Dear Madam/Sir.

In comment to PTTW, ERO number 019-5959, Ministry Reference number 8727-CHUMTY.

Firstly, are these drilled wells or simply sumps? It is confusing, in the Proposal Summary it states that the proposal is to take water from one well but in the Proposal Details it takes water from eight wells. 

Secondly, there is no mention of the sump in the southwest corner of the south quarry, which is part of the MNRF EBR registry number 013-1976, which is the proposed new sump that will serve the existing quarry as well as the new quarry that is twice the size of the existing quarry.

If in fact these are drilled wells, then the amount of water they are proposing to take is enormous and that will have an effect of draining my well as well as all the homeowners in the surrounding area which is of unknown size, it could be 500 meters or it could be kilometers.

In a hydrogeological study done in 1991 by GORRELL Consulting, on which the 2012 study by Morrison Herschfield was based. The current application in turn relies on the MH study for background information. The Gorrell study indicates that the property would have to truck in water to sustain operation. The quarry has expanded greatly since 1991 and their water requirements have increased as well. Assuming the drilled wells were insufficient to sustain quarry operation in1991, how does the quarry now obtain sufficient water? The application does not explain this. What has changed since then? We have been told by people in the area that their wells have gone dry in past summers.
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What of the CBM Concrete plant on site, it does not have a PTTW for itself, how is its water use regulated and where does its water come from? And what of its discharge from Ready-mix production and truck washouts, which is potentially laden with toxic chemicals? Does it end up in the discharge of the quarry and eventually into Lake Ontario?

The volumes reported by the company vary greatly in volume and discharge i.e. 2017 sewage ECA.
The tables that the owners supplied do not match.

Who verifies that the data and information submitted by the applicant/quarry owner is correct?  It is our understanding that the Ministry of the Environment is short staffed and does not verify the data/information under the PTTW. Their role is limited to confirming that the annual reports are submitted, not to confirm the accuracy of the data itself.

Lastly, with the continuing changes in our climate getting worse each year would it not be prudent to limit the length of time between applications to something less than five years. Ten years is a long time to have a permit in place especially with the earth warming up at an alarming rate, which puts a strain on our wells?
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4 Hecommended Yepth of Muarying

With this analysis in mind, & has only to be determined what the acceptable depth of quarrying
is, based on the available hydrogeological information.

As has already been described, water in the area northwest of the fault is found within the
upper 12 m of the bedrock, Well yields are generally less than 5 IGPM. The exception is a well driled
at the site (Well No. 89) which has a reported yield of 40 IGPM. This well records water at a depth of
2.1m (7 f). The water supply from this well is anomalous and is probably derived from a surface water
source. The five wells drilled on the site for crushing and dust control are unable to supply the water
required for the operation, and water must therefore be imported to the site.

Based on the data from the well records, it is concluded that the bedrock has a low
transmissivity, and that the radius of influence is very narrow, The Elginburg Quarry has already been
excavated to 10 m without causing any problems with neighbouring wells even though, as discussed
above, the average elevation for the water bearing zone has been already passed.

Itis not believed that, based on the analysis of available information, the wells at Elginburg will
be affected by the quarry. However, these wells have been used to determine the recommended depth
of the quarry. In the Village of Elginburg, located approximately 1 km from the quarry (Area 5, Figure
38), elevation water found ranges from 62.5 m to 125.9 m (205 ft to 413 ft), but is on average 102.8 m
(837 ft), as ilustrated in Figure 5. The ground surface elevation in Elginburg is approximately 122 m
(4001t). Therefore, the quarry could be excavated to a datum of 103 m asl, or approximately 30
metres.

5 Summary

A review of published well records for the area surrounding the Elginburg Quarry has been
made to determine the depth to which the quarry can reasonably be excavated without affecting
neighbouring wells. It was found that the wells immediately surrounding the site are low yielding. The

quarry floor, at 10 m, already wells. There have been
no complaints about interferes
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5 Summary

A review of published well records for the area surrounding the Elginburg Quarry has been
made to determine the depth to which the quarry can reasonably be excavated without affecting
neighbouring wells. It was found that the wells immediately surrounding the site are low yielding. The
quarry floor, at 10 m, already lies below the water bearing zones used by these wells. There have been
no complaints about interference of the quarry with neighbouring water supplies.

A comparison has also been made between the Elginburg Quarry and the Wood's Collins Bay
Quarry, since the two quarries are Iin close proximity. A pop-up occurred in the Collins Bay Quarry
which resulted in the sudden de-watering of many neighbouring wells. To compare the two sites,
available geological and hydrogeological information about the two sites was reviewed, and a specialist
who has considerable experience in the neotechtonic field was consulted. This colleague, Dr. J.
Wallach, who Is a structural geologist with the Atomic Energy Control Board, would be wiling to provide
expert witness at an OMB Hearing. It has been concluded that the geological settings of the two
quarries are significantly different, and the possibility of the same problem occurring in the Elginburg
Quarry is remote.

If you have any questions about this report, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours truly,

g qperet!

Jennifer B. Gorrell M.Sc. P.Eng.




