
Appendix D –  
Public Submissions [redacted information includes e-mail address and phone number] 

 
From: Fuhrmann, Bernie [mailto:bernie.fuhrmann@wsp.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 4:06 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Leah, thank you for the opportunity to provide comment and feedback on the City’s 
latest effort to update the Mineral Aggregates policies. […] 
 
I’ve been working in aggregates in the Kawartha’s since 1987, first as an MNRF 
Aggregate Inspector (1987-1997), then as a private consultant under my own firm 
(1997-2014), and now with WSP (2014 to present). I was working in aggregates when 
the City was still the County and Jeff Seaton was Director of Public Works, and Rob 
Griffiths was Planning Director. I’ve been to those horrific Aggregate Committee 
meetings you folks once had – one filled with political agendas. The result was 
animosity and a good deal of wheel-spinning. 
 
I can’t believe you folks are still at this – I feel your pain!. I recall going to an open-house 
Rob had when the City first formed about all this – must have been in the late 1990’s. I 
remember two things distinctly: Pointing out some errors in the geological mapping 
provided by Ministry of Northern Development which you used for the Schedule and 
explaining the various errors in the haul route map (i.e. some pits would have to use a 
helicopter to fly out material to market). The material you provided looks the same after 
nearly 23 years – have a close look. Get in a vehicle and go for a drive to see the 
deposits first hand. For example: the aggregate deposit southeast of Woodville is about 
one-half concession to far south – it should be moved up on your map. 
 
I hope you folks can get it right after all this time. Likely OSSGA will be providing input, 
together with a few pit operators, and the usual round of “OSSGA influenced” planning 
consultants. However, the main message I’d like to leave you with is this: Remember, 
OSSGA only looks after OSSGA. When you have policies which are too onerous, 
OSSGA may not like them, but their members can afford to deal with them. The great 
majority of small aggregate operators cannot, and it freezes them out of existence. 
These are people that live, work and grow your local community. 
 
Understanding the various provincial restrictions, wetland setbacks, development 
setbacks within your City, please know, you actually have very little aggregate left that 
would be viable to develop. I encourage you to think about that when considering your 
policies. Devising a realistic plan to develop small deposit areas is vital. My hope is that 
the Province too will look at this issue in its review of the Aggregate Resources Act. 
CKL needs all the aggregate it can get, when I look at what has happened to the 
condition of your roads over the last two decades since amalgamation. Otherwise, you 
will find yourselves at the mercy of Lafarge and other off-shore firms. Costs will soar, 
believe me. 
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I have had many small clients come to me over the decades looking to expand their 
small farm pits, which they use for local work and employ local folks. Understanding the 
current and on-going climate within CKL has caused me, personally, to suggest that 
they invest their money elsewhere. It’s a sad commentary I know, but CKL is not known 
widely as a place open for business in the aggregate community. I hope that changes 
as I near the end of my career.  
 
I urge you to take a firm stand against some of the more unreasonable policies. I’ve 
worked in aggregates over a long career – I can’t point to any environmental damage in 
many pits or quarries – a popular error made by some elected officials, when compared 
to subdivisions which permanently change the landscape. Working in partnership with 
the industry can accomplish many positive things, for both employment and the 
environment. 
 
I urge you to connect directly with small aggregate operators – just ask them plainly 
about the issues which concern them in terms of regulations. They are friendly, 
intelligent people and they can offer you valuable insights. 
 
Good luck. If I do have time to look at things more closely, I’ll try. 
 

Bernie A. Fuhrmann 

Aggregate Development Specialist 

 
From: Fuhrmann, Bernie [mailto:bernie.fuhrmann@wsp.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 10:35 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
[…] 
 
One issue that has arose during my work recently, which I don’t think I included in my 
comments, is the issue of Permitted Uses within the Extractive Industrial zones for all 
you’re your old Township ZBLs. While I recognize those are not OP related, I thought, 
as a courtesy, I’d mention them to you informally, in the event there is a linkage in the 
draft OPA wording related to what is may be ultimately permitted in an appropriate 
zoning category within CKL for aggregate operations. If not, you may want to save this 
comment for when you update the comprehensive ZBLs. 
 
Briefly, the issue is this (and perhaps the MNRF has brought this to your attention), 
when an existing aggregate operator applies to the MNRF for an amendment to his Site 
Plan (i.e. the governing document that he must follow and the MNRF uses to guide 
enforcement on the site) it is often to add a related aggregate activity (i.e. an directly 
related accessory use) to the list of approved activities on the pit or quarry. These are 
things like: a wash plant to wash sand/ gravel/stone to make a particular product like 
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septic sand, a quillotine to cut dimension stone into various sizes for landscaping, 
recycling aggregate (i.e. asphalt, concrete and bricks) for resale, or import clean/enert 
fill for backfill and rehabilitation. 
 
At times, the Permitted Uses listed in any of your ZBLs simply list: pit or quarry, or, if 
they get more detailed, (rarely) they expand the list to include crushing and screening 
equipment. Not much else is listed. 
 
While I’m not advocating a “laundry list” of equipment or activities to be included (i.e 
loaders, trucks, backhoes, bulldozers etc.), the fact that the types of activities I outlined 
above are becoming more and more prevalent on aggregate sites, as companies 
diversify to meet today’s needs, its worth keeping in mind. The future for aggregate 
operators in CKL will be to carefully “salvage” remaining aggregate within their sites, 
recycle aggregate and diversify. Licensing new greenfield sites is simply too costly for 
anyone but large corporations.  
 
All this I bring to your attention because, when the MNRF processes a Site Plan 
amendment, they will ask the operator to obtain comments from CKL to indicate if these 
“accessory uses” are permitted by the site’s current zoning. I know they are not listed in 
the zoning, but can’t convince MNRF. That leaves the CKL planner to make an 
interpretation, when I contact them on behalf of an aggregate operator. The alternative I 
suppose is to put the operator thru a ZBLA or a minor variance I suppose, which 
effectively kills the amendment due to costs, delay and frustration. 
 
Perhaps these issues are related to the OPA, not sure, but thought I’d mention this 
issue if it assists CKL in getting an OPA reflective of the times. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Bernie A. Fuhrmann 

Aggregate Development Specialist 

 

From: Stephen Black [mailto:steveandeva@i-zoom.net]  
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 8:24 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: OPA Aggregate Policy Review 
 
Thanks Ms. Leah Barrie, for forwarding these documents to me for my review.  Yes I do 
have some comments on the Draft Schedule "H" Official Plan Amendment No. "I".  
However, I have not had the time for a detailed review of the documents as we are 
leaving for Scotland at the first of July. 
 
My comments on the documents are as follows: 
 



Report #PLAN2019-052 
Aggregate Policy Review / Appendix D – Public Submissions 

Page 4 of 51 

 

•Although I can understand why it was done, I feel that it was a mistake to take away 
from the Goals (Section 23.1), the paragraph originally set out in Section 23.1.2.  A very 
the critical aspect of aggregate management is to identify constraints that would 
minimize the various negative impacts of aggregate activities, as outlined in the 
Provincial Policy Statement, and this should remain as a primary Goal of the Document.  
However, this aspect of aggregate management has now been relegated to later 
sections of the Schedule, thereby indicating less importance to this critical requirement.  
I feel  it is critical to the local residents (stakeholders) of CKL if not to the industry or 
local and provincial governments! 
 
•Section 23.1.2 now only protects the industry itself, which seems to be the only real 
intent of the Document, when the protection of the environment, socio-economic and 
human and wildlife health and safety is of paramount importance to the success of any 
aggregate management program!  I realize that such safeguards are mentioned under 
Goals of Operations, but this should also be a primary goal in the authorization of any 
aggregate facility. 
 
•I can see no reason why the Document stresses that documentation of the need for a 
proposed aggregate facility is not required (Section 24.3.10.15)!  I understand that this 
is the Provincial attitude, but why should it be the City's attitude.  We already have many 
aggregate facilities that have been approved but are now on hold because of lack of 
market for the material.  Why allow a facility to impose major disruptions to residents, 
agricultural operations, the environment, etc. if there is no need for that facility? 
 
•Section 24.3.11.1 suggests that both Major and Minor Haul Routes typically use 
Provincial Highways.  However, there are no Provincial Highways identified as either 
Major or Minor Haul Routes on Schedule I that I can see.  The province is the primary 
user of aggregate and receives the lion's share of any revenue that is generated, while 
the municipalities bear most, if not all the maintenance and improvement costs to these 
haul routes!  Why does the City just sit back just let this happen? 
 
•Section 24.3.11.7 suggests that "The provincial aggregate levy and payments from 
aggregate licence holders will fund these improvements and maintenance" costs.  This 
may be true for provincial haul routes, but is certainly not true for municipal haul routes!  
This was very well demonstrated during the OMB Hearing and Appeal of the Dewdney 
Mountain Quarry. 
 
As an aside to this discussion, I was astonished and very disappointed that the City of 
Kawartha Lakes took virtually no interest in the Dewdney Mountain Quarry Hearings in 
spite of my and other's attempts to get the City involved!  If that quarry operation had 
been successfully approved, the heavy truck traffic through the City and on the 
municipal roadway network would have been devastating to City social and economic  
structure!  Why did City staff not support the appellants and its residents in these 
Hearings? 
 
Stephen Black 
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27 Island Bay Drive 
Bobcaygeon, ON 
K0M 1A0 
 

From: georgekamp georgekamp [mailto:georgekamp@bell.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 12:55 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Paton, Tim; brettce 
Subject: Re: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11 

Leah, 

I have reviewed the draft amendments to the Mineral Aggregate Policy proposed for KL 
and have two comments of relevance: 

Section 23.1.1 refers to the Bobcaygeon and Gull River formations specifically. These 
are only two of five formally named formations present in the Agg Resource Areas and 
the Bobcaygeon has been replaced by the name Kirkfield as a result of our recent work. 
My suggestion is to omit speficic formation names as follows: 

To identify on Schedule “H” Mineral Aggregate Resource Areas and 

Operations, deposits of mineral aggregate resources (delete: including the 
Bobcaygeon and Gull River bedrock formations) and sand and gravel having 
primary, secondary and tertiary significance. 

It's necessary only to reference generic "bedrock formations" here as one of the three 
types of aggregate identified in the zoning plan. 

The second comment has to do with the submission we made regarding the scientific 
heritage resource of the geologic record exposed by aggregate operations in the form of 
data and sampling including fossils. Our concern was to guarantee access to aggregate 
operations for legitimate scientific investigations. Presently, only two quarries have 
allowed access for this purpose as a result of years of negotiation. This is an oversight 
in the Aggregate Resources Act which requires formal studies for identification of 
archeological resource without specific procedures for scientific resources. 

The Plan as it is now drafted refers to the "protection" of scientific resources among 
others. This ignores the basic fact that in order to gather data and samples of 
significance, researchers must access an active working pit and employ mining 
techniques. There is no way to protect the value of a geological resource without 
actively exploiting it. A protected geological resource is useless. 

In this respect the Plan should "protect the access to scientific data and samples 
within the bedrock resource by legitimate research institutions".  
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In the absence of a formal process set out in the Agg. Resource Act this proposed 
amendment requires agg operators to acknowledge this obligation at the plan stage. 
Individual researchers would request permission for access from the operator who 
would either deny access or allow access under conditions that respect the ARA, health 
and safety regulations and the operators own working procedures. 

Should access be denied without consideration, researchers could appeal to the City to 
remind the operator of their obligation in this respect. 

This is a summary description of the issue. I welcome the opportunity to expand on this 
in the appropriate fashion if necessary. I have attached a copy of our original 
submission. Since that time we have worked with two quarries under vastly different 
conditions and have very useful results and observations to share. 

I look forward to hearing from you 

George E. Kampouris 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
 
Submission to the Committee on Aggregate Policy  
George E. Kampouris,  Research Associate CMC, Ontario Resident. 
May 1, 2014 
 
I am a research associate at the Cincinnati Museum Center where the Paleontology 
Department stewards an important collection of fossils collected over more than a 
century from the Lake Simcoe area. The Ordovician rocks of the Carden Plain expose 
world class fossil beds whose ancient life forms are exceptionally preserved and 
represent a significant potential source of scientific data.  The fossils themselves are 
compellingly beautiful, offering an educational gateway into science and a raw material 
for economic activity. 
 
Scientists associated with our museum have been the driving force behind the study of 
the local geology and paleontology, most notably Dr. Carlton Brett whose original 
research is the subject of many publications.  These have spurred or influenced 
hundreds of other related contributions and have generated an impressive number of 
academic citations. 
 
We have begun a multi-year investigation to identify marker beds and study their 
communities of fossil animals.  Initially, we hope to map these beds between all the 
quarries and outcrops in the goal of reconstructing their ancient environments.  Once 
the distribution and concentrations of these fossil occurrences are established we can 
more effectively direct field-work to sites inside and outside operating quarries. 
 
Some of our work conducted in 2013 at the Tomlinson site is summarised in a pair of 
reports submitted to the City Of Kawartha Lakes which record some outstanding new 
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discoveries.  Tomlinson management has been entirely supportive.  On our part, we 
have demonstrated a clear understanding of quarry operations and safety requirements, 
are fully equipped, well trained and work to a professional standard. 
 
As result we have identified one important marker bed of significant potential that 
outcrops near the surface across two adjacent licensed quarry properties and which 
most likely extends to several others.  A page from our first field report of 2014 is 
attached showing how observations made within the quarry pit have led to the 
identification of potential sites outside the working area. 
 
To complete our work we have negotiated access with four of the nine working quarries 
in the area.  Unfortunately three important sites within the oldest quarries have a recent 
history of refusing access to researchers even from Canadian institutions.  This is 
because, for a period beginning in the 1980s, these quarries were overrun by amateur 
fossil collectors who were generally poorly trained, badly equipped and unfit for quarry 
work of any kind. In response, the new owners of these quarries have closed access. 
 
The Aggregate Resources Act includes a requirement for reporting of paleontogical 
sites of importance as Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) which are 
recorded in a pre-existing registry of sites.  Identification of ANSIs however is not linked 
to the studies conducted in the permit process.  As a result, paleo resources that could 
be identified by a professional working on a proposed site are simply ignored if they are 
not in the registry.  This is a Catch-22.  Consequently, the Act does not give the same 
weight to paleontological resources as it does archaeology for which the process is well 
defined. 
 
Currently in North America there is a trend toward including well-defined paleontological 
resource studies among the mandatory requirements for large projects.  In Canada and 
Ontario there are many examples of this in existing legislation at all levels of 
government.  
 
Paleontology must and will eventually be treated the same as other categories of 
heritage resources whose loss is as a consequence of aggregate extraction.  Should 
aggregate operators have the foresight to anticipate this they can participate in shaping 
the language and principles that will govern what can be a unique and exciting process.  
The work we are doing with operators today is setting a pattern that can be sustained to 
the benefit of all stakeholders.  There are only a handful of scientists doing related work 
and only a few sites where significant data and fossils can be mined.  Geologists and 
quarrymen share a common interest in the extraction of aggregate, speak the same 
language and should be capable of working together. 
 
From: georgekamp georgekamp [mailto:georgekamp@bell.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2019 5:08 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: BOL-Paton, Timothy (patontr); brettce 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11 
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Hi Leah, 

I was not aware of the reform consultation in process. Seems like an opportunity was 
missed. 

Legislation exists all over North America that address the geologic resource, mainly in 
the form of pre-project abatement. This requires the consideration of the paleontological 
or fossil resource within surface and bedrock deposits for development projects. Some 
US states such as California require this on all public projects and private construction 
within municipalities that have adopted their own policy. In canada, all federally-backed 
infrastucture projects have the same requirement at the planning stage. 

In all cases, if a resource of importance is identified, qualified geological professionals 
are engaged to prospect the resource and carry out a formal data and sampling similar 
to that in place for archaelogical studies. 

With respect to aggregate quarries this approach is impractical. Quarry exposures of 
bedrock typically include hundreds of individual layers representing time periods 
spanning millions of years. There is no way to examine the content of these layers 
before quarry operations open a working pit. Similarly, the presence of specimens of 
importance may only be discovered after prospecting the same site over a long period 
of time. The paleo community is small and there may not be a researcher actively 
working on the time period represented by a given quarry exposure or that the freedom 
and budget to carry out such work within a short time frame. 

It makes no sense, therefore to have a requirement for a study prior to quarry licensing. 
If research work requires insight into units exposed in a given quarry then it should be 
incumbent on the principal invetsigators to request and negotiate access with the 
operator.  

What I originally proposed to KL was to acknowledge the scientific resource and advise 
operators that they would be required to formally consider all possible ways to 
accommodate this work when approached for specific access. 

It's unfortunate that, with the retirement of the previous Planner, this conversation was 
delayed until now. 

What we had in mind was an entirely original process as the models in place elsewhere 
either do not apply to this situation or are entirely unworkable given the realities of the 
quarry business and academic research. 

As it stands right now, gaining access to stone quarries is very difficult. The existence of 
supporting principles within the Official Plan means that the decision to grant access, 
while still the prerogative of the operator, will be the result of a reasoned discussion 
between management and scientists. 
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I would be interested in meeting with KL as part of your process or separately should 
you wish to follow up with me. 

Regards 

gk 

From: cla-dwk@bell.net [mailto:cla-dwk@bell.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 9:14 PM 
To: Leah Barrie; Leah Barrie 
Cc: 'rgr.ferma@bellnet.ca'; Marc Kemerer; Kerry Doughty 
Subject: Re: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11 
 
Leah, 
 
 In response to your email below, I have reviewed the Draft Document that was 
supposedly prepared by a Professional know as Dillon Consulting Limited, and Ferma 
Aggregates Inc object to Official Plan Amendment Number 11 (OPA 11) in its entirety, 
including Schedule H & I. 
 
The Approved 2012 Official Plan for the City of Kawartha Lakes, spells out clearly that 
an Aggregate Secondary Plan would be properly developed, and this commitment is not 
being followed. 
 
There are other Appealants to the 2012 Approved Official Plan whom where asked to 
"defer their Appeal" by the City's solicitor, Bill Koughan, for the development of an 
Aggregate Secondary Plan, and that is deception to those affected. 
 
Ferma Appealed the 2012 Approved Official Plan for CKL, and did not accept the 
"Deferral" suggested by the City and Mr. Koughan, and chose to pursue. Recently, 
Ferma obtained approval to our "Minutes of Settlement" at an LPAT Tribunal, and this 
Draft Document is a slap in the face, once again to not only Ferma, but to the whole 
Aggregate Resource Development Industry. 
 
The City of Kawartha Lakes has already been warned by Municipal Affairs in the past 
that the Aggregate Resources Act Policies take precedent and that Municipal Official 
Land Use Planning Policies need to mimic those Policies. 
 
Aggregates are a Provincial Matter of Interest. 
 
David White, solicitor representing OSSGA, had already challenged this type of Official 
Plan Amendment, and yet the City of Kawartha Lakes waste taxpayer's money having 
Dillon prepare the same thing knowing that it will only lead to more taxpayer's money be 
wasted to defend such an Amendment. 
 
David W. Kennedy 
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General Manager 
 

From: James R. Webster [mailto:jwebster@i-zoom.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 2:19 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: Re: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11 

Leah, 

Further to your email June 14, 2019 about Aggregate Policy review, our family 
corporation, Five W Farms Inc. owns Pt Lt 6 NPR Bexley Township which abuts the 
east side of Five W's licenced quarry which is operated by Halton Crushed Stone. 

We expect that in due course, Lot 6 will be the subject of a quarry application, etc. 

Due to the small scale of Schedule H, it is not clear how much of Lot 6 is shown as 
Mineral Aggregate Resource Area.  

All of Lot 6 north of Highway 48 and south of Blanchard with the exception of a small 
area at the south end should be shown in Mineral Aggregate Resource Area (Bedrock). 

If you have any questions or want me to meet with you about this, please advise. 

Jim 

From: Kerry Doughty [mailto:kdoughty@doughtyaggregates.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 12:28 PM 
To: Leah Barrie; Richard Holy 
Cc: Richard Taylor 
Subject: Re: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Leah,  
 
As a follow up to your correspondence, and the attachments that were included, I would 
like to outline a number of areas of concern with OPA 11; 
 
24.3.10.5 - the term “Landscape Character”. This a very subjective term that is 
undefined and would lead to great difficulty creating any type of study to address this 
matter. 
 
24.3.11.6 - the requirement to have a “proponent demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
City” that the City’s transportation system can adequately accommodate the shipments 
of aggregates by proponents, places an undue and extreme financial hardship on one 
use over the many other uses of the City’s transportation system. In this section there is 
not any acknowledgement of the financial contribution that would be paid through the 
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fuel tax that aggregate haulers and all users would be paying to fund the transportation 
infrastructure. 
 
As well, the proposed OPA 11 still does not address my long standing concern that 
there is still a requirement for an Official Plan Amendment on lands designated as 
“Mineral Aggregate Resource Areas”. After the time taken to review the Official Plan 
and the work that was involved with crafting the prior County of Victoria Official Plan, the 
areas that should be set aside for future aggregate development are now well known. 
Matters dealing with the use of the identified aggregate resources should be addressed 
through the rezoning and licensing processes. Once the Official Plan is in place, we 
should not be trying to determine where aggregate resources are but how to develop 
those resources in a way that minimizes the developments impact on our communities. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please continue to include me in any 
future discussions. 
 
Regards, 
Kerry Doughty 
705-930-3718 
 

From: ANTONIUK, George (MAMIL) [mailto:George.Antoniuk@millergroup.ca]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 3:21 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Norm Cheesman 
Subject: Comments on Aggregate Policy - OPA 11 from Miller Paving Limited 
 
Hi Leah! 
 
Please ignore the previous e-mail the second attachment was missing. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the aggregate policy. 
 
Please find an attached letter from Tom Jones on behalf of the Miller Paving Limited 
and the comments from our consultant. 
 
Please contact Tom if you have any questions. We are couriering a signed original copy 
for your files. 

 
Yours truly, 
 
George Antoniuk, Property Supervisor 
The Miller Group, 505 Miller Ave. 
Markham, ON L6G 1B2 

(905) 475-6660 extension: 3055 
George.Antoniuk@millergroup.ca 
 

mailto:George.Antoniuk@millergroup.ca
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*ATTACHMENTS FOLLOW 
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From: Norm Cheesman [mailto:ncheesman@ossga.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 1:14 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Melanie Horton - HARRINGTON McAVAN LTD, Landscape Architects 
(melanie@harringtonmcavan.com); Sharon Armstrong 
Subject: OSSGA Comments on OPA 11 
 
Hello Leah 
 
Pls find attached a copy of our comments on OPA 11. 
 
We would welcome an opportunity to discuss this with city staff in the not too distant 
future. 
 
Thank you  
 
Norm Cheesman 
 
Norm Cheesman 
Executive Director 
 
Ontario Stone, Sand & Gravel Association (OSSGA) 
5720 Timberlea Boulevard, Unit 103 
Mississauga, ON L4W 4W2 
Direct: 647-727-8774 Cell: 416-919-6833  
www.ossga.com  
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 

http://www.ossga.com/
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From: Jenna Stephens [mailto:jstephens@kawarthaconservation.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 4:57 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Hi Leah, 
 
I’m sorry for the delayed response, but please find my comments on the Aggregate 
Policy Review OPA below: 
 

 The City passed By-Law 2016-237 which prohibits the approval of transport 
pathways (including deep excavations) within Intake Protection Zone-1 and 
Wellhead Protection Area A, unless a study is completed by a qualified 
professional and is approved by the Director of Public Works which illustrates 
that the development will not increase the vulnerability of the municipal drinking 
water supply. This By-Law and the OPA should support each other, but the 
current OPA makes no mention of this By-Law. Which takes precedence?  

 Ensure that all references to Wellhead Protection Areas includes reference to 
Intake Protection Zones as well 

 Mention is made to Schedule “C” Wellhead Protection Zones, please update this 
schedule to reflect the current Provincially approved Wellhead Protection Areas 
and also include the current Provincially approved Intake Protection Zones 

 Section 24.3.7 prohibits new or expanding aggregate operations “Within or near 
wellhead and intake protection zones…”. Near is a relative term which could be 
open for interpretation. I suggest that the wording be changed to explicitly define 
which wellhead protection areas (WHPA) and intake protection zones (IPZ) the 
prohibition applies to. My suggestion is that you define these as WHPA A-C and 
IPZ 1-2. The term “near” would then be defined as WHPA D-E and IPZ-3 as 
within the City of Kawartha Lakes the vulnerability scores of these zones are not 
high enough to contain significant drinking water threats which therefore need to 
be managed or prohibited. Also, within the Trent Source Protection Plan policies 
S-3(2) and W-2(2) for which the Planning Approval Authority is responsible for 
implementing state that future occurrences of those threats are prohibited, so the 
portion of this section which states “unless it can be demonstrated that these 
features and their related hydrologic functions will be protected, improved or 
restored” should be removed. 

 Section 24.3.10.6 states that measurements across a wetland, lake or a river will 
be excludes from measurements triggering required studies. As nearly all of the 
wellhead protection areas and intake protection zones cross rivers, wetlands and 
in the case of Western Trent in Bolsover, Canal Lake, this sentence should be 
revised. Studies should be done within all source water protection vulnerable 
areas (at least WHPA A-E and IPZ 1-2) regardless of which features they cross. 

 Section 24.3.10.7 a)i. states that it must be demonstrated that no negative impact 
on adjacent municipal wellhead or intake protection areas would occur as a result 
of any new or expanding aggregate operations. It was previously stated that new 
or expanding aggregate operations be prohibited within these areas (using the 
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new definition would mean WHPA A-C and IPZ 1-2), so “adjacent” could be 
defined as WHPA D-E and IPZ-3, or you could use the definition of “near” from 
section 24.3.7 as I have stated above. 

 Under Source Water Protection, it isn’t just the quantity of water which is to be 
considered, but quality as well. Two water quality threats relate directly to 
aggregate operations, the storage and discharge of tailings from mines (under 
the “establishment, operation or maintenance of a waste disposal site within the 
meaning of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act” significant drinking water 
threat), and industrial effluent which includes “quarry and mine de-watering 
systems and wash plants” (under the “establishment, operation or maintenance 
of a system that collects, stores, transmits, treats or disposes of sewage” 
significant drinking water threat). Please ensure that not only are the hydrologic 
functions (water quantity) threats addressed, but also the water quality as well. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide some feedback on the proposed OPA. At this 
time, these are the only source water protection related comments I have, but I look 
forward to seeing the next revision. If you have any questions or concerns about my 
comments, please don’t hesitate to contact Me. 
 
Take care, 
 
Jenna Stephens 
RMO/Source Protection Technician 
KAWARTHA CONSERVATION 
277 Kenrei Road 
Lindsay, ON K9V 4R1 
 
Tel: 705.328.2271 ext. 224 
Fax: 705.328.2286 
 

From: Holden, Keziah [mailto:KHolden@ptbocounty.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2019 4:31 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Weir, Bryan; Murphy, Grant; Speck, Troy 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Hi Leah, 
 
Attached you will find the County’s formal comments on OPA No. 11 to the City of 
Kawartha Lakes Official Plan. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss further, please feel free to contact 
me. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Keziah Holden, B.A. 
Senior Planner, Peterborough County 
 
Phone: (705) 743-0380 ext. 2402 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
 
July 17, 2019 
 
Leah Barrie 
Policy Planning Supervisor 
City of Kawartha Lakes 
26 Francis Street 
Lindsay, ON 
K9V 5R8 
 
Dear Ms. Barrie: 
 
RE:  City of Kawartha Lakes 
 Official Plan Amendment No. 11 – Aggregate Policy Review 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above noted Official Plan Amendment.  
The County Planning and Infrastructure Services departments have reviewed the draft 
Amendment and offer the following comments: 
 

 It is suggested that Section 23.3.5 include some clarifiers as to what constitutes a 
major and minor adjustment, or if it is simply at the discretion of the approval 
authority. 

 In Section 24.2.6 it is suggested that the term ‘impact of’ be replaced with 
‘adverse effects on’. 

 We note that in the objectives for Mineral Aggregate Operations, specifically 
Section 24.2.7, there is mention of the requirement for haul route agreements 
with adjacent municipalities.  However, the policies that follow do not require 
such agreements.  Section 24.3.11.7 again mentions haul route agreements but 
there is no mention of requirements to enter into these agreements with adjacent 
Municipalities.   

 Section 24.3.11.1 references haul routes as identified in the City’s Transportation 
Master Plan, but there is no mention that adjacent Municipalities may also have 
Transportation Master Plans that identify haul routes or that such roads may also 
be subject to load restrictions. 

 Section 24.3.11.3 references Section 36.2 of the City’s Official Plan (Traffic 
Impact Study Requirements); the County Infrastructure Services department 
kindly requests a copy of these requirements. 

 Section 24.3.11.6 requires proponents to demonstrate that the City’s 
transportation system can adequately accommodate traffic resulting from 
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aggregate operations and that any required improvements will be at the 
proponents expense.  It is recommended that this policy also consider the 
transportation system of adjacent Municipalities, and that Haul Route 
Agreements be entered into with such Municipalities where deemed necessary. 

 Schedule “I” – Transportation - omits the opportunity to establish City of 
Kawartha Lakes (CKL) Road 45 as a Major Haul Route, to directly connect 
County Road (CR) 504 to Provincial Highway 35 in the village of Norland.  
Identifying CKL Road 45 as a Major Haul Route would permit the transportation 
of aggregate material generated by the 380 pits and quarries in the County of 
Haliburton to be directly connected to the Provincial highway network.  An 
objective of establishing Major Haul Routes will be to upgrade and construct 
pavement structures to accommodate the additional traffic loading of material 
transport vehicles. Upgrading the pavement structure may involve placement of 
extra depths of granular base materials and additional layers of hot mix asphalt. 

 Schedule “I” – Transportation – County Road (CR) 121 and County Road (CR) 
49, between Kinmount and Bobcaygeon, are identified on Schedule I as Major 
Haul Routes.  As boundary roads, the County of Peterborough covers 50% of the 
costs to maintain CR 121 and CR 49 and the County may be required to cover to 
additional cost to upgrade the pavement structure to accommodate the additional 
traffic loading.  These responsibilities should be captured through the policies of 
Sections 23 and 24 of the OPA, and an onus placed on the proponent to cover 
County costs associated with new aggregate operations.  

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on proposed Official Plan 
Amendment No. 11.  The County would appreciate receiving any revised drafts of the 
Amendment, and kindly requests to be notified of decision.  Please feel free to call if you 
have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Keziah Holden, B.A. 
Senior Planner 
 
Phone:  (705) 743-0380 ext.2402 
Email: kholden@ptbocounty.ca 
 

From: Neal DeRuyter [mailto:nderuyter@mhbcplan.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:32 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: cbellinger@tomlinsongroup.com; Caitlin Port; ncheesman@ossga.com 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Leah, 
 
On behalf of Tomlinson, please find attached our comments on draft OPA 11. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Please keep us posted on the 
City’s next steps. 
 
Neal 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
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From: Ethier, Dan (MMAH) [mailto:Dan.Ethier@ontario.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 9:34 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: RE: City of Kawartha Lakes - Aggregate Policy Review - OPA 11  
 
Hi Leah, 
 
Hope all is well. Please find attached to this email a PDF copy of Ministry comments to 
draft OPA 11.  
 
We would be pleased to discuss the content of the letter with you in further detail should 
you wish. 
 
Hope this is helpful and apologies for the delay. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Dan  
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
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From: Mike Lebreton [mailto:mike.lebreton@vcimentos.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:23 PM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Melanie Horton (melanie@harringtonmcavan.com); David Hanratty 
Subject: CKL OPA 11 CBM Comment Letter 
 
Hi Leah, 
 
Hope all is well. It was good meeting you and thanks for hosting yesterday’s CKL OPA 
11 meeting. Through the discussion, I mentioned that CBM had not received a response 
to our attached comment letter. It would be most appreciated if this can be reviewed 
and reply provided. Look forward to being part of the ongoing discussions. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Mike 
 
Mike Le Breton, B.E.S 
Votorantim Cimentos 
CBM Aggregates  
Lands Manager  
Eastern Region 
55 Industrial Street 
Toronto, ON, M4G 3W9 
Cellular: (905) 410-2900 
Fax (416) 423-2478 
_________________________  
votorantimcimentos.com 
www.stmaryscement.com 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.stmaryscement.com/
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From: Marilyn and Doug Lowles [mailto:aplaceonalake@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 10:32 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Cc: Andy Letham; Emmett Yeo; Bill Hunter; bruce warden; Dave Wilfong; Ellery Butula; 
John & Sue Nicholson; judy bailey; Melody Purcell Glenn Sharpe; Murray Walker 
Subject: OPA11 Proposed revisions 
 
Ms. Barrie, 
 
Please find attached our letter of concern with respect to proposed revisions to the City 
of Kawartha Lakes Aggregate Secondary Plan OPA 11. 
 
Best Regards 
Doug Lowles 
Head Lake Stewardship Group 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
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From: Bill [mailto:Bill@thehostnextdoor.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 11:15 AM 
To: Leah Barrie; Emmett Yeo; Andy Letham 
Subject: OPA 11 
 

Planning Advisory Committee 
The city of Kawartha Lakes 
 
Re: OPA 11 
 
Please register our opposition to the proposed draft OPA 11 and our strong opinion that 
the City should revert to the the final draft submitted by the Aggregates Steering 
Committee. 
 
What may have been considered “duplication” or “redundancy” by Dillon Consulting is in 
fact clarification as to the intent of the document, clarification that is important and would 
be helpful in its interpretation. The draft submitted by the Steering Committee sought to 
balance the interests of the aggregates industry with potential impacts on the 
environment and human health, and many important recommendations have been 
deleted or diluted in the final draft. 
 
Of particular concern is the deletion of the buffers included in section 23.3.1, which must 
be retained. These have virtually no impact on the very large areas of aggregates 
available for extraction, and are important to minimizing the impacts of new aggregate 
operations on the environment and human health. 
 
Katherine and Bill Hunter 
37 Douglas Drive, 
Head Lake, Kirkfield, ON K0M 2B0 

From: Bill Kester [mailto:bill@summitagg.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:11 AM 
To: Leah Barrie 
Subject: Kawartha Lakes OP Comments 
 
Ms. Barrie: 
 
I submit the following comments on the Draft Official Plan Amendment #11. 
 
Thanks you  
 
Bill Kester 
Sunrock Canada Construction Materials ULC. 
 
*ATTACHMENT FOLLOWS 
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