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Land use considerations in linear corridor
developments

Project context
Case studies
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Intersect diverse areas
Ecosystems
Land use
Stakeholders

Conditions may include:
Undeveloped/greenfield
Existing development
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40 km alignment along south side of Fraser River

Mix of greenfield/existing development
Commercial/residential development

Existing infrastructure (drainage, utilities, other
transportation etc.)

Agriculture
Archaeology resources
Ecosystem values

In developed corridors — challenge to make
positive contribution to adjacent land use
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Existing land use consideration
Zoned for commercial/industrial development
Historic landfills/limited land use potential
Existing environmental risks to adjacent land
Multiple land owners

Project = opportunity to facilitate landfill
closure/higher use of land
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Ministry of Transportation: Purchase
land/manage landfills

Municipality: Encourage closure of landfills
and productive use of land

Ministry of Environment: Address
environmental and regulatory issues

| andowners: Enhance land
value/assistance with closure



* 60 — 80 % Wood Waste
e5-15% Mineral Soll
*5-20% Construction Debris

(incl. plastic, metal, foam, tar, shingles,
glass)
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Use of woodwaste as roadbed

Light weight fill needed due to geotechnical
conditions

Reduce height of landfill (up to 20 m high)

Redistribute material along alignment for road
base

Process material — remove some materials
Create lower/consistent grade for highway






Landfill closure

Redistributed material still considered as
landfill and requires management

Cap landfill to reduce generation of leachate

Infrastructure to collect/manage leachate and
landfill gas

Long term monitoring






Facilitate closure of adjacent landfills

Investment in research and development of
management approaches that can be used on
adjacent properties.

Engagement of regulator

Investment in physical infrastructure that can
support closure of adjacent landfills.

Reduce environmental risk.

Potential for increased developable
commercial/industrial land.




Established In
2004

5,045 acres
$73 million

Federal,
provincial, local
government

Protective
covenant




Land use consideration
Impacts of existing and historical development
Continuing development pressure

Management plan to facilitate restoration
Complex task
Limited resources

Management plan guide infrastructure planning



Consider BBECA management objectives
Water quality — low pH
Water quantity — water levels

Tools - water balance/drainage models

Infrastructure — Capacity to manage
hydrology

Support project objectives and restoration
objectives


















Limit to development

New tools for understanding bog
hydrology.

Infrastructure to mitigate impact of
adjacent development.

Information - ground water, vegetation and
wildlife data, air quality, mapping etc.



Infrastructure development can make
positive contribution to land use goals

Catalyst to advance solutions to land use
challenges

Keys to success
Plan for adjacent land
Time
Collaboration



Prefer farm fields adjacent to
wetlands

Farm fields for spring-fall foraging
habitat

Wetlands for breeding/roosting
habitat.

. ower mainland

Small historical population

Seasonal population (lower
mainland) 30-35

Fall staging population (50-60)
Winter migration to Central Valley




Land use consideration

Use of farm fields by
migratory birds

Small loss of habitat due
to effects to farm fields

Potential disturbance
effects on SACR from
vehicle traffic.




Treed buffers to minimize
visual disturbance

Intensive study of SACR
movement

Study of use of fields to
better understand factors
determining preferential use
of fields.







Preference Index:

Identified 9 of 18 field cover types as preferred
Significantly more time spent on young barley

Cumulative time (hours) on cover type
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Other stressors on foraging habitat

Support studies that indicate SACR will
adapt to activity If food resource remains

New tools for managing encouraging
SACR populations to continue to use
existing field habitat



