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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The land use planning system in Ontario frequently alludes to pursuing sustainability and
strives for a balanced approach to development in the province. Development that is sustainable
is to balance economic, socio-cultural, and environmental objectives. In the case of aggregates
extraction this is much easier said than done, and pursuing sustainability in managing aggregates
extraction can sometimes translate into conflicting priorities.
This report is an investigation into the events of a proposed aggregates quarry in the
Flamborough region of the City of Hamilton, Ontario. These events serve as a case example of
the aggregates management system in the Province of Ontario. This report will consider the
Ontario aggregates management system through the case of the proposed Flamborough quarry.
This report asks what can be learned from the events of the proposed Flamborough Quarry and
some of the related aggregates planning and management processes to build an improved
understanding of sustainable development as it relates to mineral aggregate resource
management in southern Ontario.
The quarry was initially proposed in 2004 by Lowndes Holdings Corporation; it proposed
a 67 hectare extraction area that would extend up to 34 metres deep, with potential to extract up
to 3 million tonnes of material every year. The quarry was proposed for a quiet rural area, at the
corner of 11th Concession East and Milburough Line. Lowndes filed for an official plan
amendment and a zoning by-law amendment that would change the designations on the property
from rural, agricultural, and conservation management to extractive industrial. In 2006 Lowndes
Holdings Corporation was purchased by St Marys Cement Group, a subsidiary of a multinational
construction materials conglomerate.
The local community rose up in opposition to the proposed quarry almost immediately,
forming a grass-roots citizen’s advocacy group known as the Friends of Rural Communities and
the Environment – FORCE. The community group resolved to oppose the proposal at a
professional level, hiring their own consultants, scientists, and legal support and raising over half
a million dollars in funds. The community’s concerns included the safety of their drinking water,
the dangers of truck traffic, the nuisances of noise, dust, and vibrations from blasting, and the
overall loss of quality of life.
In 2010 the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing intervened in the process
with a Minister’s Zoning Order (MZO), issued under the Planning Act. The MZO denies any
changes to the current zoning, effectively halting the application process. This report will
consider the events up to and including the issuance of the MZO. Since then the proponent has
appealed the decision to the Ontario Municipal Board. If the Board upholds the MZO it signals a
major victory for the quarry’s opponents, but also a multi-million dollar sunk cost to St Marys.
To learn about the Ontario aggregates management system through the events of the
proposed Flamborough quarry this report conducts a document review and themed analysis using
i

a combined framework based on sustainability assessment frameworks from both academics and
industry professionals. The document review will examine data from multiple sources including
media articles, professional reports and studies, government documents, and academic literature.
The criteria for the themed analysis were based on a condensed adaptation of work from
two sources. The first source is Dr. Robert Gibson’s work on criteria for sustainability
assessment. The second source is the sustainability assessment framework developed by the
North American branch of Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development (MMSD-NA) – a
mining industry coalition formed to guide the industry towards sustainable practices. Criteria
from both sources were selected and arranged into coordinated groups, based on a preliminary
review of the data. Based on Gibson’s criteria the final ten themes can be grouped into two broad
categories: Socio-Ecological Civility and Democratic Governance, and Socio-Ecological
Systems Integrity. Four select MMSD-NA categories nest within Gibson’s two categories, these
MMSD-NA categories consist of: Institutional Arrangements and Governance, Engagement,
Environment, and People. Each of these categories holds several specific objectives for a project
to demonstrate the pursuit of sustainability. These objectives form the themes for the document
review.
The results of the analysis demonstrate that, while there are some positive aspects to the
Ontario aggregates management system, it is a long way from the goal of demonstrating a pursuit
of sustainability. The province succeeds in ensuring institutional arrangements and governance
systems are capable of acting in accordance with sustainable objectives. The province also
demonstrates the movement towards policy, plans, programs and legislation that are reflective of
sustainability. There is very little attention to proper engagement and public consultation within
the aggregates management system and this is reflected in the system’s general lack of
consideration for community interests, public well-being, or accounting for social or cultural
interests. Finally, consideration for the integrity of the environment and, more importantly,
socio-ecological systems, is lacklustre. The rules and regulations within the system require a
good deal of attention to protecting the environment, but the process often falls short of truly
pursuing the long term well-being of these systems, and there is a clear lack of sensitivity to the
complex systemic implications of the impacts of aggregates extraction.
Based on the analysis of the events of the proposed Flamborough quarry and the evidence
of a pursuit of sustainable development and the selected objectives this report makes several
recommendations to improve the Ontario aggregates planning and management system. First, the
province should institute an early screening process for all aggregates applications. The process
would be based on collaboratively developed criteria for what constitute an acceptable
aggregates development in Ontario. Second, the province should undertake a strategic
environmental assessment (SEA) of the entire aggregates management system. An SEA for the
aggregates system would involve bringing all relevant stakeholders together, whether formally or
informally, in an equitable, inclusive, and transparent manner to reconsider and develop all
necessary policies, plans and programs for the aggregates management system.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION & CONTEXT
This report will examine the events of an aggregates quarry proposed for development in the
Flamborough region, a part of the amalgamated City of Hamilton, Ontario. Lowndes Holdings
initially proposed the project in 2004 and filed for an Official Plan amendment and Zoning Bylaw amendment with the City of Hamilton, but sold the property and project in 2006 to St Marys
Cement Group, a subsidiary of Votorantim Cimentos, a multinational producer of construction
materials. Members of the local community near the site opposed the quarry from the beginning,
concerned about the safety of their drinking water, the dangers of truck traffic, the nuisances of
noise, dust, and vibrations from blasting, and the overall loss of quality of life. The Ontario
Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing intervened in 2010 with a Minister’s Zoning Order
(MZO), superseding the local municipal zoning and freezing the current zoning, halting the
application process and marking a major victory for opponents of the quarry.
One of the challenges in planning for aggregate resource extraction is that, because the final
product is low cost, purchased in large volumes and very heavy, producers and consumers both
want to minimize transportation distance, locating as close as possible to the final market. This
saves costs for both producers and consumers, and also reduces transportation-related
greenhouse gas emissions. The challenge with the ‘close to market’ strategy is that communities
are rarely inclined to accept a quarry in their backyard and frequently oppose them.
The purpose of this report will be to understand what can be learned from the events of the
proposed Flamborough Quarry and some of the related planning and management processes to
build an improved understanding of sustainable development as it relates to mineral aggregate
resource management in southern Ontario.
1

1.1 The Proposed Flamborough Quarry
On September 28, 2004 Lowndes Holdings Corp. (Lowndes) submitted applications for an
amendment to the Official Plan (OPA) and Zoning By-law (ZBA) of the former Township of
Flamborough (now a part of the amalgamated City of Hamilton), near the eastern municipal
boundary with the Region of Halton. The requested change is from “Rural” to “Extractive
Industrial” in the Official Plan (OP) and a change from “Agricultural” & “Conservation
Management” to “Extractive Industrial” in the Zoning By-law (City of Hamilton, Planning &
Development Department, Development & Real Estate Division, 2005). The amendments would
permit an amabel dolostone quarry (one of the most durable aggregates materials available in
southern Ontario) on a 154 hectare (380 acre) parcel of land, with a proposed excavation area of
approximately 67 hectares (166 acres) and potential extraction volumes of 3 million tonnes of
material every year (St. Marys Cement, 2008). The lots for the proposed quarry front on the
north side of the 11th Concession Road East and West of Milburough Line (refer to Figures 1, 2
and 3, page 3).
Current land uses surrounding the site include residential homes (including the Timberrun Court
subdivision, and Bronte Creek Estate Condominium Estates (McGuinness, 2004)), barns and
agricultural fields. The site also features a provincially significant wetland – the Lower
Mountsberg Swamp Complex – as well as various waterways and is predominantly wooded. The
surrounding land uses include some rural residential on all four sides, some agricultural uses to
the west and south, and a spread of wooded/vegetated areas that extend across the site and
further east. Refer to Figures 4 – 9, page 6, for some images from the site and its surroundings.
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Figure 1 - SMC Flamborough Quarry Context Map (image courtesy of Google Earth, 2011). SMC Flamborough Quarry identified in orange. Regional context and land
use identified including roads, agricultural areas and wooded areas. The Flamborough quarry is located in the Protected Countryside Area of the Greenbelt, but not
within the Niagara Escarpment Plan Area or the Oak Ridges Moraine.
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Figure 2 - SMC Flamborough Quarry Overhead (image courtesy of Google Earth, 2011). SMC Flamborough Quarry identified in orange, with surrounding land uses
shown including forested areas, residential subdivisions, and agricultural land.
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Figure 3 - SMC Flamborough Quarry Close-Up (image courtesy of Google Earth, 2011). SMC Flamborough Quarry and surrounding lands and roads – Milburough Line
(in yellow) and 11th Concession E.

Figure 4 – Farmland on the site of the proposed quarry

Figure 5 – Active farmland on the site of the proposed quarry
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Figure 6 - Corn fields on the site of the proposed quarry

Figure 7 - Intersection of Concession 11 East (left) and Milburough Line (right)
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Figure 8 - Sign along Concession 11 E, near proposed quarry site

Figure 9 - FORCE sign at intersection of Concession 11 E and Milburough Line
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The local residents opposed the quarry, as soon as Lowndes Holdings announced their plans for
the development (Cornish, 2004). Locals organized themselves into a non-profit, advocacy group
to protect their community from the proposed quarry and to represent the community’s views to
local and provincial planning authorities. The advocacy group, known as Friends of Rural
Communities and the Environment (FORCE), quickly mobilized community resources and
began educating themselves about the proposed quarry, its potential impacts on their quality of
life, and how they could become involved in opposing the proposal. The community quickly
began raising funds, with residents typically contributing $500 each and local businesses up to
$5,000, based on the expectation that costs to properly oppose the proponent could reach up to
$100,000 every year (FORCE, 2004). What started as a collection of concerned neighbours to
the proposed quarry quickly became a grassroots movement of local residents and businesses,
with a membership roster reaching upwards of 1,200 and leadership including a former
Microsoft Corp. executive, an environmental consultant that had served as chief of staff to a
former Ontario environment minister, and the vice-chair of the Greenbelt Foundation
(McGuinness, 2009). FORCE resolved: (a) to engage the proponent and the government at every
possible point within the process, and (b) to oppose the quarry at the same professional level as
the proponent, hiring their own consultants to review proponent studies and undertake their own
assessments. The community worked closely with their local municipal councillor, Ms. Margaret
McCarthy, who also came forward early in the process as being opposed to the proposal
(Cornish, 2004).
Upon receipt of Lowndes’ application for an OPA and ZBA the City of Hamilton contracted an
Aggregates Planning Advisor, and several other consultants to act as their peer review team. The
City also resolved that the proponent would be required to cover the cost of all city-initiated peer
9

reviews of their reports and applications. Furthermore, the city coordinated the formation of its
own technical review team, the Combined Aggregates Review Team (CART), with
representatives from all affected stakeholders, including:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conservation Halton
Halton Region
Town of Milton
City of Burlington
Niagara Escarpment Commission
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Ministry of Natural Resources
Ministry of the Environment
Ministry of Transportation
Hamilton-Wentworth District School Board
Hamilton-Wentworth Catholic District School Board
Hamilton-Wentworth Federation of Agriculture
City of Hamilton Departments

The proponent agreed to cover costs related to the peer review. This agreement continued
subsequent to St Marys purchase of the property from Lowndes (City of Hamilton, 2005).
Lowndes Holdings continued with the application until mid-2006, at which point they were
purchased by St Marys Cement. From the community’s perspective this changed very little: they
were still opposed to the proposed quarry and stood fast in their opinion that the site was not
suitable for a quarry. The change in ownership did raise concerns for the community in terms of
their ability to sustain their opposition for the duration of the process, considering the
proponent’s vast resources. St Marys, being a part of a multinational corporation, could be
assumed to have very deep pockets, implying a long and costly battle ahead for the community.
The key issues for the community, as presented by FORCE, include: the protection of the
groundwater that all residents in the area depend on for their drinking water, the protection of
10

natural features and wildlife habitat both on the property and on adjacent properties, the risks and
hazards of the potential increase in truck traffic and the cost of road maintenance and
improvements, and finally the overall decrease in quality of life for the rural community due to
the related noise, dust, and nuisance of the quarry (FORCE, 2006), (O'Hara, 2008).
There were three key processes that comprised the majority of the events related to the proposal
where the community regularly engaged in opposing the project. These three will feature
prominently in the forthcoming analysis. Two of these processes ran more or less simultaneously
between 2006 and 2009. The first was the proponent’s attempt at mitigating impacts on the local
water supply and raised a number of issues related to groundwater protection. The second was
the proponent’s efforts to identify a suitable haul route for quarry truck traffic which also raised
many issues for the community. The third process started in 2009 when St Marys submitted their
application to MNR for a license to extract aggregate material. The application was for a “Class
‘A’, category 2” aggregates license under the Aggregate Resources Act, to extract up to 3 million
tonnes of material per year (St Marys Cement Inc., 2009).
1.1.1 Issues with groundwater and the Permit to Take Water (PTTW)
St Marys proposed a groundwater recirculation system (GRS) as a means of mitigating the
impacts of quarry dewatering1. This required studying the hydrogeology of the area and testing
the viability of the proposed GRS. In order to do this St Marys had to apply for a Permit to Take
Water (PTTW) from the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). The PTTW would allow St Marys
to draw a certain volume of water for a certain period of time to perform their studies and tests.

Quarries with depth that extend below the water table have to pump the water out from the quarry to keep the pit dry,
resulting in an overall reduction in the volume of groundwater available within the vicinity of the quarry and potentially within
the entire aquifer (Goodquarry, 2010).
11

11

The community strongly opposed this, even going so far as to have their legal representatives
issue a “stand down” notice to St Marys on the day they were to begin tests, as FORCE was
seeking leave to appeal the PTTW to the Environmental Review Tribunal of Ontario (ERT)
(Cornish, 2008). St Marys proceeded with their tests and submitted them for review to MOE,
who concluded the test performed in July 2008 generated unacceptable data due to high rainfall
before and during the tests (FORCE, 2008). St Marys never did complete the tests and the
question of mitigating the effects of quarry dewatering lacks any conclusive answer.
The community continued to fight the proponent on the issues of taking any groundwater for
testing a theoretical mitigation tool like the GRS, but especially in light of the frequent water
shortages in nearby communities like Carlisle. Carlisle regularly experiences summer water use
restrictions and the quarry property is within the drawing reach of the Carlisle municipal well
system (Phillips, 2005; Cavanagh, 2005).
1.1.2 Issues with establishing a haul route
The second process that carried on from 2007 to 2010 was the search for a suitable haul route.
The City of Hamilton and the CART led the development of terms of reference to guide the
process, designed to mirror the Class Environmental Assessment process for roads (CART,
2007). Among the many requirements in the terms of reference for determining a suitable haul
route is the requirement for several Public Information Centre (PIC) sessions. These were to
present information to the public, gather feedback on their concerns and engage them on
choosing between alternative routes, creating evaluation criteria, and assessing the potential
routes (Dillon Consulting, 2006).
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The community had many concerns related to quarry truck traffic, and took advantage of every
opportunity to make their concerns known. St Marys did not endear themselves to the public
with the first PIC however. Issues included failing to meet minimum notification requirements,
distance from the actual site, and the format of the session (FORCE, 2007). Following the
meeting the CART sent a letter of issues and concerns that arose from the PIC, including
instances of the proponent failing to abide by the terms of reference (CART, 2007). Early in
2008, at the third PIC, as the proponent’s consultants were trying to lead an evaluation exercise
with prepared materials, over 150 attendees walked out on the session, led by Councillor
Margaret McCarthy. She built up to the walkout by declaring at the meeting that “it’s not in
anyone’s interest to complete the workbook or subject themselves to two-and-a-half hours of
behavioural engineering” (McGuinness, 2008). She also argued the process was not inclusive
enough and, speaking about the haul route workbooks provided by the proponent at the meeting,
“these workbooks, and the programmed responses that they are designed to elicit, will never
serve any beneficial purpose to us. They will, most certainly, be used to our disadvantage.”
(Cornish, 2008). Preparations for establishing a haul route were met with regular opposition from
the community, who took every opportunity to point out all the reasons the quarry did not belong
at the corner of Concession 11 and Milburough Line.
1.1.3 The Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) Application
By the end of 2008 St Marys was ready to submit their application to the MNR for a license
under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA). The MNR declared the initial application package
incomplete and required St Marys to address the gaps and resubmit, which they did in midFebruary, 2009. The MNR accepted their second submission on March 3, 2009 and directed St
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Marys to advance to the next step of the application process2. Both the MNR and the MOE made
a preliminary review of the application package and came up with a list of concerns, including
but not limited to:

•
•
•
•

Protection of key natural heritage features, such as provincially significant
wetlands and woodlands,
Protection of threatened or endangered species, such as the butternut tree and the
Whip-poor-will,
Replacing habitat lost from development of the site, and
A lack of information on the ability of the proposed Groundwater Recirculation
System (GRS) to mitigate quarry impacts. (Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, 2009)

Ministry representatives concluded that “the ministry is not in a position to support the license at
this time” (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009, p. 7). To complicate matters for St
Marys, their PTTW expired in June of 2009, shortly after receiving the MNR’s comments on
their application. Without a PTTW St Marys was unable to demonstrate the ability of their
proposed GRS to mitigate the effects of quarry dewatering. Part of the ARA licensing process
also allows for individuals to present their objection to the proposal, including any member of
the public. Over 1,200 letters of objection were sent from local citizens, mostly through FORCE.
The process allows the proponent a chance to address these objections and reply to the
individuals. And again, after St. Marys had responded to the initial objections, more than 900
letters re-confirming the same objections were submitted, stating that the proponent had not
adequately addressed the concerns raised by objectors (Flamborough Review, 2010)3. By spring

While the ARA licensing process is important to understand the sequence of events, St Marys application was halted relatively
early in the process due to the MZO. It is not a simple process; fortunately FORCE provided a simplified explanation of the
process for the community, which is included here in Appendix A (FORCE, 2009).

2

For more detail on the specific timing requirements of objections and public involvement in the ARA licensing process please
refer to Appendix A.

3
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of 2010 it seemed St Marys was no closer to winning the support of provincial ministries for
their proposed quarry than when they purchased Lowndes Holdings in 2006.
1.1.4 The Minister’s Zoning Order (MZO)
In April of 2010, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing issued Ontario Regulation
138/10, a Minister’s Zoning Order (MZO) for the site of the proposed Flamborough Quarry. The
MZO restricts the use of the land to whatever uses, buildings, or structures existed at the date of
the order, and any uses or buildings that are permitted by the applicable zoning by-laws that were
in place at the date of the order (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing, 2010). The
MZO essentially freezes the current zoning on the specific site and prevents any significant new
construction or development. The MZO came from then-Minister Jim Bradley, of the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, under the authority of section 47 of the Planning Act4. As a
result of the MZO the Rural official plan designation and the Agriculture and Conservation
Management zoning remain in effect; local authorities are currently unable to change the zoning
until the MZO is removed from the site.

Only the Minister of Municipal of Affairs & Housing has the authority to issue a Minister’s Zoning Order under the Planning
Act, although the management of aggregate resources and licensing of aggregates extraction is under the mandate of the Ministry

4

of Natural Resources. Proponents often must navigate the provincial land use planning system concurrently with the licensing
system for any aggregates extraction site.
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1.2 Timeline of Events and Legislative Changes
Table 1, below, illustrates some of the key events of the proposed Flamborough Quarry. It is not
a comprehensive summary, but a selection. The many legislative changes that also took place at
the same time as the approvals process for the proposed quarry are also shown in tandem with
the key events. This format illustrates the changing policy context that decision makers and
community members faced during the years of the events of the proposed quarry, particularly
early on, from 2004 – 2006.
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The Strong Communities
(Planning Amendment) Act
(Bill 26)

2004

Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe

Greenbelt Act & Plan

Places to Grow Act

Rural Hamilton Official Plan

Clean Water Act

2005 Provincial Policy
Statement

2006

Planning and Conservation
Land Statute Law
Amendment Act, 2006
(Bill 51)

2005

2007
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2008

October: MOE rejects
results from St Marys
phase 1 pump tests

July: FORCE files leave to
appeal PTTW, issues “stand
down” letter to St Marys

Urban Hamilton Official
Plan - not yet approved

2009

June: St Marys PTTW
expires, with all phases
incomplete

December: Second PIC for July: MOE issues PTTW; 4.5
haul routes
million litres/day maximum

October: Lowndes begins
initial studies on site

February: St Marys
successfully resubmits
ARA application. Refuses
MOE order to redo phase 1
water tests

February: City of Hamilton
passes motion for source
water protection
requirements for PTTW

June: First PIC held for
quarry haul routes

October: Application for a
PTTW submitted to MOE

October: E. coli found in
municipal well water

September: Lowndes
submits OPA/ZBA to City of
Hamilton

2010

April: City of Hamilton
council unanimously
approves motion to stop
evaluating St Marys
application

2008
2009
2010
January: St Marys
April: Minister of Municipal
January: Third PIC for haul
routes; 150+ walk out on submits ARA application to Affairs & Housing issues
public meeting
MNR. Judged incomplete
MZO. Freezes current
zoning.

2007
February: FORCE applies
for review of aggregates
system under EBR

2006
June: St. Marys Cement
purchases property from
Lowndes Holdings

2005
June: Hamilton staff
initiate peer review of
proponent studies

2004
May: initial rumours of
proposal surface

Table 1 - Timeline of key events and legislative changes related to the proposed SMC Flamborough Quarry.

KEY EVENTS

LEGISLATION & POLICY

1.3 Aggregates management – practice and theory
An improved understanding of sustainability in planning and managing aggregate resources in
Ontario requires understanding the current system – the policies, plans, and legislation – and
some of the academic and theoretical considerations. Despite the regular conflicts between local
residents and quarry proponents, aggregates are very important to Ontarians. The aggregates
industry in the Province of Ontario (including primary, mid-stream, related, and final uses)
contributes billions of dollars to provincial Gross Domestic Product. Initial extraction and
production of aggregates accounts for an estimated 16,600 full time jobs while over 18,300 full
time jobs account for the downstream end-users of aggregate products (2007 estimates) (Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). It is a major piece of the Province’s economic engine.
Much of daily life in Ontario involves use of aggregate materials and is often taken for granted:
aggregates are found in public roads, used for transportation, they are essential for constructing
major energy generation projects, and nearly all buildings, including homes, schools and
hospitals. Aggregates even provide some value in achieving environmental objectives, such as
landscape restoration and water quality treatment.
1.3.1 Ontario Policy & Legislative Context
The proposed Flamborough quarry is subject to a variety of legislation and policies, including
both the land use planning system and the Ministry of Natural Resources’ (MNR) aggregate
management system. The MNR applies the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA); under this
legislation and related regulations MNR licenses and manages quarry development or expansion.
Development of a quarry is still subject to the land use planning system, and therefore to relevant
legislation such as the Planning Act, the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), any provincial plans
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and their related legislation – in this case the Greenbelt Plan, as enabled by the Greenbelt Act,
2005 – and any local official plans.
The timing of the proposal was unique; it coincided with a number of substantive legislative and
policy changes within the Ontario planning system. For example, in 2002 the Oak Ridges
Moraine Conservation Act was passed, building on the existing environmental protection that
was in place through the Niagara Escarpment Planning & Development Act and its related plan
and commission (Whitelaw, Jamieson, Francis, & Ruttan, 2008). Between 2004 and 2006 the
Province passed the Places to Grow Act, 2005, the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe, 2006, and the Greenbelt Plan, 2005. Each of these played an important role in
shaping urban expansion, environmental protection and resource management around Lake
Ontario in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. Furthermore, in 2004 MMAH passed The Strong
Communities (Planning Amendment) Act (Bill 26), in 2005 they released the updated Provincial
Policy Statement (PPS 2005), and in 2006 the Planning and Conservation Land Statute Law
Amendment Act (Bill 51). The Clean Water Act, released in 2006, instituted the legal
requirements for drinking water source protection plans, to be produced and in effect by 2012 by
all Conservation Authorities in southern Ontario. Finally, the City of Hamilton released their
Rural Official Plan in 2006 and submitted the Urban Official Plan to MMAH for approval in
2009; combined they represent the first Official Plan for all of amalgamated Hamilton, replacing
the former seven individual OPs.
The proposal is subject to the 1997 PPS as the application was made on Sept. 28, 2004, shortly
before the 2005 PPS was approved. Ontario Regulation 385/04 (amended by O. Reg. 63/05)
addresses issues of applications for official plan amendments or zoning by-law amendments
made during the transition period between the 1997 PPS and the 2005 PPS. Applications made
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prior to February 28, 2005 are subject to the less stringent “shall have regard to” requirement
rather than the stricter “shall be consistent with” policies of the PPS. Furthermore, on February
28, 2005 the Province also filed O. Reg. 61/05, which subjects certain applications to the policies
of the Greenbelt Plan even though they were made before the plan came into effect. Mineral
aggregate extraction applications for an OPA that were made during the year between December
16, 2003 and 2004, and where no decision was made prior to February 28, 2005 are subject to
the Greenbelt Plan. Because Lowndes filed on Sept. 28, 2004, their applications are subject to
the Greenbelt Plan (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2005; City of Hamilton,
Planning & Development Department, Development & Real Estate Division, 2005).
Ontario provincial policy on aggregates has evolved over the last few decades in tandem with the
Province’s interest in issues of planning, conservation, resource management, and even
sustainable development. Baker, Slanz, Summerville (2000) provide an excellent overview of the
evolution of the policy network for construction aggregates, describing it as “a power struggle
between municipal interests…against provincial control.” For the Province of Ontario, the
responsibility for aggregates lies within the mandate of the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR); however the policy tools that have been used to implement its control have varied
through the years. Prior to the 1970s regulation of quarrying activities fell to municipalities,
usually through their Official Plans and more directly through the zoning by-laws. In 1971 the
Pits & Quarries Control Act was passed, assigning licensing powers to the MNR, marking the
beginning of the shift of control to the Province. This shift continued as, in the mid 1980s, the
Province issued its Mineral Aggregate Resources Policy Statement (MARPS), stressing the
importance of provincial guidance in the management of aggregate resources. The MARPS, in
addressing provincial interests, speaks to meeting consumer demand within the Province at a
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reasonable cost. Later in the 1980s the Aggregate Resource Act was introduced, replacing and
strengthening provincial powers from the Pits & Quarries Control Act (Baker, Slanz, &
Summerville, 2000). Recently the MARPS has been incorporated into the one comprehensive
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The PPS is written to comprehensively set forth the
province’s position on land use planning issues. It serves to guide partner ministries,
municipalities and landowners in critical areas of provincial interest as they relate to land use.
The Province’s current stance on aggregate resource management can be gleaned from a number
of provincial plans and policy statements. The 2005 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), in
section 2.5.1 states that “Mineral aggregate resources shall be protected for long-term use.”
Furthermore, in 2.5.2.1 the PPS states that “As much of the mineral aggregate resources as is
realistically possible shall be made available as close to markets as possible”, and this is
immediately followed with “Extraction shall be undertaken in a manner which minimizes social
and environmental impacts” in section 2.5.2.2. Remaining sections address the need to protect
the resource from development or activities that would preclude their use (Ontario Ministry of
Municipal Affairs & Housing, 2005).
While the PPS is the foremost set of policies for guiding provincial actions across ministries as
they relate to community planning, the Province has also implemented other provincial plans,
including the Greenbelt Plan, 2005, and the Places to Grow Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe, 2006. The Greenbelt plan places strict requirements on what parts of the natural
heritage system must be protected from extraction, but allows for extraction within the
Greenbelt, provided it minimizes negative impacts and avoids those significant areas.
Furthermore, the Greenbelt plan reiterates the same message as the PPS when it states, “the
availability of aggregates close to market is important both for economic and environmental
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reasons” (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing, 2005). The section on mineral
aggregate resources in the Places to Grow plan is much more succinct than in the Greenbelt plan
given the Growth Plan’s focus on growth management as opposed to protection of natural
heritage features, as is the case with the Greenbelt Plan. Section 4.2.3 of the Places to Grow Plan
states that the provincial government, in tandem with stakeholders will work to identify
significant mineral aggregate resources for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and will “develop a
long-term strategy for ensuring the wise use, conservation, availability and management” of
these resources (Ontario Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, 2006).
The Province purports to seek to balance economic, environmental, and social well-being.
Section 1.0 of the PPS (2005) states “Ontario’s long-term prosperity, environmental health and
social well-being depend on wisely managing change and promoting efficient land use and
development patterns. Efficient land use and development patterns support strong, liveable and
healthy communities, protect the environment and public health and safety, and facilitate
economic growth.” Furthermore, in the Greenbelt Plan, one of the goals of the plan, as stated in
section 1.2.2.5 (c) is the “provision and availability and sustainable use of those resources critical
to the region’s social, environmental, economic and growth needs”. Both of these sections speak
to the Province’s objective of simultaneously meeting the goals of economic growth and
environmental health and social well-being. These are the conventional three core pillars of
Sustainable Development, and are typically said to be interdependent and mutually reinforcing
(Owens, 1997; Gibson R. B., 2005; United Nations General Assembly, 2005). But the events of
the proposed Flamborough quarry would lead us to believe that, in terms of aggregate resource
extraction, they may not be so mutually reinforcing after all.
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1.3.2 A Review of Aggregate resource management and Sustainability Literature
There is a marked tension between the demands for close-to-market aggregate materials and the
local community opposition to the presence of quarries. Communities regularly oppose a
quarry’s negative externalities like noise, dust, blasting vibrations, and truck traffic. There is also
an increasing concern for the effects of quarries on the natural environment (Owens, 1997;
Bloodworth, Scott, & McEvoy, 2009; Binstock & Carter-Whitney, 2011). Close-to-market
extraction and processing of aggregates is increasingly seen as a threat to local social well-being,
and a threat to natural features, regardless of proximity to communities. Despite this opposition
the advantages of extraction close-to-market (and therefore close to people) remain:
economically, the advantage is to extract as close as possible to the final market, and
environmentally, the further the material must be hauled, the greater the risk of environmental
damage from transportation systems and vehicle emissions.
The Environmental Commissioner of Ontario (ECO) regularly describes this tension in his
annual reports. The 2005-2006 Report highlights this conflict between natural heritage features,
like the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Niagara Escarpment, and the demand for aggregates from
those same features – two of the best sources of quality aggregate material in all of Ontario. The
requirements of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) are such that municipalities are dictated to
provide access to aggregate deposits wherever they may be found, and simultaneously requiring
them to maintain linkages among surface water features, hydrologic functions, and other natural
heritage features and areas. The clear result of this duality in policy is that “the siting and
expansion of pits and quarries in southern Ontario is becoming increasingly controversial”
(ECO, 2006, pp. 38-39). In the 2006-2007 report the ECO describes these as two “irreconcilable
priorities”. (ECO, 2007, p. 18)
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The tension that exists in planning for aggregate extraction is well noted in academic literature.
Kellett (1995) discusses the duelling pressures from rapid population growth and resistance to
local aggregate extraction in the United Kingdom, saying “the concentration of population in the
South East [of the UK] has also restricted the extraction of sand and gravel within the region by
the sterilization…as a result of both urban development and pressures for amenity conservation”.
This is the very problem that Ontario has tried to avoid through its succession of policies
favouring the protection of aggregate resources (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing, 2005; Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). There is great value in extracting
the aggregate resource close to the final market – because (a) it reduces the cost of transportation
for the industry and results in lower prices for the end consumer, (b) the lower transportation
distance means less environmental damage from truck greenhouse gas emissions – however local
communities and municipalities are often very resistant to new quarries in their neighbourhoods.
Dust, truck activity, and noise are some of the most often cited concerns of local citizens
(Wernstedt, 2000) though there are often other concerns about the impact on local natural
heritage features and even effects on drinking water – one of the key concerns for the
Flamborough community. Kellett sagely notes that the reality of aggregates extraction is that the
dilemma is not necessarily resolved when one group of citizens succeeds in blocking a quarry
from their community. The company will simply look elsewhere to conduct its business; shifting
the problem does not solve it.
Chambers and Sandberg (2007) present an interesting analysis of the condition of the aggregate
industry in Ontario, particularly in the vicinity of the town of Caledon, an area close to the
proposed Flamborough quarry. They call on the peripheralization thesis from Blowers and Leroy
(1994), which states that places already economically or environmentally disadvantaged tend to
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reproduce this disadvantage over time, and that successful resistance to any unwanted land use
depends on a unified front, forged by local elites. Chambers and Sandberg describe how both the
Province of Ontario – through its policies and legislation – and the mineral aggregate resource
industry – through its powerful marketing and lobbyist engines – have gained sufficient control
to dictate to local municipalities the locating of quarries, to the point of the peripheralization of
those municipalities. The authors describe how the recent influx of educated elites from the
Greater Toronto Area (GTA) to the rural area near Caledon has provided the necessary
opposition to prevent the locating of new quarries. The authors note the community’s myopia in
celebrating when a quarry is stopped as the actions of the quarry industry are “constrained by the
broader provincial goal of producing sufficient aggregate for the provincial demand. Even if
successful, the town will have to accommodate extraction somewhere else, or, if this is not
possible, extraction will affect a more distant community” (Chambers & Sandberg, 2007). The
answer, as postulated by many authors (Kellett, 1995; Baker, Slanz, Summerville, 2001; Owens,
1997), is to address the battle, not so much directly against local new quarries, but against the
quality and extent of urban growth and the form of development that the aggregates industry
promotes.
Demand management – the exercise of reducing the demand for primary aggregates – is often
pointed to as the key to sustainable non-renewable resource policies, including aggregates
(Kellett, 1995). There is some debate as to whether aggregates should be considered a nonrenewable resource given that they are not destroyed in use, as is the case with fossil fuels, but
can be recycled, and there is a vast amount of untouched aggregate material all over the planet.
Regardless, scarcity of aggregates material is not the impetus for demand management, but
rather concern for the preservation of the natural environment, and an effort to resolve the
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tension just described. Owens (1997, p. 91) describes how the rhetoric of sustainable
development “places emphasis on ‘needs’ rather than demands and on the modification,
moderation and perhaps even reduction of the latter.” Perhaps the Province’s effort to ensure an
adequate supply of mineral aggregate resources to meet long-term demands misses the mark of
sustainability. Perhaps the question of whether to meet consumer demands as far as possible or
moderating these demands brings us closer to the heart of the issue of sustainability, aggregates
extraction and the proposed quarry in Flamborough.
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2.0 METHOD OF ANALYSIS
This report asks what can be learned from the events of the proposed Flamborough Quarry and
the related planning process to improve our understanding of the sustainable management and
development of mineral aggregate resources in southern Ontario. To answer this question the
researcher will conduct a document review, using a customized set of criteria and thematic
filters, examining multiple sources of data, from multiple perspectives. The final set of themes
for analysis include criteria from Dr. Robert Gibson’s work on sustainability assessment,
Sustainability Assessment: Criteria, Processes and Applications, (Gibson et al., 2005) and from
the mining industry’s own work in pursuit of sustainability in mineral resource extraction, the
Seven Questions to Sustainability: How to Assess the Contribution of Mining and Minerals
Activities (MMSD-NA, 2002).
The focus of this chapter is to describe how the research question will be answered. Specifically
it will address (a) the two sources of sustainability assessment objectives that formed the
evaluative framework for the document review, (b) performing a document review as a
qualitative method of research, (c) the sources and types of data that are used in the analysis, and
(d) the suitability and limitations of the method for answering the research question.

2.1 Analysis framework
This section will describe the process followed to arrive at a set of criteria or themes for the
document review. It followed an iterative approach, working with an initial set of criteria – a
subset of the 7QS – and performing a preliminary review of the documents. As gaps in the
criteria become apparent further refinements were made to the set to produce a more robust and
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context-specific set of criteria. The final product is an adaptation and combination of two of
Gibson’s core criteria and highlights from four of the 7QS.
2.1.1 Seven Questions to Sustainability – MMSD-NA
In 1999 leaders within the global mining and mineral industry initiated and funded a task force to
help their industry make improvements towards sustainability. This group came to be known as
“Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development” or MMSD (MMSD-NA, 2002). A key
deliverable from this initiative was an approach to assess the net contribution of a mineral
extraction project to sustainability, whether positive or negative. The task force representing the
North American industry – the MMSD-NA – organized 35 individuals from a broad range of
fields,

including

government

officials,

environmental

and

social

non-governmental

organizations, industry, aboriginals and academia, all to provide expert professional input into
developing this framework. Their goal was “to develop a set of practical principles, criteria,
and/or indicators that could be used to guide or test … individual operations, existing or
proposed, in terms of their compatibility with concepts of sustainability” (MMSD-NA, 2002, p.
5). The final product was an assessment framework (i.e. a collection of questions, sub-criteria
and sample indicators) specific to the mining industry for any stakeholder to use to conduct a
sustainability assessment. This assessment framework is the Seven Questions to Sustainability,
or 7QS. The 7QS is a well-balanced mix of academic theory and innovation, along with industry
pragmatics. The exercise was grounded in and motivated by an extensive body of literature on
sustainable development and sustainability assessment, as well as case studies of consultation
and assessment for other industry projects.
The complete seven question framework is listed in Appendix B and a condensed version is
shown in Figure 10. Each of the seven main questions includes a number of sub-elements that
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add further focus to the assessment (also listed in Appendix B). Drilling down further, each subelement listed includes an “ideal answer” as well as a number of corresponding indicators and
sample metrics for measuring the degree of compliance with each objective. While this may
seem unnecessarily detailed, it demonstrates the level of consideration that went into developing
the complete framework. When applied in its entirety the framework covers a very broad
spectrum, yet addresses very specific issues within the context of mining project development.
Figure 10 - Seven Questions to Sustainability (condensed version). The Seven Questions illustrated here
represent the extent of the mining industry’s scope of pursuing sustainability in their operations (MMSD-NA,
2002).

Since its initial creation, the framework has been applied to a number of projects. Hodge (2004,
pp. 181-2) describes a case where the 7QS was used to evaluate a new mining development in
the lands of the Tahltan First Nation in north-western British Columbia. The Tahltan have
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traditionally been actively involved in mining activities in their territory, and in 2003 the nation
set out to assess their relationship with the mining industry and to build a guiding strategy for the
future. The 7QS was applied here to guide the assessment process. The Tahltan fully support
mining activities, provided those activities respect their values and concerns. The 7QS provided
the means to understanding and achieving that end, resulting in a more sustainable environment
for both the mining industry and the Tahltan community (Hodge, 2004).
The 7QS is well suited to the research question proposed in this report. The goal of this report is
to glean insights into sustainability that will provide informed recommendations for aggregates
management for planners (both municipal and provincial), policy makers, and development
proponents. Representatives from each of these groups participated in developing the 7QS, each
one with close knowledge of both the strengths and weaknesses of the industry. As a whole the
questions address the typical three pillars of sustainability (environmental, economic and social)
and also extend further to consider the local community, related systems of governance, and
monitoring programs. The 7QS appear to be an ideal tool for this research and are expected to
improve the transferability of the findings to inform similar proposals or plans for southern
Ontario.
For the purposes of this research only four of the seven questions will be used: (1) Engagement,
(2) People, (3) Environment, and (6) Institutional Arrangements and Governance. The 7QS is
reduced to these four mainly because of the limited progression of the proposal due to provincial
intervention via the MZO. Because the proposal was halted midway a number of the MMSD-NA
seven questions are not very relevant to the case and so would provide only limited insight into
sustainability within the process. For instance (7) Synthesis and Continuous Learning would
merit a good deal of consideration if the proposal was approved and the project advanced to
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actual operation. Therefore only four of the seven questions were selected as criteria for the
initial review. Appendix B shows not only the seven main questions of the 7QS, but also each of
the sub-elements provided by the MMSD-NA task force. The initial set of criteria for analysis
included some but not all of these sub-elements for each of the four questions. These subelements were also reduced for reasons similar to those expressed above, as well as due to simple
time constraints.
2.1.2 Initial Document Review
An initial review of the data was undertaken using only the subset of four questions from the
7QS. Frequent difficulties arose, however, with directly applying the selected questions to the
documents because of the differences between mining activities and mineral aggregates
extraction in southern Ontario. For instance, mining projects are typically undertaken in remote
areas, often only inhabited by the original First Nations that have lived in the area for centuries.
Sustainability assessment requirements in the mining context often focus on local culture, social
well-being, the long-term strength of the local economy, and available support for disadvantaged
groups. Many of the recommended ‘example indicators’ for the 7QS apply to situations where
the opening of a mine has significant potential to irrevocably alter the local, disadvantaged
community. While these may still be relevant for certain aggregates extraction proposals in
Ontario, they are less relevant to the context of rural Hamilton and St Marys’ proposed quarry. It
was determined that the initial four questions from the 7QS needed to be supplemented by
further requirements from a more generalizable set of criteria.
2.1.3 Sustainability Assessment Criteria – Dr. Robert Gibson
The “core generic criteria for sustainability assessments” are a set of eight themes or objectives
designed by Dr. Robert Gibson, and presented in his 2005 book Sustainability Assessment:
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Criteria, Processes & Applications (Gibson, et al., 2005). The complete list is included in
Appendix C. Gibson is recognized as a leader in the field of sustainability assessment and his
work provides excellent guidance in the theoretical structure of any sustainability assessment
process. The “core generic criteria” Gibson suggests are a consolidation of his own review of the
evolution and debate surrounding sustainable development and sustainability assessment. He
acknowledges that the listing “sets out the general requirements...the specifics of each item and
the package as a whole must be defined in context, by the relevant communities of interest and
concern” (Gibson, 2006, p. 173) Not only are Gibson’s “core criteria” founded in a review of
decades of assessment and work towards sustainability but they are designed for adaptability.
Because Gibson’s criteria are generic each one broadly covers a number of issues; given the time
constraints of this project only two were selected for analysis. Others were not included as they
did not tie closely to the themes that were emerging from the preliminary review of the data.
2.1.4 Combined Criteria
While many of the specific criteria from the 7QS are inadequate for the case at hand, the 7QS
does provide an example of a focused and detailed sustainability assessment framework. The
specificity of the 7QS framework helps to bring some ground-level detail to a more generic set of
sustainability assessment objectives, like those provided by Dr. Gibson.
Using the four selected questions from the 7QS and the work from the preliminary document
review, Gibson’s core generic criteria were analyzed for their suitability as criteria for this
analysis. The key themes that arose from the initial document review include the public
engagement aspects of the process, the jurisdictional complexity of the approvals process, and
the community’s concerns over their water supply and their rural quality of life. Two of Gibson’s
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criteria were selected to enhance the set of criteria: Socio-ecological civility and democratic
governance, and socio-ecological system integrity. The four questions from the 7QS grouped
together well under the umbrella of the two criteria from Gibson: issues of engagement and
institutional arrangements and governance fit under Gibson’s socio-ecological civility and
democratic governance, and issues of people and environment fit under socio-ecological system
integrity. The combination of Gibson’s criteria and the 7QS questions is shown in Table 1. The
table also lists several questions or indicators selected from both Gibson’s work (Gibson et al.
2006) and the ‘sample indicators’ from the 7QS (MMSD-NA, 2002). These questions will form
the structure for the analysis and document review, working to answer the research question.
Each of the ten specific questions/criteria are based on material from either the 7QS or Gibson’s
generic criteria. In some cases they are adapted to form more specific questions, but they remain
largely unchanged from the original douments. The questions were chosen (both from the 7QS
and Gibson’s criteria) for their suitability to the events of the proposed quarry, and with
particular focus on questions that capture the community’s concerns and that address the more
general institutional arrangements of the overall aggregates planning and approvals processes. It
is important to note that the selected questions and the complete analysis do not purport to offer a
comprehensive view of the sustainability of the aggregates management, planning and approvals
process in Ontario. This report will address certain aspects of sustainability, some in greater
depth than others, with the intent of learning from the St Marys Flamborough proposal in
particular, and of uncovering insights particular to the southern Ontario context.
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Table 2 - Combined criteria for document review analysis; based on Gibson (2005) and MMSD-NA (2002).
Ten select questions from both sources, grouped first according to the 7QS framework questions, and then by two
of Gibson’s Core Generic Criteria.
Gibson's Core
MMSD 7QS
Generic Criteria
Framework Question/Criteria
Is there an effective community engagement strategy included in the process?
Is there a mapping of community interests? (M)
Is there an effective dispute resolution mechanism in place? Is it satisfactory to
all parties? (M)
Engagement
Are there adequate resources available to all parties? (M)

Socio-Ecological
Civility and
Democratic
Governance

Are there mechanisms within the process that foster civility and a sense of
responsibility amongst all parties? Does it strengthen individual and collective
understanding of ecology and community? (G)
Are decision-makers applying sustainability requirements - through policy,
processes, programs, and legislation (G)
Institutional
Arrangements &
Governance Are the governance structures capable of supplying integrated responses to
complex conditions? (G)
Will the project lead directly/indirectly to maintenance or improvement in
peoples' well-being? (M)
People
Are social and cultural costs and benefits addressed? (M)

Socio-Ecological
System Integrity

Environment

Is there an acknowledgement of the complex systemic implications of project
activities? Is there an effort to reduce specific and general threats to system
integrity and life-support viability? (G)
Is the long-term well-being of biophysical systems ensured (especially renewable
resources)? (M)
(M) items are adapted from the MMSD-NA 7QS (2002),
(G) items are adpated from Gibson, et al. (2005)

2.2 Document Review
In order to understand the proposal and planning process for the Flamborough Quarry, a
document review – a meta-analysis, in particular – was conducted on a wide variety of material,
from multiple sources. Meta-analysis is a form of content analysis that covers a wide landscape
of second-hand sources, but allows the researcher to access a great number of sources within
limited time constraints (Gaber & Gaber, 2007). Meta-analysis was used for a couple of reasons:
first, because the documents from the events rarely speak directly to the sustainability objectives
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that are being used as criteria and consequently other forms of document review (e.g. content or
categorical analysis) would prove ineffective, and secondly, in order to efficiently process all the
data, given the volume of material produced over the six year timeline from 2004 to 2010. Gaber
& Gaber suggest that a researcher “should choose meta-analysis when you want as
comprehensive an understanding as possible about specific planning issues. Meta-analysis uses a
landscape of research reports and articles about the topic of interest” and, “meta-analysis is a
convenient research strategy for planners who want to access a significant amount of information
to analyze as time permits” (Gaber & Gaber, 2007, p. 105).
Meta-analysis requires a set of categories to use to process or filter the data. The combined
evaluation criteria from the 7QS and Figure 11 - Triangulation of data sources. Multiple
perspectives on the same events were included in the analysis, to

Gibson’s core generic sustainability provide an unbiased understanding of events.
assessment

criteria

provide

the

categorical structure to guide the
meta-analysis

of

the

various

documents. Table 1 shows the
general themes for analysis, but also
the specific questions or criteria that
were asked of the data.
Multiple sources of data were
examined as part of the document
review to improve the validity and
therefore the transferability of the findings; this is also known as data triangulation.
“Triangulation is typically a strategy for improving the validity and reliability of research or
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evaluation of findings.” (Golafshani, 2003, p. 603) Yin also speaks to the value of data
triangulation, saying “with data triangulation, the potential problems of construct validity can be
addressed because the multiple sources of evidence essentially provide multiple measures of the
same phenomenon” (Yin, 2009, pp. 116-7)
To provide this mutually reinforcing network of evidence the researcher will draw on the
following sources: academic articles, media articles/press releases, government documents (i.e.
legislation, Official Plans, Provincial Plans and Planning Reports), Public meeting minutes, and
both proponent and opponent studies and reports (i.e. Hydrogeology studies, Transportation
studies and Permit-to-take-Water studies). These multiple perspectives of the same phenomenon
will strengthen the validity of the research findings. The complete list of data used for the
document analysis can be found in Appendix E.

2.3 Discussion of the method
Performing a document review utilizing this framework from a combination of leading sources
served as a strong method of analysis for this research question. Nevertheless there are
limitations. For instance, a document review relies exclusively on second-hand data sources;
there was no primary data collection involved in this study. 5 As a result the accuracy of the data
is limited by the biases and prejudices of the original authors. Additionally, the report is limited
to analysis of those reports and documents that are publicly available. Despite the many
documents available to the public there are still others that could reveal a great deal (e.g. internal
emails) that cannot be accessed and therefore limit this research. Finally, researcher bias also

5

The study was limited to a document analysis, reviewing second-hand data sources, due to time and resource constraints.
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represents a potential limitation to the recommendations of the report. The triangulation of data
from multiple perspectives (i.e. the municipal government, the provincial government, the
proponent, the community, the press, academia, and non-governmental organizations) serves to
mitigate the potential for biased results.
There are also some shortcomings within the evaluative framework, related to the practice of
sustainability assessment. Within the 7QS framework the MMSD-NA acknowledges these as
“contentious issues”. For example, in addressing trade-offs in decision making, the framework
lacks in “designing and implementing optimum decision-making systems and approaches that
effectively and fairly address trade-offs in any given site application” (Hodge, 2004) Gibson
likewise acknowledges the difficulty of not allowing trade-off decisions to “compromise the
fundamental objective of net sustainability gain” (Gibson, 2006) There is also the “attribution
problem…dealing with cumulative impacts”(Hodge, 2004). Hodge describes this as a problem
with “addressing most effectively the common situation where a project is one of a number of
contributors to social, cultural, economic, and environmental change or stress – establishing the
cumulative implications, apportioning responsibility, and deciding who should take
responsibility for the analysis.” (2004)
There is potential for these limitations to be addressed through further studies, following other
methods. For instance, by interviewing key stakeholders in the planning process for the proposed
quarry, future researchers could incorporate first-hand insights into strategic points in the process
that promote or negate movement towards sustainability. Furthermore, these interviews would
provide detail on the professional opinions of key decision makers in the process, providing
another source of data to inform the final recommendations. Another option for expanding the
method could include holding focus groups with members of various stakeholder agencies,
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including members of the public, community groups, employees of the proponent company, and
planners or other civil servants. These focus groups would allow for dialogue between groups
and provide the researcher with insight into the relationships between these groups.
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3.0 FINDINGS & DISCUSSION
3.1 Overview of the Analysis
The combined evaluative criteria described in the previous chapter were applied to many
documents. The findings from this themed analysis are presented here along with some related
discussion. A summary table is presented below (Table 2), with each of the criteria and a
ranking out of five (5), where one (1) is worst and five (5) is best. The evaluation of each
criterion is provided alongside the question, and again restated throughout the analysis.
It bears noting that this scale differentiates between “addressing” and “pursuing” the
sustainability objective, where, in the author’s estimation, a party can address a sustainability
objective without necessarily pursuing the objective. A simple analogy to clarify the difference:
an addressed but unstamped letter describes exactly what (or who) its end goal is, but without a
stamp it will not move an inch towards that goal. The stamp is the effective differentiator
between a letter that “addresses” its goal and one that “pursues” its goal.
The analysis of the events of St Marys’ proposed Flamborough quarry considers both the
requirements under the Aggregates Resources Act (ARA) as well as the land use planning
requirements under the Planning Act. In the case of St Marys’ proposal, the proponent began
with the land use applications, filing the OPA and ZBA and starting the process with the City of
Hamilton, rather than beginning with the application for a license under the ARA. Consequently
the debate over the proposed quarry had little to do with the process within the Ministry of
Natural Resources for licensing a quarry, but had much more to do with the aspects of the land
use planning decision and the necessary studies to makes those decisions. The analysis and
findings presented here reflect that orientation.
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Socio-Ecological
System Integrity

Socio-Ecological
Civility and
Democratic
Governance

Gibson's Core
Generic Criteria

Environment

People

1 2 3 4 5

1

Are there mechanisms within the process that foster civility and a sense of
responsibility amongst all parties? Does it strengthen individual and collective
understanding of ecology and community? (G)
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(M) items are adapted from the MMSD-NA 7QS (2002),
(G) items are adpated from Gibson, et al. (2005)

Is the long-term well-being of biophysical systems ensured (especially renewable
resources)? (M)

Is there an acknowledgement of the complex systemic implications of project
activities? Is there an effort to reduce specific and general threats to system
integrity and life-support viability? (G)

Are social and cultural costs and benefits addressed? (M)

Will the project lead directly/indirectly to maintenance or improvement in
peoples' well-being? (M)

3

3

1

1

4

3

1

1

Is there an effective dispute resolution mechanism in place? Is it satisfactory to
all parties? (M)

Are there adequate resources available to all parties? (M)

2

Evaluation Rank

Is there an effective community engagement strategy included in the process?
Is there a mapping of community interests? (M)

Question/Criteria

Are decision-makers applying sustainability requirements - through policy,
processes, programs, and legislation (G)
Institutional
Arrangements &
Governance Are the governance structures capable of supplying integrated responses to
complex conditions? (G)

Engagement

MMSD 7QS
Framework

Table 3- Analysis framework and evaluation based on document review findings. The table presents each of the ten
questions/criteria used to review the data. Each question is grouped under a category from the 7QS Framework and one of
Gibson’s Core Criteria for Sustainability Assessment. Each criteria also received a summary rank from 1 to 5.

5 = Ambitious
pursuit of the
sustainability
objective

4 = Moderate
pursuit of the
sustainability
objective

3 = Initial pursuit
of the
sustainability
objective

2 = Somewhat
addressed the
sustainability
objective

1 = Failed to
address the
sustainability
objective

Evaluation:

3.2 Socio-Ecological Civility & Democratic Governance
3.2.1 Engagement
Is there an effective community engagement strategy included in the process? Is there any
mapping of community interests?
Evaluation: 2 of 5
The aggregates management process includes some degree of community engagement. The
government frequently requires consultation work as part of permitting processes, and the
proponent did make an effort to keep the local community informed. There was no effort to map
community interests or include community members in decision-making. The community was
never brought into partnership arrangements and consequently the overall aggregates
management process only shows moderate indications of attempts to address this sustainability
objective.
Over the course of the six years, between both Lowndes and St Marys Cement, there were
engagement-related activities. Both Lowndes and St Marys took time to hold open-house
meetings for the community, answering questions and discussing the community’s concerns. St
Marys even sporadically produced a community newsletter, answering frequent questions from
the community, notifying residents of upcoming public meetings, providing contact information,
and explaining the elaborate approvals processes (St Marys Cement, 2009).
Some of the Terms of Reference from the City of Hamilton’s CART required a certain number
of engagement sessions (e.g. the haul route studies), and the ARA process also included time for
stakeholders to object (City of Hamilton, 2006; Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2006).
However, in practice the various community engagement programs amounted to information
sharing and question answering. Unfortunately, there was no strategic mapping of community
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interests. This effort would have allowed community members to not only voice their concerns
early in the process, but would have ensured that the review and approval process would be
carried out with respect for and attention to the local context and concerns.
In 1969 Sherry Arnstein published her famous article, “A Ladder of Public Participation”
(Arnstein, 1969). In it she describes a typology of eight levels of public participation, ranging
from “manipulation” to “placation” to “partnership” and ultimately “citizen control”. The ladder,
in sections, moves from “non-participation” at the bottom, to “tokenism” in the middle, and
finally to “citizen power” at the top. Arnstein captures the sentiments of the Flamborough
community when she describes “consultation” on her ladder, one of the “tokenism” types of
public participation. She says “when [consultation] is proffered by power holders as the total
extent of participation, citizens may indeed hear and be heard. But under these conditions they
lack the power to insure that their views will be heeded by the powerful” (Arnstein, 1969, p.
217). An effective community engagement strategy would involve citizens being included as
partners in collaborative decision making process involving technical and citizen advisory
groups. It would also involve a mapping of community interests, both of which were not done.
Despite this, it bears noting that there are opportunities for commenting and voicing opinions
within the aggregates management and licensing process, both under the land use approvals
system and the ARA licensing program (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2006; Province
of Ontario, 2009). Whatever the community may say about decision makers not always listening
to their concerns, it cannot be said that Ontario does not allow its citizens opportunity to voice
those concerns.
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Is there an effective dispute resolution mechanism in place? Is it satisfactory to all parties?
Evaluation: 1 of 5
There is no formalized dispute resolution mechanism within the approval process. The Ontario
Municipal Board serves as an appeal board for eventually resolving disputes through legal
means, and is a regular part of the aggregates approval process.

It is unsatisfactory to

community members, given the enormous expense of a hearing (McGuinness, 2009). The
absence of a dispute resolution mechanism that would function within the engagement process is
demonstrative of the overall failure of the existing engagement processes to capture and
represent community interests.
The Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) is the inevitable dispute resolution mechanism for most
aggregates proposals in Ontario; stakeholders can and frequently do appeal decisions to the
OMB. However, this process is highly unsatisfactory to most community members for many
reasons. The OMB frequently finds in favour of aggregates extraction, it is extremely expensive
to properly participate in a hearing, and it often does not reflect local values in its decisions
(Baker, Slanz, & Summerville, 2000; FORCE, 2006).
In the case of the local community’s opposition to St Marys’ proposal, community concerns
were raised early in May 2004, even as rumours about the proposal were surfacing. The
community mobilized quickly to coordinate their efforts and present a unified opposition. An
effective engagement process, as described earlier, should include community representation
within decision-making processes.. Ideally, when the community and the proponent reach an
impasse within the approvals process there should be a mechanism for addressing those concerns
within the bounds of the approval process, not through pursuing legal action. Clearly the entire
course of events was a dispute between the community and the proponent. An effective planning
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and aggregates approval process would address this conflict, but this process would still require a
dispute resolution mechanism to operate within it. The process in Ontario includes no such
resolution mechanism, further demonstrating the lack of true community engagement within the
overall process.

Are there adequate resources available to all parties?
Evaluation: 1 of 5
There is no distribution of resources to community members from either the proponent or the
government. Given the high costs of pursuing an aggregates extraction license or the related land
use planning instruments for the proponent, it is virtually prohibitively expensive for the local
community to participate without some resourcing arrangement (McGuinness, 2009). This lack
of adequate resources is a leading cause of difficulty in achieving true community engagement
and a frequent issue with the aggregates system in Ontario (Baker, Slanz, & Summerville, 2000).
To consider the engagement aspects of the aggregates management process as pursuing
sustainability, all parties should be able to participate on an even playing field. In some of the
best Environmental Assessments in Canada, the provision of participant funding has been a key
factor in an effective, equitable and inclusive process (Minister of Supply and Services Canada,
1977; IISD, 2004; Gibson et al., 2005). In the case of the Flamborough quarry no participant
funding was provided to citizens. Members of the community that were interested in
participating pursued their own fundraising efforts in order to participate in the process at the
same level as the proponent and the government.
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FORCE began fundraising early in its history; by July 2004 the grass-roots organization is
reported to have raised roughly $55,000 from local residents and businesses (Cornish, 2004).
FORCE expected annual costs of around $100,000 to properly fight the quarry and by September
2004 had already spent over $50,000 on experts (McGuinness, 2004). By 2010 they had raised
half a million dollars, and still had $300,000 in reserve for the cost of a hearing. Mr. Mark
Rudolph, the Vice-Chair of FORCE, describes how the group managed to raise such an
impressive amount of money for their cause:
“Knowing we'd need to raise $600,000 to $900,000 over eight to 10 years, we figured the
average estate home in the area might be worth half a million dollars, and that it would
drop by at least 10 per cent with the proposal in play," Rudolph said.
"Then we went to people and said, 'You have house insurance, don't you? Would you be
willing to pay 1 per cent or $500 a year to fight this?”(McGuinness, 2009)
In order to engage with the proponent on an equal level, with their own experts and legal advice,
the citizens of the Flamborough area had to fund their own efforts. While this may or may not
have been difficult for FORCE, there are many other communities that may not be able to ‘drum
up’ the same level of support.
Neither the government nor the proponent provides funding for participants to engage in the
process, but the City of Hamilton did require the proponent to cover the cost of retaining a
mineral aggregates advisor for the city’s work on the application. There was concern that city
planning staff would be taken off other projects and distracted from their regular duties to deal
with the quarry proposal. This would have been unacceptable and the city ensured that their staff
could address business as usual, while the city still processed the quarry application.
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Are there mechanisms within the process that foster civility and a sense of responsibility
amongst all parties? Does it strengthen individual and collective understanding of ecology and
community?
Evaluation: 1 of 5
There are no requirements within the process that ensure civility or a sense of commonality and
communal responsibility between the proponent and community. Few if any efforts were made
to address and adequately respond to community concern and opposition at the outset of the
proposal process. This led to increasing division between the proponent and opponent, and
engagement within the process suffered as a result.
The aim of this aspect of sustainability assessment is to understand whether parties act out of a
sense of responsibility or out of self-interest. Parties acting out of a sense of responsibility pursue
a higher path of mutual benefit through their actions, fostering civility in the engagement
processes (Gibson et al., 2005).
St Marys, in full knowledge of the community’s concerns, continued pursuing the quarry without
truly acknowledging and addressing the community’s concerns. Two key concerns for the
community that demonstrate this were the protection of their drinking water and the disruption
and hazards caused by quarry truck traffic. Both Lowndes and St Marys pursued mitigation
strategies for both issues as part of their applications (e.g. the groundwater recharge system
(GRS) and haul route selection meetings and studies) (FORCE, 2005). These strategies have the
appearance of addressing community concerns. The proponent endeavoured to dewater the
quarry while still keeping the water in the aquifer and they held regular public meetings to work
to establish the least disruptive haul route. Neither of St Marys’ strategies were satisfactory to the
community, and St Marys’ tactics while working to mitigate negative impacts, were less than
civil in their approach. The sustainability objective of civility and a sense of responsibility
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amongst all parties would see the proponent pursuing a course of action that both the community
and the proponent would consider agreeable. Unfortunately, even when St Marys was working to
prove the GRS for mitigating the impacts of quarry dewatering, the community had concerns
(e.g. the safety and availability of drinking water, requests to be present during testing, etc.) that
were frequently poorly addressed as they pursued their tests and studies (Cornish, 2008).
In the case of the haul route studies, both St Marys and FORCE, as the organization representing
the community, failed at times to pursue civility and a sense of responsibility. The leading
example of this was the third Public Information Centre (PIC), held in early January, 2008. Over
150 members of the community walked out on the meeting that was already in progress, defacing
materials that were provided by the proponent’s consulting team (Cornish, 2008). Whatever their
motivations were for leaving, the action clearly did not help foster civility within the process.

3.2.2 Institutional Arrangements & Governance
Are decision makers applying sustainability requirements – through policies, processes,
programs, and legislation?
Evaluation: 3 of 5
Sustainability requirements are increasingly prevalent in the provincial land use planning system
and, therefore, are available to decision makers for application. Unfortunately, there are still
many gaps between the intention of policies and their actual implementation. The intervention of
the Minister’s Zoning Order (MZO) to halt the proposed Flamborough quarry demonstrates the
significance of these gaps.
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The Ontario Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides policy direction on matters of provincial
interest related to land use planning and development. (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing, 2005) The PPS is the foundation for Ontario’s policy-driven land use planning system.
Both the original 1997 PPS and the more recent 2005 PPS describe their vision for land use
planning in terms of the “three pillars” of sustainability: economy, environment, and society. Part
IV of the 2005 PPS states “The long-term prosperity and social well-being of Ontarians depend
on maintaining strong communities, a clean and healthy environment and a strong economy.”
(Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing) Though not overtly described as pursuing
sustainability, the PPS recognizes the complex inter-relationships between these three areas and
prescribes policies that pursue the betterment of Ontario, when the policies are applied as a
whole. The PPS drives decision making from the top at the provincial level (in any ministry
involved in land use planning, including the MNR, MOE and MMAH), down to the local
municipal level. At a policy level, Ontario appears to be pursuing sustainability requirements.
The difficulty in pursuing sustainability in aggregates extraction is that it is inherently
unsustainable, as it is the removal of a non-renewable resource (Baker & Hendy, 2005; Kellett,
1995). The PPS is explicit about protecting mineral aggregate resources for long-term use
(section 2.2 in 1997 PPS, and 2.5 in 2005 PPS) as close to market as possible.
The “close-to-market” requirement is frequently broadcast by the provincial government as an
effort towards sustainability in the aggregates extraction process (Baker, Slanz, & Summerville,
2000; Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). Because aggregates are purchased and used
in high volumes, but are very costly to ship any great distance, it is economically logical to
produce the good as close to the final market as possible – both from the producer and
consumer’s perspectives. In its recent State of the Aggregate Resource in Ontario Study
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(SAROS) the Province also studied the potential environmental costs of shipping aggregates
greater distances, and by various means. The clearest solution to protecting the environment
from additional vehicle emissions is to simply eliminate the long haul by producing the material
as close to the final market as possible (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). This
strategy pursues an economic and environmental benefit within aggregates extraction.
A number of questions arise related to the sustainability of the “close to market” strategy, many
of which are beyond the scope of this report. At a broad perspective, it would appear that Ontario
is moving towards a sustainable approach to managing aggregate extraction. The PPS clearly
directs land use planners to take the long-term, close to market extractive importance of
aggregates into consideration when planning for development. However, the Province also has
established environmental protection areas and special planning areas like the Niagara
Escarpment Plan (NEP), the Greenbelt Plan, as well as the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation
Plan (ORMCP). The combined effect of these plans is to restrict expansion or development of
new quarries from much of the area immediately surrounding the GTA. This forces producers to
locate either much closer to developed urban areas or to move much further away, outside and
beyond the greenbelt or other protected natural features.
The cumulative effect of these various plans and policies is to create a fairly delicate balancing
act between minimizing the distance to final market, minimizing the quarry’s potential impact on
the community’s quality of life, and maximizing economic benefits of the quarry, including
profitability and affordability for the public and private consumer (Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, 2010).
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In the case of the proposed Flamborough quarry it seems that decision makers were applying
sustainability requirements in the decision making. The rapidly changing legislative and policy
environment in the early years of the proposal obviously complicated matters for decision
makers and the community. The initial Lowndes announcement of their intentions to pursue the
quarry came in 2004. The ORMCP was issued in 2002; the PPS revision process began around
the same time and finished in 2005; the Planning Act was amended in 2004 with Bill 26 – the
Strong Communities Act – and in 2006 with Bill 51 – the Planning and Conservation Land
Statute Law Amendment Act; and the Clean Water Act and the Greenbelt Act & Plan were
released in 2006. Each of these played important roles in the areas of land use planning, public
participation, the OMB, and aggregates extraction in Ontario and were therefore also important
in the proposed St Marys Flamborough quarry. Nevertheless, the policy and legislative systems
that were in place directed decision makers to consider many variables (City of Hamilton,
Planning & Development Department, Development & Real Estate Division, 2005), provide
opportunities for public input (e.g. the Environmental Registry under the EBR) and hold the
proponent to a high standard of socio-ecological protection. It can be argued that the final
Minister’s Zoning Order (MZO) demonstrates decision makers applying sustainability
requirements but could also be considered to be compensating for weaknesses in the current
system (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010; McGuinness, 2010; Cornish,
2010).
From a positive point of view the Province has the power to intervene on behalf of its citizens
and decision makers; in the case of the SMC Flamborough quarry the province exercised that
authority to protect socio-ecological system integrity. On the other hand, the fact that the Minster
had to intervene, and in a fairly unusual way, suggests that the process has serious gaps. It
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appears that decision makers are required to pursue an approvals process that does not respond to
sustainability requirements even when a pursuit of sustainability would suggest an early rejection
of the proposal. The events of the proposed Flamborough quarry indicate that the provincial
policy and legislative context for aggregates approvals are becoming increasingly rigorous, but
still have a long way to go to allow decision makers to effectively and efficiently apply
sustainability criteria.

Are the governance structures capable of supplying integrated responses to complex
conditions?
Evaluation: 4 of 5
The aggregates management system in Ontario depends on a highly complex network of
professionals across various provincial ministries, municipalities, regional agencies and local
groups, all involved in reviewing, processing and commenting on aggregate land-use or licensing
applications (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2006; Ontario Ministry of Municipal
Affairs & Housing, 2007). It is beyond the scope of this report to explore each separate system
(for both land-use applications and aggregate extraction licenses), but for a clear example of the
complexity of government coordination and effort to provide an integrated response we can look
to the Combined Aggregates Review Team (CART), formed in response to the Flamborough
quarry application for an official plan and zoning by-law amendment.
When the initial proposal from Lowndes Holdings was submitted, the City of Hamilton initiated
the CART, bringing together representatives from various agencies (listed in section 1.1, page
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10). This provided abundant opportunity for government agencies provincial and both lower- and
upper-tier municipalities to represent their agency’s mandate within the process6. The City of
Hamilton also brought in an Aggregates Advisor on contract to guide the process, the city’s
independent peer review team and the CART (at the proponent’s expense) (City of Hamilton,
Planning & Development Department, Development & Real Estate Division, 2005).
Furthermore, the provincial land use system and its “One Window” system for coordinating
provincial comments and position on land use matters allowed for many other provincial
ministries to comment on the proposal (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing, 2007).
Beyond the provincial and local systems for processing applications the Province of Ontario has
also instituted the office of the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario (ECO) who is charged
with monitoring government compliance with the Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR). The EBR
“recognizes that the people of this province have as a common goal the protection of our natural
environment. The provincial government has the primary responsibility for protecting,
conserving and restoring the natural environment, and the people of Ontario have the right to
participate in government decision making and to hold the government accountable for those
decisions.” (Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2011 {online}) Through this unique
system the people of Ontario, and hopefully even the land itself, have an advocate before the
provincial government. The EBR also includes the Environmental Registry and the
Environmental Review Tribunal (ERT). The Environmental Registry contains public notices
about environmental matters involving ministries covered by the EBR. The public notices are

The ability to comment on the proposal and participate in contributing to its review was not limited to only the CART, and
later in the process Hamilton Public Health also joined in the process with its own concerns and opposition to the proposed
quarry.
6
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posted to the public and allow for a period of open commenting from any affected member of the
public. In this way the public has an avenue to voice their concerns to government on any issues
affecting the environment.
In spite of the multitude of governmental agencies involved in aggregates management there are
still shortcomings in addressing the complexities of an aggregates proposal. In the St Marys
Cement proposal certain members of Hamilton City Council were open and vocal about their
opposition to the proposal. The councillor for the Flamborough area, Margaret McCarthy, was a
powerful advocate for the community’s opposition to the quarry through the entire process
(Cornish, 2007; Cummings, 2007; McGuinness, 2008). The Member of the Provincial
Parliament (MPP) for the area, Ted McMeekin, admitted his opposition to the quarry but was
unable or unwilling to vocally speak forth against the proposal within the provincial legislature
(Redmond, 2008). Councillor McCarthy found an ally in a former colleague at the City of
Hamilton, MPP Andrea Horwath, representing Hamilton-Centre for the New Democratic Party
of Ontario. MPP Horwath rose up on behalf of the Flamborough community and challenged the
governing Liberal party on November 6, 2008 to deny the application from St Marys and stand
by its Clean Water Act and the principles of safe drinking water through conservation and
protection (Redmond, 2008).
Throughout the application review process the various governance structures demonstrated some
degree of a pursuit of sustainability in upholding their mandates to represent the public. Despite
the expectations and opinions of each individual agency, each followed through with the
appropriate processes and regulations to ensure the proponent had full opportunity to prove the
merits of their application and for the public to present its own case in response.
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3.3 Socio-Ecological System Integrity
3.3.1 People
Will the project lead directly/indirectly to maintenance or improvement in peoples' well-being?
Evaluation: 1 of 5
The proposed Flamborough quarry is the model of a locally unwanted land use (LULU).
Nevertheless, there are benefits to aggregates extraction – the Province, in its SAROS report,
demonstrated the importance of construction aggregates in providing the raw material for public
infrastructure like roads, hospitals and schools (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010).
FORCE, representing the local community, frequently acknowledges that they are not antiaggregate but that they are opposed to this proposal. This specific quarry is clearly not an
improvement to the community’s well-being (Cornish, 2004; Flint, 2005; FORCE, 2007;
Howell, 2010). General societal benefits aside the quarry presents precious little by way of
improvement to the local community. Nothing was offered to the community as compensation
for accepting this nuisance (Lowndes Holdings Corp, 2004; St Marys Cement Inc., 2009). In fact
the community is essentially asked to bear all the negative aspects and externalities of the quarry
with only mild mitigation strategies offered as an attempt to uphold the community’s quality of
life (St Marys Cement Inc., 2009). For instance, the quarry threatens to potentially contaminate
the community’s drinking water and alter the fragile local aquifer that is already frequently
depleted during summer months. Additionally, the high volume of truck traffic is a safety hazard
for motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians, as well as an increased cost to municipalities to maintain
the roads suffering from increased wear7 (Cornish, 2006). Furthermore, there are considerable

The proponent would be required to upgrade the roads to a minimum width and strength as a condition of project approval,
but the community would still likely bear much of the long-term cost of maintenance.

7
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nuisance externalities related to aggregates extraction, including noise, vibrations and dust
(Wernstedt, 2000; Aerocoustics Engineering Ltd, 2009; Bloodworth, Scott, & McEvoy, 2009;
Glenn Schnarr & Associates Inc., 2009; Binstock & Carter-Whitney, 2011).
Each of these concerns in isolation are addressed in one way or another through a rigorous
approvals process – there are mitigation strategies for reducing noise levels and keeping dust
down (Aerocoustics Engineering Ltd, 2009; St Marys Cement Inc., 2009). The proponent has
gone to great lengths to devise and prove the GRS as a means of mitigating water draw-down as
a result of quarry dewatering (Gartner Lee Ltd, 2006; Glenn Schnarr & Associates Inc., 2009).
But each of these attempts at their very best only serves to reduce negative aspects of the quarry,
and even with these best mitigations in place there are still residual impacts. There is nothing
about the project that offers a direct benefit to the community or an improvement in their wellbeing.

Are social and cultural costs and benefits addressed?
Evaluation: 1 of 5
As discussed in the previous question on improving peoples’ well-being, there is very little
benefit offered to the local community from the quarry. Social and cultural criteria within a
sustainability assessment are typically considered when a unique minority culture or people
group are faced with a project that could alter their traditional way of life (e.g. the Tahltan people
in B.C. (IISD, 2004), or the Voisey’s Bay mine in Newfoundland (Gibson R. B., 2005)). The
local culture in rural Hamilton may not be unique compared to a small village or First Nation,
but is nevertheless an important consideration when introducing a project of this scale, with the
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potential to significantly alter the social fabric of the local community. Some of the key
social/cultural aspects of the community were their rural lifestyle – the quiet, the variety of
natural features and wildlife – and their financial investment in their properties.
In the early stages of the proposal, the community voiced their concern, but were patient to see
what specifically was being suggested and how the company might work to address those
concerns. The company proposed a few mitigation strategies for controlling externalities and
adapted the project plans to suit the natural heritage features within the site (Stantec Consulting
Ltd., 2006), but the nature of this proposed quarry is that fundamentally it would come at a social
cost to the local community (McGuinness, 2004; McGuinness, 2005; Winfield & Taylor, 2005;
ECO, 2007). A quarry would disturb wildlife, reduce available agricultural land and introduce
many large, heavy trucks where once there were none (Cornish, 2006).
There are conflicting perspectives on the loss of property values (Cornish, 2004; St Marys
Cement, 2006; FORCE, 2007), but the potential loss for local residents has been significant,
especially given the high cost of property in the area. A scan of properties posted on the Multiple
Listing Service (www.mls.ca) in the area surrounding the proposed quarry location at the corner
of Concession 11 East and Milburough Line show a minimum asking price of at least $500,000
and several for over $1 million. Even a 10% drop in property value would amount to a loss of
$50,000 to $100,000 (scan performed on April 13, 2011. See also: McGuinness, E. (2009) A
FORCE to be reckoned with. The Hamilton Spectator). The community was to be left to adjust
itself to the new quarry, while St Marys offered little to improve the social or cultural fabric of
the area.
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3.3.2 Environment
Is there an acknowledgement of the complex systemic implications of project activities? Is
there an effort to reduce specific and general threats to system integrity and life-support
viability?
Evaluation: 3 of 5
The application requirements for a license to operate an aggregates quarry focus on a number of
potential threats to biophysical systems, such as maintaining connectivity between features, how
to immediately replace habitat, and how the water resource system will be protected (ECO,
2005). The process endeavours to address the many complex implications of aggregates
development and includes requirements for mitigation strategies. In a sense, therefore, there is an
effort to reduce threats to system integrity.
Much of the saga of St Marys’ proposed quarry relates to issues of water protection. The
proposal is for a quarry that would extend below the water table, therefore requiring quarry
dewatering (Gartner Lee Ltd, 2006). This is a common procedure for quarries. In this specific
site it presents some complications. Many households in the immediate vicinity of the quarry are
on private wells, and the city of Hamilton wells for the Carlisle area draw from the same aquifer
(O'Hara, 2008; Intera Engineering Ltd., 2007). There are already frequent water quantity issues,
including water-use restrictions or bans during several of the summers between 2004 and 2010
for the area and in 2005 there was a boil water advisory in place due to the (brief) presence of e.
coli in the water supply (Phillips, 2005; FORCE, 2005).
As a mitigation strategy, St Marys proposed the Groundwater Recharge System (GRS). The GRS
would dewater the quarry, but then discharge the water into trenches dug down into the aquifer
including several bore holes, to replace the water into the ground. FORCE argued that this was
an unproven system, though the proponent claims it has been done in other developments
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(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2009). A number of expensive studies and permits were
required to test the applicability of the GRS. The proponent undertook this to address threats to
local water supply – a key to life-support systems and socio-ecological system integrity. It would
seem the proponent was pursuing possible solutions that would address threats to system
integrity.
From the proponent’s perspective it would seem that they worked hard and at great cost to
address threats to system integrity. From the community’s perspective however, it appeared
otherwise. The community saw the GRS tests and proposed quarry as a threat to their water
supply, their health and their way of life; to the community the proponent was only doing what
was absolutely required to get the license (Brazeau, 2008). There was very little confidence
within the community that St Marys was looking out for their interest with respect to protection
of the water supply. The community viewed itself as “guinea pigs” for St Marys’ unproven
experiment (Cornish, 2007; Brazeau, 2008). And given what has already been addressed about
what the community stands to gain compared to what is at stake for its well-being and quality of
life, it is no surprise that they were so adamantly opposed to the development.
The proponent demonstrated a certain measure of effort to address threats to socio-ecological
system integrity, but ignored the community’s legitimate concerns about the unproven and
experimental nature of the technology. Furthermore, the proponent did not grasp the inherent
risks for the community if the quarry was approved, if the GRS failed as was a fear among the
community members (Brazeau, 2008; FORCE, 2008).
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Is the long-term well-being of biophysical systems ensured (especially renewable resources)?
Evaluation: 3 of 5
Again, there are the many requirements of a proponent in applying for a license to operate an
aggregates quarry. Many of these requirements focus on protecting biophysical systems; section
2.4 Water Quality and Quantity of the 1997 PPS8 states that “The quality and quantity of ground
water and surface water and the function of sensitive ground water recharge/discharge areas,
aquifers and headwaters will be protected or enhanced.” (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs
& Housing, 1997, p. 9) By 2005 the Province had expanded this requirement to include much
more specific protection for drinking water sources, including (in section 2.2.1 (d)): “Planning
authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by: implementing
necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to: (1) protect all municipal drinking
water supplies and designated vulnerable areas; and (2) protect, improve or restore vulnerable
surface and ground water, sensitive surface water features and sensitive ground water features,
and their hydrologic functions”. (Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing, 2005, p. 16)
This is only one requirement of several that demonstrate the broader consideration for drinking
water protection under the latest version of the PPS. This level of concern for drinking water
from the Province is further demonstrated by the passage of the Clean Water Act, 2006. Clearly,
by 2006 Ontario realized the importance of providing legislation and policy direction to protect
important biophysical resources such as water.

The 1997 PPS is referenced as the St Marys proposed Flamborough quarry is subject to it under O. Reg. 385/04 (amended
by O. Reg. 63/05). Refer to section 1.3.1 Ontario Policy & Legislative Context, page 12, for more information.
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In consideration of this section’s sustainability requirement, while the Province demonstrates
some degree of consideration for protecting valuable biophysical resources, the PPS is also to be
“read in its entirety” (1997 PPS: Part 4 (2), 2005 PPS: Part 3), which means that there is equal
consideration to be given to the requirements for mineral aggregate resources to be made
available for extraction as close to final market as possible. This duality, while on one hand
demonstrates the often conflicting aims of sustainable development, nevertheless complicates
matters for both development proponents and members of the public.
In the case of St Marys Cement’s proposed quarry, it is difficult to fully assess their pursuit of
this sustainability objective. In one sense they were in ambitious pursuit of protecting community
drinking water and ensuring any negative impacts were mitigated and limited – they proposed an
expensive and innovative quarry de-watering system that would keep the water out of the quarry,
and return it to the community’s ground water supply. In another sense, it is difficult not to see
the dangers involved in this undertaking and the potentially serious impacts in the event of a
failure, or simply an unforeseen issue with the GRS system. The benefits of the final aggregate
product are difficult to balance against the risks of such an undertaking in the midst of an already
fragile water system.

3.4 Summary & Discussion of Findings
The issue of healthy relationships between all parties is a recurring theme within this analysis.
“In the absence of healthy relationships, the potential for achieving a project that supports
sustainability is greatly reduced.” (MMSD-NA, 2002, p. 26) The first four criteria within the
analytical framework all relate to the health of the relationship between the proponent and the
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local community. The foundation of a healthy relationship between parties should start with a
mutual understanding of interests and priorities. A mapping of interests would have gone a long
way to achieving this between the Flamborough community and the two quarry proponents. A
healthy relationship would see this mutual understanding also translate into some form of
participatory engagement where the local community would not merely be informed of
proceedings, but would have more involvement in decision-making within the process (e.g.
through advisory committees). There were instances where engagement processes showed signs
of community participation (e.g. haul route study workshops), but only barely, and unfortunately
not early enough to have formed or upheld any sort of healthy relationship between the two
parties.
A healthy relationship can still involve some conflict or disputes, and with an effective
mechanism for resolving those disputes the relationship can remain strong. In the case of St
Marys proposed quarry there was no such mechanism aside from the eventual appeal board, the
OMB. From the beginning of the process, as the community quickly became defensive about the
whole proposal, there was an expectation that the process would end up before the OMB no
matter if the quarry was approved or not. This cannot be painted as a mechanism for resolving
disputes, merely a last resort for drawing out a dispute, with each side trying to defeat the
opposition.
A healthy relationship between parties would include the ability for each party to participate on
an even playing field. The nature of the aggregates approval and licensing process is that it is
expensive, requiring countless studies, permits and meetings. Provision of resources to ensure
that even playing field is an important aspect to a sustainable process. In the case of the proposed
Flamborough quarry the proponent was required to cover the City of Hamilton’s costs for peer
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review of all studies. But the local community, aside from their elected representatives and the
bureaucratic process, were left to cover their own costs. What is important to note about this
aggregates proposal is the relative affluence of the surrounding community (estimated based on
the cost of housing in the area – [refer to scan of MLS, page 56]). FORCE’s funding strategy
served them remarkably well. However, had the same proposal taken place elsewhere, it is
questionable if another community would have or could have been so resourceful, which
suggests the overall sustainability of the aggregates management process in this area is lacking.
Finally, the desired outcome of a process that builds a healthy relationship between all parties
would be a fostering and strengthening of civility between parties, strengthening both the
individual and collective sense of understanding of ecology and community. Unfortunately, the
combined effect of the lack of early or proper engagement, the absence of any mechanism to
resolve disputes and the disparity of resources between the parties all combined to build towards
a situation that demonstrated minimal civility between parties, and did not strengthen
understanding of community or respect for ecology. The deteriorating relationship between the
proponent and the community is evidence enough of a process that failed to even begin to pursue
sustainability in this aspect.
The next two questions of the analytical framework, on institutional arrangements and
governance, relate to the strength of the institutional systems to apply sustainability requirements
to complex conditions and to provide an integrated response to those conditions. The Ontario
aggregates management system, both from the land use management side and the natural
resources licensing side came closer to pursuing sustainability than the engagement processes
just discussed. However, historically under the provincial system, the application of the policies
and legislation has not always proven satisfactory to all parties involved. The balance of
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aggregates applications and proposals in southern Ontario is tilted heavily towards the
corporations extracting the resources and not equally in favour of the citizens protecting their
local community and ecology. In the case of the proposed Flamborough quarry the Province
demonstrated its ability to abruptly and decisively intervene in the process for the benefit of the
local community. What is lacking is an agreeable process that sees decision makers applying
these sustainability criteria much earlier in the process, supporting both the proponent and
opponent’s priorities.
The final four criteria address the aggregates management system’s ability to uphold and
promote systems integrity for both people and the environment. The overarching focus of these
questions is the systemic implications of actions, both from a social and an ecological
perspective. Gibson describes it in this way: “Human well-being is utterly dependent on the
integrity of the biophysical systems, at every scale, from the local to the global. We rely on the
key life support functions of these systems, and on the resources and conditions that these
systems maintain. At the same time, we are active participants in the world’s biophysical systems
and will remain so” (2005, p. 95). He goes on to say that “for sustainability, the objective is not
to prevent system change but to organize and manage our activities so that the changes we
influence still preserve the system conditions and services upon which we rely. That means
preserving the ‘integrity’ of the systems – their ability to adjust and reorganize in ways that
maintain their key functions”(2005, p. 96).
Increasingly the Ontario provincial government is integrating control mechanisms to protect the
integrity of socio-ecological systems, mechanisms like the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking
Water Act, the Greenbelt Act and Plan, and the Provincial Policy Statement. Despite the increase
in protection efforts there still are issues in applying the protection. Protecting the community’s
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drinking water (and the local water system in general) was a key concern for FORCE, and the
proponent offered its best efforts to mitigate any quarry impacts on the water table (Gartner Lee
Ltd, 2006; McGuinness, 2007; Cornish, 2008). But the clear impression from the proceedings is
that the proponent’s best intentions still involved developing the quarry despite the high level of
risk to the surrounding community in the event of a system failure or unforeseen negative
impact. Developing the proposed Flamborough quarry would place the local community and
ecosystem at a high degree of risk compared to the pre-development state (McGuinness, 2007;
Goodquarry, 2010). If pursuit of sustainability includes reducing threats to system integrity and
ensuring the long-term wellbeing of those systems, then developing the Flamborough quarry
would have surely been a failure. Nevertheless, the proponent met the requirements of the
institutional arrangements and more or less followed the direction of decision makers. In the case
of ecological systems integrity, the existing planning system only begins to show signs of a
pursuit of sustainability.
In the case of peoples’ place in the socio-ecological system, the community’s reaction to the
proposal is evidence enough of their dissatisfaction with the proposed quarry. Government
would say that society in general benefits from extraction of aggregates close to market, but
these “generic benefits” hardly compensate the local community for the negative impacts (real or
perceived) of this development in their backyards. The specific location of the quarry is in no
way an improvement to the local community, and its potential effects on the biophysical
environment further puts the community at risk (recall Gibson’s statement on the dependence of
human wellbeing on the biophysical environment). The City of Hamilton has been approving
residential expansion in the area of the proposed quarry for years. These land use approvals
were, in some respects, the City’s de facto decision on the proposed quarry, long before Lowndes
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even came forward with their proposal. The City had evidence of the location of the aggregate
resource (the last mapping studies done by MNR were in the mid-1980s). By approving
residential developments nearby to this resource they invited some conflict if the aggregate
resource was ever to be extracted. Further consideration of the social and cultural costs and
benefits of the quarry only further demonstrate that there are precious few benefits of the quarry
for the local community, despite any mitigation efforts from the proponent.
The many aspects of the events of this proposed quarry shows that the system in place in Ontario
is insufficient to demonstrate a true pursuit of sustainability. Consideration of both social and
biophysical wellbeing is inadequate and the community is not properly included in the process.
The institutional arrangements are a thin silver lining to this situation, in that the policy and
legislative environment is slowly moving in the direction of an increasingly sustainable process,
though what remains to be seen is consistent action to enforce and prove the intentions behind
the policy.
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4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
In light of the preceding analysis there is clearly room for several recommendations to improve
the Ontario aggregates planning and management system. Firstly, it is recommended that the
Province, in consultation with municipalities, institute an early screening process for all
aggregates applications. The process would include some rough criteria to immediately filter
proposals that come in direct conflict with sensitive receptors nearby – receptors such as
residential communities, drinking water wellheads, and natural heritage features. The second
recommendation is for the Province of Ontario to undertake a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) of the entire aggregate resources management system – a proactive
assessment of programs, plans, and policies that would produce an understanding and improved
pursuit of desired outcomes. A strategic environmental assessment could also help to produce the
early screening process as an output of the assessment. This SEA process would expand on the
State of the Aggregate Resource in Ontario Studies (SAROS) that were recently
completed(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). In and of itself an early screening
process would serve to protect both the natural environment and Ontario communities, but it
would be even more effective if it were informed through the work of an even broader process,
like a strategic environmental assessment.

4.1 Recommendation #1 – Early Screening Process
The Province of Ontario should design and implement an early screening process for any
application for aggregates extraction.
An early screening process would apply to any application for development, whether it is for a
land use planning approval under the provincial or municipal planning system, or for an
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extraction license from the Ministry of Natural Resources. Both FORCE and the ECO have made
this recommendation to the Province in the past (FORCE, 2006; FORCE, 2007; ECO, 2006),
describing the process as deterministic, noting that applications are rarely denied, and that the
process simply requires the proponent to repeatedly amend the application to the satisfaction of
the approval authority. A mechanism to screen applications would allow for decision makers to
perform a rough analysis of the immediate context and surroundings for the proposed site and the
important features, both natural and cultural, as well as for the presence of any sensitive
receptors nearby. The process should take into account any relevant provincial plans, like the
Greenbelt Plan and the Niagara Escarpment Plan, or the presence of any source water
protection zones.
The benefits of an early screening process would be to save all parties involved time and money.
It would help protect the local community from questionable development applications that tax
their resources to stand up to a much better-resourced proponent. It would save the municipality
the expense in staff-time and resources by ensuring that the wheels of bureaucracy do not start
turning unless the application merits full consideration. It would also save the proponent from
potential uncertainty of a denied application after undertaking years and millions of dollars worth
of work, as was the case for St Marys Cement with the Flamborough quarry. The ideal result of
these changes would be a more efficient and effective process.
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4.2 Recommendation #2 – Strategic Environmental Assessment
The Province of Ontario should undertake a strategic environmental assessment (SEA) of the
aggregates management system.
4.2.1 Rationale for a Strategic Environmental Assessment
Strategic environmental assessment (SEA) is considered part of the family of environmental
impact assessment (EIA) tools, but is markedly different from conventional EIA. In its most
simplistic sense, EIA focuses on specific projects, is very detailed and narrow in scope and is
often initiated to assess an already selected alternative. SEA is broad in scope, is not related to
any one specific project, nor is it antecedent to a selected alternative, rather it focuses on the
context of decision making and how alternatives are selected and prioritized. Dr. Bram Noble
offers this definition of SEA: “the proactive assessment of alternatives to proposed or existing
policies, plans and programs, in the context of a broader vision, set of goals, or objectives to
assess the likely outcomes of various means to select the best alternative(s) to reach desired
ends” (Noble, 2000, p. 215).9 An SEA helps to realign priorities and guidelines for decision
makers. It helps achieve sustainable development and strengthen and streamline project EIA
(Partidario, 2000). “It is believed that SEA has the capacity to influence the environmental and
sustainability nature of strategic decisions, and to provide for sound, integrated, and sustainable
policy and planning frameworks to assist the project development process” (Partidario, 2000).
A strategic environmental assessment would involve bringing together all key stakeholders
within the process and evaluating the relevant policies, plans and programs – essentially all the
rules and systems that guide decision making within the process – and making necessary changes

A more complete comparison of the differences between conventional EIA and SEA can be found in Appendix D, courtesy of
Noble, 2000.
9
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to the process. It would not necessarily require new legislation or frameworks, but it would
require a fair, transparent and inclusive examination of these.
The Province should lead the SEA process, but it should not be exclusively one ministry. It
should include the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and the Ministry of the Environment
(MOE), along with the Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing (MMAH) as well as
representation from municipalities, perhaps with the Association of Municipalities of Ontario
(AMO) and several municipalities that have a high incidence of quarry activity already. The
process should include representatives from relevant stakeholders. For an SEA to work
effectively it must be an inclusive process. There should be representation from the public.
Organizations like FORCE should (and likely would) welcome the chance to participate in a
process like this; they frequently state they are not anti-aggregate they are just against poorly
located quarries like the proposed Flamborough quarry. There should also be representation from
the industry. There are tremendous economic benefits to aggregate extraction (an aspect that has
not been discussed much in this report) and there are many tangential benefits to Ontario’s
economy from the availability of aggregate resources. A strategic environmental assessment of
the aggregates management process must recognize the priorities of producers.
An inclusive SEA moves closer to being fair and equitable. Parties must be treated equally,
respected and afforded similar considerations. The process must also be transparent. There must
be transparency from start to finish: transparency in designing the process, in choosing members
and representative stakeholders, in scoping the work, in conducting the study, and in selecting
and implementing the preferred alternative(s). There must be transparency in follow-up review
and post-implementation monitoring.
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While there are some suggestions for a very structured approach to SEA, this undertaking does
not necessarily have to be a formal process. Given the amount of government involvement and
the importance of a fair and transparent process it may be better if there is a formal process, but it
is not essential. The formal structure of the SEA is not what is most important in this
recommendation – the idea of all parties cooperating to improve the process is what is most
critical here. If the work is done in a fair, transparent and inclusive manner, the structure of the
process – whether formal or informal – is secondary.
The Province of Ontario has already undertaken a substantial amount of work in conducting the
State of the Aggregate Resource in Ontario Study (SAROS), and this could contribute to an
SEA. The SAROS work is only the beginning of what should be considered within an SEA and,
again, while it would help inform proceedings and contribute to priority setting, it will not
suffice in place of an SEA. Gravel Watch Ontario (www.gravelwatch.org) released a critique
(Gravel Watch Ontario, 2010) and a sustainability-based review (Markvart, 2009) of the
SAROS, highlighting many of the deficiencies in the studies and the other areas that, in their
opinion, remain to be addressed. These reports and others like them should be included as
critiques and equitable evaluations of any work done prior to the SEA that is included in the
process. A strategic environmental assessment does not merely amount to studies, but must reach
to policy, plans and programs. SAROS considered several aspects of aggregates in Ontario –
consumption and demand, the value of aggregates, existing reserves in currently licensed
extraction sites, and alternative sources of aggregates. The SEA being proposed would address
policy and legislation such as the Aggregate Resources Act, the Planning Act, the Provincial
Policy Statement, the Aggregate Resources Policy Manual, the Clean Water Act, and the Safe
Drinking Water Act. The SEA would step back further than considering existing policy to
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consider alternatives to aggregate extraction including conservation and long-term changes in
urban development form. Again, the SAROS work could contribute to those considerations, but
cannot substitute for it.
4.2.2 Possible Outcomes of a Strategic Environmental Assessment
If a strategic environmental assessment of Ontario’s aggregates management process were
undertaken, there are several potential outcomes worth considering. Some of these could feature
as stand-alone recommendations apart from an SEA, but their impact would be limited. Applying
solutions for Ontario’s aggregates management system that did not result from an SEA – that is,
from a frank, equitable and transparent reconsideration of the underlying values behind the
current system and the policies built on those values – would only be treating the symptoms but
ignoring the disease. These recommendations function appropriately as the outcome of an SEA.
The Province should implement criteria towards establishing zones of protection of aggregate
resource material for areas in southern Ontario that would be incorporated into the Provincial
land-use planning system. These zones should be designed with recommendations from all
interested stakeholders, but should be guided by the coordination of provincial ministries. The
protection zones should take other constraints into consideration, such as the Greenbelt Plan and
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. There should be areas mapped as “no
extraction” zones, similar to the restrictions placed by the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan, but based
on criteria above and beyond environmental protection, like community quality of life and health
and well-being. Work being undertaken currently by Ontario Conservation Authorities for source
water protection should also be incorporated into creating these zones of protection. The zones
should be designed in consideration of the long-term biophysical impacts of quarrying activities.
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To contribute towards appropriately delineating these zones the Province should undertake to
update all geological mapping of available aggregate deposits in southern Ontario. There are
many reasons for this, and the work would likely have been done already were it not for the
expense of such an undertaking. Nevertheless, there is value in up-to-date resource mapping. The
data is incorporated by municipalities into their official plans and subsequent land use planning
decisions are made based on this information. On July 26, 2006 the City of Hamilton passed a
motion to independently update the existing aggregate resource maps from MNR. These maps,
described by city staff as “inadequate”, had not been updated since 1984(Redmond, 2006). The
Province has been shifting the requirements for updating of resource mapping to municipalities
for some time, while simultaneously increasing the expectations of municipalities for accurate,
responsible land use planning decisions through instruments such as the PPS. The Province
should undertake to support municipalities in making sustainable land use decisions by providing
the necessary resources, including current mapping data of existing aggregate deposits and
surrounding natural features and communities.
Municipalities need to be included more in the long-term planning for aggregate resource
extraction with the Province. The value for this can be clearly seen in the events of the proposed
Flamborough quarry. If the City of Hamilton and the Province of Ontario had engaged in more
strategic long-term planning for the aggregate materials deposit on that site it could have been
kept available for eventual extraction. By approving rural subdivisions around the site Hamilton
created the conflict in uses, and perhaps even more so with the wellheads for the Town of
Carlisle drawing from the area. These were decisions made years and even decades before the
proposed quarry applications appeared, and this recommendation is not to say that they were
mistakes, but that there is a lesson to learn. The lesson is simply that if the Province wants to
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keep aggregate resource extraction as a priority land use then it needs to be more proactive in
coordinating land use decisions around those resources with the local municipalities.
Finally, the Province should come to an arrangement for funding to be made available to
community participants. This recommendation requires careful consideration and evaluation
(best done in the context of an SEA) to ensure that resources are directed where they are best
suited. FORCE, on behalf of the local community, was clever and proactive in its fundraising
efforts and successfully pooled an impressive sum of money. This was a major factor in their
ability to challenge the proponent with their own studies and legal representation, proving the
value of resources to a community trying to have its voice heard.

4.3 Final Considerations
What is abundantly clear from the analysis of the events from the proposed Flamborough quarry
is that the status quo of Ontario’s aggregates management system is unsatisfactory and
unsustainable for all parties involved (with the obvious exception of the lawyers and
consultants). The process is costly, time-intensive, lengthy, and decidedly antagonistic. It can be
divisive within a community and even signals a poor business environment. There needs to be
some change. The process needs to incorporate better consideration of long-term land uses in the
area of aggregate deposits, and the process by which a proponent initiates and pursues a potential
quarry. There are obvious conflicts between uses and priorities (very aptly described in the 20062007 ECO Annual Report) and decision makers need to be acting on a better understanding and
respect for communities and their basic needs within the sphere of those priorities.
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Preparation / Pre-consultation
Submission / Compliance
Notification / Circulation
Consultation
Resolution of Objections
Decision

•
•
•

where we can find the details about the proposal
how and where we can send our comments
the deadline for having our comments considered

Step 2 - Submission / Compliance On January 22nd, 2009, St Marys Cement
submitted a formal ARA application to the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR). MNR has 20 days to review the application for its compliance under
the ARA. An application that is found to be incomplete or non-compliant will
be returned to St Marys Cement. The applicant can then resubmit. If the
application is determined to be complete and compliant, St Marys Cement will
be authorized to begin a notification / consultation process. This process has
another set of timelines document below. A complete and compliant
application decision will also mean that MNR will post a notice on the
Environmental Bill of Rights (EBR) registry. The EBR notice about the St
Marys Cement application will be posted for 30 days. The notice will tell us:

Step 1 - Preparation / Pre-consultation St Marys Cement prepared materials
and reports for its application. Typically the proponent documents the
meetings, open houses, and public information centres that it has held as preconsultation with agencies and stakeholders.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) license application process is proponent
(St Marys Cement) driven. It consists of 6 key steps:

The ARA License Application Process

From: http://www.stopthequarry.ca/stmarys/ara/#step
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Once public notice has been issued, the clock starts ticking. St Marys
Cement has two years to complete the process. If the application has
not been completed within 2 years, with the required information sent
to MNR, the application is deemed to be withdrawn and all
application documentation will be returned.

by written notice to landowners with 120 metres of the proposed site,
and
by signage posted on the boundary of the site which is maintained for
the 45 day notification period.
As well, on or before the newspaper notice, St Marys Cement must provide a
complete application package to a number of agencies (including the local
MNR office, the City of Hamilton, Conservation Halton, the Ministry of
Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, and the Ministry of Environment) and
other stakeholders. During the 45 day period, St Marys Cement is required to
host a public information session outlining all details of the proposal.

•

•

At the same time as the notice appears in the local newspapers, public notice
must also be given

•

Step 3 - Notification / Circulation and Step 4 - Consultation Once the
application has been determined to be complete and compliant, St Marys
Cement will decide when to begin steps 3 and 4. There is a time limit on this
part of the process once it begins, but it is proponent driven. St Marys Cement
chooses when these steps begin. A 45 day notification and consultation period
begins when St Marys Cement publishes a copy of the Notice of Application
for License and a Notice of Information Session in local papers.

Implications for our communities • Watch e-mail and visit this web-site regularly for recommendations
on how to respond to the Environmental Registry posting.

Appendix A – The Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) License Application Process (FORCE, 2009)

6.0 APPENDICES

The community must receive 20 days notice of the information
session from the time the newspaper notice was published,
The community must have 10 days to comment after the information
session, up to the 45th day from the initial notification posting.
• This timeline means the public information session must be
held between days 20 and 35 of the notification period.

If objections are not resolved,
• St Marys Cement is required to submit to MNR and the remaining
objectors
• The list of unresolved objections
• documentation of attempts to resolve objections

Step 5 - Resolution of Objections
During this phase, which can last up to 2 years after the public notice, St
Marys Cement will attempt to resolve all objections to its proposal.
If objections are resolved, St Marys Cement is required:
• to amend the application, site plans, or reports in consultation with
MNR to reflect the resolution of the objections,
• to obtain written confirmation (letter of withdrawal) from all
objectors that their objections have been addressed, and
• To submit documentation to the MNR.

NOTE: Comments submitted via the EBR and objections made via
the consultation process feed two different provincial processes. Both
are critical and both must be done.

Implications for our communities• Be ready to attend the public meeting. Gather your family, friends,
and neighbours to attend.
• Register your objection and the reasons why in writing to St Marys
Cement and the District Manager of the MNR as quickly as possible
after the meeting and before day 45. Sample responses and contact
information will be provided for everyone.
• Watch e-mail and check this web-site for sample responses.

Objections to the application, whether they come from individuals or
government and similar agencies, must be provided in writing to St Marys
Cement and the District Manager of the MNR within the 45 day notification
period. Objections will not be accepted after the 45th day.

•

•
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NOTE: At the same time as the ARA process is occurring, the City of
Hamilton and area municipalities will continue to be looking at St Marys
Cement's applications for Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendments.
Information on this process including the dates and time for public
meetings and opportunities to raise objections through this process will
continue to be provided.

Implications for our communities • Watch e-mail and this web-site for recommendations.

Step 6 - Decision
Once MNR has received the final submission from St Marys Cement, prior to
the 2 year process deadline, the material will be evaluated. Within 30 days of
receiving the material, MNR staff will make a recommendation to the
Minister. The recommendation may be to refer outstanding objections to the
Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) or to the Consolidated Hearings Board (joint
board of the OMB and the Environmental Review Tribunal (ERT)), to refuse
the license, or to grant the license with conditions.
More information on this part of the process and possible subsequent appeals
will be shared as we get closer to this stage.

Implications for our communities • Be ready to respond to St Marys recommendations within the 20
day notice period. Sample responses and contact information will be
provided for everyone to use.

•

•

St Marys Cement recommendations for resolving the
objections
• Notice of a 20 day response period by the objectors to the
company's recommendations.
Within 20 days of receiving the information from St Marys Cement,
the objectors must submit to MNR and St Marys Cement their
recommendations for resolving the objections. If the objectors do not
respond within 20 days, their objections are considered to be void and
no longer under consideration.
St Marys Cement will then submit documentation to MNR as its final
submission. This submission must occur within 2 years of the public
notification date or the application is considered withdrawn and all
documents are returned to the company.

•
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Six Step ARA Process Flow Chart (FORCE, 2009): http://www.stopthequarry.ca/documents/ARA%206%20Step%20Process.pdf

Appendix B – Questions and sub-elements of the Seven Questions to Sustainability framework
(MMSD-NA, 2002).
Question
1.

Sub-Elements

Engagement: Are processes of engagement committed to, designed and implemented that:

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

Engagement Processes
Dispute resolution mechanism
Reporting and verification
Adequate Resources
Informed and voluntary consent

2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

Community organizational capacity
Social/cultural integrity
Worker and population health
Availability of basic infrastructure
Direct, indirect and induced effects
Full social/cultural costs, benefits and risks
Responsibilities and sureties
Distribution of costs, benefits and risks
Social/cultural stress and restoration

3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5

Ecosystem function, resilience, and self-organizing capacity
Ecological entitlement
Full ecosystem costs, benefits and risks
Responsibilities and sureties
Environmental stress and action to ensure ecosystem integrity

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5

Project or operation economics
Operational efficiencies
Economic contributions
Community/regional economies
Government and broader society economies

5.1
5.2

Activity/use levels
Traditional/cultural activities

Institutional Arrangements and Governance: Are the institutional arrangements and

6.1

systems of governance in place that can provide certainty and confidence that:
• the capacity of government, companies, communities and residents to address project or
operation consequences is in place or will be built; and
• this capacity will continue to evolve and exist through the full life-cycle including postclosure?

6.2
6.3
6.4

Efficiency and effectiveness in the mix of legislated rules,
voluntary programs, market incentives and unspoken cultural
norms.
Capacity to address operation consequences
Bridging to post-closure conditions
Overall confidence that commitments made will be fulfilled

7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4

Project level alternatives
Strategic level alternatives
Overall synthesis
Continuous learning and improvement.

• ensure all affected communities of interest (including vulnerable or disadvantaged
subpopulations by reason of, for example, minority status, gender, ethnicity or poverty)
have the opportunity to participate in the decisions that influence their own future; and
• are understood, agreed upon by implicated communities of interest, and consistent with
the legal, institutional and cultural characteristics of the community and country where
the project or operation is located?
2.

People: Will the project/operation lead directly or indirectly to maintenance of people’s wellbeing (preferably an improvement):
• during the life of the project/operation; and
• in post-closure?

3.

Environment: Will the project or operation lead directly or indirectly to the maintenance or
strengthening of the integrity of biophysical systems so that they can continue in postclosure to provide the needed support for the well-being of people and other life forms?

4.

Economy: Is the financial health of the project/company assured and will the project or
operation contribute to the long-term viability of the local, regional and global economy in
ways that will help ensure sufficiency for all and provide specific opportunities for the less
advantaged?

5.

Traditional and Non-market Activities: Will the project or operation contribute to the longterm viability of traditional and non-market activities in the implicated community and
region?

6.

7.

Overall Integrated Assessment and Continuous Learning: Has an overall evaluation been
made and is a system in place for periodic re-evaluation based on:
• consideration of all reasonable alternative configurations at the project level (including
the no-go option in the initial evaluation);
• consideration of all reasonable alternatives at the overarching strategic level for
supplying the commodity and the services it provides for meeting society’s needs;
• a synthesis of all the factors raised in this list of questions, leading to an over- all
judgment that the contribution to people and ecosystems will be net positive over the long
term?
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Appendix C – Core Generic Criteria for Sustainability Assessments (Gibson et al, 2005).
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Appendix D – Defining Characteristics of EIA and SEA (Noble, 2000).
EIA

SEA

Represents an end
•

Leads to a strategy for action

Brings closure to an issue or undertaking.

•

Goals and objectives are pre-determined
•

Set in context of broader vision, goals and objectives

EIA predicts the potential outcomes of an already
pre-determined option.

•

Asks “what are the impacts of our option?”
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

“Alternative options” versus “option alternatives”.
Broader range of alternatives at an early stage.
Contains a “no change” alternative – something
will be done to help reach the goal, that could
include maintaining the existing pathway – “no
action” is not an alternative.
Minimize negative outcomes by selecting the “least
negative” alternative at an early stage.

Backcasts, then forecasts
•

Determines a range of options based on a vision,
and then forecasts the likely outcomes of each
option.

Proactive
•
•

Creates and examines alternatives leading to the
preferred option.
On demand: a process that can be implemented at
any time should strategic choices not be meeting
specified visions and objectives, or should new
visions, goals and objectives develop.

Not project-specific

Assessment of a particular proposed undertaking.

Narrow focus and highly detailed
•
•

•

An option is chosen and the EIA is designed to
react to, or assess, that particular option.
Definitive: well-defined beginning (project
proposal) and end (decision to proceed or not) to
the assessment of a single undertaking.

Project-specific
•

•
•
•

Predicts and assesses the likely outcomes of a
specific undertaking.

Reactive

Examines strategies to accomplish particular goals
and objectives.

Asks “what is the preferred option?”

“Option alternatives” versus “alternative options”.
Addresses available options at the project level in
terms of a pre-determined alternative.
Alternatives are often limited to issues of technical
design.
Theoretically, contains a “no action” alternative – a
choice can be made not to proceed.
Management emphasis on mitigating likely
negative outcomes.

Forecasts

A means to an end.

•

Focus is on alternatives, opportunities, regions and
sectors.

Broad focus and low level of detail

Focus is on a pre-determined alternative option.
Assessment is generally technical, often
quantitative and highly detailed.

•
•
•

88

Focus is on a broad set of alternatives.
Focus broadens moving upscale from programs,
plans, and policies to alternatives.
Assessment is broad, usually non-technical and
qualitative.

Year
1969
2000

2011
2009

2005
2006
1995
tio7
1998
2007

2000
2008

2007

2005

2009

2005

Source Type
Academic
Academic

Academic
Academic

Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic
Academic

Academic
Academic

Government

Government

Government

Government

City of Hamilton

City of Hamilton - Planning & Economic
Development Department,
Development & Real Estate Division

City of Hamilton, Planning &
Development Department,
Development & Real Estate Division

Combined Aggregates Review Team
(CART)

Wernstedt, K.
Whitelaw, G., Jamieson, G., Francis, G.,
& Ruttan, N.

Gibson, R. B.
Gibson, R. B.
Kellett, J. E.
Owens, S.
van Lier, H. N.
Wekerle, G. R., Sandberg, L. A., Gilbert,
L., & Binstock, M.

Binstock, M., & Carter-Whitney, M.
Bloodworth, A., Scott, P., & McEvoy, F.

Author
Arnstein, S. R.
Baker, D., Slanz, C., & Summerville, T.
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CART (Combined Aggregates Review Team) Membership List.

St Mary's Flamborough Quarry (formerly Lowndes Holdings Corp.).

Status report on proposed Lowndes Holdings Corp. Quarry (PD04244(a))

Response by CART to St. Marys PIC held June 21st, 2007.

Plans, Planners & Aggregates Mining: Constructing an Understanding.
Canadian Biosphere Reserve Approaches to the achievement of
Sustainable Development.

Sustainability Assessment: Criteria, Processes and Applications.
Sustainability Assessment: Basic Components of a Practical Approach.
The Elements of a Sustainable Aggregates Policy.
Interpreting Sustainable Development: The Case of Land Use Planning.
The role of land-use planning in sustainable rural systems.
Nature as a Cornerstone of Growth: Regional and Ecosystems Planning in
the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

Aggregate Extraction in Ontario: A Strategy for the Future.
Digging the backyard: Mining and quarrying in the UK and their impact on
future land use.

Title
A Ladder of Citizen Participation.
An evolving policy network in action: The case of construction aggregate
policy in Ontario.

Appendix E – Data used in document analysis, categorized by source type: academic (journal articles), Government (government
reports, legislation, comments, council minutes, etc.), Media (newspaper articles, newsletters, press releases, etc.), and Reports
(proposal studies, research reports, non-governmental organization reports, etc.)

Year
2006
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

1977

1997

2005

2005

2005

2007

2010

2010

2006
2009

Source Type
Government
Government
Government
Government
Government
Government
Government
Government
Government

Government

Government

Government

Government

Government

Government

Government

Government

Government
Government

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs &
Housing

Minister of Supply and Services Canada

Author
City of Hamilton
ECO
ECO
ECO
ECO
ECO
ECO
ECO
Environmental Commissioner of
Ontario
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Aggregate Resource Policy Manual.
Ministry review comments on St Marys Cement Inc., Flamborough Quarry
ARA license application.

Province Listens, Stops Proposed Quarry in Hamilton.

Ontario Regulation 138/10 Zoning Order.

Roles & Responsibilities.

The Greenbelt Plan.

Provincial Policy Statement (2005).

Ministry preconsultation staff report: Proposed Lowndes quarry official
plan amendment and zoning amendment application.

Provincial Policy Statement (1997). Revised February 1, 1997.

Northern Frontier Northern Homeland: The Report of the Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline Inquiry.

Title
Terms of Reference Haul Route Evaluation.
Choosing Our Legacy: 2003-2004 Annual Report.
Planning Our Landscape: 2004-2005 Annual Report.
Neglecting Our Obligations: 2005-2006 Annual Report.
Reconciling Our Priorities: 2006-2007 Annual Report.
Getting to K(No)w: 2007-2008 Annual Report.
Building Resilience: 2008-2009 Annual Report.
Redefining Conservation: 2009-2010 Annual Report.
ECO - The Environmental Bill of Rights.

Year
2010
2006

2009
2009
2005
2008
2005
2008
2005
2004
2004
2005
2006
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2009
2010
2007
2010
2005
2004
2005

Source Type
Government
Government

Government
Government
Government
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media

Province of Ontario
Province of Ontario
United Nations General Assembly
Brazeau, M.
Bruser, D.
Burman, J.
Cavanagh, K.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cornish, D.
Cummings, M.
Flamborough Review
Flint, G.
FORCE
FORCE

Author
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
Ontario Ministry of Public
Infrastructure Renewal
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Aggregate Resources Act R.S.O. 1990, Chapter A.8.
Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.P.13.
2005 World Summit Outcome.
Op-Ed: Pump tests shouldn't proceed.
Between a Rock and a Hard Place.
Process for dealing with quarries flawed: Miller.
Running on dry.
FORCE battles quarry.
Quarry plan gets cool reception in rural Flamborough.
FORCE regroups to continue quarry battle.
Quarry haul routes top residents' concerns.
City reimbursed by St Marys.
Quarry road testing under scrutiny.
Quarry water test unproven: McCarthy.
PTTW under attack.
Pump testing proceeds.
SMC plans new tests.
Walkout cuts short quarry workshop.
St Marys set to respond to objection letters.
St Marys Cement Launches Appeal.
Haul route plans meet with resistance.
Quarry Objections Confirmed.
Letter to the Editor: re Proposed Lowndes Holding Corp Quarry.
Newsbrief.
News Archives June to August 2005.

Title
State of the Aggregate Resource in Ontario Study: Consolidated Report.
Places To Grow Plan: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

Year
2005
2006
2007
2007
2008
2009

2010
2009
2004
2005
2007
2008
2008
2009
2009
2009
2009
2010

2005
2009
2010
2010

2008
2008
2005

Source Type
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media

Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media

Media
Media
Media
Media

Media
Media
Media

O'Hara, C.
O'Hara, C.
Phillips, C.

Miller, G.
Moroz, J.
Moroz, J.
Office of Ted McMeekin, MPP

Howell, H.
Marion, M.-A.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.
McGuinness, E.

Author
FORCE
FORCE
FORCE
FORCE
FORCE
FORCE
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FORCE meeting focuses on water, haul routes.
Water, septic uses discussed at Carlisle meeting.
All is not well in Carlisle.

Running out of gravel and rock.
St Marys to continue to follow quarry process: Op-Ed.
Flamborough quarry 'the right thing'.
Province intervenes to prevent quarry development, Responds to
community concern for groundwater conservation.

'The right thing:' Go away, SMC: Op-Ed.
Group wants quarry permit put on hold.
Rural residents footing the bill to fight quarry.
Quarry foes say pit will endanger wells.
Health concerns over water test for quarry.
Councillor leads walkout on meeting.
St Marys: Pump tests didn't hurt area wells.
A FORCE to be reckoned with.
Ministries hold off on quarry OK.
St Marys OKs water testing.
St Marys refuses to redo test, asks for quarry licence.
Province ends Carlisle quarry battle: St Marys Cement rebuffed after
$10m bid.

Title
Re: Lowndes Holdings Corp.
Newsletter.
FORCE 2007 Community Meeting.
Re: St Marys Haul Route Public Information Centre: June 21st, 2007.
"Rain, rain, go away" - St Marys told to test another day.
The ARA License Application Process - A Step by Step Guide to the
Process.

Year
2006
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2009
2009
2009
2006
2009
2008
2009
2009

2006

2006

2007

2008

2008
2010
2006

2009

Source Type
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Media
Report
Report

Report

Report

Report

Report

Report
Report
Report

Report

Glenn Schnarr & Associates Inc.

FORCE
FORCE
Gartner Lee Ltd.

FORCE

FORCE

FORCE

Dillon Consulting

Author
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
Redmond, D.
St Marys Cement
St Marys Cement
St. Marys Cement
Aerocoustics Engineering Ltd.
Canadian Urban Institute
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St Marys Flamborough Quarry ARA Summary Statement.

St Marys Cement Transportation Study.
St Marys Cement Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) Application.
Revised Work Plan for the Evaluation of Groundwater Recirculation
System.

St Marys Cement Groundwater Recirculation System (GRS)
Testing/PTTW.

Application for Review of the Planning Act and the Aggregate Resources
Act.

Submission to the standing committee on general government re:
Planning and Conservation Land Statute Law Amendment Act (Bill 51).

City of Hamilton Terms of Reference: Mountsberg Quarry Haul Route
Evaluation.

Title
Hamilton looks to update old MNR aggregate maps.
Environment Commissioner questions St Marys application.
MPP slams Liberals over quarry.
St Marys looks to alter GRS testing.
St Marys' VP says water tests 'success'.
St Marys' water tests a huge flop, says FORCE.
FORCE adds muscle to its roster.
Gravel Watch says no quarry application turned down since 2001.
Peer reviews not favourable to St Marys haul route study.
Community Newsletter #3.
Newsletters.
Fast Facts.
St Marys Flamborough Quarry Noise Impact Study.
Between Rock and a Hard Place: Understanding the foundations of
Ontario's built future.

Year
2010
2010

2004

2007

2004
2009

2002
2002

2002
1996
2009
2006
2005

Source Type
Report
Report

Report

Report

Report
Report

Report
Report

Report
Report
Report
Report
Report

MMSD-NA
Pichette, R.
St Marys Cement Inc.
Stantec Consulting Ltd.
Winfield, M. S., & Taylor, A.

MMSD-NA
MMSD-NA

Lowndes Holdings Corp.
Markvart, T. I.

Intera Engineering Ltd.

IISD

Author
Goodquarry
Gravel Watch Ontario

94

Towards Change: The Work and Results of MMSD North America.
Aggregate Resource Management in Ontario.
ARA Class A Application.
EIS and Level 2 Natural Environment Report - Draft for discussion.
Rebalancing the Load: The Need for an Aggregates Conservation Strategy
for Ontario.

Industry in Transition: A Profile of the North American Mining Sector.
Seven Questions to Sustainability: How to Assess the Contribution of
Mining and Minerals Activities.

Proposed Dolostone Quarry Planning Report.
Review of SAROS: A sustainability-based review of the Ministry of Natural
Resources 2009 State of the Aggregate Resource in Ontario Study.

Review of Hydrogeological work plan, St Marys Flamborough Quarry site,
City of Hamilton.

Out of Respect: The Tahltan, Mining, and the Seven Questions to
Sustainability.

Title
Water - Potential Effects.
SAROS Predicts the Past: Gravel Watch's Critique of MNR's Consolidated
Report for SAROS.

