintained equipment will lower the 


risks of malfunction and associated spills. Moreover, both the garage’s and the plant’s floor will be in 


concrete, thus, in case of spill, limiting the contamination of the ground below. Finally, the fuel tanks on-


site (2) will each be below 1,000 gallons, meaning that they will not require a fuel storage permit. One fuel 


tank will be dedicated to regular gas while the other will be for diesel. Both tanks will be above ground steel 


tanks, double-walled, with a concrete barrier to prevent any vehicular collision. Fuel tanks will be regularly 


inspected for spills and maintained, following applicable regulations 


Finally, hazardous substances within the project will be limited to the chemical additives which have 


been discussed before and mechanical by-products such as filters, oil, etc. Berger is already collaborating 


with Notre-Dame Used Oil in order to adequately dispose of such material in Hadashville plant and will 


continue to do so for the proposed Project. Between pick-ups, hazardous material will be kept in the garage 


in designated areas to limit potential contamination. Domestic wastes are already handled on-site by GFL 


Environmental inc. and will continue to be throughout the operations.  


Two separate spill kits will be available on-site, one will be located in the garage while the other will be 


located in the plant itself. Spill kit will include, at a minimum: 


• An appropriate closed container for storing the spill kit components below, as well as for


disposal of contaminated materials following a spill


• Quilted absorbent sheets


• 2-cubic-foot bags of peat fiber treated to absorb petroleum products


• Absorbent booms


• Bags of liquid absorbent granules


• Bags of vermiculite


• Plastic basins for catching spills


• Tarpaulins


• Rolls of paper towels


• Shovels, trowels, and mini-tool kit


• Personal protective equipment (safety goggles, respirators, masks, nitrile gloves).


The Manitoba Environmental Emergency line (204-944-4888) will be called in case of a spill that could 


create a hazard to human life or health, to other living organisms, or to the physical environment. 
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3.2. Workplace Health and Safety 
Workplace health and safety is an integral part of Berger’s corporate philosophy. Berger’s focus is on 


prevention of safety, health, or environmental incidents through the development of a company-wide 


safety and environment culture, supported by policies and procedures implemented on-site. Components 


of the plan will include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following. 


• New Employee Orientation – All new employees will attend an orientation session on safety, 
fire protection, environmental awareness, site rules, and other related topics. 


• Safety Instructions – Safety instructions for each position will be prepared and the employee 
working in that position will be required to be familiar with its contents. 


• Personal Protective Equipment – Efforts will be made to eliminate or reduce workplace 
hazards whenever and wherever possible. However, when this is not possible, approved 


personal protective equipment (PPE) will be provided for team member use. Any team 


member who is required to wear PPE will be trained in its use, maintenance, and capabilities 


(i.e., limitations). 


• Lockout Procedures – Lockout procedures will be adhered to ensuring that machinery and 


other equipment (both electrical and fueled power tools) cannot be inadvertently used or 


started, jeopardizing the safety of any team member. 


• Mobile Equipment Operation – Employees with duties that include the operation of mobile 


equipment will be trained in its safe operation, and inspection. The mechanic on-site will be 


responsible for maintenance of all equipment. 


• Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System (WHMIS) – The types of hazardous 


materials on site will be limited (e.g., diesel fuel, gasoline, oil, lubricants, and antifreeze); 


however, to ensure the safety of all employees, a WHMIS program will be implemented on 


site. All employees will receive training; the program will include labeling of products by 


suppliers, submission of Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) by suppliers that will be available 


strategically throughout the site, and the labelling of workplace containers, tanks, and piping.  


• First Aid – All site supervisors, foreman, and team leaders will be encouraged to obtain first 


aid certification; A minimum of one employee per shift will be required to have this kind of 


formation; in the event of a medical emergency, the sick/injured personnel will be transported 


to the either Oakbank or Winnipeg medical facilities. 
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3.3. Atmospheric Environment 
The Project could have an impact on the atmospheric environment through the release of peat particles 


in the air. Berger has implemented several mitigation measures on-site in order to limit the amount of dust 


generated from the operations: 


• The plant will be fitted with two dust collectors, responsible to filter the peat particles from 


the air coming out of the plant. Peat particles will be directly reintroduced in the mixing line. 


• Loose peat deliver on site will be stored into a proper peat bunker surrounded with a 16 feet 


concrete wall to limit air emissions. Peat bunker was strategically placed on site to be against 


dominant winds (northwest), meaning that any aerial peat particles would be blown in a 


southeastern direction, away from the plant, office and residential areas.  


• Roads around the facilities will be properly maintained and water will be applied as needed 
on rolling surfaces to limit the dust. 


• Trucks used to haul peat from the Project site to the packaging plant will be covered with a 
tarp to limit dust and debris during transport.  


• Operations will be stopped in the case of particularly strong winds. 


• A double row of trees will be planted on the west and north border of the property to limit 


the propagation of peat particles, but also the sound from the operations. 


Berger is confident that those mitigations will prevent efficiently any atmospheric pollution. 


Nevertheless, Berger’s personnel on-site will regularly inspect for any significant plume coming either from 


the plant or the peat bunker. 


 


3.4. Water Quality 
The Project could have an effect on water quality through the contamination of the surface water 


and/or underground aquifer. Please refer to section 3.1.2 for the mitigation measures for hazardous 


substances as well as the prevention and emergency response for spills.  


Surface water quality could also be affected by aerial peat particles depositing into open water areas. 


Thus, mitigation measures discussed in section 3.3 also applies to water quality. Berger also designed, in 


collaboration with SBC, sedimentation ponds at the end of the drainage system to ensure that any sediment 


would be retained within the site.  


 Finally, domestic and industrial wastewater will be handled through existing and new sceptic 


installations as described in section 2.4.5 to prevent any contamination of either surface waters or 


underground aquifers. 


 


3.5. Vegetation/Wildlife 
It is not anticipated that the Project will have a major effect on the regional flora and fauna. The site is 


located within an agricultural/residential area, with limited natural environment around the site. The 


Project does not include any tree cutting and there is no conservation area close to the project. 
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This is not very reassuring!  The "mitigation measures" discussed in section 3.1.2 aren't really mitigation measures; they're simply a description of how the hazardous substances will be stored.  A real mitigation measure might entail some sort of secondary containment system such as a cell with either a compacted clay liner or geosynthetic liner.
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3.6. Noise 
The noise coming from the operations is anticipated to be typical of agricultural operations currently 


carried out in the regional area. The plant is expected to be running 24 hours per day at peak operations. 


Berger designed the site so that the operations would mainly be centered around the plant itself, which is 


located about 500m from the closest residential building. The double row of trees mentioned in section 3.3 


will also limit the sound propagation from the operations. 


Berger will stay in close contact with the RM of Springfield and local residents to ensure that the noise 


coming from the operations are at acceptable levels. 


 


3.7. Social Environment 
At peak operations, the plant is planning on having a maximum of 30 employees per production shift. 


Since Berger will be mainly sourcing locally for its workforce, it will have a beneficial impact on the social 


environment through increase employment and local subcontracting. A significant increase of trucks along 


the 207 is also expected. At peak operations, an approximate 25 trucks per day will be coming in and out of 


the plant. Following one of the conditions of the development permit, Berger will enter into an agreement 


with the RM regarding maintenance and potential upgrade to the roads around the Project. As of now, road 


upgrades are not expected, but Berger will stay in close contact with the RM of Springfield should any 


improvements be necessary because of the Project.  


 


4. Conclusion 
Berger is applying for a license under the Environmental Act for a proposed horticultural mixing plant 


near Oakbank. The Project consists of the reception and screening of loose peat on site. The screened peat 


will then be mixed with different additives in order to produce specialized and personalized horticultural 


mixes. Products will then be compressed and bagged in different formats. Final products will be stored 


directly on site until loaded on trucks for delivery. The proposed operations include the renovations of 


existing facilities and the construction of the plant itself. As of April 2020, Renovations of existing buildings 


have already begun, and construction activities will begin as soon as all the approvals are obtained. It is 


expected that the plant will be fully operational by April 2021. Potential impacts from the Project on the 


environment could originate from the mishandling of hazardous substances, aerial contamination of peat 


particles, contaminant spills and fire. With the proper monitoring and mitigation measures, it is expected 


those potential impacts will be low to non-existent.  


 


 
 


Pierre-Olivier Sauvageau, M. Sc. 


Resource Advisor   
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Annex 1: Resolution of the RM of Springfield 


Regarding Agricultural Zoning 
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Polygon

One could argue that the RM of Springfield has erred and that the processing of peat could be considered a mining activity similar to the transportation of ore to a smelter.
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Annex 2: Hydrogeological Investigation Results by Friesen Drillers 
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March 20, 2020 


Mr. Bénédict Chénard-Soucy, ing. 
Building Projects Manager 
121, 1er Rang 
Saint-Modeste, QC G0L3W0 


Dear Bénédict, 


Subject Hydrogeological Investigation Results - Industrial Groundwater Supply 
22054 Oakwood Road (64 North) - NW 23-11-04 EPM, Rural Municipality of Springfield, Manitoba 


Friesen Drillers is pleased to present this report to detail the results of our hydrogeological investigation completed for the Berger owned 
property at the above noted site.   


The results of the investigation are detailed in the following paragraphs. 


Project Background and Scope of Work 


A peat processing plant is planned for the site located at section NW 23-11-04 EPM in the Rural Municipality of Springfield.  A water 
supply developed from groundwater wells installed at the site will be required to support the operating processes.  The site will require a 
peak flow rate of about 80 U.S.G.P.M. (300 L/min) with a total annual allocation of not more than 100 dam3/year (~81 acre-ft./year). 
The groundwater supply is planned to be developed from the bedrock Carbonate Aquifer system which underlies the site.  The water 
supply distribution system will include two supply wells for redundancy purposes.   


The scope of work for this project is detailed below. 


• Construct two, 5-inch diameter, PVC cased supply wells into the carbonate bedrock aquifer.  The casing will be set through the
overburden and into the top of the bedrock.  The bedrock will then be drilled open hole with air and water to final depth.


• Conduct a short term capacity test on each new well to assess well yield potential.


• Complete a longer term (4-8 hr) pumping test to assess the overall system capabilities.  During the pump test, groundwater levels
would be monitored both manually and with automatic pressure sensing transducers in nearby wells.


• Collect water samples during the pumping test to be sent to an accredited laboratory for analysis.  The water samples will be analyzed
for routine major ion concentrations and stable environmental isotopes of 18oxygen and deuterium.


• Complete a desktop inventory of existing wells within a one mile radius of the site.


• Generate a final report to detail the hydrogeological investigation results, and well inventory data.  The report will be suitable for
submission to Manitoba Sustainable Development – Water Use Licensing Section (MSD–WULS).


Site Setting 


The site is located at 22054 Oakwood Road (64 North) on section NW 23-11-04 EPM, in the Rural Municipality of Springfield.  The site 
lies directly east of the City of Winnipeg and the Red River Floodway.  The community of Oakbank is located about 4 miles east of the 
site.  Development around the site is relatively sparse and includes agricultural and rural residential land uses.  The property includes 
facilities for equestrian activities.  The location of the site is shown on the following page as Figure 1. 


The site lies at an elevation of approximately 238 m (~780 ft.) geodetic.  The topography of the region is generally of low relief and slopes 
gently to the west towards the Red River/Red River Floodway. 
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Site Setting (Cont’d) 
 


 
Figure 1 – Location of the peat processing plant site, RM of Springfield. (Source - Google Earth, 2020) 


 
 
Geology/Hydrogeology    
 
The project site is located on the eastern fringes of the Western Canadian Sedimentary Basin.  Bedrock in the area comprises Ordovician 
sedimentary rocks which include the Winnipeg Formation shale and sandstone and overlying Red River Formation dolomitic limestones.  
These formations were deposited upon Precambrian granites known as the Canadian Shield.  The geology of southern Manitoba is shown 
below in Figure 2.  Regionally, the bedrock formations dip gently to the west, where they become thicker and more deeply buried.   
 


 
Figure 2 - Geology of southern Manitoba; orange arrow indicates approximate location of the Berger site. (Source - GSC, 2007) 



jtutkaluk

Polygon

It appears that the Berger site has been incorrectly located on Figure 2 of the Friesen Drillers' report.  The Berger site is located east of the Red River, not west as indicated.  Also, why was a geological section (surficial geology and bedrock) selected that is so far south of the actual Berger site?
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Geology/Hydrogeology (Cont’d) 
 
A complex distribution of glaciofluvial (sand and gravel) and glaciolacustrine (clay rich) deposits overlies the bedrock formations in the 
study area.  Regionally, the overburden is composed of interlayered clay, silt and till with local deposits of sand and gravel.  The regional 
surficial geology is illustrated below in Figure 3.  The Berger site is located within an area of clay rich glaciolacustrine deposits. 
 


 
Figure 3 - Surficial geology of the Springfield region.  (Source - Manitoba Mineral Resources, 2013) 


 
The Carbonate Aquifer System forms the most geologically extensive and widely developed groundwater source in Manitoba, especially 
in the southeast and Interlake regions of the Province (Betcher et al., 1995).  The Red River Formation composes the main carbonate 
aquifer unit in the RM of Springfield.  Carbonate rock generally has very poor primary porosity of less than 1.0 % (Render, 1970).  The 
main porosity within the carbonate bedrock occurs within the secondary joints, fractures, and karstic features that are common in many 
parts of the bedrock.  Due to variability in the number, size, type and interconnected nature of the permeable features, well yields can 
vary substantially over relatively short distances depending on the fractures intersected by the well. 
 
The carbonate aquifer system receives significant amounts of groundwater recharge through two large glacio-fluvial complexes (Sandilands 
and Birds Hill) located in eastern Manitoba (Betcher et al., 1995).  These sedimentary complexes directly overly the carbonate aquifer and 
provide a conduit for recharge through the coarse sand and gravel deposits down into the bedrock (Render, 1970).  It is also anticipated 
that the carbonate aquifer receives recharge, to a lesser extent, from downwards seepage through the overburden till and clay material. 
 
Regional groundwater flow in the carbonate aquifer is westerly within the RM of Springfield, from the major groundwater recharge zones 
of the Sandilands moraines to the Red River Floodway.  The direction of regional flow within the carbonate is shown to be well controlled 
by the major river and lake systems in southern Manitoba (Ferguson et al., 2003).  The Birds Hill Glacio-Fluvial complex disrupts the 
regional westerly flow in the north western portion of the RM, as groundwater flows radially outward from the center of the recharge 
zone.  Discharge in the carbonate aquifer occurs mainly through the Red River Floodway, on the eastern side of the RM, although the 
aquifer system is also shown to discharge into the Red River and Lake Winnipeg to the north (Render, 1970).  After the construction of 
the floodway, water levels declined by up to 25 feet in some groundwater monitoring stations within the RM.  Groundwater levels have 
remained relatively constant since equilibrating with the post floodway construction aquifer conditions. 
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Geology/Hydrogeology (Cont’d) 
 
In general, water levels showed a marked decline after floodway construction, and fairly stable lower levels since.  Figure 4, shown below, 
details a local chart located northeast from the Berger site.  
 


 
Figure 4 – G05OJ013 observation station. (Source – MSD, 2014) 


 
 
Groundwater Geochemistry 
 
The background groundwater geochemistry was reviewed from the available provincial monitoring stations in the Oakbank area. The 
water chemistry data from G05OJ013 and G05OJ014, completed in the carbonate aquifer, was obtained from MSD (C.Romano, 2014).  
A plot of the major ion concentrations is shown on the following page as Figure 5.   
 
Based on these data, groundwater in the Carbonate Aquifer is relatively good quality, calcium/magnesium/bicarbonate type groundwater.  
TDS values are fairly low, the water is considered to be hard.  It should be noted that nitrate concentrations were below detection limits 
in the samples.   
 
Based on the available data, it expected that the groundwater quality at the Berger site is suitable for use without significant treatment.  It 
is important to note that groundwater quality can change with pumping over time and should be monitored regularly. 
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Groundwater Geochemistry (cont’d) 


 
Figure 5 – Trilinear plot of provincial observation station G05OJ013/014. (Data source – MSD – C. Romano, 2014) 


 
 
Investigations 
 
Test Well Drilling  
 
Friesen Drillers mobilized to site November 28 & 29, 2019 to complete the construction of two wells (Tag #3376 & #3377). The well 
locations, shown on the following page in Figure 7, were provided by Berger based on their site design.  
 
Both wells were drilled to a final depth of 177 feet below grade.  The boreholes intersected clay and till from surface to about 75 ft below 
grade.  A layer of sand was intersected below the till in well #3376.  Carbonate bedrock was intersected at about 75 feet until final depth. 
The hydrogeological conditions at the site appear to be confined.  
 
Both wells were constructed with 5 inch diameter, PVC casing installed through the overburden and set into the top of the carbonate 
bedrock with a three tier step down socket. The 5 inch casing was grouted in place with bentonite.  Drilling then proceeded open hole 
through the carbonate bedrock until sufficient water bearing fractures were intersected.  A summary of the well construction details is 
given below in Table 1.  Copies of the drillers logs are also attached. 
 
Well locations were marked with a hand held GPS unit that is accurate to +/- 5 m.  
 


Table 1 
Well Construction Details - Berger, RM of Springfield 


Well ID UTM X UTM Y Total Well Depth Well Casing 


3376 647139.7 5534276.8 177 ft. 5 inch PVC; 0-75 ft. 


3377 647138.0 5534418.1 177 ft. 5 inch PVC; 0-73 ft. 


Table 1 – Well construction details – Berger, RM of Springfield. 
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Test Well Drilling (Cont’d) 
 


 
Figure 7 – Location of two supply wells; Berger, RM of Springfield (Source – Google Earth, 2020) 


 
 
Well Capacity and Aquifer Testing  
 
A short term pump test was completed on each well to assess well capacity.  In addition, a 4 hour pumping test was conducted on well 
#3376 to assess the local aquifer parameters.  The pumping test was conducted using a 5 HP submersible pump, with groundwater levels 
recorded manually with a depth sounder and automatically with a pressure transducer.  The discharge rate was measured regularly with 
an orifice weir.  Power was provided for the pumping test by means of a portable gasoline powered generator.  Details of the pumping 
test results are provided below in Table 2.  The pumping test drawdown data is also attached.  
 


Table 2 
Pumping Test Details - Berger, RM of Springfield 


Well ID Static Water Level Pumping Water Level Pumping Rate Drawdown Specific Capacity 


3376 22.3 feet 31.6 feet 70 U.S.G.P.M 9.3 feet 7.53 U.S.G.P.M./ft. 


3377 20.8 feet 21.0 feet 25 U.S.G.P.M 0.2 feet 125 U.S.G.P.M./ft 


Table 2 - Pumping test details; Berger, RM of Springfield. 
 
 
Desktop Well Inventory 
 
An inventory of all private and commercial wells within a one mile radius of the site was conducted.  The inventory was based upon the 
GWDRILL database (2018), maintained by MSD.  The results of the inventory are attached as Table 3.  In total, 45 wells were identified 
within a one mile radius of the site.  With the exception of one well used for monitoring purposes, all of the wells were noted to be used 
for domestic purposes.  The date of construction ranged from 1960 to 2008, with most of the wells constructed before 1990.  The total 
well depth ranged from 70-297 ft. below grade, with an average of 135 ft.  All of the wells were completed into the carbonate bedrock 
aquifer.  It should be noted that the current status of the identified wells is not known and the locations of the wells were not verified.   
 
Based on the results of the desktop well inventory, the closest well to the Berger site is approximately 2,000 feet away (GWDRILL, 2018). 
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Data Analysis 
 
Aquifer Testing Analysis 
 
The Theis (1935) method is the most common method for analyzing the results from aquifer pumping tests.  Some critical assumptions 
of the method were noted during the development.  They are detailed as follows: 
 


Darcy’s law is valid  Infinitesimal diameter of well 


The aquifer is horizontal and constant thickness  Fully penetrating the aquifer formation 


The aquifer is infinite in areal extent  Perfectly efficient well 


The aquifer is bounded by impermeable strata above and below  Single pumping well 


Uniform hydraulic conductivity  Constant pumping rate 


Isotropic hydraulic conductivity  Constant storage properties through time 


Head always remains above the top of the pumped aquifer 
There are no water level changes that are not due to the pumping. 


 The head is known everywhere prior to pumping. 


Through a review of the assumptions, it can be seen that some of the conditions for the analysis of the pumping test conducted in this 
investigation are invalid for the Theis (1935) approach.  However, the Theis (1935) approach is highly idealized to the assessment of the 
aquifer, and represents the state of the art for the determination of aquifer parameters.  The conditions are also not being violated severely, 
so this approach will be used for the analysis. 
 
The data from the pumping test was analyzed using Waterloo Hydrogeologic’s Aquifer Test V2016.1.  The Cooper-Jacob and Theis 
methods were both employed, although similar results were expected as the Cooper -Jacob (1946) method is a straight line approximation 
of the Theis (1935) method.  The general hydraulic parameters determined from the analysis are shown below in Table 4.  Plots of the 
Theis analysis and Cooper–Jacob analysis are shown on subsequent pages as Figures 8-10. 
 


Table 4 
Aquifer Parameters - Hydrogeological Testing – 


Berger – RM of Springfield 


Well Capacity 


Parameter Well 3376 Well 3377 


Static Water Level 22.3 feet 20.8 feet 


Pumping Water Level 31.6 feet 21.0 feet 


Drawdown 9.3 – 70 U.S.G.P.M. - 240 minutes 0.2 feet – 25 U.S.G.P.M. - 30 minutes 


Specific Capacity 7.53 U.S.G.P.M./ft. 125.0 U.S.G.P.M./ft. 


Aquifer Parameters 


Method Transmissivity Storativity3 


Theis Method1 40,000 U.S.G./day/ft. 3.0 x 10-4 


Cooper-Jacob Method2 40,000 U.S.G./day/ft. 3.0 x 10-4 


Theis Recovery1 40,000 U.S.G./day/ft. 3.0 x 10-4 


Notes 1 Theis (1935) method using graphical analysis. 
2 Cooper-Jacob (1946) method using graphical analysis. 
3 Storativity calculation not completed due to lack of monitoring wells. 


 


Table 4 – Aquifer Parameters – Berger – RM of Springfield; Waterloo Hydrogeologic’s Aquifer Test V2016.1. 
 
In general, the aquifer transmissivity was inferred from the data to be 40,000 U.S.G./ft.  The storativity was inferred to be 3.0 x 10-4, 
which is typical for confined fractured bedrock aquifers (Freeze and Cherry, 1979).  During the analysis, the tcritical was assumed to be less 
than approximately 15 minutes for casing storage; therefore, the data previous to 15 minutes was not used in the analysis.  The Cooper-
Jacob (1946) method was used, since emphasis is not placed on early time measurements.   
 
Based on well logs for the area, the aquifer is not considered to be isotropic, and displays spatial variability.  These conditions indicate a 
fundamental breech in the conditions of Theis (1935).  Due to amount of data present and the lack of long term data from monitoring 
wells, the aquifer was assumed to be Theissian, although this may or may not be totally correct in this instance.  This approach will be 
used for comparison purposes only in this evaluation.  It was also assumed that skin effects for the supply well would be minimal after 
the developing and jetting procedures.   
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Aquifer Testing Analysis (Cont’d) 


 
Figure 8 – Time-drawdown plot; pumping rate is 70 U.S.G.P.M. 


 
Figure 9 – Cooper-Jacob plot; pumping rate is 70 U.S.G.P.M. 


 
 
 
 
 
 







March 20, 2020      Page 9 


     307 PTH 12 N, Steinbach, MB   R5G 1T8   204-326-2485  Toll Free 1-888-794-9355    friesendrillers.com 


 


Aquifer Testing Analysis (Cont’d) 


 
Figure 10 – Theis analysis plot; pumping rate is 70 U.S.G.P.M. 


 
 
Water Supply Requirements and Long Term Aquifer Capacity 
 
To support the operating processes, the site will require a water supply which is planned to be developed from the groundwater wells 
installed at the site.  It is our understanding that the site will require a peak flow rate of about 300 L/min, or about 80 U.S.G.P.M. with a 
total annual allocation of not more than 100 dam3/year (~81 acre-ft./year).  The preferred distribution system design should include at 
least two supply wells for redundancy purposes.   
 
To achieve the flow requirements for Berger site with redundancy, both supply wells will be required to produce the peak flow requirement 
of 80 U.S.G.P.M. per well.  An annual water use volume of 100 dam3/year equates to approximately 226 days of continuous pumping 
from one well at the peak rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M.  This amount of pumping likely exceeds the actual operating water use for the site and 
will conservatively estimate the drawdown impacts generated by the site.   
 
To estimate the effects of operating the site, the resulting drawdown was calculated at distance using the Theis equation, after 226 days 
of operation.  The calculated drawdowns used the aquifer parameters inferred from the pumping test and follow all the assumptions of 
the Theis method.  The results are summarized below in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 11, shown on the following page. 
 


Table 5 
Calculated Drawdown at Distance from the Well Field 


Pumping at a Rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M.  
Berger – RM of Springfield 


All calculations following the Theis (1935) equation and assumptions 


Distance 


Distance 
from well 


Well 3376    
(0 ft.) 


100 feet 250 feet 500 feet 750 feet 1,000 feet 1,500 feet 2,000 feet 
2,640 feet 
(1/2 mile) 


Drawdown 10.6 feet 3.2 feet 2.7 feet 2.4 feet 2.2 feet 2.1 feet 1.9 feet 1.8 feet 0.6 feet 


Table 5 – Estimated long term drawdown; pumping rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M. for 226 days (100 dam3). 
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Water Supply Requirements and Long Term Aquifer Capacity (Cont’d) 
 


 
Figure 11 – Drawdown cone generated after 226 days pumping at 80 U.S.G.P.M. (total volume of 100 dam3).   


 (Plotted with AquiferTest V.2016.1) 
 
Assuming a regional transmissivity of 40,000 U.S.G.P.D./ft., the drawdown at a radial distance of 2,000 ft. from the well field was 
calculated to be about 1.0 ft. after pumping at a rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M. (Walton, 1979/1983).  This analysis is considered to be very 
conservative; it assumes that no recharge occurs during the pumping.  This amount of drawdown is within the range of natural fluctuations 
shown on nearby hydrograph stations and is not anticipated to cause any issues for nearby groundwater users.  
 
 
Local Groundwater Geochemistry 
 
Table 6, shown below, details the results from the analytical sampling of the pump well during the pumping test. The complete results 
from ALS laboratories are attached (L2396645).  A trilinear plot of the sample with nearby provincial monitoring stations is presented on 
the following page as Figure 12.  
 
Overall, the water quality appears to be typical for the area, as evidenced by the similar data plots. The groundwater is of 
calcium/magnesium/bicarbonate type which is expected in the area. The groundwater quality is considered to be fresh, with TDS values 
below 500 mg/L, and hard (314 mg/L).  It should be noted that groundwater quality may change with pumping over time 
 


Table 6 
Groundwater Quality – Berger Supply Well #3376 


Parameter Berger Supply Well (3376) 


Total Dissolved Solids 312 mg/L 


Chloride 19.8 mg/L 


Sodium 10.5 mg/L 


Nitrate <0.02 mg/L 


Hardness (as CaCO3) 314 mg/L 


pH 8.22 


Table 6 – Highlights of the local groundwater geochemistry.  (Data source – ALS-L2396645, 2019) 
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Local Groundwater Geochemistry (Cont’d) 


 
Figure 12 – Trilinear plot of Berger supply well (#3376) with nearby provincial stations. (Data source – ALS-L2396645, 2019; 


 MSD – C. Romano, 2014) 
 
 
Discussion and Recommendations 
 
Based on the results of the hydrogeological analysis detailed in this report, the following recommendations are provided for a groundwater 
supply intended for irrigation purposes at the Berger site in the RM of Springfield.  
 


• The capacity of the two supply wells, completed into the Carbonate Aquifer, is likely sufficient to support groundwater pumping at 
a rate of 80 U.S.G.P.M. per well under normal operating conditions. 


 


• Each supply well could be mechanized to provide 80 U.S.G.P.M. per well. The pump intake should be set at 70 feet below grade.  
The wells should be connected using a full spool pitless unit. 


 


• The projected groundwater level fluctuations resulting from operation of the new water supply are expected to be less than natural 
seasonal and climatic fluctuations.  It is recommended that groundwater levels be monitored to assess for potential progressive 
drawdown impacts to groundwater levels in the local aquifer. 


 


• Groundwater quality at the site appears to be fresh (TDS~300 mg/L) and is likely acceptable for use without significant treatment. 
 


• The wells should be connected using full pitless units and connections should contain only stainless steel or brass fittings. 
 


• The supply wells should remain permanently vented. 
 


• The wells may require maintenance to clean out the fractures and well casing and inspect the pump and components. We typically 
recommend this to be undertaken every four years.   


 


• A copy of this report should be forwarded to Manitoba Sustainable Development – Water Use Licensing Section in support of a 
Water Rights Licence application.  


 


• The water supply system should be equipped with a flow meter to measure both instantaneous and cumulative groundwater usage. 
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Annex 3: Wastewater Management Plan by Stantec Consulting Ltd 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
500–311 Portage Avenue, Winnipeg MB  R3B 2B9 


June 17, 2020 


Attention:  Derek Smith  
Environmental Approvals Branch 
Conservation and Climate 
1007 Century Street 
Winnipeg, MB R3H 0W4 


Dear Derek Smith, 


Reference: Berger Oakbank Peat Processing Plant Project – Amended License Proposal 


Stantec was retained by Berger to provide supplemental information in regard to wastewater handling for 
Berger’s Amended License Proposal for the Oakbank Peat Moss Processing Plant Project. The following 
information outlines Berger’s plan for handling onsite domestic and industrial wastewater. 


There are three separate facilities at the Oakbank property that will produce domestic wastewater, with 
each facility having its own designated onsite waste handling system. The facilities are described as 
follows: 


1. Arena


a. The arena is an existing facility on the property. Berger plans use the facility as a
warehouse and to convert the kitchen into office space that will be used by a maximum of 3
employees. The arena has an existing septic system consisting of an underground septic
tank connected to a septic field. The original use of the arena would have had a
significantly higher number of persons contributing to wastewater generation and so it is
assumed that the septic system has been sized to be more than adequate for the new use
of the facility. However, Berger plans to hire qualified personnel to assess the condition.
Berger intends to retain Stantec to complete an analysis on the existing system and given
that it is approved as acceptable, Berger will submit a request to have Manitoba
Conservation and Climate acknowledge this in writing. In the event that the conclusion of
the analysis is that the system is not adequate, it will either need to be modified or will be
properly abandoned in accordance with local regulations. In this case, Berger would hire
Stantec to design a new or modified septic system for the building and have it registered
under the Onsite Wastewater Management Systems Regulation.


b. According to the Manitoba Supplementary Information Manual for Onsite Wastewater
Management System Installations (2010), the expected wastewater for an office space is
49 lpcd (liters per capita per day). With a maximum of 3 employees, the resulting average
day flow is 147 L/day. The typical peak day factor used in Manitoba according to Manitoba
Water Services Board Guidelines is 2.5. By applying this factor, the peak day wastewater
flow generated by the arena is 368 L/day. This is the minimum required capacity of the
septic system.


2. House
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a. There is an existing house on the property that Berger plans on expanding to include 5 
rooms which will each house one employee on a temporary basis. This facility also has its 
own existing septic tank and field. However, because the facility is expanding, it is 
imperative that the system be assessed to determine if it has adequate capacity, as well as 
if it is in adequate condition to treat wastewater. As mentioned previously, Berger plans to 
hire Stantec to complete the analysis of the existing system and receive acknowledgement 
in writing from Manitoba Conservation and Climate if the system is adequate as is or apply 
to have it registered as a new or modified system under the Onsite Wastewater 
Management Systems Regulation.  


b. As indicated by the Environmental Approvals Branch at Conservation and Climate, this 
facility shall be classified as residential and that the expected wastewater generation is 500 
L/room/day. The expected average day flow based on this value is 2,500 L/day with a 
safety factor of 2, a peak day flow of 5,000 L/day. This is the minimum required capacity of 
the septic system. 


3. Mix Plant (Domestic Waste) 


a. The mix plant is a new facility that will soon be under construction. The plant processes 
peat moss on a daily basis but only produces dry waste during regular operation. The 
maximum expected number of employees for the 45,000 sq. ft facility is 30. Berger plans 
on handling domestic waste from the facility by implementing a new onsite waste 
management system. Stantec has advised that due to the soil type and condition, that a 
pressurized sand mound design is recommended for the septic field, and that an 
underground fiberglass septic tank be implemented for equalization storage and pumping. 
And again, the system will be registered under the Onsite Wastewater Management 
Systems Regulation.  


b. According to Manitoba Conservation Guidelines, this facility is classified as an industrial 
building (domestic waste only) and the minimum flow rate is 49 lpcd. With 30 employees, 
this results in an average day flow of 1,470 L/day and the peak day flow is 3,675 L/day 
which is what will govern the septic system design.  


4. Mix Plant (Industrial Waste) 


a. Within the mix plant are large tanks that acquire peat moss and fertilizer residue build up 
over time. Berger has a cleaning plan for the tanks that occurs three times per week. 
Berger uses a mixture of vinegar and water to clean the tanks. This results in an expected 
volume of 750 L/week or 200 L/day and a peak day flow of 500L/day of industrial 
wastewater being generated. The composition of the industrial waste is characterized later 
in this letter. It has been determined that this wastewater can not be treated on site and 
hence will have its own designated wastewater holding tank that Berger has retained 
Stantec to design. An underground fiberglass tank is planned to be used. Berger plans to 
establish an agreement with the North End Sewage Treatment Plant or other Class II 
sewage treatment facility and develop a scheduled liquid waste hauling plan to properly 
dispose of the industrial waste to be treated off site.  







June 17, 2020 


Derek Smith 
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5. Additional Info: 


a. Fertilizer Concentrations (full specifications attached): 


i. Aqua-Gro, 100 L of water mixed with 9.5L of Aqua-Gro 


ii. Calcium Nitrate, 100 L of water mixed with 60.4 pounds of calcium nitrate powder 


iii. Magnesium Nitrate, 100 L of water mixed with 60.4 pounds of powder 


b. Vinegar Wash Concentrations (specification attached): 


i. 250 L of water mixed with 1.25 L of vinegar (5% acetic acid) 


c. Soil Type (test report attached): 


i. 70.4% Clay, “Heavy Clay” 


In summary, the total peak daily wastewater flow is as follows: 


Arena 368 L/day 
House 5,000 L/day 


Mix Plant (Domestic Waste) 3,675 L/day 
Mix Plant (Industrial Waste) 500 L/day 


Total 9,543 L/day 


The total expected peak day flow is under 10,000 L/day and therefore the domestic wastewater from the 
Berger Peat Moss Processing Plant development will be managed and approved under the Onsite 
Wastewater Management Systems Regulation. I hope that this information adequately fills any gaps in 
Berger’s Amended License Proposal. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any questions. 


 


Thank you, 


Stantec Consulting Ltd. 


Austin Church Engineer-in-Training 
  
Phone: 204-228-0345  
austin.church@stantec.com 
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                            1. Identification


Product Name: AquaGro 2000M EMERGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION:


Manufacturer:


Street Address:


City/State:


Company Contact  #:


Aquatrols Corporation of 
America1273 Imperial Way
Paulsboro, NJ 08066 
(800) 257-7797


                                        2. Hazards(s) identification


Signal Word: "WARNING"


Hazard Statement: H315  -  Causes skin irritation
H319  -  Causes eye irritation


Precautionary Statement: (PREVENTION)


P264  -   Wash thoroughly after handling. 


P280  -   Wear protective gloves.


(RESPONSE)


P302+P352  -  IF ON SKIN: Wash with plenty of soap and water


P305+351+P338   -  IF IN EYES: Rinse cautiously with water for 20 minutes
Remove contact lenses,  if present and easy to do. Continue rinsing.


P337+P313  -  If eye irritation persists: Get medical advice/attention.


GHS Hazard Pictograms:


WHMIS Hazard Symbols:


                                                               3. Composition / information on ingredients


Chemical Name: Proprietary


CAS Number: Proprietary


Components: Proprietary


                                4. First-aid measures


Routes of Exposure & Symptoms:


Ingestion: Overexposure may cause gastrointestinal irritation, diarrhea, nausea and vomiting.


Eyes: Overexposure causes excessive watering, redness and stinging.


Skin: Overexposure may cause itching and redness similar to a rash.


Firsts Aid Response:


Ingestion: Contact physician or poison control center. If victim is conscious and able to swallow, quickly give milk or water to
dilute. Do not give sodium bicarbonate, vinegar, or fruit juices. Never give anything by mouth if victim is unconscious 
or having convulsions. Induce vomiting only upon advice of a physician.


Eye Contact: Flush immediately with copious amounts of water. Continue flushing for at least 15 minutes. Seek medical attention!!!


Skin Contact: Wash exposed areas with soap and water. If itching and redness persist, seek medical attention.


Continued...


813-248-0585 for international collect calls.


FOR EMERGENCIES INVOLVING SPILL, LEAK, FIRE, EXPOSUREOR ACCIDENT 


CONTACT: CHEMTEL 800-255-3924 withinthe United States and Canada, or 
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                                      5. Fire-fighting measures


Flash Point, F: > 200 NFPA Labeling:


Auto Ignition Temperature: N/A


Extinguishing Media: Water spray, Foam, Dry Chemical, Carbon Dioxide (CO2).


Special Procedures: Wear self contained breathing apparatus when fighting a fire.


                                               6. Accidental release measures


Spill & Clean-up: Contain material by diking the area around the spill. If the product is in a solid form, shovel directly into recovery
drums. If the product is a liquid, it should be picked up using a suitable absorbent material, then shoveled into
recovery drums.


                                    7. Handling and storage


Min/Max Storage Temperatures: No special requirements


Handling Precautions: No special requirements


Incompatible or Segregation: If this chemical is being stored around hazardous material ensure that each chemical is compatible with each other by
follow the segregation practices that are set in place by the local, state, & federal regulating offices. 


                                                              8. Exposure controls / personal protection


Respiratory Protection: The use of a NIOSH approved respiratory protection maybe needed if working in a poor ventilated area.


Ventilation: Ensure adequate ventilation, especially in confined areas.


Protective Gloves: Chemical resistant gloves


Eye Protection: Chemical goggles


Work / Hygienic Practices: Avoid contact with eyes, skin, and clothing. Wash thoroughly after handling.


Other Equipment: Eye wash and safety shower in work area.


                                                    9. Physical and chemical properties


Physical State: Liquid Specific Gravity: 1.050


Color: Light Yellow Evaporation Rate: N/A


Odor: Slight Aromatic Vapor Pressure: N/A


pH.: N/A Vapor Density: N/A


Melting Point: N/A Solubility in Water: Soluble


Boiling Point: N/A % Activity: 85 Typ


Flash Point: > 200 Auto Ignition Temperature: N/A


                                      10. Stability and reactivity


Stability: Stable


Incompatibility: Avoid contact with strong oxidizing agents.


Hazardous Polymerization: Will not occur.


                                          11. Toxicological information


This product has not been tested. Information provided here has been derived from substances/products of a similar structure or composition. 


Oral LD50 (mg/kg bodyweight): 50<  Category 3  <300


Dermal LD50 (mg/kg bodyweight): 200  Category 3  <1000


Skin: Category 2 (Skin Irritant)


Eye: Category 2B (Fully reversible within 7 days)


Vapors (mg/l): No applicable information is available


Gases (ppmV): No applicable information is available


Dusts & Mists (mg/l): No applicable information is available


Carcinogenicity: No component of this product present at levels greater than or equal to 0.1% is identified as a carcinogen or potential 
carcinogen by OSHA


Continued...
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                                      12. Ecological information


Ecotoxicological Information: Not determined


Bioaccumulation: Not determined


Other Information:


                                        13. Disposal considerations


Waste Disposal: Consult local, state and federal regulations before disposing of this material.


Spill: If material is released into the environment, the user should determine whether the spill should be reported to the
appropriate local, state, and federal authorities.


                                            14. Transportation information


US DOT:: NON-REGULATED MATERIAL


IATA:: NON-REGULATED MATERIAL


IMO/IMDG:: NON-REGULATED MATERIAL


Marine Pollutant:: N


                                       15. Regulatory information


U.S Federal Regulation: International Regulations:


TSCA Registered: Yes European EU Classification: Unknown


SARA Title III Section 313: Unknown Australian (AICS) Listing: Unknown


R&D Exemption: Unknown Japanese (MITI) Listing: Unknown


Other: Canadian (DSL) Listing: Unknown


Europe EU Requirement: Philippines (PICCS) Listing: Unknown


Europe Requirements: Unknown Korean Inventory List: Unknown


China Inventory List: Unknown


                                16. Other information


Date of Issue: 04/15/2002 HMIS Labeling:


Revision Date: 05/06/2015


Disclaimer: This information is supplied under the OSHA Hazardous Communication Standard, 29 CFR 1910.1200, and is offered in good
faith based on data available to us that we believe to be true and accurate.


End of Safety Data Sheet
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Cette Fiche de Données de Sécurité répond aux exigences de la norme ANSI Z400.1. - Canada 
 


 


Fiche de données de sécurité 


YaraLiva Calcinit Greehouse/Solution Grade 
 


1.   Identification du produit et de l'entreprise 
 
Nom du produit : YaraLiva Calcinit Greehouse/Solution Grade 
Type de produit : Solide [Granulés] 
Code : PA34IU 
 
Utilisations 
Domaine d'application : Applications professionnelles  
Utilisations :  Engrais. 
 
Fournisseur 
Données relatives au 
fournisseur 


 Yara North America, Inc. 


 
Adresse 
Rue : 100 North Tampa Street, Suite 3200 
Code postal : 33602 
Ville : TAMPA 
Pays : USA 
 
Numéro de téléphone : +1 813 222 5700 
N° de fax : +1 813 875 5735 
Adresse email de la personne 
responsable pour cette FDS 


: Non disponible. 


Numéro de téléphone d'appel 
d'urgence (avec les heures 
d'ouverture) 


: US: Chemtrec 24-hours Emergency Response: 1-800-424-9300 
Canada: 24 Hour Emergency Service, (Canutec 613-996-6666) 


 
Organisme de conseil/centre antipoison national 
Nom : Poisons and Drug Information Service 
Numéro de téléphone : +1 403 944 1414, (800) 332 1414 (Alberta only) 
 
Date de validation : 11/05/2013 
Date d'impression : 11/27/2013 
 


2.   Identification des dangers 
 
Vue d'ensemble des urgences  
État physique : Solide [Granulés] 
Couleur : Blanc. 
Odeur : Inodore. 
Mention d’avertissement : Danger 
Mentions de danger : NOCIF EN CAS D'INGESTION. PROVOQUE UNE GRAVE 
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IRRITATION DES YEUX. 
Mesures de prudence : Ne pas ingérer. Éviter le contact avec les yeux. Laver abondamment 


après manipulation.  
Éléments d’étiquetage SGH 
  Pictogrammes de danger : 


   
  Mention d’avertissement : Danger 
  Mentions de danger : Nocif en cas d'ingestion. 


Provoque des lésions oculaires graves. 
 


 
Effets aigus potentiels sur la santé  
  Inhalation : L'exposition aux produits de décomposition peut présenter des risques 


pour la santé. Les effets graves d’une exposition peuvent être différés. 
  Ingestion : Toxique en cas d'ingestion. 
  Peau : Peut provoquer une irritation de la peau. 
  Yeux : Irritant pour les yeux. 
 
Effets chroniques potentiels pour la santé 
  Effets chroniques : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Cancérogénicité : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Mutagénicité : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Tératogénicité : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Effets sur le développement : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Effets sur la fertilité : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
  Organes cibles : Non disponible. 


 
Conditions médicales 
aggravées par une 
surexposition 


: Aucun connu. 


 
Voir Information toxicologique (section 11) 
 


3.   Composition/informations sur les composants 
 


Nom Numéro CAS % 
Nitrate de calcium anhydre 10124-37-5 >=70 - <80 
nitrate d'ammonium 6484-52-2 >=7 - <10 
Dans l'état actuel des connaissances du fournisseur et dans les concentrations d'application, aucun autre 
ingrédient présent n'est classé comme dangereux pour la santé ou l'environnement, et donc nécessiterait de 
figurer dans cette section. 
 


4.   Premiers secours 
 
Contact avec les yeux : Rincer abondamment à l'eau courante. Vérifier si la victime porte des 


verres de contact et dans ce cas, les lui enlever. 
Contact avec la peau : Laver avec de l'eau et du savon. En cas d'irritation, consulter un médecin. 
Inhalation : En cas d'inhalation, déplacer à l'air frais. Consulter un médecin si des 


symptômes se développent. En cas d’inhalation de produits de 
décomposition lors d’un incendie, les symptômes peuvent être différés. 
La personne exposée peut avoir besoin de rester sous surveillance 
médicale pendant 48 heures. 


Ingestion : Rincez la bouche avec de l'eau. Si une personne a avalé de ce produit et 
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est consciente, lui faire boire de petites quantités d’eau. Ne pas faire 
vomir sauf indication contraire émanant du personnel médical. Consulter 
un médecin immédiatement. 


Protection des sauveteurs : Aucune initiative ne doit être prise qui implique un risque individuel ou 
en l’absence de formation appropriée. Si l'on soupçonne que des fumées 
sont encore présentes, le sauveteur devra porter un masque adéquat ou un 
appareil de protection respiratoire autonome. Il peut être dangereux pour 
la personne assistant une victime de pratiquer le bouche à bouche. Laver 
abondamment à l'eau les vêtements contaminés avant de les retirer, ou 
porter des gants. 


Note au médecin traitant : Traitement symptomatique requis. Contacter immédiatement un 
spécialiste pour le traitement des intoxications, si de grandes quantités 
ont été ingérées ou inhalées. En cas d’inhalation de produits de 
décomposition lors d’un incendie, les symptômes peuvent être différés. 
La personne exposée peut avoir besoin de rester sous surveillance 
médicale pendant 48 heures. 


 


5.   Mesures de lutte contre l'incendie 


 
Inflammabilité du produit : Aucun risque spécifique d'incendie ou d'explosion. 
 
Moyens d’extinction 


 Utilisables : Utiliser de très grandes quantités d'eau pour l’extinction. 
 Non utilisables : Ne PAS utiliser d'extincteur chimique ni de mousse ou d'essayer 


d'étouffer le feu avec de la vapeur ou du sable. 
Risques particuliers liés à 
l’exposition au produit 


: En présence d'incendie, circonscrire rapidement le site en évacuant toute 
personne se trouvant près des lieux de l'accident. Aucune initiative ne 
doit être prise qui implique un risque individuel ou en l’absence de 
formation appropriée. 


Risque lié aux produits de 
décomposition thermique 


: Les produits de décomposition peuvent éventuellement comprendre les 
substances suivantes: 
oxydes d'azote 
Éviter de respirer les poussières, les vapeurs ou les fumées dégagées par 
la combustion des produits. 
En cas d’inhalation de produits de décomposition lors d’un incendie, les 
symptômes peuvent être différés. 


Remarque : Produit ininflammable. 
Équipement de protection 
spécial pour le personnel 
préposé à la lutte contre 
l'incendie 


: Les pompiers devront porter un équipement de protection approprié ainsi 
qu'un appareil de protection respiratoire autonome avec masque intégral 
fonctionnant en mode pression positive. 


Remarques spéciales sur les 
risques d'explosion 


: Aucun. 


 


6.   Mesures à prendre en cas de dispersion accidentelle 
 
Précautions individuelles : Aucune initiative ne doit être prise qui implique un risque individuel ou 


en l’absence de formation appropriée. Évacuer les environs. Empêcher 
l'accès aux personnes non requises et ne portant pas de vêtements de 
protection. NE PAS TOUCHER ni marcher dans le produit répandu. 
Assurer une ventilation adéquate. Porter un appareil de protection 
respiratoire approprié lorsque le système de ventilation est inadéquat. 
Revêtir un équipement de protection individuelle approprié (voir Section 
8). 
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Précautions pour la 
protection de l’environnement 


: Évitez la dispersion des matériaux déversés, ainsi que leur écoulement et 
tout contact avec le sol, les cours d'eau, les égouts et conduits 
d'évacuation. Informez les autorités compétentes en cas de pollution de 
l'environnement (égouts, voies d'eau, sol et air) par le produit. 


 
Méthodes de nettoyage 
  Petit déversement accidentel : Écarter les conteneurs de la zone de déversement accidentel. Aspirer ou 


ramasser avec un balai le produit répandu et placer le tout dans un 
conteneur à déchets dûment étiqueté. Élimination par une entreprise 
autorisée de collecte des déchets. 


  Grand déversement 
accidentel 


: Écarter les conteneurs de la zone de déversement accidentel. S'approcher 
des émanations dans la même direction que le vent. Bloquer toute 
pénétration possible dans les égouts, les cours d’eau, les caves ou les 
zones confinées. Aspirer ou ramasser avec un balai le produit répandu et 
placer le tout dans un conteneur à déchets dûment étiqueté. Élimination 
par une entreprise autorisée de collecte des déchets. Nota : Voir section 1 
pour le contact en cas d'urgence et voir section 13 pour l'élimination des 
déchets. 


 


7.   Manipulation et stockage 
 
Manipulation : Il est interdit de manger, boire ou fumer dans les endroits où ce produit 


est manipulé, entreposé ou mis en oeuvre. Il est recommandé au 
personnel de se laver les mains et la figure avant de manger, boire ou 
fumer. Retirer les vêtements contaminés et les équipements de protection 
avant d'entrer dans un lieu de restauration. Ne pas mettre en contact avec 
les yeux, la peau ou les vêtements. Ne pas ingérer. Garder dans le 
conteneur d'origine ou dans un autre conteneur de substitution 
homologué fabriqué à partir d'un matériau compatible et tenu 
hermétiquement clos lorsqu'il n'est pas utilisé. Les conteneurs vides 
retiennent des résidus de produit et peuvent présenter un danger. Ne pas 
réutiliser ce conteneur. Voir également la section 8 pour plus 
d'informations sur les mesures d'hygiène. 


Stockage : Stocker conformément à la réglementation locale. Stocker dans le 
récipient d'origine à l'abri de la lumière directe du soleil dans un endroit 
sec, frais et bien ventilé à l'écart des matériaux incompatibles (cf. la 
section 10). Garder le récipient hermétiquement fermé lorsque le produit 
n'est pas utilisé. Les récipients ayant été ouverts doivent être refermés 
avec soin et maintenus en position verticale afin d'éviter les fuites. Ne 
pas stocker dans des conteneurs non étiquetés. Utiliser un récipient 
approprié pour éviter toute contamination du milieu ambiant. Tenir 
éloigné de : Les substances organiques, huile et de graisse. 


 


8. Contrôle de l'exposition des travailleurs et caractéristiques des équipements de 
protection individuelle 
 
Limites d'exposition professionnelle 
Aucune norme d'exposition affectée.
 


Consulter les responsables locaux compétents pour connaître les valeurs considérées comme acceptables. 
 
Mesures techniques : Aucune ventilation particulière requise. Une bonne ventilation générale 


devrait être suffisante pour contrôler l'exposition du technicien aux 
contaminants en suspension dans l'air. Si ce produit contient des 
composants pour lesquels des contraintes liées à l'exposition existent, 
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utiliser des enceintes de protection, une ventilation locale par aspiration, 
ou d'autres moyens de contrôle automatiques intégrés afin de maintenir le 
seuil d'exposition du technicien inférieur aux limites recommandées ou 
légales. 


Mesures d'hygiène : Se laver abondamment les mains, les avant-bras et le visage après avoir 
manipulé des produits chimiques, avant de manger, de fumer et d'aller 
aux toilettes ainsi qu'à la fin de la journée de travail. Laver les vêtements 
contaminés avant de les réutiliser. Une installation de lavage ou de l’eau 
doit être accessible pour le nettoyage des yeux et de la peau. 


 
Protection individuelle 
   Respiratoire : Porter un appareil de protection respiratoire avec filtre à particules 


parfaitement ajusté et conforme à une norme en vigueur si une évaluation 
du risque indique que cela est nécessaire. Le choix de l'appareil de 
protection respiratoire doit être fondé sur les niveaux d'expositions 
prévus ou connus, les dangers du produit et les limites d'utilisation sans 
danger de l'appareil de protection respiratoire retenu. Recommandé: 
Lorsque la ventilation du local est insuffisante, porter un équipement de 
protection respiratoire. Le filtre P2 


   Mains : Le port de gants imperméables et résistants aux produits chimiques 
conformes à une norme approuvée, est obligatoire en tout temps lors de 
la manutention de produits chimiques si une évaluation des risques le 
préconise. 
> 8 heures (temps avant transpercement) : Gants: Il est recommandé de 
porter des gants de protection lors de l'utilisation courante de ce produit., 
Viton, néoprène 


   Yeux : Utiliser une protection oculaire conforme à une norme approuvée dès lors 
qu'une évaluation du risque indique qu'il est nécessaire d'éviter 
l'exposition aux projections de liquides, aux fines particules pulvérisées 
ou aux poussières. lunettes de protection étanches contre les 
éclaboussures de produits chimiques. Recommandé: Lunettes étanches 
bien ajustées 


   Peau : L'équipement de protection personnel pour le corps devra être choisi en 
fonction de la tâche à réaliser ainsi que des risques encourus, et il est 
recommandé de le faire valider par un spécialiste avant de procéder à la 
manipulation du produit. 


Contrôle de l'exposition de 
l'environnement 


: Il importe de tester les émissions provenant des systèmes de ventilation 
ou du matériel de fabrication pour vous assurer qu'elles sont conformes 
aux exigences de la législation sur la protection de l'environnement. Dans 
certains cas, il sera nécessaire d'équiper le matériel de fabrication d'un 
épurateur de gaz ou d'un filtre ou de le modifier techniquement afin de 
réduire les émissions à des niveaux acceptables. 


 


9. Propriétés physiques et chimiques 
 
État physique : Solide [Granulés] 
Point d'éclair : Indéterminé. 
Durée de combustion : Indéterminé. 
Vitesse de combustion : Indéterminé. 
Température d'auto-
inflammation 


: Indéterminé. 


Limites d'inflammablité : Seuil minimal: Indéterminé. 
Seuil maximal: Indéterminé. 


Propriétés d'explosivité : Aucun. 
Propriétés comburantes : Aucun.  
Couleur : Blanc. 
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Odeur : Inodore. 
pH : 5 - 7 [Conc.: 110 g/l]  


 
Point 
d'ébullition/condensation 


: Indéterminé. 


Température de sublimation : Indéterminé. 
Point de fusion/congélation : 400 °C (752 °F) Perd d'eau à  90 -100°C. 


 
Densité apparente : 1,100 kg/m3  


 
Densité relative : 2.05  


 
Pression de vapeur : Indéterminé. 
Seuil d'odeur : Indéterminé. 
Vitesse d'évaporation : Indéterminé. 
Viscosité : Dynamique: Indéterminé. 
 : Cinématique: Indéterminé. 
Solubilité : 100 g/l @ 20 °C(68 °F)   


Facilement soluble dans les substances suivantes: 
l'eau froide 
 


Solubilité dans l’eau : > 100 g/l  
 


 


10. Stabilité et réactivité 
 
Stabilité chimique : Le produit est stable. 
Conditions à éviter : Éviter toute contamination incluant celle par les métaux, la poussière ou 


les substances organiques. 
Matières incompatibles : alcalis 


les matières combustibles 
matières réductrices 
les substances organiques 
acides 


Produits de décomposition 
dangereux 


: Dans des conditions normales de stockage et d'utilisation, aucun produit 
de décomposition dangereux ne devrait apparaître. 


Possibilité de réactions 
dangereuses 


: Dans des conditions normales de stockage et d'utilisation, aucune 
réaction dangereuse ne se produit. 


 
11. Informations toxicologiques 
 
Informations sur les effets toxicologiques 
Toxicité aiguë 
Nom du 
produit / 
composant 


Résultat Espèces Dosage Exposition Références 


Nitrate de calcium anhydre 
 DL50  Orale Rat - Femelle 500 mg/kg  423 Toxicité 


orale aiguë - Méthode 
par classe de toxicité 
aiguë 


- IUCLID 5 
 


 DL50  Cutané Rat > 2,000 mg/kg  OECD 
402 


- IUCLID 5 
 


nitrate d'ammonium 
 DL50  Orale Rat 2,950 mg/kg  OECD 401 - IUCLID 5 
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 DL50  Cutané Rat > 5,000 mg/kg  OECD 


402 
- IUCLID 5 


 
Conclusion/Résumé : Nocif en cas d'ingestion.  
 
Toxicité chronique 
Nom du produit / 
composant 


Résultat Espèces Dosage Exposition Références 


Nitrate de calcium 
anhydre 


Sub-aigüe 
NOAEL  
Orale 


Rat > 1000 mg/kg  OECD 
407 


28 jours   IUCLID 5 


nitrate d'ammonium Chronique 
NOAEL  
Orale 


Rat 256 mg/kg  OECD 422 28 jours    IUCLID 5 


 Sub-aigüe 
NOEC 
Poussière et 
brouillards 
Inhalation 


Rat > 185 mg/kg  OECD 412 2 semaines 5 
heures par 
jour 


 IUCLID 5 


Conclusion/Résumé : Non toxique.  
 
Irritation/Corrosion 
Nom du 
produit / 
composant 


Résultat Espèces Potentiel Exposition Observation Références 


Nitrate de 
calcium anhydre 


Yeux - Irritant 
puissant OECD 
405 


Lapin  24 - 72 h -  


nitrate 
d'ammonium 


Yeux - Irritant 
OECD 405 


Lapin   - IUCLID 5 


Conclusion/Résumé 
  Peau :  Peut provoquer une irritation de la peau.  
  Yeux : Provoque des lésions oculaires graves.   
  Respiratoire : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
 


Sensibilisation 
Conclusion/Résumé 
  Peau : Non sensibilisant  
  Respiratoire : Indéterminé.  
 
Cancérogénicité 
Conclusion/Résumé : PAS d'effet cancérogène.  
 
Mutagénicité 
Conclusion/Résumé : PAS d'effet mutagène.  
 
Tératogénicité 
Conclusion/Résumé : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
 
Toxicité pour la reproduction 
Nom du produit / 
composant 


Toxicité lors 
de la 
grossesse 


Fertilité Toxique pour 
le 
développement 


Espèces Dosage Exposition Références 


Nitrate de 
calcium anhydre 


- Négatif Négatif Rat Orale: > 
1500 
mg/kg 


- IUCLID 5 
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bw/jour 
Dosage 
répété 


nitrate 
d'ammonium 


- Négatif Négatif Rat Orale: > 
1500 
mg/kg 
bw/jour  


28 jours  IUCLID 5 


Conclusion/Résumé : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu. 
 
DIVS : Pas de données disponibles. 
 


12.Informations écologiques 
 
Écotoxicité : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu.  
 
Écotoxicité en milieu aquatique 
Nom du produit / 
composant 


Résultat Espèces Exposition Références 


Nitrate de calcium anhydre 
 Aiguë CL50 1,378 mg/l 


Eau douce OECD 203 
Poisson - Labeo 
boga 


96 h IUCLID 5 


 Aiguë CL50 2,400 mg/l 
Eau douce  


Poisson - 
Lepomis 
macrochirus 


4 Jours Proc. Acad. Nat. Sci. 
Philadelphia106: 
185-205 


 Aiguë CL50 490 mg/l 
Eau douce  


Invertébrés 
aquatiques. 


48 h IUCLID 5 


 Aiguë CE50 > 1,700 
mg/l L'eau salée  


Plantes 
aquatiques - 
Heterosigma 
akashiwo 


10 Jours IUCLID 5 


nitrate d'ammonium 
 Aiguë CL50 447 mg/l 


Eau douce  
Poisson - Labeo 
boga 


48 h IUCLID 5 


 Aiguë CE50 490 mg/l 
Eau douce  


Invertébrés 
aquatiques. 


48 h IUCLID 5 


 Aiguë CE50 1,700 mg/l 
L'eau salée  


Plantes 
aquatiques - 
Heterosigma 
akashiwo 


10 Jours IUCLID 5 


Conclusion/Résumé : Le produit ne montre aucun phénomène de bioaccumulation. Le produit 
n'est pas sensé causer d'effets sur l'environnement, s'il est utilisé 
correctement selon les recommandations.  


 
Persistance/dégradabilité 
Conclusion/Résumé : Facilement biodégradables par les plantes et le sol.  
 
Coefficient de partage n-
octanol/eau 


: Non disponible. 


Mobilité : Ce produit peut être véhiculé par les infiltrations d'eau souterraines ou les 
ruissellements de surface car sa solubilité dans l'eau est de : élevée  


Autres effets néfastes : Aucun effet important ou danger critique connu.  
 


13. Considérations relatives à l'élimination 
 
Produit 
Méthodes d'élimination des 
déchets 


: Il est recommandé d'éviter ou réduire autant que possible la production 
de déchets. La mise au rebut de ce produit, des solutions et des sous-
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produits devra en permanence respecter les exigences légales en matière 
de protection de l'environnement et de mise au rebut des déchets ainsi 
que les exigences de toutes les autorités locales. Élimination des produits 
excédentaires et non recyclables par une entreprise autorisée de collecte 
des déchets. Ne pas rejeter les déchets non traités dans les égouts, à 
moins que ce soit en conformité avec les exigences de toutes les autorités 
compétentes. Recycler les déchets d'emballage. Envisager l'incinération 
ou la mise en décharge uniquement si le recyclage est impossible. Ne se 
débarrasser de ce produit et de son récipient qu'en prenant toutes 
précautions d'usage. Manipuler avec prudence les récipients vides non 
nettoyés ni rincés. Les conteneurs vides ou les saches internes peuvent 
retenir des restes de produit. Évitez la dispersion des matériaux déversés, 
ainsi que leur écoulement et tout contact avec le sol, les cours d'eau, les 
égouts et conduits d'évacuation. Vider le sac en le secouant 
énergiquement pour enlever le maximum de son contenu. Les sacs vides 
peuvent être éliminés comme des déchets industriels banals (DIB) et 
peuvent être recyclés.  


 
Il est impératif que l'élimination des déchets soit conforme aux lois et réglementations régionales, nationales et 
locales applicables. 
 
Reportez-vous à Section 7 : MANUTENTION ET ENTREPOSAGE et à Section 8 : CONTRÔLES 
D'EXPOSITION/PROTECTION PERSONNELLE pour tout complément d'information sur la 
manipulation et sur la protection du personnel. 
 


14.Informations relatives au transport 
 
Regulation: UN Class 


14.1 UN number Not regulated. 


14.2 UN proper shipping name  


14.3 Transport hazard class(es)   
 


14.4 Packing group  


14.5 Environmental hazards No. 
Additional information : UN Class 
Environmental hazards : No. 


 


 
Regulation: IMDG 


14.1 UN number Not regulated. 


14.2 UN proper shipping name  


14.3 Transport hazard class(es)   
 


14.4 Packing group  
14.5 Environmental hazards No. 


14.6 Additional information : IMDG 
Marine pollutant : No. 


 
 
Regulation: IATA 


14.1 UN number Not regulated. 


14.2 UN proper shipping name  


14.3 Transport hazard class(es)   
 


14.4 Packing group  


14.5 Environmental hazards No. 
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14.6 Additional information : IATA 
Marine pollutant : No. 


 


 
Réglementation: Classification pour le DOT 
14.1 Numéro ONU Non réglementé. 
14.2 Nom d’expédition des 
Nations unies 


 


14.3 Classe(s) de danger pour le 
transport 


  
 


14.4 Groupe d’emballage  
14.5 Dangers pour 
l’environnement 


Non. 


14.6 Autres informations : Classification pour le DOT 
Dangers pour l’environnement : Non. 


 


 
Réglementation: Classe TMD 
14.1 Numéro ONU Non réglementé. 
14.2 Nom d’expédition des 
Nations unies 


 


14.3 Classe(s) de danger pour le 
transport 


  
 


14.4 Groupe d’emballage  
14.5 Dangers pour 
l’environnement 


Non. 


14.6 Autres informations : Classe TMD 
Dangers pour l’environnement : Non. 


 


 
Précautions particulières à 
prendre par l’utilisateur 


: Transport avec les utilisateurs locaux : toujours transporter dans des 
conditionnements qui sont corrects et sécurisés. S'assurer que les 
personnes transportant le produit connaissent les mesures à prendre en 
cas d'accident ou de déversement accidentel.’ 


 
Remarque : Engrais NPK non susceptible de subir une Décomposition Auto-


Entrentenue ( non DAE) selon le test en auge défini dans le cadre de 
l'Organisation des Nations unies (ONU) (voir Recommandations des 
Nations unies relatives au transport des marchandises dangereuses: 
'Manual of Tests and Criteria', partie III, sous-section 38). 


 


IMSBC : Non disponible. 
 
Transport en vrac 
conformément à l’annexe II 
de la convention Marpol 73/78 
et au recueil IBC 


: Non applicable. 


 


15.Informations réglementaires 
 
Canada 
SIMDUT (Canada) : Classe D-1B: Substance ayant des effets toxiques immédiats et graves 


(TOXIQUE). 
 


Listes canadiennes 


INRP canadien : Les composants suivants sont répertoriés: 
Nitrate de calcium anhydre 
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nitrate d'ammonium 
Substances toxiques au sens 
de la LCPE (Loi canadienne 
sur la protection de 
l'environnement) 


: Aucun des composants n'est répertorié.   


 
Le produit a été classé conformément aux critères de danger énoncés dans le Règlement sur les produits 
contrôlés et la fiche signalétique contient tous les renseignements exigés par le Règlement sur les produits 
contrôlés. 
 
Remarque : A notre connaissance, aucune autre réglementation nationale ou 


gouvernementale n'est d'application. 
 
Listes internationales 
Inventaire des substances chimiques des Philippines (PICCS): Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou 
exclus. 
Inventaire néo-zélandais des substances chimiques (NZIoC): Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
Inventaire de Corée: Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
Inventaire du Japon: Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
Inventaire des substances chimiques existantes en Chine (IECSC): Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou 
exclus. 
Inventaire des substances chimiques d'Australie (AICS): Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
Inventaire du Canada: Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
Inventaire Malaisien (Registre HSE): Indéterminé. 
Inventaire de Taiwan (CSNN): Indéterminé. 
Inventaire des États-Unis (TSCA 8b): Tous les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
EINECS/ELINCS européen (Répertoire/Liste européen(ne) des produits chimiques commercialisés): Tous 
les composants sont répertoriés ou exclus. 
 


16.Autres informations 
 
 
Légende des abréviations : ETA = Estimation de la Toxicité Aiguë 


FBC = Facteur de bioconcentration 
bw = Masse corporelle 
CEPA = Canadian Environmental Protection Act 
SGH = Système Général Harmonisé de classification et d'étiquetage des produits 
chimiques 
IDLH = Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health 
CVI = conteneurs en vrac intermédiaires 
code IMDG = code maritime international des marchandises dangereuses 
LogKoe = coefficient de partage octanol/eau 
MARPOL 73/78 = Convention internationale pour la prévention de la pollution par 
les navires de 1973, telle que modifiée par le Protocole de 1978. ("MARPOL" = 
pollution maritime) 
NPRI = National Pollutant Release Inventory 
NU = Nations Unies  


 
Références : EU REACH IUCLID5 CSR. 


National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, U.S. Dept. of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Reports and Memoranda Registry of 
Toxic Effects of Chemical Substances. 
IHS, 4777 Levy Street, St Laurent, Quebec HAR 2P9, Canada. 


Date d'impression : 11/27/2013 
Élaborée par : Yara Product Classifications & Regulations. 
Date d'édition : 11/05/2013 
Date de la précédente édition : 00/00/0000 
Version : 1.0 
 
|| Indique quels renseignements ont été modifiés depuis la version précédente. 
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Avis au lecteur 


Au meilleur de nos connaissances, l'information contenue dans ce document est exacte. Toutefois, ni le 
fournisseur ci-dessus mentionné, ni aucun de ses sous-traitants ne peut assumer quelque responsabilité que ce 
soit en ce qui a trait à l'exactitude ou à l'intégralité des renseignements contenus dans le présent document.  Il 
revient exclusivement à l'utilisateur de déterminer l'appropriation des substances ou préparations. Toutes les 
substances ou préparations peuvent présenter des dangers inconnus et doivent être utilisées avec prudence.  
Bien que certains dangers soient décrits dans le présent document, nous ne pouvons garantir qu'il n'en existe 
pas d'autres. 







Safety Data Sheet


Issue Date  no data available Revision Date  13-Feb-2018 Version:  1


1. IDENTIFICATION OF THE SUBSTANCE/PREPARATION AND THE
COMPANY/UNDERTAKING


Product Identifier: 


Product Name: Magnific Water Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0 +9.3% Mg


Other Means of Identification: 


Product ID: 0899-040-0635


Synonyms: None


Recommended Use of the Chemical and Restrictions on Use: 


Recommended Use: Fertilizer


Uses Advised Against: No information available


Details of the Supplier of the Safety Data Sheet: 


Emergency Telephone Numbers: 


Emergency Telephone CHEMTREC (U.S.): 1-800-424-9300
CHEMTREC (International): 1-703-527-3887
Non-Emergency Calls: 1-800-492-8255


2. HAZARDS IDENTIFICATION


Classification 67/548/EEC 


Not a hazardous substance or mixture according to the Globally Harmonized System (GHS)


Label Elements: 


Hazard statements


Not a hazardous substance or mixture according to the Globally Harmonized System (GHS)


Other Information:  


3. COMPOSITION/INFORMATION ON INGREDIENTS


Initial Supplier Identifier
ICL Premium Fertilizers NA
622 Emerson Road
St. Louis, MO 63141


_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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0899-040-0635 ---  Magnific Water
Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0
+9.3% Mg


Revision Date  13-Feb-2018


Substance 


The product contains no substances which at their given concentration, are considered to be hazardous to health


Chemical Name CAS No Weight-% Hazardous Material
Information Review Act


registry number
(HMIRA registry #)


Date HMIRA filed and
date exemption granted


(if applicable)


Magnesium nitrate hexahydrate;
Mg(NO3)2+6H2O


 13446-18-9


13446-18-9 80-100 - -


4. FIRST AID MEASURES


First Aid Measures:


Inhalation Remove to fresh air.


Eye contact Rinse thoroughly with plenty of water for at least 15 minutes, lifting lower and upper eyelids.
Consult a physician.


Skin contact Wash with soap and water. Wash contaminated clothing before reuse. If symptoms persist,
call a physician.


Ingestion Rinse mouth. Drink 1 or 2 glasses of water. Consult a physician if necessary.


Most Important Symptoms and Effects (Acute and Chronic):  


Symptoms No information available.


Indication of Any Immediate Medical Attention and Special Treatment Needed:  


Note to physicians Treat symptomatically.


5. FIRE-FIGHTING MEASURES


Suitable Extinguishing Media Water. Flood fire area with water from a distance.


Unsuitable extinguishing media Dry chemical. Foam.


Specific hazards arising from the
chemical


No information available.


Hazardous Combustion Products: Nitrogen oxides (NOx).


Specific methods:
Sensitivity to Mechanical Impact None.


Sensitivity to Static Discharge None.


Special protective equipment for
fire-fighters


Firefighters should wear self-contained breathing apparatus and full firefighting turnout
gear. Use personal protection equipment.


6. ACCIDENTAL RELEASE MEASURES


_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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0899-040-0635 ---  Magnific Water
Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0
+9.3% Mg


Revision Date  13-Feb-2018


Personal Precautions, Protective Equipment and Emergency Procedures:  


Personal precautions Ensure adequate ventilation.


Environmental Precautions:  


Environmental precautions See Section 12 for additional Ecological Information.


Methods and Material for Containment and Cleanup:  


Methods for containment Prevent further leakage or spillage if safe to do so.


Methods for cleaning up Pick up and transfer to properly labeled containers.


Prevention of secondary hazards Clean contaminated objects and areas thoroughly observing environmental regulations.


7. HANDLING AND STORAGE


Precautions for Safe Handling:


Advice on safe handling Handle in accordance with good industrial hygiene and safety practice.


Conditions for Safe Storage, Including any Incompatibilities:


Storage Conditions Keep containers tightly closed in a dry, cool and well-ventilated place.


8. EXPOSURE CONTROLS/PERSONAL PROTECTION


Control Parameters:  


Exposure Limits This product, as supplied, does not contain any hazardous materials with occupational
exposure limits established by the region specific regulatory bodies.


Appropriate Engineering Controls:


Engineering controls None under normal use conditions.


Individual Protection Measures, Such as Personal Protective Equipment:


Eye/face protection Wear safety glasses with side shields (or goggles).


Skin and body protection No special protective equipment required.


Respiratory protection No protective equipment is needed under normal use conditions. If exposure limits are
exceeded or irritation is experienced, ventilation and evacuation may be required.


General hygiene considerations Handle in accordance with good industrial hygiene and safety practice.


9. PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL PROPERTIES


Physical and Chemical Properties:  
Physical State: Solid


Appearance: No information available


_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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0899-040-0635 ---  Magnific Water
Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0
+9.3% Mg


Revision Date  13-Feb-2018


Color: white


Odor: No information available


Odor Threshold: No information available


Explosive properties No information available.


Oxidizing properties No information available.


Other Information:  
Softening Point: No information available


Molecular Weight: No information available


VOC Content (%): No information available


Density: No information available


Bulk Density: 1.46 g/cm3


10. STABILITY AND REACTIVITY


Reactivity: Reducing agent.


Chemical Stability: Stable under normal conditions.


Possibility of Hazardous Reactions: Reducing agent.


Hazardous Decomposition
Products:


Thermal decomposition can lead to release of irritating and toxic gases and vapors.


Conditions to Avoid: excessive heat.


Incompatible Materials: Reducing agent.


Hazardous Decomposition
Products:


None known based on information supplied.


11. TOXICOLOGICAL INFORMATION


Information on the Likely Routes of Exposure (inhalation, ingestion, skin and eye contact):  


Product Information


Inhalation Specific test data for the substance or mixture is not available.


Property Values  Remarks:  • Method  
pH: 6 (5%) No information available


Melting Point/Freezing Point: 95 degrees Celsius @ 1013 hPa No information available


Boiling Point/Range: No information available No information available


Flash Point: No information available No information available


Evaporation Rate: No information available No information available


Flammability (solid, gas): Non-Flammable No information available


Flammability Limits in Air: No information available


Upper Flammability Limit: No information available


Lower Flammability Limit: No information available


Vapor Pressure: No information available No information available


Vapor Density: No information available No information available


Relative density No information available No information available


Water Solubility: Soluble in water No information available


Solubility in other Solvents: No information available No information available


Partition Coefficient: No information available No information available


Autoignition Temperature: No information available No information available


Decomposition Temperature: No information available No information available


Kinematic Viscosity: No information available No information available


Dynamic Viscosity: No information available No information available


_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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0899-040-0635 ---  Magnific Water
Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0
+9.3% Mg


Revision Date  13-Feb-2018


Eye contact Specific test data for the substance or mixture is not available.


Skin contact Specific test data for the substance or mixture is not available.


Ingestion Specific test data for the substance or mixture is not available.


Information on Toxicological Effects:  


Symptoms No information available.


Numerical Measures of Toxicity  


Acute Toxicity


Unknown acute toxicity No information available


LD50/oral: No information available


LD50/dermal: No information available


LC50/inhalation: No information available


Chemical Name LD50 Oral LD50 Dermal LC50 Inhalation


Magnesium nitrate hexahydrate;
Mg(NO3)2+6H2O - 13446-18-9


= 5440 mg/kg  ( Rat ) Ne Ne


Delayed and Immediate Effects as well as Chronic Effects from Short and Long-Term Exposure:  


Skin corrosion/irritation No information available.


Serious eye damage/eye irritation No information available.


Respiratory or skin sensitization No information available.


Germ cell mutagenicity No information available.


Carcinogenicity No information available.


Reproductive toxicity No information available.


STOT - single exposure No information available.


STOT - repeated exposure No information available.


Aspiration hazard No information available.


12. ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION


Ecotoxicity The environmental impact of this product has not been fully investigated.


Persistence and Degradability: No information available.


Bioaccumulation: No information available.


Mobility Soluble in water.


Mobility: No information available.
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0899-040-0635 ---  Magnific Water
Soluble Magnesium Nitrate 11-0-0
+9.3% Mg


Revision Date  13-Feb-2018


13. DISPOSAL CONSIDERATIONS


Waste Treatment Methods:


Waste from residues/unused
products


Dispose of in accordance with local regulations. Dispose of waste in accordance with
environmental legislation.


Contaminated packaging Do not reuse empty containers.


14. TRANSPORT INFORMATION


DOT: Not regulated


15. REGULATORY INFORMATION
Safety, health and environmental regulations/legislation specific for the substance or mixture


International Regulations


Ozone-depleting substances (ODS) Not applied


Persistent Organic Pollutants Not applied


The Rotterdam Convention Not applied


16. OTHER INFORMATION, INCLUDING DATE OF PREPARATION OF THE LAST REVISION


Legend  Section 8: EXPOSURE CONTROLS/PERSONAL PROTECTION


Revision Date 13-Feb-2018


Revision Note: *** Indicates changes since the last revision. This version replaces all previous versions.


Disclaimer
The information provided in this Material Safety Data Sheet is correct to the best of our knowledge, information and belief
at the date of its publication. The information given is designed only as a guidance for safe handling, use, processing,
storage, transportation, disposal and release and is not to be considered a warranty or quality specification. The
information relates only to the specific material designated and may not be valid for such material used in combination
with any other materials or in any process, unless specified in the text.


NFPA:  Health hazards  0 Flammability  0 Instability  0 Physical and chemical
properties  -


HMIS Health Rating:  Health hazards  0 Flammability  0 Physical hazards  0 Personal protection  X


TWA TWA (time-weighted average)STEL STEL (Short Term Exposure
Limit)


Ceiling Maximum limit value


* Skin designation


_____________________________________________________________________________________________
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Unit 10 – 5 Scurfield Boulevard, Winnipeg, MB  R3Y 1G3   T (204) 505-0855  F (204) 505-0850 


May 29, 2020 Project No: 19139-00 


Manitoba Sustainable Development 
Drainage and Water Control Licensing 
Box 8, 200 Saulteaux Crescent 
Winnipeg, MB  R3J 3W3 


Attn: Wendy Lewick: 


RE: PEAT PROCESSING PLANT SITE – RM of Springfield 
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN DESIGN BRIEF 


Sison Blackburn Consulting Inc. (SBC) has been retained by Berger Peat Moss Ltd. to develop a 
site grading plan and drainage management system for their proposed Peat Processing Plant Site 
located in the Rural Municipality of Springfield, MB. 


This 67.1 ha site is located within the northwest quadrant of Section 23, Township 11, Range 4E, 
and is bounded by Oakwood Road 64N to the north, Lorne Hill Road 22E to the west and existing 
farmland to the south and to the east. 


This design brief has been prepared by SBC to outline how the storm water management plan for 
the overall site works and to outline how it will satisfy the drainage policies of Manitoba Sustainable 
Development (MSD) in order for Berger to obtain their license under the Manitoba Environment 
Act. Attached for your reference is a copy of our latest Overall Grading Plan for the site. 


STORM WATER RUNOFF & ANALYSIS 


For calculating runoff rates of site developments, the typical approach is to use the Rational 
Method, given by: 


Q = 0.00278CiA 


where ‘Q’ is the peak discharge in cubic metres per second, ‘A’ is the drainage area in hectares, 
‘C’ is a weighted runoff coefficient characteristic of the ground surface, and ‘i’ is the average rainfall 
intensity in millimetres per hour, determined using appropriate return period design storms and 
based on a time of concentration ‘t’.  


The RM of Springfield has developed their own design rainfall parameters and utilize runoff 
coefficients that are higher than typical values. In order to satisfy both MSD and the RM’s 
requirements, the pre and post-development conditions were analyzed using both the RM of 
Springfield and the typical runoff coefficient values. The more stringent of the two results were 
selected to govern for the storm water management for this site. 


Table 1.0 below outlines the RM of Springfield and the typical runoff coefficient values used. 
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Table 1.0 – Runoff Coefficient Values 
 


 RM of Springfield Values Typical Values 
Grass/Agricultural Land 0.20 0.10 
Gravel 0.85 0.50 
Pavement 0.95 0.90 
Roof 0.90 0.90 


 
 
EXISTING (PRE-DEVELOPMENT) DRAINAGE 
 
The existing site has some existing buildings and gravel pads near its northeast corner but the 
majority of the site consists of existing farmland. The site primarily surface drains into existing field 
swales and discharges into the existing Lorne Hill Road 22E ditch and into the existing neighbouring 
property to the south. 
 
Table 2.0 below outlines the existing runoff calculations for the overall site, using the Rational 
Method. 
 


Table 2.0 – Existing (Pre-Development) Runoff Calculations 
 


Total Area ‘A’ 67.1 ha 
  - Grass 64.41 ha 
  - Gravel 1.95 ha 
  - Pavement 0.00 ha 
  - Roof 0.71 ha 
Weighted Runoff ‘C’  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 0.23 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 0.12 
Time of Concentration ‘t’ 45 min* 
Intensity ‘i’ (5-year) 47.5 mm/hr 
Peak Discharge Q (5-year)  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 2.01 cms 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 1.06 cms 
* Based on rounded average of Kirpich and Bransby Williams Time of 
Concentration Equation values using estimated maximum flow length 
and surface slope. 


 
Topographic survey taken by SBC indicates that approximately 75% of the overall existing site 
generally surface drains towards the west, eventually reaching the existing Lorne Hill Road 22E 
ditch, while the remaining 25% generally surface drains south to the existing farmland located south 
of site. A negligible amount of runoff surface drains to the existing Oakwood Road 64N ditch north 
of site since the existing top of ditch acts as drainage split with runoff generally being directed 
southwest, away from the ditch.  
 
 
POST-DEVELOPMENT DRAINAGE 
 
The proposed site will consist of a new peat processing plant building and network of gravel 
roadways and storage areas draining through ditches and swales. All existing buildings and gravel 
pads located on site will be remaining as well. Berger plans to construct the new storage areas in 
stages over the next 5 years however the development of the entire site is being considered for 
analysis. 
 
Table 3.0 below outlines the post-development runoff calculations for the overall site using, the 
Rational Method. 
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Table 3.0 – Post-Development Runoff Calculations (without Flow Restriction) 
 


Area ‘A’ 67.1 ha 
  - Grass 37.02 ha 
  - Gravel 28.81 ha 
  - Pavement 0.00 ha 
  - Roof 1.25 ha 
Weighted Runoff ‘C’  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 0.49 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 0.29 
Time of Concentration ‘t’ 45 min* 
Intensity ‘i’ (5-year) 47.5 mm/hr 
Peak Discharge Q (5-year)  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 4.36 cms 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 2.54 cms 
Intensity ‘i’ (25-year) 69.1 mm/hr 
Peak Discharge Q (25-year)  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 6.34 cms 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 3.69 cms  
* Based on rounded average of Kirpich and Bransby Williams Time of 
Concentration Equation values using estimated maximum flow length 
and surface slope. 


 
General drainage for the overall site will follow a similar pattern to the pre-developed site except 
that any runoff that was previously directed to the existing farmland south of site will be intercepted 
by drainage swales located within property and directed toward the existing Lorne Hill Road 22E 
ditch. The post-development time of concentration was estimated to remain the same as the pre-
development value due to the similar maximum flow length, surface slope and surface type within 
the drainage channels. 
 
 
STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 
As part of the RM’s design criteria for proposed site drainage, post-development runoff leaving the 
site is to be equal to or less than the existing pre-development rates. For this site, runoff from the 
catchments discharging into the internal ditches and swales will be restricted by the placement of 
control culverts at their downstream ends near the west property line prior to leaving site and 
entering the existing Lorne Hill Road 22E ditch. There will also be a small portion of unrestricted 
runoff from the perimeter swale located along the south property line that will be discharging directly 
into the existing Lorne Hill Road 22E ditch. 
 
For calculating the restricted runoff rate through control culverts, the typical approach is to use 
Manning’s Equation, given by: 


Q = VA = (1/n)AR2/3√S 
 
where ‘Q’ is the peak discharge in cubic metres per second, ‘V’ is the velocity in metres per second, 
‘A’ is the flow area in square metres, ‘n’ is Manning’s Roughness Coefficient, ‘R’ is the hydraulic 
radius in metres, and ‘S’ is the hydraulic grade line slope in metres per metre.  
 
Table 4.0 below outlines the restricted and unrestricted post-development flows by catchment for 
the overall site, using Manning’s Equation and the Rational Method, respectively. 
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Table 4.0 – Post-Development Runoff Calculations by Catchment (with Flow Restriction) 
 


 Northwest 
Control 
Culvert  


Southwest 
Control 
Culvert 


South 
Perimeter 
Swale 


Total Overall 
Site 


Area ‘A’ 21.7 ha 36.4 ha 8.9 ha 67.1 ha 
Pre-Dev. Runoff 
(5-Year) 


 


  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 0.66 cms 1.11 cms 0.24 cms 2.01 cms 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 0.35 cms 0.59 cms 0.12 cms 1.06 cms 
Post-Dev. Runoff 
(25-year) 


 


  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 0.33 cms  
(restricted) 


0.53 cms 
(restricted) 


0.34 cms 
(unrestricted) 


1.20 cms 


  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 0.33 cms  
(restricted) 


0.53 cms 
(restricted) 


0.17 cms 
(unrestricted) 


1.03 cms 


Storage Required  
  - Using RM ‘C’ Values 4255 cu. m 7140 cu. m 395 cu. m 11655 cu. m 
  - Using Typical ‘C’ Values 2610 cu. m 4380 cu. m 200 cu. m 7090 cu. m 
Storage Available 4480 cu. m 8780 cu. m - 13260 cu. m 


 
As shown in Table 4.0, the pre-development (allowable) runoff rate using the RM ‘C’ values is much 
higher than when using typical ‘C’ values. In order to satisfy both MSD and the RM’s drainage 
requirements, the control culverts have been sized to restrict the post-development runoff rate to 
the lower of the two allowable rates. 
 
The placement of control culverts at the downstream ends of the ditches near the west property 
limit restrict the overall post-development runoff for these areas to 0.86 cms, which is 0.08 cms 
below the pre-development rate of 0.94 cms. The post-development runoff for the unrestricted 
catchment area will remain the same as pre-development due to no significant development within 
these areas. The restricted area accounts for approximately 85% of the total site area and the 
unrestricted area accounts for the remaining 15%. The combined overall post-development 
discharge for the entire site is 1.03 cms, which is 0.03 cms below the overall pre-development rate 
of 1.06 cms. 
 
For the purpose of containing flows in excess of the pre-development condition, MSDs design 
criteria also require that internal storage is provided for storm water retention. As shown in Table 
4.0, the required storage volume using the RM ‘C’ values is significantly greater than when using 
typical ‘C’ values. In order to satisfy both MSD and the RM’s drainage requirements, the site’s 
internal storage has been designed to accommodate the greater of the two required storage 
volumes. 
 
For this site, 13260 cubic metres of storage will be available throughout the system of ditches and 
swales located within the catchment areas draining to the control culverts, exceeding the required 
storage volume of 11655 cubic metres for the entire site. 
 
Berger plans to install sedimentation ponds at the downstream ends of the two controlled 
catchment areas and they will be handling the design of these ponds internally. Any increase in 
storage capacity provided by the sedimentation ponds was not taken into account for the site’s 
storm water management plan and would be in addition to the values shown in Table 4.0. Berger 
will also be providing the RM with a letter absolving the RM of all responsibilities associated with 
the operation and maintenance of the private internal land drainage system. 
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SUMMARY 
 
The storm water management plan for this site development has been designed to meet the 
hydraulic design requirements set forth by Manitoba Sustainable Development. Post-development 
runoff will be limited to the 5-year pre-development rate through control culverts and storage for up 
to a 25-year rainfall event will be provided in the internal ditches. 
 
We trust that the information outlined in this design brief is satisfactory to complete Berger Peat 
Moss Ltd.’s application for license under the Manitoba Environment Act for this proposed site 
development. 
 
 
 
 
Yours Truly, 
 
Sison Blackburn Consulting Inc. 
 
Prepared by: 


 
Justin Taplin, P.Eng. 
Project Engineer 







If known, and if applicable, please indicate what legislation the information being requested pertains 
to: 
 
The Environment Act  X  The Contaminated Sites   X  
      Remediation Act 


The Dangerous Goods  X  Livestock Manure and Mortalities         
Handling and Transportation    Management Regulation 
Act      ** we only provide information on the above for 


      Rural properties 


  
    


       
5.  For what purpose is the information required (i.e.  sale of business/property, financing 
arrangements, etc.)?  
 
     Due Diligence                                                                                                                
 
                                                                                                                                                           
 
                                                                                                                                                           
 
6.  Type/description of business/operation presently being carried out on subject property (if not 
currently in operation, and if known, please identify past business/operation carried out on subject 
property): 
 
Presently ¾ cropped agricultural land, and ¼ Pineridge Equine Park (currently not operational).  
 
7.  Description of intended use of subject property: 
 
Future development of a peat manufacturing plant.       
 
 
 
September 11, 2019                                                                                               
        Request Date                                 Signature of Requestor 
 
 
 
****  PLEASE NOTE THAT INCOMPLETE FORMS WILL CAUSE A DELAY IN 
THIS SEARCH BEING PROCESSED.  PLEASE BE SURE TO INCLUDE ALL 
AVAILABLE DETAILS. 


 







Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS,
FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri
Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), swisstopo, © OpenStreetMap
contributors, and the GIS User Community
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Darryl Speer 

 

 

e-mail:  

July 16, 2020 

Krystal Penner, Environment Officer 

Environment Approvals Branch 

Manitoba Conservation and Climate 

1007 Century Street 

Winnipeg, MB. R3H 0W4 

Re: Berger Peat Moss LTD.-Horticultural Mix Plant-File:6055.00 

Attention: Ms Penner 

I wish to register my opposition to the proposed Berger Mix Plant. This is not a permitted use on the 

land zoned as Agricultural as this is a large industrial complex that manufactures peat moss mixes for 

market. 

The RM of Springfield Council following a closed meeting March 28, 2019, chose to bypass due process 

with Resolution#119-155,"Be it resolved that the RM of Springfield agrees with the recent 

reclassification of peat moss by the Manitoba Government as an agricultural product". The Province 

confirmed that peat moss was NOT reclassified but remains classed as a mineral. Following another 

closed meeting April 25, 2019, Council doubled down with Resolution#19-195,"Be it resolved that the 

definition of agricultural activities within the Springfield Zoning By-Law be amended to include peat 

moss". Council was requested to rescind these resolutions June 10, 2019, they chose to not respond. 

Both resolutions were passed to facilitate the repurposing of the equestrian property Berger's had just 

purchased zoned agricultural to a peat processing plant-there by avoiding the required public hearings 

and rezoning for industrial use. Rate payers especially those adjacent to this proposed plant were totally 

shut out of the process. Further Berger has proceeded with the construction of their operation prior to 

applying and receiving their Environmental approvals-some perceive as 'strong arming' the process. 

I would request that the first order of business is registering a 'stop order' on Berger as they and RM 

officials have shown a complete disregard for the proper conduct of this project. I would request that 

you deny this application for these reasons: 

A) It lacks clear science based guide lines for the management of: 

    1) Dust controls( open bunker for intake of raw peat?). 

    2) Fire risks( dust concentrations, finished product bulk storage?). 

    3) Water uptake requirements long term effects on the aquifer. 

    4) Heavy traffic for transporting raw peat in(500,000m3) and finished product out(4.0m bales) 

annually. 

    5)Lack of clarity on dealing with the proper handling/disposal of hazardous waste process water. 

B) Breach of trust-Berger and the RM of Springfield chose to negotiate in secret to set aside Provincial 

land use regulations to the detriment of rate payers. There is now NO confidence that no matter how 

stringent the guidelines that are stipulated for this plant-neither Berger or RM officials will be 



committed to compliance. 

C) Since April 2019 there was ample opportunity for Berger and Council to be transparent and 

accountable as per their stated values to provide media releases and host open forums on a 

development of this magnitude. The only official public information that has surfaced to date was the 

small notice of the Berger Environment Act Proposal in the June 25, 2020 issue of the local paper. This 

speaks volumes about how little regard Council  and Berger have for those they claim to hold in high 

regard. Instead the COVID card is now being played to justify their veil of secrecy. 

It is a sad day indeed when concerned citizens have to deal with malfeasance on the part of their RM 

officials and those who would do business in Springfield. 

I would ask that you carefully consider all the objections you are receiving and deny Berger's application 

File: 6055.00. 

I thank you for your considerations on all matters bearing on this file. 

Yours sincerely, 

Darryl Speer 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Production Facility on Oakwood Rd, Springfield, MB
Date: July-10-20 5:40:20 AM

I am contacting you to express my concerns with respect to this new production facility
planned for my area.  I have grave concerns about the impact of the water supply as well as
the increased heavy equipment traffic in the area.

I believe a public hearing must be held in order before any construction is given approval.

Respectfully;

Ken Williams



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger Springfield Mixing Plant Development Project
Date: July-14-20 12:38:12 PM

Good After Ms. Penner!
 
It was brought to my attention by a neighbour that Berger has purchased and is currently in the process of
constructing a Peat Mixing Plant on Oakwood Road in our area.  This is the first time that I have become aware of
this and I am contacting you with concerns that I have in regard to a large industrial type of business being allowed
in an area which is zoned to be a residential/agricultural area.  I can foresee potentially a variety of issues that could
affect the quality of life that we as residents enjoy and the potential impact on our property values. My concerns
are as follows:
 
Environment
The Project could have an impact on the environment through the release of peat particles in the air. Peat particles are
very volatile and highly flammable.  If dust particles were to be released into the air and/or a fire were to occur the
potential for serious health concerns exists.   In addition to that the harm done by carbon emissions released into
the air.  These statements and concerns were raised several times throughout the report.  Another fire concern
seems to be the release of methane gases from existing landfill/transfer stations in the area.  To quote “it is HLC’s
opinion that former and present landfills and dump sites are not likely to give rise to potential impacts in connection with
the Site”.  The fact that they say ‘not likely’ doesn’t give me an assurance that it could not be a problem. 

Water Quality/Water Usage/Wastewater
Management                                                                                                                                                                                                     

How will this potentially affect the wells of residents in the surrounding areas?   The amount of water required by the
industry, spills, industrial waste from the mix plant (cleaning of the tanks), additional septic field plus potentially enlarging
two existing fields. 

Friesen Drillers reports states It should be noted that groundwater quality may change over time".  2.4.4. Water
Inputs..."capacity of 2 new wells is likely sufficient to support groundwater pumping "    “The projected groundwater level
fluctuations resulting from operation of the new water supply are expected to be less than natural seasonal and climatic
fluctuations.” “The Project could have an effect on water quality through the contamination of the surface water and/or
underground aquifer. Friesen Drillers....recommendations.  “Complete a longer term (4-8 hr) pumping test to assess the
overall system capabilities. During the pump test, groundwater levels would be monitored both manually and with
automatic pressure sensing transducers in nearby wells.” “There are several potential sources of spill contaminant for the
project, either from the leeching of the any chemical additives, the mishandling of hazardous substances or a malfunction
from either an equipment or the fuel tanks themselves.”

All of these statements identify potential water quality and quantity issues and cause me a great deal of concern. 

Noise

I think it goes without saying that a 24/7 operation in addition to all this truck traffic is going to create a lot of noise in our
peaceful neighbourhoods.  This is one of the reasons why we live in a rural area.

Property Values

Lastly, I believe that the introduction of this type of business into our neighbourhood  will affect our property values.  How
is an industry of this type allowed to conduct business in an area zoned as Agricultural. 

I think a public hearing should be set to allow residents to voice their concerns and get further information on this
project. 

 

Linda Kisil

 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger
Date: July-13-20 1:34:35 PM

Hi Krystal,

My husband and I are very concerned about Berger moving into our area.
We have lived in Springfield going on 40 years now. We are worried about our well water
quality.  The aquifer could be easily contaminated or run dry.  We have not heard
anything about this from the municipality of Springfield. I rely on the well water for
my horses as well. We are also concerned about the increase in traffic to an already congested
highway.  I feel like this is being rushed through and our concerns are going
unheard.  We are hoping that you will listen to our concerns.

Thank-you
Peg Thom



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Berger
Date: July-16-20 2:46:54 PM

Unfortunately, I have an incorrect phone number for you.

Would you please forward your phone number or call me back on my cell.

Thank you

Gerry PARENT  CFP, CLU, CHFC TEP

Ph:   Cel: 



July 23, 2020 

Krystal Penner, Environment Officer 
Environment Approvals Branch 
1007 Century Street 
Winnipeg, MB R3H 0W4 

Re: Berger Peat Moss File: 6055.00 

Attn: Ms Penner 

I have just learned that Berger has revised their proposal item 1.4 Land Use with further inaccurate and 
misleading information. 

Peat moss has NOT been reclassified by the Manitoba Government as an agricultural product-Peat is 
mined and classed under RM Zoning By-Law NO: 08-01 under 7.6 Natural Resource Development(3) the 
"removal, extraction, washing, crushing, mixing ... in this class includes..peat moss" 

Berger's proposed "Mix Plant" is merely processing this natural resource for markets and does not 
conform to the definition as an Agriculture Support Industry as "intended mainly for, from or by 
farmers" RM Zoning By-Law 7.5(7). 

Further this Berger Plant is non compliant with the current Planning Act 106(1)(b); 
1) it is not compatible with the general nature of the surrounding area. 
2) it will be detrimental to people and properties in the surrounding area. 
3) it does not  conform to the current zoning. 

Please add these comments to my previous submission. 

I thanks you for your assistance,  
 

Darryl Speer 
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Comments on EAP for Berger Springfield Mixing Plant Development Project 
D.M. LeNeveu, B.Sc. (hons. physics), M.Sc. (biophysics), B.Ed.  

former member of the Canadian Society of Safety Engineering 

July 8, 2020 

 

The Berger EAP is representative of a systemic problem in environmental review in Manitoba. The EAP is 

superficial and inadequate in many areas. There is obvious proponent bias and omissions with potential 

serious repercussions. Public presentations and meetings have not been held. There is no comprehensive 

governmental or independent expertise applied to the oversight of this Project. There appears to be an 

ongoing and pervasive problem in the review of major projects and the implementation of regulated 

safeguards such as mine closure plans that are putting environment and the public at risk of serious harm.   

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/6055berger/index.html 
  

As far as the Springfield Municipality, the detrimental consequences of this Project not properly addressed 

include plant truck traffic, water withdrawal from two high capacity wells, dust generation, and fire risk. The 

fire potential hazard has not been examined by experts in fire prevention and plant design to mitigate fire 

risk. There is a very real danger of a potential massive inferno that would require immediate evacuation due 

to a deadly smoke plume.  

  

Serious problems related to workplace health and safety are not properly addressed.  

 

The environmental consequences of waste water disposal and leakage prevention are not adequately 

assessed. The aqua-gro fertilizer additive containing a known endocrine disrupter ethoxylated alkyl phenol 

should not be allowed.  

 

Truck traffic 

 

The peat will be transported between May and October from the harvesting site near Hadashville. The truck 

route is not documented. The route will likely be on the TransCanada to Deacon’s Corner and then north on 

Highway 207. Alternatively the perimeter highway could be used then east on highway 15 and north on 

highway 207.  Large volumes of vermiculite, perlite, wood fibre and chemical inputs must also be trucked in. 

The truck traffic on highway 207 will be of particular local concern.  The size and configuration of the trucks 

is not documented.  Figures 1 and 2 illustrate some trucks that are used to haul peat.  
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Figure 1. Peat haul truck https://peatlands.org/assets/uploads/2019/06/ipc2008p126-129-moyles-the-corrib-

gas-project.pdf 

 

 

 
Figure 2. Sealed Lid End Dump truck for hauling peat http://cornerstonetransport.ca/services/#tab-

f97f840907a6890d239 

 

Peat dust is a concern in haulage. In section 3.3 the report states, “Trucks used to haul peat from the Project 

site to the packaging plant will be covered with a tarp to limit dust and debris during transport.”  The sealed 
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lid truck shown in Figure 3 would be a better option to minimize road hazard from dust. There is inadequate 

discussion of the trucking requirements or the road hazards associated with hauling peat.  

 

The EAP states,  

 

“At peak operations, up to 500,000 m³ should be hauled each year from the harvesting sites to the plant.” 

 

End dump trucks typically carry a volume of 10 to 20 cubic meters.  Using 20 cubic meters 25,000 truck 

loads are required over about 180 days to move 500,000 m
3 
of peat. 138 trucks a day would be required.  

Over an 18 hour period that would be nearly 8 trucks per hour. Is this not a concern in terms of traffic 

accidents, road congestion, nuisance to local residents and road maintenance? This volume of trucks covered 

only by a tarp could present a very real road hazard problem. There will be almost certainly injury and death 

associated with this volume of continuous truck traffic.  The truck traffic issue should be fully discussed in 

the EAP.  

 

GHG 

 

The large volume of truck traffic will generate significant quantities of greenhouse gas emissions that should 

be quantified. Consideration should be given to using battery driven haul trucks that could be charged 

overnight at the facility.  Plant operations that will also generate greenhouse gases should be quantified. 

 

Peat Unloading and Handling 

 

The EAP states, 

 

“The loose peat will be loaded on truck, transported to the plant and discharged into a peat bunker near the 

uppers for loose peat. The peat bunker will consist of a concrete slab of 150’ X 170’, large enough to 

adequately store the loose peat. The slab will also be surrounded on all sides by a 16 feet concrete wall, 

allowing just enough space for the trucks to actually discharge the peat within the bunker. Peat particles 

being very volatile, this wall will limit the propagation of those particles in the atmosphere” 

 

The method on unloading into a bunker described in the EAP will generate huge amounts of dust that will 

escape into the nearby area. The bunker does not appear to be covered so that dust emission would be 

continuous. In rains the peat would absorb moisture. Peat is very hydroscopic.  Wet peat will generate 

methane that is flammable. https://aem.asm.org/content/84/3/e02218-17. Dry peat is also very flammable. 

This description does not appear to be operationally feasible without a cover. 

 

Figure 3 illustrates a well developed method for unloading dust generating agricultural material into a silo or 

elevator.  
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Figure 3. Truck unloading to minimize dust https://thumbs.dreamstime.com/z/truck-unloading-grain-

elevator-corn-silo-68796190.jpg 

 

Why would not a dust mitigating well-developed silo method, be used to unloaded and store the peat? 

 

Water  

 

Two fairly high capacity wells of 80 US gallons per minute will be drilled onsite. According to the EAP the 

total annual allocation would not exceed 100 dam
3
 per year. A drawdown cone was modelled for the well for 

226 days. At half a mile the drawdown was 0.6 feet. This calculation was done in isolation. The drawdown 

cone will continue to expand as time goes on if the well is continually pumped with no time for recharge.   

 

There was no input from Manitoba Water Stewardship as to the sustainability of the well draw in this area. 

The municipality did not evaluate the sustainability. Figure 4 shows an area of groundwater vulnerability 

from a study carried out in Springfield. The Berger wells are being drilled in the Day area that is earmarked 

for aquifer capacity assessment. No such assessment was done. Figure 5 shows the location of licensed water 

wells in Springfield. At the very least the capacity of other approximately 15 licensed wells in the Day area 

illustrated in Figure 5 should have been identified and included in the drawdown study.  Figure 6 shows the 

licensed users in the Springfield area. One licence for industrial-mining has a very large allotment of 4070 

dam
3
 per year.  The location of the wells associated with the licences and the water withdrawal of each well 

is not revealed. This information should have been included in a study of the impact of the new wells for the 

Berger Plant. Without this detailed information an independent assessment of the hydro-geological effects on 

the aquifer cannot be done. This information affects the public and has been obtained through public funds. 

The information should be publically accessible. There is a lack of regional consideration of aquifer 

sustainability. Large capacity wells cannot be continually added and treated in isolation. This lack of 

responsibility in aquifer management will lead to overuse that will affect all residents and industries in 

southeast Manitoba that depend on the carbonate aquifer.  There is a systemic abdication of responsibility for 

water management at all levels, municipal, provincial and in the EAP process itself.  
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Figure 4. Aquifer Vulnerable Areas from Aquifer Capability and Groundwater Vulnerability in the Rural 

Municipality of Springfield by Friesen Drillers 2019 03112020131730 aquifer study.pdf   
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Figure 5. Locations of License Water Wells in Springfield from Aquifer Capability and Groundwater 

Vulnerability in the Rural Municipality of Springfield by Friesen Drillers 2019 03112020131730 aquifer 

study.pdf   

 

 
 

Figure 6. Water User Licences in Springfield reproduced from Aquifer Capability and Groundwater 

Vulnerability in the Rural Municipality of Springfield by Friesen Drillers 2019 (03112020131730 aquifer 

study.pdf)   

 

Workplace Health and Safety 

 

The workplace health and safety issues are manifest and inadequately dealt with in this EAP. The section on 

Workplace Health and Safety is replete with non specific generic platitudes.  There will likely be exposure 

within the plant site to high levels of dust from the vermiculite, perlite and peat. The NIOSH maximum 

allowed levels of exposure to this dust is 15 mg/m3. https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/pel88/perlite.html.  

Fortunately this dust is not known to cause silicosis. There is no mention in the EAP of a dust level limit or 

requirements for measurement of the dust levels. Dust can often be mitigated by adequate ventilation. The 

ventilation requirements in terms of health and safety are not discussed.  

 

Of greater concern is exposure to lime dust. Calcium or dolomitic lime will be stored in silos. There is no 

description of the potential operational exposure of workers to lime. The material safety sheet for dolomitic 

lime requires the use of respiratory protection. https://www.targetproducts.com/PDFs/SDS-Hydrated-

Dolomitic-Lime.pdf. Lime can cause skin burns and respiratory distress and lung damage from the caustic 

effect.  Vague assurances are made in the EAP about the use of personnel protective equipment when 

necessary with no specifics.   

 

Also of concern is exposure to airborne magnesium nitrate hexahydrate which is considered a hazardous 

substance according to OSHA 29 CFR 1910.1200 (from Santa Cruz Biotechnology scbt data base 

http://datasheets.scbt.com/sc-203127.pdf) Long term exposure to high dust concentrations may cause 
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changes in lung function i.e. pneumoconiosis; caused by particles less than 0.5 micron penetrating and 

remaining in the lung. OSHA permissible level of exposure is 5 mg/m
3
. 

 

The information from the scbt data sheet on magnesium nitrate contradicts the safety data sheet in the Berger 

EAP. The safety data sheet states magnific water soluble magnesium nitrate is not a hazardous substance. 

 

In the past vermiculite from Libby Montana and elsewhere contained asbestos. 

https://www.asbestos.com/news/2018/04/24/tool-vermiculite-asbestos/. This should not be the case now 

however the potential the asbestos hazard should be acknowledged and discussed.  There should be verified 

analysis that the vermiculite used for this Project contains no asbestos.   

 

Fire 

 

Peat dust is extremely flammable as is wood fibre. A fire destroyed the peat packaging plant in Giroux 

Manitoba in 2005. http://www.manitoba.ca/iem/geo/mgstracker/images/region6/PRES2011-13.pdf. The EAP 

does discuss the flammability hazard however mitigation measures are not properly documented. For 

instance ventilation that can mitigate the dust levels is not discussed.  A sprinkler system or other fire 

suppression mechanisms are not evaluated. Sources of ignition are not discussed or identified. A fire safety 

plan at Hadashville is described in lieu of a plan for this site. A “potential” emergency response map is 

included that is totally inadequate. What serious EAP would present an evacuation plan at an entirely 

different location and facility and a “potential” emergency response map?  The fire safety plan should be 

fully developed for this site and subject to fire safety experts for approval. The plant illustrations of the 

internal structure show many levels with narrow access ways that would impede emergency evacuation. A 

pump and hoses will be installed at an onsite water body to supply water for a fire. There is no independent 

review of the adequacy of this source of water for fire protection. The plant design should be reviewed by 

independent fire safety experts.  If a fire started a massive fireball with an extensive deadly smoke plume 

could result that would require immediate evacuation.  A proper evacuation plan must be developed for the 

pant personnel, nearby residents and road traffic. 

 

Industrial Waste Water 

 

The EAP states, 

 

“Berger has a cleaning plan for the tanks that occurs three times per week. Berger uses a mixture of vinegar 

and water to clean the tanks. This results in an expected volume of 750 L/week or 200 L/day and a peak day 

flow of 500L/day of industrial wastewater being generated. The composition of the industrial waste is 

characterized later in this letter. It has been determined that this wastewater can not be treated on site.” 

 

The industrial wastewater will be stored in a fibreglass thank. The EAP sates, “Berger plans to establish an 

agreement with the North End Sewage Treatment Plant or other Class II sewage treatment facility” for 

disposal.  The disposal plan is at this point in time merely conjecture. Once again there is unfinished 

inadequate information in the EAP.  

 

The EAP sates incorrectly the contents of the wastewater are given in annex 4. Once again there is 

incomplete misleading information.   

 

In annex 3 aqua-gro is given as a fertilizer input. Aqua-gro contains 80% ethoxylated alkyl phenols 

https://www.tlhort.com/images/files/label/3583900.pdf 
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A peer reviewed paper in the Polish Journal of Veterinary Sciences, 2016, titled, Alkylphenol ethoxylates 

and alkylphenols – update information on occurrence, fate and toxicity in aquatic environment 

by Kovarova J.,  Blahova J. , Divisova L. , and  Svobodova Z. states,  

 

“It has been well established that they have endocrine disruption activity, hepatotoxic, genotoxic and other 

negative effects on animal and human health. In spite of the effort to reduce their use, they persist in the 

environment not only in industrial but also in remote regions.” 

http://yadda.icm.edu.pl/yadda/element/bwmeta1.element.agro-7d45a44f-efc7-47e2-83dc-46f199f6d290 

 

This toxic wastewater is so hazardous it should be stored in a double walled tank with leak detection. All 

piping to the tank should be double walled with leak detection. Strict volume records should be kept of inputs 

withdrawals and tank levels to maintain a volume inventory record. The ultimate fate of the wastewater 

components should be part of the EAP especially the environmentally persistent endocrine disruptive, 

hepatotoxic, and genotoxic ethoxylated alkyl phenols. To simply ignore the issue by transferring the problem 

to an industrial waste disposal in the City of Winnipeg is negligent. 

 

Calcium and magnesium nitrate in the waste water is also a concern. Nitrates have a high water solubility and 

consequent high environmental mobility in soil and water. Nitrate can contaminate groundwater to 

unacceptable levels. http://datasheets.scbt.com/sc-203127.pdf 

 

The aqua-gro will be mixed with the peat product. Wherever the peat is used the persistent toxin ethoxylated 

alkyl phenol will leach into the environment. The failure to identify the use of ethoxylated alkyl phenol in the 

EAP is another example of proponent omission of an important issue.  The aqua-gro additive should not be 

allowed.  

 

Public Consultation and Approvals process 

 

The EAP states, 

 

“Berger has already had several exchanges with representatives of the RM of Springfield, Conservation and 

Climate, Agriculture and Resource Development and other departments of Manitoba government. Berger 

was also planning to do a presentation of the Project combined with a job-fair in the town of Oakbank 

closest to the project in the spring of 2020, but this activity was rescheduled until the situation related to 

COVID-19 is better suited for such an event.” 

 

The pubic review process ends on July 16. No meeting was held with the public before the review process 

began. The planned public presentation by Berger if it occurs will be too late to allow effective participation 

in the review process that has already begun. It almost seems that meaningful thorough review of this Project 

is being intentionally discouraged and kept from independent public review and scrutiny. There has been no 

indication that a technical advisory committee (TAC) of government experts will analyze and comment on 

this Project. There is no independent technical expertise outside of government applied to this Project.  

 

What is even more peculiar that many of the actions recommended in the public review of the original 

proposal for the Hadashville peat mine in 2001 do not appear to be fully implemented or enforced. 

https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/4673bergerstlabre/Summary.pdf  Of particular concern is the 

apparent failure to file a mine closure plane and provide financial security in accordance with mine closure 

regulation 67/99 before commencement of mining. The Manitoba mines and Minerals Act 

https://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/m162e.php states, 
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“Filings before commencement of work 

74(2) 

Subject to subsections (3) and (4), a holder of a claim shall not commence or recommence work on an 

advanced exploration project until 

(a) the holder files with the director 

(i) written notice of the intended date of commencement or recommencement of the work, and 

(ii) a closure plan prepared in accordance with the regulations; and 

(b) the director approves the closure plan and accepts the security provided with the plan for the 

performance of rehabilitation.” 

 

The licence for the Berger Peat mine updated in 2019 states, 

 

“43. The Licencee shall: a) until such time that a Peatland Recovery Plan is approved pursuant to the Peat 

Harvesting Licence no. 15 pursuant to The Peatlands Stewardship Act, comply with the Mine Closure 

Regulation 67/99, or any future amendment thereof ” 

 

The Peatland Recovery plan and therefore the Mine Closure Plan are not approved. It may be that the plans 

have never been filed. Certainly a Peatland Recovery Plan and Mine Closure Plan were not approved at the 

time of receipt of the proposal in 2001. Eighteen years, later at the time the updated licence was issued, the 

closure plans were still not approved. There is no mention of a financial security in the updated 2019 licence. 

It is likely no financial security has been approved and received.  

 

The failure to submit a mine closure plan before receipt of a licence appears to be a systemic issue with the 

approvals process.  The mine closure plan for the CPS Wanipigow Sand Project was not submitted prior to 

issuance of the licence. https://www.gov.mb.ca/sd/eal/registries/5991wanipigow/index.html. The mine 

closure plan for Wanipigow is a requirement of the licence under condition 97 which states, 

 
“97.The Licencee shall: 

b)comply with Manitoba Regulation 67/99, or any future amendment thereto, issued under The Mines and 

Minerals Act, respecting closure plans for mining” 

 

There seems to be a consistent policy of the Approvals Branch to make the mine closure plan a condition of the 

licence rather than a requirement prior to receipt of the licence and commencement of mining.  

 

It appears the Berger Peat Mine is in violation of the Manitoba Mines and Minerals Act regarding submission 

of a mine closure plan. Should not the entire operation including the approvals for a mixing facility in 

Springfield be suspended until the licence and Act requirements for closure are met? 

 

The Mine Closure Plan and receipt of financial security and should be completed before the approvals 

process and submitted for public review as part of the approvals process.  Without financial security a 

bankrupt company can leave an unfunded environmental liability that must ultimately be born by the public.  

 

Summary 

 

The EAP is incomplete and inadequate. Many serious hazards that involve worker and public harm are 

ignored. The large volume of truck traffic is not discussed. A comprehensive evaluation of well water 

demand with respect to the regional aquifer and local existing demands is not implemented. The peat 

unloading facility is inadequate and dust generating with no specified covering.  Fire safety is inadequately 

addressed. An evacuation plan for the facility near Hadashville is substituted for a proposed Plant in 
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Springfield. There is no comprehensive workplace health and safety program with specific detail appropriate 

to this Project. There are only vague generic platitudes. Dust mitigation and measurement is not adequately 

considered. Proper protection measures for exposure from caustic lime are not developed. Prevention of 

industrial wastewater leakage is inadequate. The environmental fate of the industrial wastewater is not fully 

considered. The aqua-gro fertilizer additive containing a known endocrine disrupter, ethoxylated alkyl 

phenol, should not be used.  

 

This whole process demonstrates systemic failure. There have been no public presentations to date. The EAP 

contains omissions such as an appropriate fire evacuation plan, truck traffic hazard, and use of an endocrine 

disrupter. There is no indication of a TAC review. The mine closure plan and financial security required 

before the peat mining can begin was never filed. The Berger Mixing Project approvals should be suspended 

until mine closure and financial security for the peat mining operations are fully complied with.  
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Margaret Marion-Akins                                          July 14, 2020 

 

 

 

Telephone #s Residence: , Cellular:  

Dear Krystal Penner     Telephone: 204 945-7145, Toll Free: 1 800 282-8069 Fax: 204 945-5229 

          Environmental Approvals Branch 

          Manitoba Conservation and Climate 

          1007 Century Street 

          Winnipeg, Manitoba 

          R3H 0W4  

  

RE: Berger – File: 6055.00 – Springfield Bulk Mineral Material Handling and Mixing Plant Development  

                 22054 Oakwood Road 64N, RM of Springfield (NW ¼ Section 23-11-4)  

1. Project Overview Page 4, 1.1 Berger Peat Moss Ltd. is misleading and is wrongly describing it’s proposed 

description of what it is constructing and operating, it is NOT horticultural or agricultural in nature, it is a 

Bulk Mined Mineral mixing plant with Raw Mined mineral such as vermiculite, lime, perlite and masses of 

partially carbonized plant tissue(peat moss), Magnesium nitrate, along with Natural Resources (not 

agricultural) such as wood chips/fiber and plus chemical additives and fertilizers. 

For the safety of the residents and environment I request a delay of approval from the Environmental 

Approvals Branch review of the Berger application for a License as per the Environmental Act so that the 

Provincial government agencies of the Mines Branch  and Manitoba Water Stewardship be consulted prior 

to the issuance of a development permit in keeping with the RM of Springfield zoning by-law Sections 41-55 

Special land use regulations 54.2 Development Permit Review.    

 

2. Land use Page 7, 1.4 Land use Falsely stated. There are several long time (40 years +) Springfield residence 
that live in close proximity. Additionally, omitted is access from Lorne Hill road (gravel). Please note Peat 
moss has wrongfully been deemed agriculture by the  council of the RM of Springfield (Annex 1) April 25, 
2019 when a major resolution was resolved to include peat moss in the Springfield Zoning By-law to 
accommodate Berger who purchase in March 2019. There was NO notification given to the surrounding 
residents nor were there public hearings. 

 
The link to The Planning Act is: http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/_pdf.php?cap=p80. 

        
       Zoning By-Laws and amendments to zoning by-laws are required to be by a by-law (not a   
       resolution) and follow a public hearing process. See sections 46 to 55 with respect to passing a 
       zoning by-law. Section 57 says the process also applies to an amendment. It appears 
      that the processes in The Planning Act were not followed for the amendment referred to above. 

1An amendment to a zoning by-law must be generally consistent with provincial land use policies (see s. 62(2). 
The link to the Provincial Planning Regulation is: http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/regs/current/081.11.pdf 

      Peat moss mining in that regulation is in Policy 8 under Mineral Resources (see pages 39 and 
     40 of the regulation). The definition of “agricultural operation” (see page 3 of the regulation) 
     does not reference peat moss. 

            Therefore, I am requesting a public hearing to legally address the major improper amendment/change to the  

 
 

http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/_pdf.php?cap=p80
http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/regs/current/081.11.pdf
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            By-law (Annex 1) and a deferral of the Environmental Approvals 
            Branch review of the Berger application for a License to address this concern.  
  

3. Public Consultations Page 7, 1.5 No notification and /or public consultation has been done with the 

residents, all meetings with the Councillors of the RM of Springfield has been done in camera, therefore 

council is not willing to discuss. 

The Vail of Covid-19 has been used as the reason to have no consultation and to reschedule an alleged 

public presentation/job fair with no other tentative dates given, hence the project should also be delayed 

until consultation can be honored.  Additionally, Berger could have easily mailed out information to a 

minimum of residents i.e. to the residents listed on the Well Inventory – 1-mile radius which appears in 

Annex 2. Note the Proposal’s  Advertisement posted June 23, 2020 was place in a paper not delivered to the 

surrounding neighbours, why? 

  

4. Services Usages Page 8, 2.3 The two new wells that Berger drilled are 5-inch wells into the existing aquafer 

to approximately 300’, the wells capacity will top out at 4800 gallons an hour, (2 wells @ 80 gallons per 

minute). As Berger stated in its application that it is not certain that the rate of water usage can be 

supported, under 2.4.4 Water Inputs and Wastewater Berger states that it “is likely sufficient.” This is 

extremely concerning for the residents as wells will go dry! 

Water Quality 

The Berger’s report did not contemplate the effects to the 50 plus residential wells identified by Friesen 

Drilling in the environmental report. 

Water levels of existing residential wells may be impacted by the addition of these 2 high volume wells 

Berger has put in. 

Residential wells have been compromised in the past during the construction of the floodway and most 

have been re-drilled  by the Province due to fracturing in the aquifer. 

A more comprehensive test for water flow and recovery for residents’ wells must be required to fully 

understand the potential impact and protect the rights of the residents. As Friesen Drilling Report states, its 

report is only for their client Berger, and Friesen does not stand by its findings for anyone else, so what good 

is it? 

Residents are additionally concerned about water quality and well head pressure and volume of the current 

wells. The Berger report does not accurately reflect these concerns. 

• Who will pay if all the residents’ wells dry up or become contaminated?  

               Should the Environmental Approvals Branch, 

               Manitoba Conservation and Climate approve Berger proposal will the branch cover the 

               costs of: re-drilling wells deeper and or hauling in water and the water storage units and 

               the retrofitting that would be required for the effected residents?  Will Environmental  

               Approvals Branch, Manitoba Conservation and Climate pay wages if someone becomes 

               sick from drinking contaminated water? Berger openly acknowledges, refer to section 

              3.4 that the project could affect the water quality through contamination of the surface 

               water and/or underground aquifer. This alone should be a reason to stop the Berger  

               development. Berger also acknowledges that the aerial peat particles contaminate 

               surface water. Mitigating  the problem with a couple of rows of trees and not working  

                on windy Manitoba days (Berger did not mention which wind velocity would shut them 

               down) the plan is weak and very concerning. 
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               Water testing of resident’s wells should be done at Berger’s expense prior to approval  

              of the commencement of operation and there after yearly for a period of years Berger  

             operates for comparison.  

               I request additional time so that an engineering firm can be hired to determine an  

               estimate to the above concerns’ costs: drilling, hauling, retrofitting and extras. Once the  

               above cost is determined Berger should be required to hold a bond based on the 

               estimate of the engineering firm to protect and cover all costs to the existing residents.  

               Will the approval board delay approval and cover the cost of hiring an independent  

               engineering firm on behalf of the residents to protect our rights? 

                

  

Services Usages 2.3 a new large septic infrastructure is proposed which refers you to section 2.4.5 

Waste Water Management  and informs us that industrial waste will be held in holding tanks and 

will be hauled away and not put to the septic field, however section 3.4 Berger states “finally 

domestic and industrial wastewater will be handled through existing and a new sceptic field 

installation”. Berger has made a very concerning contradiction, which is it hauled away or into a 

sceptic field? Berger report then referring you to annex 4 for the exact composition of this industrial 

wastewater. Annex 4 does not describe the industrial mining waste; it talks about rain/storm water. 

Sision Blackburn Consultant also failed to mention that along Lorne Hill directly across from the 

proposed plant are residential homes. 

Which government agency will monitor the industrial mining waste discharge; what licenses will be 

required? Dumping Industrial mine waste into sceptic fields above our aquifer is unacceptable, know 

wonder Berger states section 3.4 the project could have an effect on water through contamination 

to the underground aquifer.  

For the safety and protection of the residents I request a delay of the Environmental Approvals 

Branch review of the Berger application for a License as per the Environmental Act so that the 

Provincial government agencies of the Mines Branch and Manitoba Water Stewardship can be 

notified and be consulted prior to the issuance of a development permit. Berger may be required to 

make application through the Energy and Mining.   

5. Raw Material Inputs Page 9 2.4.2 

The dangers of allowing the increase mining of peat moss in Manitoba, to supply Berger with its 

needed product for operation will not only cause the destruction of the delicate peat bogs 

ecosystem but most importantly peat moss has a high content of carbon and will release vast 

amounts of greenhouse gases methane. Global warming is of great concern for everyone and 

especially our youth who look to our grass root politicians and government agencies for leadership 

to protect the quality of their future. 

The European Union and the United Kingdom have already moved to banning the mining of peat 

moss.  

References: 

hotbincomposting.com/blog/peat-good-or-bad-what-you-nee-to-know 

gardenrant.com/2009/04/ken-druse-dishes-the-dirt-about-peat-moss 

treehugger.com/natural-sciences/the-potential-danger-of-peat-mossgadenguides.com/123924-

dangers-peat-moss 

Innovations Report: Peat Moss—A Ticking Time Bomb 
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6. Chemical Inputs Page 9, 2.4.3 Chemical storage capacity should be given for each type of chemical that will 

be stored. There is an insufficient list of chemical to properly address all the concerns that could arise with 

water pollution, air pollution and fires. Berger refers readers twice to view figure 4 for more information 

regarding chemical silos and location however figure 4 is not included in the Berger report. Berger states 

that it would be difficult to pinpoint exact quantity of chemicals that will be stored, regardless Berger must 

be required to give the minimum and maximum of each chemical that will be stored and it’s location as this 

information will be extremely important for the fire department and the safety of our fire fighters! Berger 

openly states that the operation is very volatile (Raw material 

 inputs 2.4.2). Berger laisser-faire attitude that “it is difficult to pinpoint” is truly disturbing and concerning,  

this is the way lives can be lost in a fire emergency. This issue must be addressed, and missing document 

submitted for all to review before the Environmental Approvals Branch review of the Berger application for a 

License is granted. 

  

 

 

7. Water Inputs and Wastewater Page 10, 2.4.4. All wells on the Berger property should be metered and Berger 

must pay a fair market value for the water, similar to what a business would pay in Winnipeg. A bond (for an 

amount base on a value determined by an engineering firm of what it would cost to re-drill, haul and retrofit 

residents water supply), must be secured, this would be used to pay for any future upgrades or change that 

will be required or occur to the water supply. The bond must be bought and held by Berger for the duration 

of there operation and/or the RM of Springfield and/or the Province of Manitoba (Environmental Approvals 

Branch Manitoba Conservation and Climate) to secure and protect the safety, quality and quantity of the 

water for a minimum for the 50 residents listed in the 1-mile radius well inventory report (report is out 

dated) pages 42 and 43. A extension should be granted, this will allow residents the time to have their well 

water tested. Testing should be at the expense of Berger. Testing should be completed and part of the 

Environmental Act Proposal application. The Environmental Approvals Branch, Manitoba Conservation and 

Climate should request and secure at the expense of Berger and or the RM of Springfield yearly residents 

water testing to protect the rights of the residents for the duration of Berger’s operation so that changes can 

be monitored.  

   

8. Water waste Management Page 14 2.4.5 Independent Inspectors should be hired at the expense of Berger 

to unannouncedly inspect a minimum of 5? times a year and residents notified of the finding. 

Berger calculations are base on 1 shift of 30 people, however they will be having 3 shifts so the have grossly 

under stated their volume of the industrial mining wastes and domestic waste. The Mixing Plant should be 

3,675 L/day x 3 = 11,025 L/day. This one calculation makes its waste over the trivializing summary of under 

10,000L/day.  

Berger states wastewater management should be managed and approved under the Onsite Wastewater 

Management Systems Regulation. Well should be and is are two different things. Has the non-profit 

educational Onsite Wastewater Management Association been notified, has the association visited the site 

and have they been given Berger a certification certificate? Should be and calculation errors sounds like 

Berger has not followed through and more insight is required by the Environmental Approvals Branch, 

Manitoba Conservation and Climate prior to completion of Berger application. 

 

9. Decommissioning and Reclamation Page 15, 2.5 Once again this is just a maybe, could be, should be 

statement, that Berger will put the prime agricultural land back to the original state. Berger will discuss this 

with the RM of Springfield and your agency. Then now is the time for The Environmental Approvals Branch, 

Manitoba Conservation and Climate to act and have caveats place on the property prior to passing the 
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environmental review to assure the property will be properly decommissioned and the prime agriculture 

land repaired at the cost of Berger before they can sell the property. 

 

10. Emergency Response Page 17, 3.1.1 Fire Oh my, once again Berger falls short and does not  

take the fire issue seriously. When lives are at stake Berger must be, not should be proactive, the number of 

available filled pumper trucks should be known. The amount of chemical on hand (‘as difficult as it might 

be’) should be know and identified for the fire departments so that they can combat the fires appropriately 

with water or with fire retardant chemicals. Consultation with Oakbank’s small fire department as well as 

Birds Hill and Winnipeg’s Fire departments should have already been done.  

Fire departments should be consulted prior to the completion of the review.  

Berger has clearly stated, and more than once, that the mined product is very volatile and highly flammable, 

now add some fertilizer and other chemicals into the mix and we have figuratively a ticking time BOMB! 

Which may not be put out with water alone. In the spring, summer or fall a fire at the plant may additionally  

spark grass fires so response times must be swift to protect the residential homes next to the plant and the 

homes across the road. 

Berger may aim to be as self-reliant as possible regarding firefighting but when a fire breaks out with very 

volatile and highly flammable product it can become violently out of control too quickly for inexperienced 

employees whether called a Team leader or not, to be expected to stay and fight the fire, their aim will be to 

the nears exit, as it should be. 

Responsibilities and RULES TO FOLLOW IN THE EVENT OF FIRE go out the window when your life is on the 

line.  

The link below is an article of a smaller Plant that burned. The co-owner states that “It was just a matter of 

time”.  It took 22 fighters from two fire departments to put it out. 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/new-brunswick/theriault-and-hachey-peat-moss-plant-fire-baie-sainte-

anne-1.4589400 

 

Note there is NO lake on the property for a pump to operate from, there is a small man made pond, and 

Berger does not address what they will be doing to stop the small pond from freezing in the winter (6 

months of the year), a question that needs to be asked? 

Note the fire fighting procedures have just been taken from there Hadashville Plant which is not the same as 

the proposed Oakwood Road Bulk Mine Mineral Packaging Plant. A cookie cut approach to fire fighting and 

saving lives should not be taken, consultation must be explored  with Oakbank, Birdshill and Winnipeg Fire 

department and Berger complete a proper Emergency Response Plan before Environmental Approvals 

Branch, Manitoba Conservation and Climate reviews and concludes on the Berger application for a License. 

 

11. Atmospheric Environment Page 21, 3.3 A better description of the in plant dust collectors should be given 

i.e. make, type, and quality of exhaust, the collectors may work to improve the air quality with in the plant 

but what is it expelling into the exterior air that the neighbours breath, will scrubbers  be use to clean the 

exhaust?  At what height (level) will the peat be store within the bunkers? What is the volume of water that 

will be used to mitigate dust? The volume of water used to mitigate dust was not calculated in section 2.4.4. 

Water Inputs and Wastewater nor in section 2.4.5. Wastewater Management. At what wind velocity will 

operations stop, and will this apply to all directions? Planting a double row of trees (what size?) might 

mitigate some peat particles 15 to 20 years from now and it will not mitigate the sound from the industrial 

trucks, loaders and other heavy equipment that have high pitched back up noise. Plum coming from the 

plant can be stopped with a proper exhausting system, and plums from the bunker can be stop with 

screening. The Atmospheric Environment pollution must be and can be considerable better handle more 

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/new-brunswick/theriault-and-hachey-peat-moss-plant-fire-baie-sainte-anne-1.4589400
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/new-brunswick/theriault-and-hachey-peat-moss-plant-fire-baie-sainte-anne-1.4589400
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review is required. 

 

12. Water Quality Page 21, 3.3 ‘This Project could contaminate the surface and/or underground aquifer.’ 

Berger just writing the above underline statement in their proposal sounds alarm bells & whistles! ALL must, 

at this time, be concern not just for the residents next to Berger’s Bulk Mining Packaging Plant but 

additionally the town of Birdshill have wells that they draw water from that aquifer for their residents, has 

the council of Birdshill being notified? If not, the Environment Approvals Board should have an obligation to 

let the Council of Birdshill know that their water source could be contaminated by this project. 

We are referred to section 3.1.2. for some mitigation measure please note brooms and paper towels on 

concrete floors may work well for small spills but informing us that the are going to use contaminants ( 2-

cubic-foot bags of peat to clean up contaminants does not make sense to me or are these mitigate measure 

just for interior plant spills?   More explanation needs be given in this area.                                                               

As Berger says Finally, domestic and industrial wastewater will be handled through sceptic fields. Once 

again, the alarm bells and whistles are sounding industrial mining waste must not be allowed to enter 

sceptic field and seep down into the aquifer. Referring us to section 2.4.5. to prevent any contamination this 

is a section that give us volumes of wastewater (with miscalculations I might add) not more information 

contamination prevention. Note regarding a list of chemicals, chemical silos and location regarding figure 4 

is not included in the Berger report. 

 

 One thing I will give credit to Berger for, is that they have told us so and their I told you so attitude is 

concerning because should the Environmental Approvals Branch give approval who is liable, Berger or the 

Branch when the water is poisoned or wells go dry? Remember Berger has openly told us that the amount of 

water they will be taking out of the aquifer could be more than what mother nature will put back into it “is 

likely sufficient.”  Remember Berger told us so the Project could contaminate both surface water and/or the 

underground aquifer!  

Once again, I request a deferral of approval until Provincial government agencies of the Mines Branch and 

Manitoba Water Stewardship be consulted prior to the issuance of a development permit. At this time, I ask 

is the Environmental Approval Branch notifying the Mines Branch and Manitoba Water Stewardship? Should 

it not be the responsibility of the Environmental Approval Branch to notify the Mines Branch and Manitoba 

Water Stewardship I request that I be notify quickly, so I may take necessary steps. 

 

13. Vegetation/Wildlife Page 21, 3.5 The Berger Project is large, with a lot of drainage that will inevitably have 

poisonous wastewater draining into the ditches and eventually into the Red River floodway. The 

contaminated surface water will be drunk by the abundance of wildlife that lives in the area: deer, fox, 

coyotes, muskrat, beaver, woodchuck, racoon along with a large variety of bird, eagle and osprey and 

waterfowl to name some. Berger does not mention a single word about wildlife. The wildlife is a great value 

to the quality of life for the Residents in the area. Residents will also have to now be concerned with their 

children and family pets playing in this contaminated water, very concerning. 

  

14. Noise Page 22, 3.6 The noise coming from the plant will NOT be typical of agriculture operation the noise 

level will be in keeping with Bulk Mined Mineral mixing plant with Raw Mined mineral such as vermiculite, 

lime, perlite and masses of partially carbonized plant tissue(peat moss), Magnesium nitrate, along with 

Natural Resources (not agricultural) such as wood chips/fiber and plus chemical additives and fertilizers, will 

require heavy mining equipment with loud sounding alarm back up systems. The loud sounding alarm back 

up systems working 24 hours a day will most definitely destroy the quality of life for the residents. Not only 
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will it make the daytime unpleasant, but it will interrupt sleeping, this will be very disturbing! Especially for 

the residents directly across from the project. Berger said they will stay in close contact with local residents 

well to date they have not contacted any of us! I do know of a resident who went to ask the plant manager if 

Berger could redirect a light down to the ground, as this light shines directly into their window, he was told 

to go plant trees, not very considerate. Hopefully if we ask for less noise at night, we won’t be told to go buy 

ear plugs. 

 

15 Social Environment Page 22, 3.7 The amount of minimum wage jobs, road destruction and Traffic 6500 plus 

Semi trailers will be loaded or unloaded at the packaging plant a year = 35 Trucks/day 

Employee vehicles traffic will exceed 150 return visits a day 

The Berger environmental report does not address: 

1. Safety concerns of increased traffic on gravel roads 

2. Noise levels should not exceed currant levels 

3. Dust control needs, road improvements and repairs need to be addressed with the significant rise in 

traffic before approval is granted. Note Highway 207 is a Provincial road and The Highways Department 

should be notified to assess the dangers regarding the increased turning onto a gravel road and whether a 

turn lane is required? The safety of the roads must be review before a child riding their bicycle or a horse 

back rider is KILL as they have long shared the road. 

Loss of Property Value 

The Berger environmental report does not consider the impact to property values if this packing plant is 

allowed to continue. A professional land and property appraiser should be commissioned to report to how 

property value may be affected and how residents should be compensated.  

 

16 Summary  

 I respectfully request that the Berger application be delayed until missing documents can be provided i.e. 

Figure 4, and the full list of Chemicals that will be on site, a readable copy of Sision Blackburn Consulting 

overall grade plan, the report written only in French be translated to English and a revision of wastewater 

calculation errors be corrected. I respectfully request that the Berger application for a License be delayed 

until the Provincial government agencies of the Mines Branch and Manitoba Water Stewardship and the 

Provincial Highways Department be consulted and the Council of Birdshill be notified prior to the issuance of 

a development permit. I also request that a Public Hearing be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM 

of Springfield to address the multitude of concerns: Protection of Water supply, a variety of Pollutions, 

Improper amendments changes, Improper use of agriculture land, NO public notification or consultation. It 

is concerning that the RM of Springfield has lack of regard for procedure regarding the Environmental 

Approvals Branch, note that this is the third large project that has started development before building 

permit and Environmental Approval: 1.) the P & H elevator on Poplar Road 2.) The Silica Sand Wells south of 

Vivian and 3.) Berger Industrial Bulk Mineral Packing Plant who are building as I type. This ‘Wild Wild West’ 

approach must be questioned, and the rule of procedure and law respected as well as the rights and 

protection of the Residents. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Margaret Marion-Akins 

 

 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Cc:
Subject: Concerns/Concerns re Berger Peat Mixing Plant
Date: July-22-20 8:47:37 PM

Dear Krystal,

We attended the Berger Information session in Dugald last night and want to follow up on our previous email and
phone call regarding the proposed Berger Mixing Plant in Springfield.  We left the meeting with more concerns than
when we arrived.

Does the Provincial government do their own testing of the impact on the aquifer or do you rely on the Friesen
Drilling report provided by Berger?  The end of their report states that the assessment was only for Berger and was
not to be used by other organizations or persons as Friesen Drillers would not be held liable.    Many residents are
concerned about what happens if their wells drop.  Who will cover the cost of re-drilling wells  if required?  One of
the individuals attending the meeting expressed concern regarding a chemical or additive which is an endocrine
disruptor being used in the mixing process.  Is it being used and what are the risks of this contaminating the
aquifer?   Do you assess the environmental safety of the materials Berger uses in the mixing process?

Although the Berger trucks delivering peat are covered with tarps there will still be dust escaping and with the
volume of peat being delivered and processed the peat dust will end up along the route.  Can this dust be harmful to
the residents along the route?  What bacteria or spores are being spread?  Who is measuring this?

Another serious concern of ours is the increased traffic.   Highway 207 is a very rough highway (concrete slabs)
with plenty of traffic already from gravel trucks from the surrounding gravel pits.  Empty trucks are incredibly noisy
as they bang along that highway.   Berger reports they will have an average of 25 semis delivering peat daily which
will only add to the “din”.  There is also the the traffic from employees at every shift change and additional traffic
moving finished product to the city.  With increased traffic also comes increased likelihood of accidents.

We have concern regarding the possibility of a peat fire and lack of sufficient resources In our Municipality
(Springfield only has 2 pumper trucks and volunteers) to fight a fire.  What is the short and long term impact of a
peat fire and the smoke it generates to the residents living near the facility?  It appeared that Berger did not have a
plan for evacuation of residents near the facility.

Thank you for addressing these concerns.

Sincerely,
Walt and Terry McKee

Sent from my iPad



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Environmental concern
Date: July-13-20 6:31:37 PM

Please include me on the petition to stop the water being contaminated

Sent from my iPhone



Krystal.penner@gov.mb.ca 
Berger Peat Moss Ltd. – Horticultural Mix Plant – File: 6055.00 
Environmental Approvals Branch 
1007  
Century Street 
Winnipeg, MB R3H 0W4 
 
Attention Krystal Penner: 
 
The mining and production of peat is unacceptable in today’s climate.  Peat land is amongst the most 
valuable ecosystems on Earth as they are critical for preserving global biodiversity, provide safe drinking 
water, minimize flood risk, act as natural fire breaks and of course, address climate change.  Their very 
destruction from mining and agricultural expansion make them a major source of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  Peatland restoration is often talked about by the Canadian Sphagnum Peat Moss Association 
but restoration only brings about a wetland or a marsh, never a bog.  They cannot be restored, they are 
irreplaceable.  

1.4. Land use  
The Berger EAP states, “The area of the project is currently zoned as “AG” (Agriculture General Zoning 
District) in which peat moss is a defined activity approved by the RM of Springfield (Annex 1), thus 
granted the Project the status of permitted use”.  
The RM of Springfield is in direct contravention of The Planning Act due to the way they granted Berger a 
permitted use; 
“#19-195; Be it resolved that the definition of agricultural activities within the Springfield Zoning By-law 
be amended to include peat moss. Moved by Howard Bredin, Seconded by Rick Wilson. Dated April 
25,2019.”  
Zoning By-Laws and amendments to zoning by-laws are required to be completed by a by-law and not a 
resolution and follow a public hearing process as per section 46(1). There has yet to be a public hearing 
held on this change to the zoning bylaw.  However, a public hearing is not required if the alteration is a 
minor adjustment that does not change the intent of the bylaw, 74(3).  To define peat moss as an 
agricultural activity is not a minor alteration, it changes the intent of agricultural activity!  Peat moss is a 
mined substance.  It is not grown in rows, harvested and seed collected.  It is unsustainable.   
 
The RM, seemingly under the direction of CAO Colleen Draper, also held In Camera sessions throughout 
the process to discuss this change.  The Municipal Act is specific about the topics that council may 
discuss in camera.   
It seems only 152(3)(b)(iii) “a matter that is in its preliminary stages and respecting which discussion in 

public could prejudice a municipality's ability to carry out its activities or negotiations”, and (iv) “the conduct 

of existing or anticipated legal proceedings” could be construed as reasons to meet in camera.  But there 
are limits to that interpretation. The following quote from Thompson, Dorfman and Sweatman Law, 
regarding in camera sessions states, “if the discussion relates to a possible zoning by-law change or 
development approval that the municipality is considering, it is most likely that the meeting must be held 
in public.” https://www.tdslaw.com/site-content/uploads/candid-about-in-camera2.pdf The article 
explains that just because there is a statutory right of appeal, does not grant that all subjects discussed by 
council will be up for litigation.  It seems the way in which the RM of Springfield aided Berger Peat Moss 
contravenes The Planning Act, The Municipal Act and is a betrayal of public trust.  Before any decision on 

https://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/p080f.php#46
https://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/p080f.php#74(3)
https://www.tdslaw.com/site-content/uploads/candid-about-in-camera2.pdf


this development is made by the EAB, the actions of the RM of Springfield need to be investigated. It could 
very well be illegal to allow this plant to be constructed on this site.   

 
2.4.5. Wastewater Management, Mixing Plant (industrial):  

The EAP states that the mixing plant “wastewater (all the added water and additives are kept 

within the final product), cleaning of certain fertilizer drums and tanks will release industrial 

wastewater that Berger will handle through holding tanks.” 

Of course, more than vinegar will be in the waste water because of residue build up as per the letter 
from Stantec Consulting Ltd.  The following are the list of additives. 

“5. Additional Info:  

a. Fertilizer Concentrations (full specifications attached):  
i. Aqua-Gro, 100 L of water mixed with 9.5L of Aqua-Gro  
ii. Calcium Nitrate, 100 L of water mixed with 60.4 pounds of calcium nitrate powder  
iii. Magnesium Nitrate, 100 L of water mixed with 60.4 pounds of powder  
 
b. Vinegar Wash Concentrations (specification attached):  
i. 250 L of water mixed with 1.25 L of vinegar (5% acetic acid)” 
 
The safety data sheet for AquaGro shows it is AquaGro 2000M.  The safety data sheet fails to list the 

chemical components.  Only the word “proprietary” is shown in that section however, upon a quick 

inquiry into AquaGro 2000M, it is 99% Ethoxylated alkylphenol and 1% water. 

https://aquatrols.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AquaGro-2000-M-US-Label.pdf 

This group of manmade chemicals are well known to be endocrine disruptors, hepatotoxic, genotoxic 

and have been detected in air, water, soil, food products and human blood and urine worldwide.  They 

are especially deleterious to aquatic environments. 

The Lake Winnipeg Foundation has raised concerns and continues to do so about the inadequacies in 

sewage treatment facilities.  Sadly, this insidious chemical’s destructive properties will continue to be 

released through Berger’s final peat products. There are alternatives that can and should be used to 

replace this chemical.  

 

Annex 2: Hydrogeological Investigation Results by Friesen Drillers 

I found Friesen Drillers study inadequate.  Berger plans on running this plant for 24 hours 7 days a week 

with 3 waste cleanings per week. Friesen Drillers is treating the introduction of two new industrial wells 

as if they would only effect those within a one-mile radius.  The cumulative effects of water usage 

throughout the Aquifer is more appropriate in acquiring correct data and the true effects that these two 

new wells will bring and in confirming the sustainability of the aquifer.  This has not been undertaken in 

their report.  It is essential that Manitoba Water Stewardship respond to the sustainability of these wells.  

Table 3 has not been included in the EAP. If the reason is due to property owner names perhaps removing 

the names and NOT THE ENTIRE DOCUMENT would be more appropriate.  

https://aquatrols.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AquaGro-2000-M-US-Label.pdf


Section 12.0.2 of The Environment Act, “Climate change considerations”;  

The amount of greenhouse gases to be generated by the mining of the raw product that will supply this 

plant, the transportation of both raw and finished product and the energy consumption involved in all 

aspects of the plant must be measured. 

In conclusion, this development is taking prime agricultural land out of production.  Another toxic 

manmade element is to be released into our environment.  Two more industrial wells will take water out 

of the aquifer without a proper study undertaken on the aquifer’s sustainability.  Mining and producing 

peat products are passé and dangerous.  Public opinion has changed due to the large amounts of 

information and the concrete evidence to the negative effects from peat mining and its production.  Losing 

peatland is avoidable. There are many alternatives that can be substituted for peat.  We should be looking 

at those, instead my provincial government entertains the idea of continuing to mine and produce peat. 

I am against Berger Peat Moss Ltd. – Horticultural Mix Plant – File: 6055.00 
 
In the interest of public and environment health, deny File: 6055.00 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tangi Bell 
 
Since this is a public review, include our names with our letters.  Eliminating names from letters is not in 
keeping with “public” reviews.  Having names associated with the letter is a brilliant way of keeping the 
process honest otherwise you create an atmosphere of social media anonymity.   
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
  
 
 
 

https://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/e125f.php#12.0.2


From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Date: July-06-20 8:54:14 AM

 
July 6, 2020
 
Krystal Penner
Environment Officer
Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca
 
Paper copy mailed to:   Environmental Approvals Branch
                                          Manitoba Conservation and Climate
                                          1007 Century Street    Winnipeg  MB  R3H 0W4
 
Re:  Berger Peat Moss Ltd. - Horticultural Mix Plan - File: 6055.00
 
I wish to express my opposition to this proposal.  It is wrong on so many levels, commencing with the fact that peat
bogs are again being stripped which is not good for the environment, not good for the area in which the mining
extraction is taking place, it not only pollutes our air but it deprives it of the very thing that works to keep our air
quality good and our water clean.  You are selling our heritage out to big corporate entities without any
consideration of the future of our children.  Your cannot breathe money, you cannot drink money, and it has no
value but that which mankind assigns to it, unlike air and water and the subject in question, peat.
 
A mile away from this peat plant is a facility that caters to children, Deer Meadow Farms.  You are polluting the air
they are ultimately breathing as they play on the straw bales.  The land on which this former horse facility sits was
taken out of production years ago by another company in business to make money, not to produce crops that feed
humans and animals. 
 
Peat mining leaves miles of devastation.  I myself visited the site of a huge operation in Reynolds that removed a
small lake and stripped off the topsoil, leaving a depression miles and miles long, nothing but devastation.  In my
area there is a much smaller piece of land that was mined for peat.  It has sat, for 40 years, unproductive.  In the
spring, it sits full of water and the remainder of the time, nothing but the hardiest of weeds grows, a mile of
devastation and whoever was responsible for the mining did nothing to rehabilitate the land.  I would argue there is
not much you can do with land that has been deprived of the soil which nurtures life and the peat below which
holds moisture for the roots.  The failure of rehabilitation efforts in the aggregate industry tells it all.
 
There is no point in dwelling on or reminding you of the harm this industry does to the environment, the
carcinogens in the chemicals being used in the process, the draw down on the aquifer that is already under threat
from the aggregate industry.    You are well aware and frankly, just don't care.  However, there are volumes of proof
of the devastation caused by disturbing more than just the very top of the soil cover.  The Province of Saskatchewan
soon learned what happens when you remove trees and natural vegetation and over cultivate large tracts of land. 
Sloughs, swamps, bogs are all part of the natural order and provide habitat for wildlife.  All life on planet Earth is
interconnected and dependent on each other's survival with the possible exception of mankind who tries to alter
the state in which they find everything.  Species are being lost in alarming numbers and people like me pour millions
into trying to preserve what is left while Berger Peat gets licenses to raze huge tracts of our natural spaces. 
 

mailto:Krystal.Penner@gov.mb.ca


As an Environment Officer, hopefully one with integrity, I do not need to tell you that this application MUST be
denied.  Our flower gardens have survived nicely for many decades without commercial peat products. 
 
Yours sincerely
 
 
Heather A. Erickson



 MANITOBA ECO-NETWORK 
3rd Floor 303 Portage Ave., Winnipeg MB R3B 2B4 

Tel: 204-947-6511 www.mbeconetwork.org 
 

 

Comments on Berger Peat Moss Ltd. Horticultural Mix Plant 
July 13, 2020 

 
The Manitoba Eco-Network (MbEN) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the 
Environment Act Proposal (EAP) for Berger Peat Moss Ltd.’s proposed Horticultural Mix Plant in 
Springfield, Manitoba. Since 1988, MbEN has promoted positive environmental action by 
supporting people and groups in our community. MbEN is currently transitioning our 
programming to focus more on policy advocacy, engagement in consultation processes and 
developing capacity building tools that benefit the environmental non-profit sector and our 
member groups. It is important to ensure organizations like ours have the ability to engage in 
the environmental decision-making processes that impact citizens and provide a voice for our 
public environmental interests.  We welcome more opportunities in the future to engage with 
Manitoba Conservation and Climate in the assessment of projects in Manitoba to ensure strong 
and effective environmental protection measures are required.  
 
Local residents of the RM of Springfield have contacted us and expressed serious concerns 
about Berger’s proposed development and its potential impacts on the environment and 
human health. This includes plant truck traffic, water withdrawal from two high capacity wells, 
dust generation and bioaerosols, wastewater treatment and fire risk. We briefly reviewed the 
EAP for the project and found it lacks considerable detail and does not contain sufficient 
information to ensure an informed decision about the project and its potential impacts can be 
made. We ask that the Director require the preparation of a detailed Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the project, with public input into the scope before such a report is 
undertaken. We have outlined some specific areas of concern below. 
 
Public Engagement 
It was concerning that the EAP stated that no public consultation events have been held. While 
the current COVID-19 situation has made public engagement challenging, there are many 
electronic tools available that could have been utilized by Berger to allow for some form of 
public education and consultation event to occur prior to the submission of the EAP. There is a 
need for public engagement opportunities and input into the scope of a more detailed EIS for 
this development. MbEN requests that a Clean Environment Commission public hearing be held 
to ensure meaningful public participation opportunities occur before any licensing decisions are 
made.  
 
Climate Considerations  
The EAP does not contain sufficient information about climate change considerations. The 
Environment Act (s 12.0.2) requires the Director or Minister to consider the amount of 
greenhouse gases to be generated by a proposed development and the energy efficiency of the 
proposed development when making licensing decisions. MbEN recommends Berger be 



required to provide such information in a more detailed EIS for the development to ensure this 
regulatory requirement is fulfilled.  
 
Cumulative Impacts  
The cumulative impacts of the proposed development must be considered, especially since 
there will be trucks delivering peat mined from the wilderness on a twenty-four hour basis 
during growing months. Peat mining will add GHG emissions into the atmosphere, increased 
truck traffic will add GHG emissions into the atmosphere. It is unclear if there will be an 
increase in peat mining in the province with the establishment of additional processing 
capacity, which is also a potential impact that should be considered before any licensing 
decisions are made. Other cumulative impacts include stresses to the aquifer. 
  
Policy Considerations 
There is a need to consider this proposed development within a broader regulatory and 
environmental policy context. The EAP does not contain enough information about potential 
cumulative, climate and environmental impacts so there is a need for more information from 
Berger, ideally in a more detailed EIS. This information is necessary to allow for better 
consideration of whether a development of this type should be approved within the current 
environmental and climate context in Manitoba. MbEN does not think a development of this 
nature aligns with current environmental policy including the Southeast Regional Groundwater 
Plan for Manitoba, the Made-in-Manitoba Climate and Green Plan, which proposes to reduce 
GHG emissions, and Manitoba’s Boreal Wetlands Conservation Code of Practice. 
 
Based on the deficiencies outlined above and the significant public concern surrounding the 
project, MbEN recommends that the Director consider the proposal as a Class 2 Development 
in accordance with section 11 of The Environment Act. MbEN also requests that the Director 
recommend that the Minister require the Clean Environment Commission to hold a public 
hearing to allow for public scrutiny of a more detailed EIS. It is in the public interest to ensure 
proposed developments of this nature are given the highest level of scrutiny possible to ensure 
environmental impacts, climate impacts, cumulative impacts and broader environmental policy 
implications are considered before a final licensing decision is made.  
 
MbEN appreciates the Department’s consideration of these comments and welcomes future 
opportunities to engage with the Department in the assessment of projects in Manitoba to 
ensure the highest level of environmental protection measures are required. Under The 
Environment Act, the Department is tasked with protecting the quality of the environment and 
environmental health of present and future generations and providing the opportunity for all 
citizens to exercise influence over the quality of their living environment. We are confident you 
will adhere to these principles and ensure an informed decision about the proposed 
development can be made.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Glen Koroluk, Executive Director 
Heather Fast, Policy Chair 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Proposed Berger Peat Moss plant in the RM of Springfield
Date: July-10-20 11:20:34 PM

To Ms Penner,

We are residents of the RM of Springfield and have just been made aware of the proposed peat moss plant at 22054
Oakwood Rd by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

We are very concerned and disappointed that so many changes were made without consultation of the area
residents.  We have several questions:

How is it possible that construction began before receiving a building permit?
Why was there no provincial environmental review? 
How is it possible that a building permit (for a project that has a major environmental impact) was granted by the
RM of Springfield without a review?
This property is zoned agricultural.  It will have to be rezoned to “business” to meet provincial regulations.
There are strict bylaws regarding the changing of zoning which includes public hearings.
Land values will be affected.  The quality, volume and safety of our well water will be in jeopardy.
The increased traffic, ie. semi trailers would be of grave concern to all area residents.
It is very disturbing that this has been going on without any public hearings, proper consultation and transparency.
We believe a public hearing is essential before Berger continues.
Thank you.

Roland and Simone Gerl

Ph. 



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: proposed Berger Peat Moss plant in the RM of Springfield
Date: July-10-20 9:23:08 AM

Hello Ms Penner,

We are residents of the RM of Springfield, and we are writing this letter to you to express our concerns about the
proposed peat moss plant being established by Berger Peat Moss Ltd at 22054 Oakwood Rd.

We believe several things have been done improperly, somewhat secretly, and without proper consultation with and
consideration for the area residents.

These concerns include.......

1) Berger began construction of the facility on Oakwood Rd before applying and receiving building permits from
the RM of Springfield.

2) The RM of Springfield council appears to have subsequently granted the building permits before a provincial
environmental review.

3) The RM of Springfield council appears to have willingly re-classified ("by resolution") peat moss from a mined
mineral under the provincial act to a harvested agricultural product.  This appears to be improper and invalid, as the
natural resources development designation of peat moss is a provincial statute, and one that municipalities cannot
counteract or change simply with a council resolution.

4) A change in zoning from agricultural to business use will be required for this address/area in the RM to meet
provincial regulations for Berger to operate their mixing plant.  The changing of zoning bylaws must follow a strict
public hearing process, and must not, cannot, and should not be done simply with a council resolution.  A public
hearing is essential for good governance, transparency, community feedback, and all relevant information to be
shared and discussed.  Zoning bylaws are in place to protect local citizens. 

5) The wisdom of establishing a commercial processing and packaging plant in a residential/agricultural setting.

6) The impact on residential property values of establishing a commercial processing and packaging plant in a
residential/agricultural setting.

7)  The impact of the operation of this plant on the water levels (volume) and water quality in the surrounding area. 
The plant will be digging wells up to 300 feet deep........what impact will this have on local residents, as they draw
their water from wells on their own properties?  What impact will these deep Berger wells have on the underground
aquifer, which supplies water to many residents in the RM of Springfield and the RM of East St Paul?

8) The impact of this plant on the local air quality.

9) The impact of a plant that operates 24/7 on the local residents.......traffic, road safety, sound/noise levels and light.

Because of these many concerns, we believe a public hearing is essential before Berger proceeds any further.

Thank-you,

Rick and Petra Pedde

PH:  



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Re Environmental act Proposal for Berger Peat Moss Ltd.
Date: July-14-20 7:34:43 AM

Dear Ms Penner,

It was brought to my attention that a Berger peat moss  plant is being proposed for a location
on Oakwood Road in the western part of the RM Springfield. I had a chance to look over the
submission from the company and have some serious concerns regarding their intent to deal
with several key issues that impact the surrounding community.

 

First and foremost, is their statement that their wells COULD impact aquifer water supplies
and quality. While they have identified private wells within a mile, there are a far greater
number of private wells extending past that perimeter for several miles around the site beyond
the 1 mile  radius (presumably contamination could travel beyond that distance if significant
… we need clear ideas of where they will be accessing the aquifer and how that relates to what
private wells that may be sharing that water. A far denser number of residences are just out of
that one mile perimeter. It would be most useful to know more exactly what portion of the
aquifer they are accessing and how that links with wells at least within a 3 mile radius … I
have heard the water source is extensive and so many more well could well be impacted. We
need clear independent information/confirmation as to the possible impact beyond their
immediate area, if such an assessment is possible. Furthermore, they do not state how they will
monitor the water supply for the surrounding residents …vague reference to monitoring does
not tell us if private wells will be regularly tested for pressure/supply as well as quality, who
would pay for the costs and who would report/share the testing results. Extensive regular
testing was done during the years of expansion of the Red River Floodway and as  a resident
living next to the floodway, I am well aware of the impact that periodically occurred.
Furthermore, some clear criteria for defining unacceptable water quality changes should be
identified as as to make clear for all parties what any changes would mean, particularly in
terms of responsibility for the changes (ie. Berger’s impact should be quantifiable and not
simply open for debate if any impact/changes in water in the area occur). It would need to be a
coordinated testing and reporting program for an agreed upon period of time involving all
signed on participants. Individuals should not be alone in challenging a large corporation in
terms of an environmental impact should one occur.

 

In terms of atmospheric impact, the Berger document is vague to say the least. Two lines of
trees on the north and west side, to abate dust from the plant, is naïve at best. The Hadashville
facility is in the midst of a forest, the Oakwood site is in a field, with the floodway and
perimeter highway west of it and largely open farmland for about a mile.  Anyone who lives
on property in an open area, well knows that trees, even many rows, barely make an impact on
dust; any tree planted will clearly take at least 15 years to be of significant height and
presumably, evergreens would be needed since the problem of the peat dust etc would be year
round. One could argue that the tree idea would perhaps help the look of the site, if they were
kept up appropriately, but would have little impact as a dust control strategy. So this raises the
question as to how serious they are in addressing the issue.



 

Oakwood road is a minor gravel road and the dust from heavy truck traffic will be significant
in all but winter. Berger’s proposal for watering the road for dust control is just naïve. Having
recent first hand experience with dust from developments on HWY207 when large trucks are
hauling land fill and earth on gravel roads, watering road surfaces is cheap but at best,
diminishes the problem for a few hours depending upon the temperature … it is near useless in
warm summer months. Clearly a Dust Suppression method of low environment impact and
high efficiency would be needed and at a cost. . presumably the municipality would be in a
position to pay for this as it is a municipal road … or a clear agreement with Berger would be
needed. Dust created or moving onto the intersection of Oakwood and PR 207 would create
significant visibility issues. Add to that the crossing and movement of large trucks at a corner
with stop signs on Oakwood only, raises the issue of traffic safety.

 

Noise from the plant and the heavy truck traffic is also of concern to the area residents. It is
already a challenge given the condition of PR HWY 207 creating “bouncing” load noise, air
brake usage for those living between Garvin Road and Dugald Road (PR 15). Presumably the
heavy transport traffic mentioned in the proposal would be using those routes – on a 24 hour
day. A few more trees around the property as proposed again, will not muffle the truck travel
noise on Oakwood and PR 207.

 

While I realize road issues are not likely within the realm of your concern, but someone in
Infrastructure and Highways should be made aware of these concerns. With the continuing
deterioration of PR 207, the heavy industrial as well as pleasure/regular traffic on this route,
the addition of the Berger facility and planned traffic will have an impact on traffic safety for
residents and the general community, add significant noise and emissions to the immediate
area.

 

It would be most helpful if public meetings with Berger, residents and appropriate municipal
and provincial representatives (environment and highways) were arranged. Yes we have
challenges of the Covid 19 pandemic, but that should not be seen as an opportunity to take
short cuts and compromise consultation with the community who will be impacted for years,
decades to come. Berger states in their proposal they will work with Springfield residents, but
clearly, that has not been the case experienced for the residents within the immediate and
surrounding area up to this point, leaving open the question about how seriously they do take
the community in which they are planning to use for their purposes.

Thank you for your attention in this matter,

Stay safe!



Sincerly

Susan Shefchyk



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Re: Berger Facility Production Concerns
Date: July-13-20 1:04:46 PM

Stop at at this time. Ok 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 13, 2020, at 11:44 AM, reinhold sawatzky < > wrote:

Dear Krystal Penner,

 

I am writing to you with great concern about the large mining, processing, and
packaging company, Berger, that is being built on Oakwood Road. They have
purchased pre-existing buildings at 22054 Oakwood Road and are now in
construction for a large production facility on that same location.

There are many serious concerns that this construction brings to the residents of
the RM of Springfield. I have included many in this letter for your review.

The pollution that will be caused by this large facility is not only a health concern
for the residents of the RM of Springfield, but also an environmental hazard,
including potentially the Provincial Birds Hill Park that is located close by. The
impact it will have on nature and wildlife in the area have not been researched
and shared with the residents and community members.

The health risks associated with the future operation of the facility on the
surrounding residents of Springfield is not researched or confirmed and could
thus have grave results in the coming years, results that could cost the
community members greatly on their quality of life.

Furthermore, it is a great worry how the water levels and volumes will be affected
when the construction comes to fruition. There has been no guarantee that they
will remain the same as we currently have in 2020. If Berger constructs large wells
of their own it could cause a massive, unrecoverable drain on the water levels of
the residents of Springfield and take away the use of our own private wells.

Lorne Hill and Oakwood Road are secondary roads, made entirely of gravel, and
will have a minimum of 6,500 semi trucks going through it to deliver the minerals
and raw materials to the production facility of Oakwood Road as required for
their annual plant production capacity.  This brings grave safety concerns for our
children and members of the community who use the roads for recreational
activities. This is a huge safety concern that should be discussed with the
residents of Springfield as it will impact us daily. The noise and road conditions
after 6,500 semi trucks are travelling across these roads is significant for those
living close the production facility. Because the production facility is planning to
operate 24/7 with 3 daily shifts of 30 people in each shift, this means that the
lights and noise of the facility will be an ongoing annoyance for the neighbours of
the facility and greatly impact our otherwise quiet and peaceful neighbourhood.

Peat moss is a very flammable resource that can burn for many years if ever on
fire. This is a serious fire hazard next door to many residential and farm



properties. The pollution that this could cause would be massive and impact the
wildlife in the area for many years to come.

Any change in zoning from agricultural to business use must be investigated and
checked to see if it follows all provincial regulations, in order to build their
processing and packaging operation.

No information has been shared by neither Berger or the council of the Rm of
Springfield, giving us residents no room to voice our concerns or address them.
This lack of communication is a grave matter as any decision they make will
impact us directly and potentially negatively.  A public hearing is required in order
to properly address our concerns and receive information from Berger executives
themselves. We, the residents of Springfield, have the right to be fully, and
properly informed of all the impacts of such a large production facility built in our
community. We have the right to fully understand the traffic, lights, noise, and
pollution that comes and leaves the facility before operation even begins.

 

                                                                                    Reinhold Sawatzky



From:
To: Penner, Krystal (CC)
Subject: Re: Berger Facility Production Concerns
Date: July-13-20 1:36:05 PM

Stop for now. Ok 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 13, 2020, at 11:44 AM, reinhold sawatzky < > wrote:

Dear Krystal Penner,

 

I am writing to you with great concern about the large mining, processing, and
packaging company, Berger, that is being built on Oakwood Road. They have
purchased pre-existing buildings at 22054 Oakwood Road and are now in
construction for a large production facility on that same location.

There are many serious concerns that this construction brings to the residents of
the RM of Springfield. I have included many in this letter for your review.

The pollution that will be caused by this large facility is not only a health concern
for the residents of the RM of Springfield, but also an environmental hazard,
including potentially the Provincial Birds Hill Park that is located close by. The
impact it will have on nature and wildlife in the area have not been researched
and shared with the residents and community members.

The health risks associated with the future operation of the facility on the
surrounding residents of Springfield is not researched or confirmed and could
thus have grave results in the coming years, results that could cost the
community members greatly on their quality of life.

Furthermore, it is a great worry how the water levels and volumes will be affected
when the construction comes to fruition. There has been no guarantee that they
will remain the same as we currently have in 2020. If Berger constructs large wells
of their own it could cause a massive, unrecoverable drain on the water levels of
the residents of Springfield and take away the use of our own private wells.

Lorne Hill and Oakwood Road are secondary roads, made entirely of gravel, and
will have a minimum of 6,500 semi trucks going through it to deliver the minerals
and raw materials to the production facility of Oakwood Road as required for
their annual plant production capacity.  This brings grave safety concerns for our
children and members of the community who use the roads for recreational
activities. This is a huge safety concern that should be discussed with the
residents of Springfield as it will impact us daily. The noise and road conditions
after 6,500 semi trucks are travelling across these roads is significant for those
living close the production facility. Because the production facility is planning to
operate 24/7 with 3 daily shifts of 30 people in each shift, this means that the
lights and noise of the facility will be an ongoing annoyance for the neighbours of
the facility and greatly impact our otherwise quiet and peaceful neighbourhood.

Peat moss is a very flammable resource that can burn for many years if ever on
fire. This is a serious fire hazard next door to many residential and farm



properties. The pollution that this could cause would be massive and impact the
wildlife in the area for many years to come.

Any change in zoning from agricultural to business use must be investigated and
checked to see if it follows all provincial regulations, in order to build their
processing and packaging operation.

No information has been shared by neither Berger or the council of the Rm of
Springfield, giving us residents no room to voice our concerns or address them.
This lack of communication is a grave matter as any decision they make will
impact us directly and potentially negatively.  A public hearing is required in order
to properly address our concerns and receive information from Berger executives
themselves. We, the residents of Springfield, have the right to be fully, and
properly informed of all the impacts of such a large production facility built in our
community. We have the right to fully understand the traffic, lights, noise, and
pollution that comes and leaves the facility before operation even begins.

 

                                                                                    Reinhold Sawatzky



Allan and Margaret Akins

July 15, 2020

Environmental Approvals Branch

Manitoba Conservation and Climate

1007 Century Street

Winnipeg, MB R3H OW4

Attention: Krystal Penner, Environment Officer

The undersigned are residents of the Oakbank area. We respectfully make this submission in

response to the Environment Act Proposal (the "Proposal") that has been filed by Berger Peat

Moss Ltd. ("Berger") for the construction and operation of a peat screening and mixing plant for

horticultural growing media located at 22054 Oakwood Road 64 North, on the NW 'l4 Section of

23-11-4 EPM, in the Rural Municipality of Springfield, Manitoba (the "Development"). As

residents and property owners in the immediate area, we are affected by the Development and we

are very troubled by what is being proposed.

We have reviewed the Proposal and it fails to adequately address the concerns that residents of the

area have in connection with the Development. We submit that, for the reasons set out below, an

Environment Act licence should not be issued by Manitoba Conservation and Climate ("Manitoba

Conservation") and the Development should not be permitted to proceed. In the alternative, we

request that a full public hearing be held so that the Proposal can be subjected to the further scrutiny

that it warrants.

We submit that the Development should not be allowed to proceed because:

1. it endangers the local water supply;

2. there are a number of serious safety issues;

3. it will diminish the quality of life for local residents;

4. the land on which the Development is to be constructed is not properly zoned for the

proposed use;

5. it may lower property values in the area;

6. the report prepared by Berger does not provide sufficient information on which to base a

valid assessment; and
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7. there is significant community resistance to the Development.

ARGUMENTS FOR NOT ISSUING AN ENVIRONMENT ACT LICENCE:

1. Concerns about Water:

Many residents in the local area use and rely on well water. The Development could negatively

impact our water supply and jeopardize water quality.

The assessment report prepared by Berger did not fully contemplate the effects to the 50 plus

residential wells identified by Friesen Drilling in the Proposal.

We understand that Berger will drill two 5" wells into the aquifer to approximately 300 feet. The

capacity of these wells will top out at 4,800 gallons an hour (2 wells @ 80 GPM).

We are very concerned that the water levels of existing residential wells may be impacted by the

addition of these two high volume wells. A more comprehensive test for water flow and recovery

for residents' wells must be performed in order to fully understand the potential impact.

In addition, the potential impact of this Development on water quality needs to be properly

assessed by an impartial, qualified assessor. The release of contaminants into the water supply by

Berger's operations could have a devastating impact on the community.

As you may be aware, residential wells have been compromised in the past during the construction

of the floodway and most have been re-drilled by the Province to over 300 foot depths due to

fracturing in the aquifer.

On this basis of risks to water and quality alone, it would be foolhardy to allow the Development

to proceed. At the very least, there must be further study. Even if such a study were to conclude

that the Development was completely safe, there should be a significant bond or letter of credit

posted by Berger as security for any damages residents would suffer as a result of any degradation

to water quality or water supply.

2. Safety Concerns:

(a) Traffic:

We understand that, once operational, there will be more than 6,500 semi-trailers which will be

loaded and unloaded at the proposed Development per year. This means an average of

approximately 35 trucks per day. We also understand that employee vehicles traffic will exceed

150 return visits per day.

Many of the roads in the area are gravel. Oakwood Road and Lome Hill Road are gravel secondary

roads and are the two primary roads that will bear all the significant traffic to and from the Berger
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plant. We have serious safety concerns arising from the increased traffic which could result in

dangerous conditions for local families.

At the very least, a complete review needs to be conducted to determine how this significant rise

in traffic will affect our roads and safety of our residents.

(b) Fire:

As you are aware, peat moss is highly flammable. Peat moss particles can easily ignite. The site

that the proposed Development is to be constructed on does not have adequate fire protection

services and infrastructure available to it. The R.M. of Springfield's pumper truck would have

limited impact on the containment of a major peat fire at the site.

Given this risk, the Development would be better located in a commercial mixed-use zoning area

with fire hydrants.

3. Quality of Life Concerns:

Many residents are concerned that this Development will negatively impact our quality of life. We

understand that the Berger plant is designed to operate twenty four hours a day, seven days a week.

These operations and the increased traffic on gravel roads will cause:

(a) noise pollution;

(b) dust pollution; and

(c) light pollution.

This is a rural, agricultural community. One of the reasons we live here is because it is quiet. We

enjoy leaving our windows open in the summer. Berger's facility would be better suited in an

industrial area where it is not going to disturb an established community.

At a minimum, a comprehensive study by professional engineers needs to be prepared to ensure

that the Berger operations will not diminish the quality of life for residents.

4. Zoning Concerns:

The Development is located on land that is zoned "AG" Agricultural General Zoning District

pursuant to the R.M. of Springfield's Zoning By-Law No. 08-01 (the "ZoningBy-Law").

The term "peat moss" is not referenced in the Agricultural Use Classes at pages 41 - 43 of the

Zoning By-Law. Specifically, the defined term "Agricultural Activities" means a use of land for

agricultural purposes. Agricultural Activities specifically exclude "Natural Resource

Developments". The definition of Specialized Agriculture does not reference peat moss.

We submit that what is proposed to be done by Berger on the site falls within a Natural Resource
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Development. As such, the zoning for the proposed facility are inconsistent with zoning intent

and incompatible with surrounding uses.

At its March 28, 2019 planning meeting, at item 6.1, a resolution was passed whereby the R.M. of

Springfield "agrees with the recent reclassification of peat moss by the Manitoba Government as

an agricultural product." The source of that information is not disclosed.

Our understanding is that the Manitoba Government had not recently reclassified peat moss as an

agricultural product. Therefore, in an apparent attempt to address the fact that the Manitoba

Government did not consider peat moss as an agricultural product, at its April 25, 2019 planning

meeting, at item 7, the R.M. of Springfield purported to amend its Zoning By-Law, by resolution

19-195: "that the definition of agricultural activities within the Springfield Zoning By-Law be

amended to include peat moss."

Pursuant to The Planning Act (Manitoba), zoning by-laws and amendments to zoning by-laws are

required to made by a by-law (not a resolution) and following a public hearing process. Section

57 of The Planning Act (Manitoba) expressly provides that this process applies to an amendment.

As such, it does not appear that the processes in The Planning Act (Manitoba) were followed for

the amendment referred to above and residents have been denied the opportunity to a public

hearing.

In addition, pursuant to section 62(2) of The Planning Act (Manitoba), an amendment to a zoning

by-law must be generally consistent with provincial land use policies. We refer you to the

Provincial Planning Regulation - specifically Policy Area 8: Mineral Resources. Peat moss

harvesting and operations are referenced in Policy Area 8: Mineral Resources. The definition of

"agricultural operation" in this Regulation does not reference peat moss.

As such, we submit that, notwithstanding the efforts of the R.M. of Springfield, the site on which

the Development is to be constructed is not properly zoned for the proposed use and could be

subject to potential legal challenges.

5. Property Values:

Once Berger is in full operation, local residential property values may be adversely impacted. For

the reasons noted above, if the Development does proceed, life in the immediate area could be less

safe and less pleasant. This could have an negative affect on the market value of our properties.

Qualified appraisers representing residents will be required to review the impact of this large

commercial operation.

6. Report Prepared by Berger is Insufficient:

With respect, the report included with the Proposal is insufficient and deficient in many respects.

It appears to have been prepared in-house by an employee of Berger. No qualifications of the

person who prepared the report are listed.
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While Berger did retain Friesen Drillers to provide advice regarding hydrological matters, the

Friesen report dated March 20, 2020 was prepared with the sole purpose of providing Berger with

guidance on the feasibility of constructing their two proposed wells. The Friesen report does not

include any analysis of the risks that the Development may pose to the local community. In

addition, we note that the disclaimer on page 13 of their report heavily limits the right of Manitoba

Conservation (and any person other than Berger) to rely on their report.

Likewise, the materials from Stantec Consulting and HLC Consulting that are attached to the

Proposal also appear to be informational in nature and do not include any analysis of the potential

risks associated with the Development.

To state the obvious, Berger cannot be relied upon to prepare an impartial environmental

assessment of its own Development. Berger's motivation in preparing the report included with its

Proposal is to ensure that the Development proceeds. Berger's actions to date lead us to conclude

that they have a casual approach when it comes to following the rules. For example, we understand

that they commenced construction without obtaining a building permit and without applying for

an Environment Act licence.

As noted above, the assessment that Berger has submitted leaves many questions unanswered.

Most importantly, it fails to provide sufficient information on which Manitoba Conservation can

base a valid assessment. If Manitoba Conservation relies entirely on this report without further

independent scrutiny, it will be guilty of neglecting its duty to protect the environment and the

safety of the residents of the Oakwood area.

7. Community Concerns:

For the reasons set out above, this Development is not in the public interest, nor does it have

community support. Upon news of the Development becoming known, alarmed residents prepared

and circulated a petition expressing their opposition to the Development proceeding. To date, this

petition has been signed by 320 area residents. Eight-five percent (85%) of the residents within

one mile of the proposed facility have signed the petition.

If this Development is approved by Manitoba Conservation, you may be setting the stage for future

conflicts between the community and Berger, and complaints to regulators in connection with the

impact of the proposed facility.

CONCLUSION:

We submit that the Development should not proceed or alternatively, there should be a full public

hearing to explore these issues in greater depth and allow for greater public consultation. We urge

Manitoba Conservation not to issue an Environment Act licence to Berger for this Development.

We trust that Manitoba Conservation will do the right thing and reject the Berger Proposal or, at

the very least, delay the Development until it as approved following a full public hearing.
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We appreciate the opportunity to make this submission.

Yours truly,

22161804v3







Berger Petition
08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch} Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street} Winnipeg MB R3H OW4} 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

http~:llwww.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality} Noise Pollution} Light Pollution} Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project} if approved; will affect our qUlity of life} and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected '.m this peJition is to notify

Environmental Appro"als Branch, Department of CORservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Ninnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov,mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environ~ent Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb,;d/eal/registries/6055/index.htrnl

Please be advised we :Ire concerned there currantly i~ not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plan·, will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Polilition, Light Pollution, Road Safet,y and Residents cur, ant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their I urrant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to reiC'ir engineering and ~nviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully requE st the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Publ, : Hearings be held by the Provir,ce of Manitoba ana the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understa IJ how this commercial project if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be neg lciaced to !13ve a more positive outcome.
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Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

ht tps://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Hesidents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quai))', Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

rnust reiO'aj'i at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

fer ~;(~:;;ce":::sto retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

V\!,~ re'pecrFu!ly request the appication be differed to a later date.

\\ie (C':1li8St that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fl.1:y understand how this commercial project, if ap;Ji-C'.:ed.will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

It{w"Y.,Q1anitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:!!www.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www,.Dla_!:!ltoba.c_C!.

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/ea!/registries/6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI,Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:Uwww.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



Berger Petition 08··Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

~1N1A{_:rJ1jJDit 0 ba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https :llwww.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents 011 how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully. request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

w:~ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

yvww.m_q_oitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assE;ss-theenviromental impact as it related to
_.----

our Community. .-<C

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

r 2medies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



Berger Petition
08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

~y.rw.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:!!www.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air Quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:llwww.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#

2 I (t 1-(



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:l!www.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https ://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we caJully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



Berger Petition
08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.~e_

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

llttps:/ /www.gov.mb.sdjeal/registries/605~Lindex.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:!!www.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air Quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https ://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality ..Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

rnust remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal!registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca
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That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

btJp_5.jjwww.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We r'2spectful!y request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qUlity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

b!!2.s:ijwww.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

A.ir quaiity, l\ioise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

rnust remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fullV understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

httpulwww.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

cur Community.

\/v'e respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https.!_jwww.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca
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That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

htt ps:/!www.gov.mb.sd!eal/registries!6055!index.htm I

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant wi" affect our quality of life.

J.\irquality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean we" water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected ,n this petition is to notify

Environmental Apprq '91~B-ranch, D~partmEEnt of C::Qf1servationand Climai:e Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, fJinhipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Per~()er@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in fa\,:>r of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.id/eal!registries/6055/index.htr.l!

Please be advised we m~concerned there currantly is not enough inform;:,tion available to Springfield

Residents on how the derger Commerial Packing Plan'. will affect our qua!: ty of life.

Air quality, Noise PoII'ltion, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents CUrlant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move f'lrward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to r~t"i! engineering and enviromental,irrns to assess the e:wiromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully requf st the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Publ;:. Hearings be held by the Pravil ce of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understa'1d hOW trll::, (;2~mercial project if approved, will Zlf!2Ct our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be neg. '[Iated to j',dllc a more fJ2c:itive .)utcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

blW::_l1vl/ww.gov.mb.sd!ea!/registries!6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

ww N.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:!!www.gov.mb.sd/eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qUlity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca
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That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

b.1!Qs://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055jindex.htmi

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#
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The Names collected I,)nthis petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945·7107 KrystaI.Penller@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are 110tin favor of the EnvironmentAct Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.t-;.lp.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.htr_nI

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough inforn". 'Ition available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our qu,vty of life.

Air quality, Noise PollutiG;"i, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residtnts Ct.. ~3nt clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their tUrr<l:1t levels lJrior to c~"c;ent b~ing given to move: 'rward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retail' engineering and envii~ment~: firms to assessthe uwiromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully requtst the appication be differed to 'l later date.

We request that Publ c Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council 50 that

we ca fully under5tan,' how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we ca fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204 945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retai,n engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3HOW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manltoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:l/www.gov.mb.sd/eal/reglstnes/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community. ~

We respectfully request the appication be~di#ered to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.



Berger Petition 08-Jul-20

The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https:!!www.gov.mb.sd!eal!registries!6055!index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect ow quUty of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

NAME EMAIL PHONE#
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The Names collected on this petition is to notify

Environmental Approvals Branch, Department of Conservation and Climate Government of Manitoba

1007 Century Street, Winnipeg MB R3H OW4, 204945-7107 KrystaI.Penner@gov.mb.ca

www.manitoba.ca

That we are not in favor of the Environment Act Proposal by Berger Peat Moss Ltd.

https://www.gov.mb.sd/eal/registries/6055/index.html

Please be advised we are concerned there currantly is not enough information available to Springfield

Residents on how the Berger Commerial Packing Plant will affect our quality of life.

Air quality, Noise Pollution, Light Pollution, Road Safety and Residents currant clean well water & flow rates

must remain at their currant levels prior to consent being given to move forward. Time must be allowed

for Residents to retain engineering and enviromental firms to assess the enviromental impact as it related to

our Community.

We respectfully request the appication be differed to a later date.

We request that Public Hearings be held by the Province of Manitoba and the RM of Springfield Council so that

we can fully understand how this commercial project, if approved, will affect our qulity of life, and what further

remedies may be negotiated to have a more positive outcome.

PHONE#
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