
 

  

 

Notice of Meeting  

  Meeting of the Membership #7-2021 

 

Date:   July 28, 2021 

Time:   7:00 p.m. – 7:45 p.m. 

 

Meeting to be held virtually over zoom.  

 

***** 

Agenda 

 

Meeting Objectives  

 To provide direction on the Gorrie Mill Report 

 To provide direction on contract for the Septic System for the Falls Reserve Conservation 

Area 

 

1. Call to Order  
 

2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest 
 

3.  Minutes – Approval of Minutes: Membership Meeting #6-2021 held on June 16, 2021 

 

4.  Delegation:  

Friends of Balls Bridge and Little Lakes: Proposed Aggregate Application and Rezoning 

Application by Lobo Sand and Gravel Ltd.: (Letter and accompanying materials attached). 

 

5.  Business Out of the Minutes: 

 a) Quotes for the Demolition of the Gorrie Mill: Report #47-21 

 

6.  Business Requiring Direction and or Decision: 

 a) Review of Tenders for Septic System: Falls Reserve Conservation Area: Report #48-21 

 b) Little Lakes Gravel Pit – MVCA’s Review Area: Township of ACW: Report #49-21 

 

7. Adjournment - Next Meeting Date, Wednesday, August 25, 2021 at 6:30pm at the 

Falls Reserve Conservation Area 
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DRAFT Board of Directors Meeting #6-21 

 

 June 16, 2021 

 

Member’s Present: Matt Duncan, Roger Watt, Alison Lobb, Kevin Freiburger, Anita 

van Hittersum, Megan Gibson, Cheryl Matheson, Alvin McLellan, 

Erinn Lawrie, Ed McGugan 

 

Absent with regrets: Dave Turton 

  

Staff Present:    Phil Beard, General Manager-Secretary-Treasurer 

 Stewart Lockie, Conservation Areas Coordinator 

 Steve Jackson, FESS Coordinator 

 Jayne Thompson, Communications Coordinator 

  

 

  

1. Call to Order  

 

Vice Chair Duncan welcomed everyone, called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and reviewed the 

meeting objectives. 

 

2. Declaration of Pecuniary Interest 
 

There were no pecuniary interests at this time. 
 

3. Minutes 

 

The minutes from the Maitland Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) General Membership Meeting 

#5-2021 held on May 19, 2021 have been circulated for information and approval. The Members agreed 

with the minutes and the following motion was made. 

 

Motion FA #55-21 

 

Moved by: Alvin McLellan       Seconded by: Ed McGugan 

 

THAT the minutes from the General Membership meeting #5-2021 held on May 19, 2021 be  

approved.          (carried)     
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4. Business Out of the Minutes: 

 

a) Request from the Maitland Mills Association: Report #39-21 

 

Stewart Lockie presented Report #39-21 and the following Motion was made: 

 

Motion FA #56-21 

 

Moved by: Alison Lobb      Seconded by: Ed McGugan 

 

THAT staff obtain quotes from two companies to selectively demolish the structure, salvaging reusable 

materials and that the Maitland Mills Association be permitted to have the artifacts from the mill” 

 

            (carried) 

 

 

b) Draft Comments Regulatory Proposals Under the Conservation Authorities Act:  

Report #40-21 
 

Phil Beard presented Report #40-21 and the following motion was made: 

 

Motion FA #57-21 

 

Moved by: Roger Watt      Seconded by: Alvin McLellan 

 

THAT MVCA supports the comments developed by Conservation Ontario and that a copy of 

Conservation Ontario’s comments be sent to Lisa Thompson, MPP for Huron Bruce and Randy 

Pettepiece, MPP for Perth Wellington ; 

AND MVCA comments and concerns with respect to the consultation paper on regulatory changes as 

outlined in Report #40-21 are to be submitted to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 

and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 

            (carried) 

 

 

5. Business Requiring Direction and or Decision 

 

a) Draft Infrastructure and Equipment Strategy: Report #41-21 

 

Report #41-21 was presented and discussed by the Members. The following motion was made: 

 

Motion FA #58-21 

 

Moved by: Alison Lobb      Seconded by: Cheryl Matheson 

 

THAT the Infrastructure and Equipment Strategy outlined in Report #41-21 be used to develop the 

2022-2024 Work Plan and Budget. 

 

 (carried) 
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b) Forest Management Agreement Wawanosh Valley Conservation Area: Report #42-21 

 

Report #42-21 was presented and the following motion was made: 

 

Motion FA #59-21 

 

Moved by: Alison Lobb                            Seconded by: Kevin Freiburger 

 

THAT the Authority enters into a formal contract with Tri-Bridges Inc. to undertake forest harvest 

operations as prescribed; AND THAT the revenue from the sale of timber be directed to the Forest 

Management Reserve account. 

 (carried) 

 

 

6. Presentation: 2021 Work Plan Update: 

 

 Jayne Thompson presented highlights from the 2021 work plan. 

 

 

7. Chair and Members Reports: 

 

 

 There were no reports. 

 

 

8. Consent Agenda: 

 

The following items were circulated to the Members for their information. 

 

 a) Revenue-Expenditure Report: Report #43-21  

 b) 2021 Budget Update and Work Plan: Report #44A&B-21  

 c) Appointment of Regulations Officers Falls Reserve Conservation Area: Report #45-21  

 d) Correspondence: Letter from Minister Yurek, approving the Chair’s term for 2021 

 

The following motion was made: 

 

Motion FA #60-21 

 

Moved by: Roger Watt                           Seconded by: Megan Gibson 

 

THAT Reports #43-21 to Report #45-21 along with their respective recommended motions as outlined 

in the Consent Agenda be approved. 

 

            (carried) 
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9. Adjournment - Next Meeting Date, Wednesday, July 21, 2021 at 7:00pm for a special meeting 

via zoom. 

 

 

10. Adjournment of Members Meeting: 

 

The members meeting adjourned at 8:26pm with the following motion: 

 

 

Motion FA #61-21 

 

Moved by: Megan Gibson      Seconded by: Ed McGugan 

 

THAT the Members Meeting be adjourned.  

(carried) 

 

Motion FA #62-21 

 

Moved by: Alvin McLellan      Seconded by: Cheryl Matheson 

 

THAT the Members move into the Source Water Protection Authority meeting. 

 

             (carried) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Matt Duncan        Phil Beard 

Vice Chair        General Manager / 

           Secretary-Treasurer 

 



MEMBERS REPORT #47-21 

TO:   Members, Maitland Valley Conservation Authority 

FROM:  Stewart Lockie, Conservation Areas Coordinator 

DATE:  July 20, 2021 

 

SUBJECT:   Gorrie Mill – Costing for Demolition and Salvage Options 

 
 

PURPOSE: 

 

To obtain Members direction on quotes received for the demolition and salvage of the Gorrie Mill 

building. 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

At the June 8
th
 Membership meeting, Maitland Conservation staff presented options for the Gorrie Mill 

and infrastructure after receiving notice that the Maitland Mills Association (MMA) had to withdraw their 

proposal to remove and preserve the Gorrie Mill. After discussing several options, the Members directed 

staff to obtain two quotes from demolition companies to take down the building while salvaging the 

lumber for Maitland Conservation to use. 

 

The Members also approved the MMA’s request to remove artifacts from the Mill to be used in future 

historical displays. On July 8
th
, the MMA completed the removal of artifacts in the Mill and will remove 

the remaining items (front door, and first flight of stairs) prior to the demolition of the building. This 

requirement was discussed with all demolition contractors during the onsite meetings. 

 

FINDINGS: 

 

Staff contacted two demolition companies and requested costing for a “selective” demolition and salvage 

of materials for re-use. This option would carefully dismantle the building and save the large beams and 

any usable lumber for re-use by the Authority. A request was also made to provide costing for a 

demolition of the building and salvage of any “usable” material after demolition. This option would have 

the contractor demolish the building (push over) and then pick out any usable materials that remained. 

Both options included the backfilling and grading of the site after demolition. Costing does not include 

HST in the chart below. 

 

Contractor Selective Demo and Salvage Demolition and Salvage 

Master Utility Division Inc. $121,255.50 $69,922.12 

Budget Demolition $82,600.00 $30,400.00 

 

To provide additional comparisons, staff also contacted a demolition and salvage contractor to provide a 

cost for the demolition of the building with the contractor keeping the salvaged materials for sale and re-

use. C & R Barn Removal and Salvage Company was contacted and inspected the building with staff 

present. C&R Barn Removal and Salvage offered the following: 

 

Offered $2,000.00 to remove all lumber, metal and then push the foundation into a stone pile to be filled 

by owner.  



If no major damage (other than what was visible at this time) is found during dismantle, the building 

would be taken apart so it could be repaired and resurrected again. After deconstruction, the building 

would be offered to the Huron County public for ninety days. After ninety days it would be available for 

purchase from anyone. 

 

This option would require the Authority to hire an additional contractor to fill and grade the area once the 

removal was complete. Staff have estimated the cost to be approximately $10,000 for this work and 

quotes would be obtained from local contractors. 

 

After review of the estimates received for the demolition and salvage options, staff would appreciate the 

Members further direction on the demolition and salvage of the Gorrie Mill building. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

To be determined. 



BOARD OF DIRECTORS REPORT # 48-21 

 

TO:   Members, Maitland Valley Conservation Authority 

FROM: Jason Moir, Park Superintendent      

DATE: July 23, 2021 (for presentation July 28, 2021) 

 

SUBJECT: FRCA Onsite Sewage System Project – Request for Quotations (RFQ) 

Results 

 

 

PURPOSE: 
  

To obtain direction from the Members on awarding the contract for the Falls Reserve 

Conservation Area Onsite Sewage System Project including the decommissioning of the three 

current sewage effluent systems. 

 

REVIEW: 

 

In 2016, following a review of the FRCA operations, staff were asked to find ways to reduce 

operation costs so that FRCA may continue campground operations based solely on park 

generated revenue and to build reserves to complete the necessary projects identified in the 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) report. 

 

The EIS report identified the need to decommission two existing septic systems at FRCA and 

build a new septic effluent treatment facility based on engineered design and approved by the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) approval. 

 

Current FRCA accumulated surplus were at $435,560.00 as of end of 2020. Based on the current 

2021 camping season and revenues collected to date, FRCA revenue, less expenses, is projecting 

an additional surplus of a minimum $200,000.00 by year end 2021. Staff anticipate that the year-

end surplus will be much higher. Staff are confident that FRCA revenue will allow for the full 

completion of the project without depleting the accumulated surplus for the Falls Reserve.  

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

In fall of 2018, staff contacted a wastewater specialist at R.J. Burnside and Associates to work 

with staff to develop a study and report for a new Onsite Sewage System Project that also 

included the decommissioning of the three current septic systems. This work was completed by 

R.J. Burnsides and Associates Ltd. and submitted to the MECP for approval. 

 

In October of 2020, R.J. Burnside and Associate submitted an Environmental Compliance 

Approval (ECA) application to MECP. This ECA was then approved by MECP in February of 

2021 allowing the project to move forward. 

 



Staff have been working with R.J. Burnsides and Associates to develop a RFQ package including 

the site drawings and project plans for the proposed Onsite Sewage System Project. R.J. 

Burnside and Associates total cost to date working on this project has totaled $17,281.00. 

 

On June 14, 2021 the RFQ package with bid number 300043549 was posted on 

bidsandtenders.ca with a closing date of July 20. Notifications were also placed on MVCA’s 

website and circulated to a number of contractors. An onsite meeting was held with eight 

interested contactors on June 23
rd

. After the meeting three addendums were added to clarify 

some questions that were brought up by the contractors. 

 

Name of Contractor RFQ Price* Provisional Item 

(P1) Price* 

Serving Campsites 

Provisional Item 

(P2) Price* 

Restoration 

Sid Bruinsma Excavating Ltd. $507,911.00 $99,674.00 $18,161.00 

Lavis Contracting Co. Ltd. $509,550.00 $107,000.00 $16,673.00 

Birnam excavating Ltd. $703,183.79 $134,744.25 $19,310.00 

Avertex Utility Solutions $971,146.00 $195,890.00 $46,148.00 

A. vanEgmond Construction 

(2005) Ltd. 
$1,275,000.00 $185,000.00 $67,150.00 

*See full summary of contractor bid review attached 

 

R. J. Burnsides and Associates engineer has reviewed all of the RFQ’s and provided 

recommendations. They have indicated that Sid Bruinsma Excavating Ltd. is a reliable contactor 

familiar with this type of work. As well, this contractor is local to the Falls Reserve project site 

area. This contactor will also be using directional drilling where possible to limit trenching and is 

the only bidder that provided a lump sum for restoration, whereas the other contractors priced on 

a per square metre of restoration. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

THAT the contract for the Onsite Sewage System Project bid number 300043549 be 

awarded to Sid Bruinsma Excavating Ltd. with a RFQ price of $507,911.00 + HST; 

AND THAT the awarded contract include; provisional item (P1) in the amount of 

$18,161.00+HST for site restoration; 

AND THAT the awarded contract includes; provisional item (P2) in the amount of 

$99,674.00+HST for hook-up of sewage services at 56 campsites.   

mailto:bids@tenders.ca


Appendix 1: Summary of Contractor Bid Review  

 

Name of Contractor RFQ Price* 

All bid prices 

include $15,000 

contingency 

(HST not included) 

Provisional Item 

Part 1 (P1) 

Servicing septic 

hook-up at 56 

campsites 

RFQ Price* 

plus (P1) 

 

Provisional Item 

Part 2 (P2)  

Surface Restoration 

(grading, gravel 

topsoil, seeding) 

RFQ Price* 

plus (P2) 

 

RFQ Price* 

plus (P1) and 

(P2) 

 

Sid Bruinsma 

Excavating Ltd. 
$507,911.00 $99,674.00 $607,585.00 

$18,161.00 

Lump Sum 
$526,072.00 $625,746.00 

Lavis Contracting Co. 

Ltd. 
$509,550.00 $107,000.00 $616,550.00 

6.20 m2 

estimated at 

$16,673.00 

$526,223.00 $633,223.00 

Birnam excavating 

Ltd. 
$703,183.79 $134,744.25 $837,928.04 

6.26 m2 

estimated at 

$19,310.00 

$722,493.00 $857,238.04 

Avertex Utility 

Solutions 
$971,146.00 $195,890.00 $1,167,036.00 

18 m2 

estimated at 

$46,148.00 

$1,017,294.00 $1,213,184.00 

A. vanEgmond 

Construction (2005) 

Ltd. 

$1,275,000.00 $185,000.00 $1,460,000.00 

25 m2 

estimated at 

$67,150.00 

$1,342,150.00 $1,527,150.00 

 

Note: there are some additional provisional items to consider for this bid;  

- such as, provide a labourer for any additional work, if and when required by the Engineer at a hour rate. 

- such as, provide and electrician or pipefitter or tradesperson for any additional work, if and when required by the Engineer at a 

per hour rate. 

- such as, unit cost, per lineal metre to supply and install additional length of 50 mm PE force main, including trenching and 

excavating, bedding, backfill and restoration, tracer wire etc. at a per metre rate. 

- such as, unit cost, per lineal metre to supply and install additional length of 100 mm PVC gravity sewer, including trenching 

and excavating, bedding, backfill and restoration, tracer wire etc. at a per metre rate. 

- such as, unit cost, per lineal metre to supply and install additional length of 150 mm PVC gravity sewer, including trenching 

and excavating, bedding, backfill and restoration, tracer wire etc. at a per metre rate. 



MEMBERS REPORT #49-21 

 

TO:  Members, Maitland Valley Conservation Authority 

FROM: Patrick Huber-Kidby, Environmental Planner / Regulations Officer 

DATE: July 22, 2021 

 

SUBJECT: Little Lakes Gravel Pit – MVCA’s Review Area 

Township of Ashfield-Colborne-Wawnaosh 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

PURPOSE: 

 

To provide background regarding MVCA’s role with respect to aggregate pit review and the 

proposed Little Lakes Gravel Pit. 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Aggregate Pits and Resource Extraction activities may require multiple approvals prior to 

undertaking extraction, but are primarily dealt with via the Aggregate Resources Act, R.S.O. 

1990, c.A.8, and licenses issued by MNRF under the Act. 

 

Under the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27 (CA Act), activities relating to 

aggregate licenses do not require permission under CA Act regulations, such as Ontario 

Regulation 164/06: 

 

Activities under the Aggregate Resources Act 

(11) A requirement for permission of an authority in a regulation made 

under clause (1) (b) or (c) does not apply to an activity approved under 

the Aggregate Resources Act after the Red Tape Reduction Act, 

1998 received Royal Assent.  1998, c. 18, Sched. I, s. 12. 

 

Nevertheless, there are still typical processes which are undertaken prior to resource extraction 

commencing very often these will include planning applications such as an application for 

Official Plan Amendment or Zoning Bylaw Amendment. 

 

With respect to the Little Lakes Pit specifically, the underlying land use designation of the 

Ashfield-Colborne-Wawanosh Official Plan (Schedule ‘B’ Landuse Plan), is already 

“Extractive”; therefore, only a Zoning Bylaw Amendment is required. 

 



MVCA received a notice for Public Meeting to be held, to gather public input and information, 

prior to considering application ACW Z07-21, relating to a property on Little Lakes Road (Part 

of Lots 14 & 15, Concession 2 East Division, Part 1 on RP 22R-6090, Parts 1-3 on RP 22R-

6857, Colborne Ward). This application, when considered at a future date, proposes to rezone a 

portion of the subject property from General Agriculture (AG1) to Extractive Resources (ER1). 

 

Our Memorandum of Understanding with the County of Huron outlines the variety of 

applications which MVCA may be required to comment on, including Zoning Bylaw 

Amendments; and further lists technical reports which MVCA may also comment on, including 

reports pertaining to Hydrogeology. Other elements related to review of resource extraction 

zoning (e.g. traffic, natural heritage, noise, etc.) are similarly reviewed by County staff and 

associated peer-reviewers.  

 

In accordance with our Memorandum of Understanding MVCA therefore received a 

Hydrogeologic Report accompanying application ACW Z07-21 (Groundwater Science Corp, 

prepared for Lobo Sand & Gravel) and has had the report peer-reviewed by R.J. Burnside & 

Associates Limited. 

 

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited has returned their review (attached), identifying 16 

individual comments needing addressed. These comments have been provided to ACW 

Township and to Lobo Sand & Gravel. Lobo Sand & Gravel has been requested to address these 

comments.  A response from Lobo Sand & Gravel has not yet been received as of the writing of 

this report.  

 

 

 

 



Delegation Request Form Submission 
Inbox 

 
Rebecca 

Garrett noreply@mvca.on.ca via vhost1.wightman.ca  
 

Jun 5, 2021, 4:04 PM   
 

  

Date of Meeting: June 16, 2021 
 
Name of person(s) making presentation: Rebecca Garrett 
 
Delegation group or organization: Friends of Historic Ball's Bridge and Little Lakes 
Road 
 
Mailing address of delegation: P.O. Box 482 Goderich, Ontario N7A 4C7 
 
Email address: rebecca.garrett@rogers.com 
 
Phone Number: 416-538-0027 
 
Reason for requesting to address the board: 
We are reaching out to you because your stated mission is to "provide leadership, to 
protect and enhance local water, forest and soil". 
 
Our group is concerned about the short and long term environmental impact on the 
Maitland Valley by a proposed open pit industrial aggregate mining operation, 
occupying 3,315,284 square feet of prime agricultural land and interrupting human 
activity and wildlife corridors. 
 
Lobo Sand & Gravel will be applying to have a zoning amendment to allow them to 
operate on over 100 acres of land that should be protected, including a woodlot that is 
home to many Indigenous medicinal plants. This pit will be very close to the Maitland 
River in an area that many of us treasure and enjoy for its unique scenic beauty, the 
historic Balls Bridge and a diversity of species of endangered plants, a wildlife corridor 
and migratory bird habitat. 
 
The planned pit will be dug below the level of the water table and will destroy precious 
agricultural land as well as impacting the river, neighbouring woodlands and 
surrounding ecology, including the LIttle Lakes. If it goes through, many people living in 
the vicinity of the gravel pit will see their quality of life shattered due to numerous dump 
trucks every day.  All of us who have loved the natural flora and fauna of this area will 
be driven away by the noise and dust.  
 
The Little Lakes area is part of the traditional territory of the Saugeen Ojibway Nation 
and Three Fires Confederacy, the original stewards of the land who protected the 
ecology and many sites of natural and cultural significance since time immemorial. 

https://support.google.com/mail/answer/1311182?hl=en&authuser=1
mailto:rebecca.garrett@rogers.com


 
Is there a specific request that the Board will be asked to consider? If Yes, please 
specify: 
We are requesting that the MVCA write a letter of objection to the Lobo/VanBree 
Enterpises LIcense Application. 
-- 
 
This e-mail was sent from the online delegation request form on the Maitland Valley 
Conservation Authority website 
 



JUNE 30, 2021

Esher Planning Inc
133 Ayton Cres.
Woodbridge, ON L4L 7H6
melanie@esherplanning.com

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Integrated Aggregate Operations Section, 4th Floor
300 Water Street
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7
ARAApprovals@ontario.ca

SUBJECT: Application by 1142059 Ontario Ltd. Lobo Sand and Gravel, 74 Nauvoo Rd., Forest
Ontario N0N 1J0 to operate a Category 1 Class A Pit (below the water table) on PART LOT 14,
CONCESSION 2, EASTERN DIVISION and PART LOT 15, WESTERN DIVISION,
GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF COLBORNE TOWNSHIP OF ASHFIELD COLBORNE
WAWANOSH COUNTY OF HURON

Friends of Ball’s Bridge & Little Lakes (the “Friends”), is a group of individuals in the process of
incorporating who live in and around the Ashfield Colborne Wawanosh (ACW) Township in
Huron County.  The Friends object to the Application to operate a Category 1 Class A Pit
(below the water table) by 1142059 Ontario Ltd. Lobo Sand and Gravel (“LSG”), 74 Nauvoo Rd.,
Forest Ontario N0N 1J0.

We strongly object to the proposal to install a huge gravel pit in the heart of the Little Lakes area
that permits extraction  below the water table.  The area is a place of quiet, scenic beauty,
teeming with wildlife. It is bordered on three sides by the Menesetung river and its
environmentally important valley lands.  The area also provides Ashfield Colborne Wawanosh
County residents and visitors with many recreational opportunities: two important recreational
trails are used for hiking, biking, skiing, snowmobiling, among other activities while access
points allow for canoeing and fishing. Many photographers also frequent the area for wildlife
photography.

At present, the area’s main land use is agriculture, which  preserves the many activities on the
lands. The proposed change in use would entirely change the character of this unique place: it
would no longer be peaceful, permit wildlife travel from refuge to refuge, or be a welcome rural
oasis among the already extensive gravel operations that exist to the West and South.

We have some concerns about the way that the process of this application has been handled.
We note that on May 25, 2021, at the Lobo Public information meeting with Esher Planning, we
were told that there will be major and significant amendments to the LSG application. However,
we have been advised that we must respond only to the application as presented today. As
such, the following letter of objection only responds to the application as presented. We insist,
nonetheless, that we should have the opportunity to respond to amendments that may be made
to the application after June 30, 2021.
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OBJECTIONS

1. OBJECTION: No Cultural Heritage Landscape Study

The LSG application fails to consider the Cultural Heritage features of Ball’s Bridge (the
“Bridge”) and the surrounding landscape, or to assess the devaluation of the experience
of the Cultural Heritage Landscape by the presence of a below water level open
industrial aggregate mining operation approximately 100 meters upwind from the
Heritage site.

The Bridge is a significant cultural and tourist site, it defines our area and  has been a
destination for weddings, graduations, and family gatherings, for many decades.  The
value of the experience of the Bridge and its environs will be significantly impacted with
the operation of a gravel pit due to the noise, vibration, dust and truck traffic.  Our
concern is that the dust will be  blown toward the Bridge and river on the prevailing
winds.

Thanks to the efforts of the community, Ball’s Bridge was restored and is now marked
with a provincial plaque, sharing the story of its unique design and historic significance.
A local citizen’s group, Friends of Ball's Bridge (which our now to be incorporated
citizen’s group has evolved from), received the 2008 Margaret & Nicolas Hill Cultural
Heritage Landscape Award from the Architectural Conservancy of Ontario for their work
saving and restoring the bridge.  The bridge was restored due to a significant investment
by Central Huron, ACW Township and Huron County, and support from the Ontario
Heritage Trust, and the Ontario Ministry of Culture and Tourism and Ontario
Infrastructure Fund.

Former Ontario Minister of Tourism and Culture Michael Chan pointed out that “[t]he
unique design and structure of Ball's Bridge not only speak to engineering history, but
also make it an attractive feature in the local landscape. I'm delighted that it is being
commemorated today, showcasing another fascinating part of Ontario's heritage.”
[see Michael Gregg Letter, May 21, 2001, attached]

A presentation to the Huron County Historical Society in April 2021 maintained that the
area from Ball’s Bridge extending along Little Lakes Road to the Little Lakes be included
as part of the Cultural Heritage Landscape.  The Bridge has also been used frequently
and recently by the townships and the County in their branding and promotion of
tourism.

As such, the cultural and recreational use of the Bridge has a long history and should be
maintained into the future. The proposed pit will affect tourism and local visits to this
once peaceful and serene place and people will lose interest in being there. The Bridge
will become abandoned which will devalue its worth over time.

“I was impressed by the campaign to save the Ball’s bridge a number of years ago.  This
heritage connector and site has brought tourists to the area for peaceful enjoyment and
has provided historic context and significance. As well it has fostered care for those who
find utility or pleasure in its preservation. And importantly, the preservation of the bridge
was supported by all levels of government with significant financial investment. Certainly,
this trust cannot be ignored by a private company. The community that came together
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around this project must be respected and the history preserved.” bh Yael, Professor,
Integrated Media, OCADU

“We understand that there is an Ontario Heritage Trust plaque next to the Bridge. The
Bridge appears to be recognized as a cultural resource in the Huron County Cultural
Mapping report from 2012...  In my opinion an evaluation of the Bridge against Ontario
Regulation 9/06 would likely find that it meets at least 1 and probably a few of the criteria
for cultural heritage value. An evaluation based on research and a site visit would be
necessary to confirm this. The ACO recognition, Ontario Heritage Trust plaque and
Cultural Mapping Report would be relevant supporting material.”
Ben Holthof  for LHC (Letourneau Heritage Consulting Inc.)

As such, a cultural heritage landscape assessment must be conducted to assess the
impacts of the proposed aggregate operation on the Bridge.  We are confident this study
will recommend stopping the quarry, however, even if the extraction can proceed, the
study is necessary to recommend stringent mitigation measures.  Mitigation of any
impacts to cultural heritage features is a primary issue for residents, tourists and First
Nations.

2. OBJECTION: Lack of Community Consultation

LSG claimed in the public information session held on May 25, 2021 to have done
“extensive community consultation”. However, the residents most affected by the
proposed pit were not consulted at all and neither was the Ball’s Bridge and LIttle Lakes
community. Sufficient Notice was not given, having the effect of excluding the
community.  This kind of misleading information in the application only adds to the
community’s lack of confidence in the applicant and the application process.

In fact, numerous attempts were made by the local residents in the area to contact LSG
and letters were sent with no reply over many months in the fall of 2020.

The Minister should be very concerned by the lack of public consultation of directly
affected stakeholders.

3. OBJECTION: Inadequate Hydrogeological Study

We have obtained an independent Environmental review. This document is attached in
our e-mail and is linked here.

We object to a below water table pit which has many known and unknown issues that
have not been addressed adequately in the Hydrogeological study. Specifically, we have
serious questions and concerns about the effects of the proposed mine on ground water,
the aquifer, the river and its watershed, and nearby wells.

A. The impact on Lake Huron has not been evaluated. If there were to be river
contamination through quarry dust flying from the mining operations onto the river,

3

https://drive.google.com/file/d/10AJiE-GQz7VB9YEN_oRFgjS_PSJY-8KD/view?usp=sharing


this impact would also affect Lake Huron onto which the Menesetung River flows.
The study does not discuss the water levels or the potential contamination of the
lakes due to dust and debris, toxins or fuel entering the river. (see hydrogeology
report re runoff into the river valley from the quarry operations.)

“Section 5 of the Hydrogeologic Report (paragraph 5, p. 12) speaks to the intersection of
the water table with the valley wall based on observation of some ‘isolated discharge
features’. The NER (per Appendix 4, Table 1) states that no seeps or springs were
observed. Seeps and springs are important features as SWH, influence vegetation
communities, and may contribute to receiving watercourses. Additional information is
required on the presence of seeps along the valley slope, if they meet SW criteria and
their role in supporting the form and function of the significant woodland. The NER
should assess the potential impacts to the seeps associated with the proposed
extraction below the water table.” Sarah Mainguy, North South Environmental see
attached: “Little Lakes Pit Peer review of NETR Level 1 and 2 24 June 2021”

B. The impact on the Three Little Lakes has not been evaluated. The lakes most
close to the quarry have not been considered in the Hydrogeological study or
Environmental study.

“Impacts did not include consideration of the impacts of the haul route along Little
Lakes Road. Significant features (for example, the “Little Lakes” themselves) are
situated immediately adjacent to the road, and these should have been considered. It
is understood on the basis of the public meeting on May 25th that the proponent
wishes to change the location south through the Fisher Pit, but at present, the haul
route is shown along Little Lakes Road.” Sarah Mainguy, North South Environmental
see attached: “Little Lakes Pit Peer review of NETR Level 1 and 2 24 June 2021

C. Toxin run offs have not been addressed. In the likely event that the gravel
contains residues from a hundred years of chemical use (DDT, atrazine, Roundup)
on the agricultural fields. We are concerned about the potential risk to the aquifer
and river when disturbed.

D. Impact of Oil Spills have not been addressed. Additionally, the study does not
address the potential impact of Oil Spills from equipment when dredging below the
water table.

E. No setbacks from the streams near the property. The Hydrogeological study does
not consider the stream on the west end of the property. No significant status has
been given to this stream that flows directly into the Menesetung (Maitland) River.
No minimum setback met for this stream on site plan.

We are concerned that any such deficiencies will result in a toxic lake being created and
left behind.

At the Public Information Session Esher Planning informed us that another
hydrogeological study was underway. This study has yet to be presented to members of
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the public. The public and their experts should have an opportunity to review the new
study with sufficient time to make objections.

As such, any comments regarding the hydrogeology of the site, extraction impacts and
mitigation is premature until the proper studies have been completed.

4. OBJECTION: Haulage Route Inaccuracy

The license application should be revised to reflect the inaccuracy regarding information
about the old Municipal pit on Little Lakes Road at page 10 of the Summary:

7.0 HAUL ROUTES AND TRUCK TRAFFIC
The proposed entrance will be located on Little Lakes Road with truck traffic
travelling west to River Line, and then south to Londesboro Road (County Rd
15). This route is used by the existing Township pit located on the north side of
Little Lakes Road, just west of the site.

The application in essence states that the route is already being used and that this
justifies more use. However, the ACW Planner, Celina Whaling-Rae, has confirmed that
the municipal pit on the north side of Little Lakes Road has not been operational for over
15 years. The route is therefore not “used by the existing Township pit located on the
north side of Little Lakes Road, just west of the site.” This inaccuracy in LSG’s
application undermines the trust of the community in the accuracy of the facts and
should be corrected.

This is a significant oversight.  Little Lakes Road is not engineered for heavy truck traffic.
This route is local traffic only, with the occasional tourist or visitor using the route.  It is
premature to consider the impacts to local residents and traffic safety without a proper
traffic study.

5. OBJECTION: No Impact Study of the Haulage Route on Little Lakes Road Ecology

LSG should undertake a thorough study that accounts for the impacts to the ecology of
its proposed activities. The application is incorrect in stating that there are two Little
Lakes when there are, in fact, three.  These Lakes are extremely unique and contain
rare geological landforms. The third lake is to the east of the other two and it is home
and breeding ground to numerous turtles, frogs and other reptiles. These animals cross
over the Little Lakes Road frequently. There are also many aquatic birds and other birds
(e.g., Great Blue Herons) that also make this area their home.

Additionally, the application fails to mention or account for the effect of the haulage route
on the rare and endangered plants alongside the Little Lakes Road.

“ The NER assesses impacts only for the extraction area. The haul route has been
omitted from the assessment of impacts. According to the ARA Assessment prepared by
Esher Planning, January 2021….
….There are several natural heritage features along Little Lakes Road that were not
included in natural environment surveys, but for which natural heritage functions have
been noted by neighbouring residents. The most important of these is the three “Little
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Lakes”, which are situated along either side of Little Lakes Road, so close to the road that
it narrows to one lane in their vicinity. Functions documented (by residents) for these
include:
• Amphibian breeding habitat (likely qualifying as SWH);
• Turtle overwintering habitat, based on turtle sightings within the ponds;
• Turtle nesting areas, based on sightings of juveniles on the road between the ponds.
It is likely that additional natural heritage functions would be documented for these
ponds, should they be surveyed by a qualified ecologist.
Impacts associated with the haul route could be considerable for the Little Lakes.
Road-kill of juvenile turtles moving between ponds has already been documented by
residents along this road, and it would likely increase because of the increase in truck
traffic. Snapping Turtles are particularly vulnerable to road-kill.” Sarah Mainguy, North
South Environmental see attached: “Little Lakes Pit Peer review of NETR Level 1 and 2
24 June 2021

6. OBJECTION: No Traffic Study
We are concerned that large truck traffic would create a narrow road for car traffic,
people walking, cycling, etc. thus creating dangers for these other automobiles or
pedestrians. The road between the Little Lakes cannot be made wider without
compromising the Lakes themselves.

Additionally, as a small gravel road, Little Lakes Road is far too narrow and winding to
handle large trucks or an increased volume of traffic. This would greatly increase the
risks of accidents to walkers, bikers, photographers, fishermen, skaters, snowshoers, or
even children playing when traffic to the road increases following the commencement of
quarry activities.

We wish to see the application provide a more careful proposal for how LSG plans to
minimize the risk of accidents resulting from truck traffic on the road between the Little
Lakes.

7. OBJECTION: We object to the Main Entrance onto LIttle Lakes Road, and to the
scrap, storage and parking area being inside the entrance.

8. OBJECTION: We object to the Contradiction on site plan for phase “B” which states
that “ AREA 2 SHALL REMAIN UNDISTURBED AND IN AGRICULTURAL USE.“

This traffic flow cannot be possible since this would mean that trucks would travel
directly across “Area 2” and onto Little Lakes Road.

9. OBJECTION: Failure to Consider Recreational Value of Little Lakes Road

The application fails to consider the peace and tranquility of this unique natural area that
will be destroyed because of the proposed quarry activities. Right now, Little Lakes Road
is used for hiking, biking, skiing, snowmobiling, skating, canoeing, swimming, ATVing,
bird watching, and nature photography. The area is also known as a destination for fall
colours, drives in the country, tourist, and recreational activities.
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The G2G (Goderich to Guelph) Rail Trail and the Maitland Trail are located directly on
Little Lakes Road. As such, the enjoyment of these trails would be severely affected by
noise, dust and re-routing of traffic. 

10. OBJECTION: Failure to Assess Impact on Menesetung River Activities

LSG’s application fails to assess the impact of the quarry activities on current
recreational uses for the Menesetung River, which include kayaking, canoeing, rafting,
cross country skiing, snow shoeing, skating, sport fishing, hiking, and sightseeing.  All of
these important recreational activities could potentially be severely compromised by
dust, noise, truck traffic, etc.  The lack of an air quality study, impacts on tourism and
recreation and possible mitigation is a significant concern to residents.

11. OBJECTION: Inadequate Archeological Assessment

LSG’s study is inadequate in that it relies on outdated, irrelevant sources for colonial and
post-contact Indigenous history. The study failed to give adequate attention to Treaty
agreements with Indigenous nations, especially as they relate to resource extraction [see
Prof Michael Gregg May 25, 2021, letter, attached].

“Given that the review of the historical, environmental, and archaeological context of the
study area examined in this Archaeological Assessment determined that potential for the
recovery of pre- and post-contact First Nation and 19th century Euro-Canadian
archaeological resources is high, the Archaeological Assessment should be revised to
include a section that clearly outlines monitoring protocols and potential mitigation
measures should any deeply-buried archaeological resources be encountered during
operation of the proposed aggregate pit”. [see Professor Michael Gregg, May 25, 2021,
letter, attached].

According to one objector:

“As an Indigenous Elder who is connected to members of the Little Lakes
community, I am deeply concerned about the proposal by Lobo Sand & Gravel to
create a below the water level open pit industrial aggregate mining operation in
the heart of the Little Lakes area.  The area is a place of quiet scenic beauty,
teeming with wildlife, and bordered on three sides by the Menesetung river and
its environmentally, culturally and spiritually significant valley lands.” Wanda
Whitebird, Indigenous Elder. Letter of Objection

As residents, we are deeply concerned about the impact of the project on First Nations.
From our review, we do not see a complete record of consultation with First Nations, who
have a rich history and archaeological record in this area.  We echo and support the
letter of objection from Ms Whitebird and strongly advocate for a thorough consultation
with First Nations.

12. OBJECTION: Treaty Obligations and Informed Consent 
LSG’s application does not present evidence that the governments of Kettle and Stoney
Point First Nation and Saugeen Ojibway Nation who have an interest in maintaining the
ecological integrity of traditional lands of the Menesetung River valley, have been
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adequately consulted. As a result, LSG’s application gives rise to concerns that it does
not live up to treaty obligations regarding land and water.

According to one objector:

"As a Professor of Indigenous and Canadian Studies (Carleton University) I teach
about treaties and about the duty to consult. I am particularly concerned that your
approval of the application would disrespect the many treaties that have been
negotiated with and by First Peoples in the territory. These treaties mean that
Indigenous peoples continue to hold stewardship of this land and water because
they never ceded responsibility to care for the environment, and to do so for the
generations to come. These are treaties that all Canadians have a deep
responsibility to uphold. Your approval of this application would go against the
spirit of the treaties, would disrespect Indigenous peoples’ connection and
responsibility to the land, and would be an obstacle to any form of
Reconciliation." Prof Eva Mackey, Professor, School of Indigenous and Canadian
Studies, Carlton University

Recent events necessitate that the greatest of care be taken before any irrevocable
decisions are made affecting First Nations rights and heritage.  The application does not
adequately reflect our shared values of inclusion, accommodation and protection of
Indigenous rights.

13. OBJECTION: Inadequate Environmental Study

The LSG application does not consider the “Loop” that the Menestung river forms in this
area. The loop goes around the forested Maitland Valley, which is habitually used as a
corridor by wildlife (e.g., deer, wild turkeys, foxes, birds of prey) travelling from the
northern to the southern reaches of the river. The forested valley lands form part of a
long continuous wildlife corridor running through Huron County, the whole of which would
obviously be compromised if any part of it were to be damaged;

According to Prof. R. Vernon:

“Since the ‘peninsula’ occupies a loop in the river, development would exercise
an impact in three directions, thuse multiplying the impacts thus being multiplied.
Additionally, the bulk of the valley land is downwind from the proposed pit and so
would be maximally exposed to noise and particulate pollution.” Professor
Richard Vernon, Objection Letter, June 2021

Another expert, Ms S. Mainguy, has concluded:

“Background information searches in the NER did not include local information
that was available from local residents and naturalist groups, and from citizen
science websites such as eBird and iNaturalist. Information from these sources
should have been used to guide survey timing and effort.” Sarah Mainguy, Terresial
Biologist, North-South Environmental Inc.
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“ The study area did not include the haul route, which is shown in the ARA summary
report as along Little Lakes Road to River Road. There are highly sensitive features
along the road which have not been assessed, and which have several natural heritage
functions.

Generally, the survey effort was lower than in other applications we have reviewed and
was inadequate in some areas. The study area focus is unclear, but it appears that the
Maitland River corridor was not surveyed specifically, leading to an inadequate
assessment of its sensitivity.

The vegetation along the river corridor was not adequately described. This information is
important for assessing sensitivity and, through that assessment, evaluating appropriate
buffer widths.

The number of survey locations was inadequate for surveying breeding birds along the
river corridor. Only two point count surveys were conducted, and they were both outside
the feature, and were over 1 km apart. The river corridor does not appear to have been
surveyed adequately, and it is likely that Significant Wildlife Habitat functions, such as
wintering or nesting raptors, could have been missed without a specific search within the
habitat.

The habitat-based approach (described in Section 2.4.1) cannot substitute for
information gained from site-specific surveys. The habitat-based approach also appears
to have led to the conclusion that features were not significant, though it is based on
scant evidence. For example, the habitat in the wetland on the site could have been
assessed conservatively as Significant Wildlife Habitat for breeding amphibians on the
basis of the presence of standing water in early spring (visible on the aerial photo).
Amphibian surveys did not capture the most important time period for assessing
amphibian habitat, but the feature was assessed as not significant. Similarly, the
sensitivity of the woodland along the Maitland River would likely have been assessed as
higher if significant features (for example, Queensnakes, nesting Bald Eagles) had been
noted along the river.

Five site visits (one of which was a reconnaissance survey) were completed to survey
ecological conditions on the site. In our experience this is fewer than usual for a Natural
Environment Report for an aggregate pit, especially one that is below the water table
where there is the potential for impacts. The number of surveys is also inadequate in our
opinion. We also have concerns regarding the dates and times listed for the surveys…

...The following statement indicates that amphibian surveys should have been re-done:
“it should be noted that air temperatures on April 29th dropped below 5oC during the
survey and as such conditions became unsuitable for detecting calling amphibians. In
2019, April and early May were uncommonly cool resulting in poor conditions for
completing calling surveys during the initial survey window”.

[see attached review by Terrestrial Biologist Sarah Mainguy, North South Environmental,
attached]

It is very clear that the sensitive and diverse ecological features of the site and
surrounding area have not been adequately studied. As a result, no decision can be
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made at this point regarding the feasibility of the project, or the adequacy of any
mitigation proposed.

14.  OBJECTION: Inadequate Dust Control & Calcium Chloride Study
Calcium chloride, which emanates from quarry dust, poses serious health concerns.
The prevailing winds at the side go from west to east. This means that the river valley,
Ball’s Bridge and three residences that are downwind and in close proximity to the
proposed quarry would significantly be affected by winds and dust emanating from the
quarry. The LSG application fails to conduct an adequate dust control and calcium
chloride study.

We are concerned that fine particulate matter originating from pits and quarries is a
known carcinogen.  We are concerned about the impacts to human health of extraction
and hauling of aggregate.  No air quality study has been provided to residents for peer
review, which is a significant shortcoming.

15. OBJECTION: Inadequate Measures to Protect the Wetland

The Wetland (referred to as a “swamp” in LSG’s application) has not given Provincially
Significant status, unlike the woodland approximately 100m away, from which it was
once likely severed.

However, according to the Huron Natural Heritage Plan Technical Document (p. 18-25),
the wetland would now be considered significant by virtue of its character, size, proximity
to significant woodland and by virtue of being an amphibian breeding habitat.
Amphibians, frogs, and other small animals currently cross the fields to other areas. The
wetland is also functionally a part of the adjacent woodland given its observed use by
wildlife. If so, then it too would enjoy a minimum 50m setback preventing site alteration.

The Huron County Aggregate Resource Strategy 2005 (pp. 22,30) advocates a much
larger buffer zone, of 120m, even for “locally significant wetlands.” As such, a 50m
setback should be regarded as a very bare minimum. This would prevent the species
that live in this area from being cut off from the surrounding habitat and the wildlife
corridor. It would also prevent the drying out of the water when grade goes below the
water table on which species and wildlife feed.

According Ms Mainguy:

“ The isolation of the thicket swamp feature in the centre of the site (identified as
Significant Woodland and may be Significant Wildlife Habitat), as a result of
quarrying around the feature, is not in compliance with provincial policies that
state significant features should be connected. We do not concur with
RiverStone’s assessment that the quarry provides the same connectivity function
as farmland. During operation, quarry activities (noise, light, changes in
topography, etc.), can be expected to affect movement if linkages are not
retained.” [see attached review by Terrestrial Biologist Sarah Mainguy, North
South Environmental]
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The loss of significant wildlife passages is a major concern for residents that must be
addressed.

16. OBJECTION:  Rehabilitation - “Agricultural areas”

According to the Applicant’s report:

“8.0 PROGRESSIVE AND FINAL REHABILITATION

“The rehabilitation of this property will be to ponds/wetland, pastureland with
agricultural areas as shown on the Site Plans.

“Rehabilitation of the site will create two open water ponds (total 9.65 ha), wetland
areas around the shoreline (4.5 ha) and agricultural upland area (8.75 hectares) for a
total of 22.9 hectares. The balance of the licensed area, outside of the extraction
limit, will remain in agricultural and rural use”.

There has been no consultation with local residents concerning the rehabilitation of the
site.

17. OBJECTION: Noise
LSG has not provided sufficient proof that noise from its trucks, excavators or other
equipment will not adversely affect wildlife including fish, birds, or even humans living in
the area. Tourists and residents alike will not enjoy the peace and tranquility with the
quarry operations under way.

Additionally, the hours of operations for the quarry are from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday to
Friday as well as on Saturdays 7- 12 pm. These are long hours of work and there will be
a significant loss of enjoyment in the evenings and weekends from the use of the lands.
We note the Township’s motto on its website: “An oasis of quiet country and cottage life.”
With such activities in place, the Township will lose its stated character.

18. OBJECTION: We object to the Main Entrance onto Little Lakes Road, and to the
scrap, storage and parking area being inside the entrance.

19. OBJECTION: We object to the Contradiction on site plan for phase “B” which states
that “ AREA 2 SHALL REMAIN UNDISTURBED AND IN AGRICULTURAL USE.“

This traffic flow cannot be possible since this would mean that trucks would travel
directly across “Area 2” and onto Little Lakes Road.

18. OBJECTION: There is a lack of specific information about crushing machines and
where they will be located in the application
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19. OBJECTION: 10 meter buffer from tree drip line is inadequate and in violation of
ACW TWP Zoning 3.7.  “The property immediately to the west, and all the neighbouring
land to the East, South and

Southwest of Part 3, is mapped both as “Provincially Significant Woodland” and as
“Significant Wildlife Habitat.” ACW Twp Zoning s.3.7 requires a 50m setback for
Provincially Significant Woodland, prohibiting site alteration within that setback. The
same Zoning provision also specifies a lower setback, 15m, applying to adjacent AG1
property. If the land comes to be rezoned, the AG1 standard would no longer apply: the
greater 50m standard set by the Twp’s zoning by-law would then apply.

21. OBJECTION - No Assessment on Property Values

22. OBJECTION: Failure to Address Loss of Farmland/Agricultural Land

In Conclusion, we strongly object to the proposal to install a huge gravel pit in the heart
of the Little Lakes area that will be below the water table.   The application and its
studies do not adequately address the concerns of our large and varied community.

Friends of Ball’s Bridge & Little Lakes
38270A Little Lakes Road R.R. #4

Goderich, Ontario
N7A 3Y1
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