Cumulative Effects Best Practices Paper For Below Water Table Aggregate Operations Within the Grand River Watershed
I have reviewed your proposal and have developed some ideas based on its contents and my experience with the aggregate industry both in and outside of Ontario.  I have also used my scientific and research background to evaluate your proposed method(s) of approach.  Some facts should be brought to the front before I continue.
1. The OSSGA is a private club with restrictive membership.  You must be sponsored to belong.

2. Membership to the OSSGA is not required, nor mandatory, to either own or operate a licensed gravel pit in Ontario.

3. Membership to the OSSGA is not required, nor mandatory, to make application for an aggregate license.

4. The GRCA receives revenue from gravel extraction operations within the Grand River watershed

5. Although, included in the heading sited ‘Appendix A’ OSSGA has no reference throughout its contents.

6. Your attached maps clearly show licensed areas where there is no gravel, primary, secondary or tertiary. B2,B3,B4,B5,B6,B8,B10 and B11.
I will not attempt to critique your paper, as it is presented.  It is a DRAFT and will, no doubt, be amended as more comments are received.  I do feel, however that your approach is too specific to the potential and existing interest and concerns.

The effects, whether cumulative or discreet, are both important, however one should first look at the simple before they move to the complex.  Based on this point, and specific to the interest, it would be prudent to first identify your potential cause or source of contaminant.  The mere extraction of gravel is not going to add a contaminant.  The hole in the ground will draw down the water table for a short period.  It may change the ground water flow direction and rates through ponds by causing zero resistance and zero gradient lose but the whole exercise, without adding chemicals, will, at the most, cause a change in temperature which may cause a chemical change in dissolved solids and mineral content.
The point is that something must be added to contaminate and that could be something as simple and innocent as the ground water, now open to the air and sun, heating the water, warming the near by springs and streams and effecting the stream and its ecosystem.

Other sources of contaminant may innocently find there way into a gravel pit through the importation of recycled material and the material imported to rehabilitate.  It is my understanding that no measures are taken to monitor the quality or use of material originating from unknown sources.  It is widely acknowledged that road construction is dependent on the aggregate industry.  That old road surfaces or asphalt is removed and taken to a gravel pit for reuse.  This material is crushed and stockpiled and may be legally stored for an indefinite time.  There is no legal requirement to test this material or the waters leached through it for potential pollutants.  The waters leached through the stockpiles continue through the very pervious pit floor and travel into the water table.  All contaminants washed out of the crushed asphalt also end up in the ground water.
Whether the operation is licensed to extract below the water table or only licensed to go within 1.5 metres of the water table contaminant migration and its potential to pollute the ground water is the same in both.

Other sources of contamination to the floor of a gravel pit and therefore to the ground water is from chemicals, (ie. fuel, dust suppressants, hydraulic oil, pesticides, fertilizers, etc.) which may be used in the pit during its operating life.  Under the ARA each pit is to have in place a spills action plan.  It is not known how effective these plans are or if they have ever been tested for effectiveness.  Training and training manuals are essential for these plans to be effective.  A simple test you may wish to include in your method would be to measure the per cent recovery of an inert spill (ie water) in a gravel pit to determine the effectiveness of their spills action plan.
Summary

The elimination of risk from contamination, to minimize exposure to contamination, to remove the potential of contamination should be the ultimate focus of your intension.  Your approach should focus more on this rather than in monitoring contamination after the fact.  Following a preventative approach, part of which is in the ARA, and asking that those sections be more stringently enforced and reviewed would be much more effective in both the short term and the long term.

On another topic brought out in your paper was the issue of “close to market”.  That is a very subjective term and, I believe, has probably been redefined over the years and in light of changing events.  I live in North Dumfries and travel to Hamilton and Niagara frequently.  It is not uncommon to see gravel being hauled to both these areas from North Dumfries Pits.  Puslinch Township has a stream of gravel being hauled to the GTA.  

We now have larger trucks and larger and faster roads.  If the reason for these haulages to these areas is that they have run out of gravel then some long range planning and better logistics should be imposed on its transportation.  

This has little to do with cumulative water protection however if this trend is one that is going to continue because the market has no gravel but N.D. and Puslinch then some better, and less polluting, solution must be looked into.

Sincerely

Randy McLean CET

North Dumfries Twp

