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1. Introduction 

GHD Limited (GHD) has prepared this Design and Operations (D&O) Report, on behalf of Leahy Excavation Inc. 
herein referred to as “Leahy”, Owner/Operator. The D&O Report supports an application for an Environmental 
Compliance Approval (ECA) to be submitted to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks 
(MECP) for a soils bank and hydro-vac slurry receiving operation at the lands identified on Part Lot 3, Concession 9 in 
the Township of Douro-Dummer in Peterborough, Ontario (Site or Property). The Site location is shown on Figure 1. 

It is understood that historically the Site was used as a wayside pit for construction of County Road 4 in the early to 
mid-1900’s. Currently, the Site is used to receive topsoil, green landscape waste and other soils excavated from 
construction projects as well as asphalt and concrete material. The topsoil is stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite. 
Granular materials are stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite or are used onsite for backfilling of the wayside pit 
area. Non-granular materials, generally described as higher in silt and clay content, are used for backfilling the 
wayside pit area. This soil is initially stockpiled in various locations on the east portion of the Site. Asphalt and 
concrete are crushed and sorted into piles and sold as recycled products.  Green landscape waste is stockpiled and is 
either shipped back out as is or is mulch/chipped and sold. 

The Site also receives hydro-vac trucks with slurry material collected primarily from daylighting of underground utilities. 
The slurry from the hydro-vac trucks is deposited in the receiving pond where settling of the material occurs. The 
receiving pond has been constructed out of fine-grained soils. Water from the slurry generally evaporates with minimal 
infiltration into the ground. The pond is dredged on an approximate weekly basis, and the material is stockpiled and 
dried on the north side of the pond. A Site layout is shown on Figure 2. 

This D&O Report provides detailed descriptions of Site operations to be governed by the ECA and demonstrates 
compliance with Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 406/19 (On-Site and Excess Soil Management) and Rules for Soil 
Management and Excess Soil Quality Standards (Soil Rules) consistent with MECP policies and practice for excess 
soil reuse and hydrovac site requirements.  

Leahy and GHD have pre-consulted with the MECP District Office, and the D&O Report incorporates information that 
was requested during these discussions. A Hydrogeological Assessment, dated October 5, 2023, was completed by 
GHD in support of the ECA.  

1.1 Scope and Limitations 
This report: has been prepared by GHD for Leahy Excavations Inc. and may only be used and relied on by Leahy Excavations Inc. 
for the purpose agreed between GHD and Leahy Excavations Inc. as set out in Section 1 of this report. 

GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Leahy Excavations Inc. arising in connection with this report. GHD 
also excludes implied warranties and conditions, to the extent legally permissible. 

The services undertaken by GHD in connection with preparing this report were limited to those specifically detailed in the report and 
are subject to the scope limitations set out in the report.  

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on conditions encountered and information reviewed 
at the date of preparation of the report. GHD has no responsibility or obligation to update this report to account for events or 
changes occurring subsequent to the date that the report was prepared. 

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on assumptions made by GHD described in this 
report. GHD disclaims liability arising from any of the assumptions being incorrect. 

Accessibility of documents 

If this report is required to be accessible in any other format, this can be provided by GHD upon request and at an additional cost if 
necessary. 
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2. Facility Design

2.1 Location and Land Use
The Site is legally described as Part of Lot 3 Concession 9 Douro as in R377087, except Parts 1 & 2 PL 45R8200, 
except Part 1 PL 45R15813, in the Township of Duoro-Dummer, Peterborough County. A copy of the Proposed Site 
Plan is provided in Appendix A. 

The Site is located on the south side of County Road 4 within the Township of Douro-Dummer. As shown on Figure 1, 
the Site is located in a rural-residential / agricultural area approximately 5 kilometres east of Peterborough. The area is 
privately serviced for water and sewage. Meade Creek and a tributary of Meade Creek traverse the Site in a southerly 
direction. Meade Creek is a tributary of the Otonabee River.  

The Property is currently zoned Special District 194 (S.D. 194), and it is understood that the Client has applied for a 
zoning change to Extractive Industrial Zone (M2). A waste processing facility will be a permitted use in the new zoning. 
A figure showing the area zoning and pre-consultation meeting notes with the Douro-Dummer Township, County of 
Peterborough, MECP, and Otonabee Conservation Authority (ORCA) providing confirmation the application for a soil 
reuse and hydrovac operations at the Site, are provided in Appendix B. 

The Site is irregular in shape covering an area of approximately 35.7 hectares (88.2 acres) with access via a gravel 
lane from County Road 4. The east side of the Site is designated as an Environmental Conservation Zone (EC) where 
Meade Creek is situated. Within the western portion of the Site is the tributary of Meade Creek. An earth berm has 
been constructed along the edge of the operational area and the EC zone. There are numerous stockpiles, internal 
roadways and lay down areas on the Site. A portable structure is present on the Site that is used as an office. The 
hydro-vac operations are limited to the receiving pond at this time. The Site was historically used as a wayside / gravel 
pit, which was excavated to the underlying glacial till and the granular material was sold.  

Based upon observations during a Site visit, the surrounding land use includes: 

– Agricultural lands; rural residential lands; an EC area; County Road 4 right-of-way and a gravel extraction pit

The Site is located within the Otonabee River Watershed under the jurisdiction of the ORCA. The Site is located 
outside of any wellhead protection areas based on the MECP Source Protection Information Atlas.  

Existing ground surface elevations and contours are shown in Figure 3. 

2.2 Hydrogeological Assessment 
As requested by the MECP a Hydrogeological Assessment (HA) was developed with MECP input and then completed 
from September and October 2023. The HA evaluated hydrogeological conditions around the Site and potential 
impacts to groundwater from Site operations. A copy of the HA was provided to the MECP under separate cover, and 
reviewed by Mr. Eric Martin (MECP Hydrogeologist, Technical Support Section- Water Resources Unit, Eastern 
Region) and Mr. Dana Cruikshank (MECP Surface Water Specialist, Water Resources Unit, Eastern Region). MECP 
Memorandums provided in Appendix C. 

2.3 Operating Hours 
The Site will typically operate from 7 am to 6 pm Monday to Friday with trucks leaving in the morning and returning in 
the afternoon to unload. Some trucks will make multiple trips to/from the Site during the day. The Site also 
occasionally provides hydrovac services outside typical operating hours (e.g., after hours and weekends). The Site will 
typically operate for the whole year. 
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Soil and hydrovac trucks enter and exit the Site via the entrance at County Road 4. Hydrovac trucks are operated by 
other companies separate from Leahy Excavations Inc. Typically 1-2 hydrovac’s or trucks would be present on the site 
sporadically throughout the day with up to five (5) at once. 

The Property is entirely fenced with lockable gates at entrance. Unauthorized access to the Property is not expected 
to be a significant concern. 

2.4 Service Area / Waste Accepted 
The soil and hydrovac trucks accepted at the site collect materials typically within Peterborough County and 
occasionally surrounding municipalities/counites where excess soil for developments and liquid soil is collected from 
utility, municipal and commercial sites to ensure that utility strikes and damage do not occur during intrusive work 
(e.g., daylighting for utility work and roadwork).  

No hydrovac materials or excess soil will be accepted from sites with known or potential environmental concerns or 
other sites with known soil impacts. Hydrovac truck loads that may be impacted with contaminants (e.g., petroleum 
hydrocarbons as determined by Site information, visual inspection, and odours) are not accepted.  

The Property is entirely fenced with lockable gates at entrance. Unauthorized access to the Property is not expected 
to be a significant concern. 

2.5 Storm Water Management 
The Site is generally flat and stormwater runoff is by sheet flow overland towards low-lying areas at the south of the 
Site. Some infiltration into soils is expected. There are no direct point source off-site stormwater discharges. The Site 
is mostly open soil ground cover with vegetated/forested areas present along the Property boundaries. Yard 
inspections and maintenance are conducted daily as needed to keep outside areas clean and minimize potential 
impacts to storm water. Water which drains from the soil dewatering area also is managed through the Site 
stormwater management features. 

2.6 Air, Noise, and Dust 
Buildings on the Property have electric heating and cooling. Exhaust from trucks, earth moving equipment, and 
employee vehicles are the only air and noise emission sources. Extended vehicle idling, air brakes, and excessive 
engine noise are prohibited. 

A berm is to be constructed on the north end of the Site which will mitigate noise or dust emissions. 

Nuisance dust emissions may occur due to on-site traffic on unpaved areas, from stockpiles, and soil processing 
areas. Potential factors that may lead to dust emissions include soil type, moisture content, material size, vehicle 
speed and wind speed. Dust control measures such as watering of unpaved areas, altering stockpile orientation in 
relation to prevalent wind directions and a low onsite speed limit will be implemented as required to manage dust. 

3. Soil Management Plan

3.1 Receiving
Excess soils from construction sites and hydro-vac materials are received at the site.  Excess soils are typically dry 
soils consisting of fine grained to granular materials and are free of debris.  Both a dry soils dump truck and a 
hydrovac truck have a typical maximum capacity of 10,000 kilograms (kg) or 10 metric tonnes (MT). Material in a 
hydrovac truck is typically comprised of 60 percent water and 40 percent soil, therefore, one vac truck on average will 
contain 4 MT of soil per trip.  
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Site receives a maximum of 250 MT of liquid soil per day which is typically comprised of 150 MT of water and 100 MT 
of soil. All liquid soil is unloaded for dewatering and drying in the designated areas.  

In addition, the Site receives landscape green waste. This waste is stockpiled on the ground and either shipped off-
site unaltered or chipped and mulched on-site then sold for use off-site.  

3.2 Processing 
Soil is processed in the following steps: 

– Dry excess soil is to be stockpiled on Site, within designated locations. 

 Stockpiled soils are sorted based on grainsize distribution for use on-site as pit restoration or taken off-site 
as granular products. 

– Hydrovac trucks back up onto sloped offloading ramp in order to empty liquid soil into settling pond. 

– Excess water from the settling pit will evaporate, no significant discharge to the ground will occur. 

– Once excess water has been evaporated from the soil, it is dredged and stockpiled to be dewatered.   

– Once the soil has dried, the stockpiled soil is sampled, and the samples submitted for laboratory analysis. 

Soil stockpiles are limited to heights which are not a visual nuisance to surrounding property owners or structurally 
unstable. Stockpiles remain in place until soil sampling has been completed and analytical laboratory results are 
received. On-site stockpiling of soil will follow the general guidelines outlined in the Soil Rules document. There are 
three types of soil stockpiles present at any one time: 

1. Un-sampled stockpiles 

2. Sampled stockpiles, analytical data not yet received 

3. Sampled stockpiles, analytical data received 

3.3 Soil Characterization 
Stockpile soil sampling will be conducted to characterize soil quality. Soil samples will be submitted to a Canadian 
Association for Laboratory Accreditation (CALA) accredited laboratory for the follow parameter analyses: 

– Metals and Hydride Forming Metals 

– Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 

– Petroleum Hydrocarbons (PHCs F1 to F4) 

– Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 

– Sodium adsorption ratio (SAR) and electrical conductivity (EC) 

Soil stockpiles are sampled at the frequency provided in O. Reg. 153/04 Table 2 Minimum Stockpile Sampling 
Frequency. The Soil Rules document also provides guidance on the number of samples to be collected per the size of 
the stockpile and appropriate laboratory analysis for soil characterization. The soil stockpile sampling frequency is as 
follows: 

Table 1 Stockpile Soil Sampling (from Table 2 – Schedule E of O. Reg. 153/04) 

Item Stockpile Volume (m3) Minimum Number of Samples 

1. ≤ 130 3 

2. > 130 to 220 4 

3. > 220 to 320 5 

The soil analytical data is evaluated by comparing the analytical results to MECP Table 1 Standards. Typically, the soil 
meets Table 1 Standards and can be used for: 



 

GHD | Leahy Excavations Inc. | 12583956 | Design & Operations Report 5
 

– Rehabilitation activities of the former and active extraction areas of the pit 

– An aggregate product (either stand-alone or from blending with hydrovac soil or Site soil) 

– Berm construction around the aggregate pit area which is beneficial in mitigating potential off-site impacts and 
providing a visual screening of the operation. 

Soil that is determined to be managed off-site in accordance with O Reg 406/19. Any dry soil that meets all criteria in 
subsection 3(2) of O. Reg. 406/19 would be excess soil and would not be designated as waste. A copy of the 
analytical data will be provided to the receiving site and their written permission to accept the soil received prior to 
transporting the soil. Off-site soil transportation will be documented by a Bill of Lading system. In the very unlikely 
event that any soil is determined to be hazardous waste in accordance with O. Reg. 347 (General Waste 
Management) then the appropriate disposal documentation (i.e., manifesting under the Resource Productivity and 
Recovery Authority’s (RPRA) Hazardous Waste Program (HWP)] will be generated. For any excess soil leaving the 
property, all requirements of O. Reg. 406/19 will be met.  

3.4 Risk Screening 
Risk screening may be considered for soil that has one or more parameter concentrations above MECP Table 1 
Standards. The objective of risk screening is to assess the potential human health and ecological risks associated with 
exposure to elevated parameter concentrations for the specific conditions at the Site or another property. The results 
of the risk screening will be used to manage the potential for resale of stockpiled soil material to ensure that exposure 
to the material does not result in any unacceptable risk for the human and ecological receptors that are or may be 
present at the Site or other property. The risk screening may include the identification of contaminant of concerns 
(COCs), an exposure pathway analysis, and the selection/development of risk-based component values (RBCVs) 
protective of human health and the environment consistent with the general methodology under O. Reg. 153/04. The 
risk screening is not a formal, comprehensive Risk Assessment that would undergo MECP technical review under 
O. Reg. 153/04. 

3.5 Soil Tracking 
Accurate records of the quantity of material received from sites and the material quality based on sampling results are 
documented using Tracking Record forms and/or electric database (Appendix D). Records include information 
regarding material source, hauling quantity, soil tracking, analyses, and final disposition. 

All applications and related reports, bills of lading, logs of material accepted at the site, records of material approved 
for acceptance at the site, etc. will be retained at the Site or in records storage.  

4. Water Management Plan 

4.1 Surface Water Drainage 
The overall surface water drainage at the site is towards Meade Creek. However, with excavation in the pit area, it has 
caused a low-lying area, where water is now draining to. The water in this area infiltrates into the ground and follows 
the shallow water table. There will be no discharge of water from the hydrovac soils at the Site.  

Some evaporation and infiltration to the underlying soils occurs in the surface water drainage system. There are no 
off-site discharge structures from the surface water drainage system. The perimeter topography and the stockpile and 
area grading is such that all areas direct overland flow towards the Site interior. 
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4.2 Surface Water Monitoring and Inspection 

4.2.1 Surface Water Characterization 
Surface water sampling will be conducted quarterly to characterize water quality in the upgradient of the Site (Creek 
#1) and downgradient of the Site (Creek #2). Surface water samples will be submitted to an accredited laboratory for 
the follow parameter analyses: 

– O. Reg. 153/04 Metals and Inorganics 

– VOCs 

– PHCs F1 to F4 

– Total Suspended Solids (TSS) and turbidity 

Surface water data is compared to the Provincial Water Quality Objectives (PWQOs). The results of the surface water 
monitoring program are included in the annual report noted in Section 5.5. 

4.2.2 Surface Water Records 
Surface water records are not required as no water is being discharged to the Site from the hydrovac soils.  

4.2.3 Surface Water Inspections 
Regular inspections of the surface water management areas are required to ensure proper operations and identify 
maintenance activities that may be required. Weekly inspections of Meade Creek (Creek #1 and Creek #2) will be 
documented on an inspection form (Appendix E). Any maintenance activities will also be documented on the 
inspection form. 

Site grading should be reviewed by Site personnel regularly to ensure that water continues to drain into the pit area. If 
any discharge occurs directly to the Creek, the Creek should be monitored to ensure quality has not been impacted. 
Berms should be kept in good condition to maintain drainage, minimize erosion, and limit break-outs to Meade Creek . 

4.3 Groundwater Monitoring 
In accordance with the MECP comments on the HA, quarterly groundwater hydraulic and water quality of the selected 
two Site monitoring wells (MW2-22 and MW6-22) is conducted. The groundwater monitoring program will consist of a 
groundwater level measurements and sampling for the following list of analysis: 

– O. Reg. 153/04 Metals and Inorganics 

– VOCs 

– PHCs F1 to F4 

Groundwater hydraulic monitoring are evaluated, and sampling data are compared to MECP Table 8 Standards. The 
results of the groundwater monitoring program are included in the annual report noted in Section 5.5.  
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5. Other Operations 

5.1 Inspection and Maintenance 
Daily visual observations will be conducted of the following areas to ensure the Site is secure and that there are not 
off-site impacts such as dust, litter, noise, vermin, vectors, odour, and traffic: 

a. Access road 

b. Loading/unloading area(s) 

c. Storage area(s) 

d. Security features 

The Site features, site conditions, and operations will be formally inspected and documented on a weekly basis to 
ensure that these are maintained in good working order and secure. Deficiencies detected during these regular 
documented inspections will be promptly corrected. A written record of the inspections will be maintained at the Site, 
including (as a minimum) the following (Appendix E): 

a. The name, title, and signature of trained personnel conducting the inspection 

b. The date and time of the inspection 

c. A list of all equipment and Site features inspected and deficiencies observed 

d. Recommendations for remedial action to be undertaken 

5.2 Staff Training 
Onsite staff are trained in safety, site operations and responsibilities for receiving materials. 

Operators and staff are trained with respect to the following as appropriate for their job function: 

a. The D&O Report and ECA requirements. 

b. Site operation and management. 

c. Checking loads for unacceptable wastes during operations . 

d. The Site plan and location of relevant equipment, including that for emergencies and spills. 

e. An outline of the responsibilities of Site personnel including roles and responsibilities during emergencies and 
spills. 

f. Spill Prevention, Control, and Environmental Emergency and Contingency (E2C) Plan (See Section 5.3). 

g. Any environmental and occupational health and safety concerns pertaining to the waste to be processed. 

h. Procedures for the control of nuisance conditions. 

i. Emergency first aid information. 

j. Relevant waste management legislation and regulations, including the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and 
Ontario Regulation 347. 

k. Ontario Regulation 406/19 – Excess Soil Regulations 

l. Information recording procedures. 

m. Site Inspection procedures. 

n. Procedures for recording and responding to public complaints. 

A written record will be maintained, which will include (as a minimum) the following (Appendix F): 

– The date of training 

– The name and signature of the person who has been trained 
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– A description of the training provided 

Senior staff members supervising operations will have all of the above noted training as well as any other training 
required by the Applicant or the Province of Ontario. 

5.3 Environmental Emergency and Contingency Plan 
The Environmental Emergency and Contingency Plan (E2C) outlines the prevention of, preparedness for, response to, 
and recovery from an environmental emergency. The E2C Plan is described in Appendix G and includes the following 
elements: 

– Emergency Contact Numbers 

– Spills 

– Fire 

– Severe Storms 

– Medical Emergencies 

A copy of the E2C will be provided to the local municipality and the local fire department as required. 

5.4 Complaint Procedure 
The Applicant will maintain a record at the Site containing detailed complaint and follow up information listed in the 
template form provided in Appendix H. 

The records will be retained for five years at the Site. 

5.5 Annual Monitoring and Report 
Following the end of the calendar year and as required by the ECA (Waste Disposal Site), an annual report will be 
prepared and submitted to the District Manager covering the previous calendar year. The report will include the 
following information: 

– A monthly summary of the type and quantity of material transported to the Site. 

– A monthly summary of the type and quantity of wastes transported from the Site. 

– A summary of the quarterly groundwater monitoring program and sample results. 

– A summary of the quarterly surface water monitoring program and sample results 

– Any environmental and operational problems that could negatively impact the environment, encountered during 
the operation of the Site and during the weekly inspections, and actions taken to mitigate potential impacts. 

– Actions taken to further minimize potential environmental impacts from the operation and to improve operations 
and monitoring programs 

– A statement certifying compliance with ECA Conditions. 

5.6 Disruption of Shipment or Facility Operations 
If hydrovac operations are halted, then hydrovac vehicles will be diverted to other appropriate temporary storage or 
disposal locations. At no time will the approved storage limit be exceeded, and reasonable efforts will be made to clear 
the offloading/stockpile area in a timely fashion. 

5.7 Closure Plan 
Should the Site no longer be used as a waste processing facility, the Site will be decommissioned. The 
decommissioning procedure is as follows: 
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– Soil stockpiled will be spread or reused on site if it meets MECP Table 1 Standards (typically more than 95% of 
soil) or is aggregate material. If soil does not meet MECP Table 1 Standards, then it may be sold/beneficially 
reused on other properties. 

– Soil that cannot be sold for beneficial reuse and waste will be shipped to a permitted treatment/disposal facility. 

– All equipment will be removed from the Site. 

– The building and exterior areas of the Site will be cleaned of any litter. 

The decommissioning activities will be documented, and a decommissioning report submitted to the District Office. 

We trust this report meets your immediate needs. Should any questions arise regarding any aspect of our report, please contact our 
office. 

Sincerely, 

GHD Limited 

 

 

Lisa Gardiner, B.Sc., A.Sc.T., PMP  

 

 

Wesley Moore, P.Eng.  

 

 

Steven Gagne, H.B.Sc. 

  

 



 

GHD | Leahy Excavations Inc. | 12583956 | Design & Operations Report 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figures 
  



147

93

266

261

163

235

181

195

187

419

325

1504

285

404

329

142

1504

386

194

465

1648

1492

1506

1518

262

273

1496

312

1482

311

104

1503

129

1500

428

374

455

1620

162

503

1502

1517

270

1616

265

1496

201

271

461

278

302

298

212

212

304

185

146

144

173

88 89

1451

2330

75

100

217

436

COUNTY RD 4

B RAD F I EL D R D

DOURO 9TH LINE

DOURO 8TH LINE

Figure 1

0 100 200 300

M etres

Pro ject No .
Revisio n  No .

Date M a r 4, 2024

M a p Pro jectio n : Tra n sverse M erca to r
Horizo n ta l Da tum:  North Am erica n  1983
Grid: NAD 1983 U TM  Zo n e 17N

o
Im a ge So urce: © City o f Peterbo ro ugh, 2022; Pro duced by GHD Lim ited un der Licen ce with the On ta rio  M in istry o f Na tura l Reso urces a n d Fo restry© Queen ’s

Prin ter fo r On ta rio , 2024.
Q:\GIS\PROJECTS\12583000s\12583956\La yo uts\202403_DO001\12583956_202403_DO001_GIS001 - Site Lo ca tio n  Pla n .m xd
Prin t da te: 04 M a r 2024 - 07:21

Site Location Plan

12583956Lea hy Exca va tio n s In c.

Design  & Opera tio n s

Coun ty Ro a d 4, Douro , ON
Pt Lot 3, Co n  9, Douro To wn ship
To wn ship o f Douro-Dum m er
Coun ty o f Peterbo rough

Bu c kh o r n
La k e

Long Lake

Moore Lake

Rice Lake

Katc hew anook a
Lake

Up p e r
Ch e m o n g

La k e

Cl ea r  L a ke

Quarry Lake

Ka w a rt h a
La k e s

Lit tle
Lake

Ch e m o n g
La k e

Otonabee River

Ja
ck

so
n

Cr
ee

k

W
es

tO
us

e R iverInd

ian
Ri

v e
r

Kent Creek

KEENE RD

HERITAGE LINE

CHEM ONGRD

8TH LIN
E

OLDNORW
OODRD

SEL
W Y
NR
D

BENSFORT RD

COU N

TYR
D4

COU NT
YRD8

COU NTY
RD6

W A
LLA
CE
PO
INT
RD

COU NT
YRD2

TARA RD

CENTRE LINE

COU NTY RD 38

HWY 7& 115

HWY 7

HWY 7

HWY 28

1 cm = 100 meters

Me
ad

e C
re

ek

TOWNSHIP OF
DOURO-DUMMER

CITY OF
PETERBOROUGH

TOWNSHIP OF
OTONABEE-SOUTH

MONAGHAN

TOWNSHIP OF
SELWYN

TOWNSHIP OF
CAVAN MONAGHAN

Legend
W a terco urse, OHN
W a terbo dy, OHN
Pro po sed Berm
Pro po sed Top o f Fin ished Fill Lin e (225 m a sl)
Pro perty Lim it, M PAC



147

93

266

261

163

235

181

195

187

419

325

1504

285

404

329

142

1504

386

194

465

1648

1492

1506

1518

262

273

1496

312

1482

311

104

1503

129

1500

428

374

455

1620

162

503

1502

1517

270

1616

265

1496

201

271

461

278

302

298

212

212

304

185

146

144

173

88 89

1451

2330

75

100

217

436

COUNTY RD 4

B RAD F I EL D R D

DOURO 9TH LINE

DOURO 8TH LINE

Figure 2

0 100 200 300

Metres

Project N o.
Revision N o.

Date Ma r 4, 2024

Ma p  Projection: Tra nsverse Merc a tor
Horizonta l Da tum:  N orth Am eric a n 1983
Grid: N AD 1983 UTM Z one 17N

o
Im a ge Sourc e: © City of Peterb orough, 2022; Produc ed b y GHD Lim ited under Lic enc e with the Onta rio Ministry of N a tura l Resourc es a nd Forestry© Queen’s

Printer for Onta rio, 2024.
Q:\GIS\PROJECTS\12583000s\12583956\La youts\202403_DO001\12583956_202403_DO001_GIS002 - Site Pla n La yout.m xd
Print da te: 04 Ma r 2024 - 07:19

Site Plan Layout

12583956Lea hy Exc a va tions Inc.

Design & Op era tions

County Roa d 4, Douro, ON
Pt Lot 3, Con 9, Douro Township
Township  of Douro-Dum m er
County of Peterb orough

1 cm = 100 meters

Me
ad

e C
re

ek

Legend
W a terc ourse, OHN
W a terb ody, OHN
Prop osed Berm
Prop osed Top  of Finished Fill Line (225 m a sl)

Areas of Interest
Current Conc rete, Aggrega te Rec yc lying Area
Current Green W a ste & Rec yc ling Area
Current Soils Rec yc ling Area
Prop osed Soil Berm
Prop erty Lim it, MPAC

Proposed
Shop & Scale

Current Soil Recycling Area

Current Concrete and Aggregate Recycling Area

Proposed Soil Berm

Current Green Waste Recycling Area



218 m
210 m

213
 m211 m

215 m

209.5 m

210.5 m208.5 m

209 m

208 m

213 m

211.5 m

211 m

217 m216.5 m
215 m

214 m
217

.5 
m

21
1.5

 m

21
3.5

 m

213 m

21
5.5

 m 215 m

214 m

20
9.5

 m208.5 m

214 m213.5 m

21
7 m

216 m

216
.5 

m
215

.5 m

214 m

21
4.5

 m

211.5 m

210.5 m
210 m

224 m
218 m

21
5 m

21
3 m

222
 m

21
3 m

22
5 m

214 m

211
 m

222 m

22
0 m

219
 m

217 m

212 m
212 m

21
6 m

215
.5 

m

214
.5 m

21
2.5

 m

212
 m

216 m

217 m

21
8 m

21
4.5

 m

21
2 m

213 m

217 m

21
7.5

 m

22
2 m

216 m

212
 m

209 m

213 m

21
2 m

211.5 m 21
1 m

209 m

21
9 m

22
1 m

217 m

214
.5 

m

215
 m

21
4 m

211 m

210 m

21
1.5

 m
21

1 m

211
 m

210 m

208
 m

20
7.5

 m

20
7 m

215 m

214
 m

213
.5 m

213 m

211 m

213 m

213 m

21
3 m

212.5 m

212 m

211 m

209
 m

22
5 m

219 m

214
 m

214 m

213.5 m

213
 m

212.5 m
213 m

21
2 m

211 m

21
1 m

210.5 m

210.5 m

210 m

210 m

20
9.5

 m

20
9.5

 m

209 m

209.5 m

208 m

206.5 m

206
.5 

m

210 m

Figure 3

0 36 72 108

Metres

Pro ject N o .
Revisio n N o .

Date Mar 4, 2024

Ma p Pro jectio n: Tra nsverse Mercator
Horizo nta l Datum:  N o rth Am erica n 1983
Grid: N AD 1983 UTM Zo ne 17N

o
Im a ge So urce: © City o f Peterb o ro ugh, 2022; Pro duced b y GHD Lim ited under Licence with the Ontario  Ministry o f N atura l Reso urces a nd Fo restry© King’s

Printer fo r Ontario , 2024.
Q:\GIS\PROJECTS\12583000s\12583956\La yo uts\202403_ DO001\12583956_ 202403_ DO001_ GIS003 - Existing Co nto urs.m xd
Print date: 04 Mar 2024 - 07:41

Existing Contours

Legend
W atercourse, OHN

Exisitng Contours (GHD, 2022-08-29)
Co ntour Interva l (50 cm)
Co ntour Index (2.5 m)

1 cm = 36 meters 12583956Lea hy Excavatio ns Inc.
County Ro a d 4, Douro , ON
Pt Lot 3, Co n 9, Douro To wnship
To wnship  o f Douro-Dum m er
County o f Peterb o ro ugh

Me
ad

e Cr ee
k

CO
UN
TY
RO
AD
4

Inferred Surface W ater a nd
Sha llo w Groundwater Flo w

Design & Op eratio ns



 

GHD | Leahy Excavations Inc. | 12583956 | Design & Operations Report 
 

 

Appendices 
  



GHD | Leahy Excavations Inc. | 12583956 | Design & Operations Report 

Appendix A 
Proposed Site Plan 





 

GHD | Leahy Excavations Inc. | 12583956 | Design & Operations Report 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B  
Zoning Map and Pre-Consultation Meeting 
Minutes 
 

 
  



County of Peterborough Zoning

This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and
is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be

accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.

12,232

© Latitude Geographics Group Ltd.

621.4

THIS MAP IS NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

1:

NAD83_CSRS98_UTM_zone_17N

Meters621.40 310.70

Notes

Legend

Roads < 50,000

PRIV ; Private; PRIV

City Arterial

City Collector and Local

City Owned Unclassified

Provincial

County

Township

Water Access Only

Outside Roads < 50,000 

Major Roads

Local Roads

Parcel Fabric

Parcel First Nations - Canada Lands

Clean Water Act Policies Apply

Provincially Significant Wetlands

Locally Significant Wetlands

Non-evaluated Wetlands

DD Zoning Bylaws

Lakes - Local Scale

Municipal Boundary - Upper Tier

<all other values>

COUNTY OF PETERBOROUGH



1 

Notes from Pre-consultation Meeting 

Property: 317 County Road 4 
Zoning: Special District 79 (S.D. 194), Environmental Conservation (EC), 

and Environmental Conservation Provincially Significant Wetland 
(EC(P)) 

Official Plan 
Designation: Rural, Extractive Industrial, Industrial and Provincially Significant 

Wetland  
Meeting Date: March 22, 2023 
In attendance: Planner - Christina Coulter 

Temporary CBO – Don Helleman 
Building Administrator – Leisha Newton 
MECP - Gary Muloin, Jon Orpana, Dana Cruikshank 
ORCA – Don Allin 
Peterborough County – Ken Scullion, Planner 
Peterborough County – Daniel Ilkiewicz, Engineering 
Agent – Tom deBoer, TD Consulting  
Owners/Applicant – Paul Leahy, Evan Leahy 

Comments: 

Background:  The property is currently being used as a materials processing and 

recycling facility.  Vac slurry, aggregates, topsoil and green waste are imported and 

turned into soil to be reused.  “End of life” clean fill is imported with the intent of 

returning the site to useable farm land.  Owners are currently working with GHD and 

MECP. 

Proposal:  To rezone the subject property from the Special District 194 Zone (S.D. 

194) to the Extractive Industrial Zone (M2) to recognize the existing uses of the

property (i.e. a wayside pit for lack of a better phrase) and to construct a 60 x 100 foot

(18.3 x 30.5 m) structure for the purpose of storing construction and farm equipment.

Proponent confirmed proposed maximum pit area of 0.21 hectares is the existing pit 

which will be filled with the end of life material. 

The proponent indicated they may wish to have a detached office building in the same 

location as the proposed shop at some time in the future.  The proponent inquired if a 

building permit would be required for weigh scales at the entrance, minimum of 45 m 

from the road.  The CBO indicated that more information is required.  The ZBL must be 

met even if a permit is not required.  If there is a scale house associated with the 

scales, then a permit would be required, this would include a site trailer.  Please provide 
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more information to the CBO showing location and drawings of the scales and any 

associated structures. 

 

Please show all proposed uses on the site plan now so they can be planned for in these 

applications. 

 

As indicated in the pre-consultation form, the property will be used as a staging site 

(excess soils bank) and a pit for vac trucks and store asphalt/concrete/granular to sell 

and use off site.  Site is currently being used as a soil screen and sorting area.  Will no 

longer be used for extraction, purely as an excess soils bank to store soil form other 

locations where it will be screened and sorted.  No retail from the site is proposed. 

 

Planning and Building: 

OPA, ZBA & Site Plan Approval applications required.  In order to meet prescribed 

timeframes, submission of concurrent applications will not be accepted.  OPA 

application to be submitted first to the County of Peterborough.  Once OPA approval 

received, then ZBA to Township.  SPA to Township once ZBA approval received. 

 

A civic address was recommended and this was issued after the meeting. 
 

Note:  Where planning applications are required, a ‘complete’ application will include all 

technical reports/studies identified through the pre-con undertaken by a qualified 

professional and the corresponding reviews by the appropriate authority, agency and/or 

peer reviewers.  Both the cost of the study and the peer review will be at the 

applicant’s expense. 

 

Township Zoning By-law:  

Special District 194 (S.D. 194) (S. 21.194), Environmental Conservation (EC) and 

Environmental Conservation Provincially Significant Wetland (EC(P)) (S. 19). 

 

Zoning By-Law Amendment (ZBA) required.  Proposed uses are not permitted within 

the (S.D. 194), (EC) or (EC(P)) Zones.  The uses are generally permitted within the 

Extractive Industrial (M2) Zone (S. 15), although a site-specific amendment is required 

since proposed uses do not appear to meet existing by-law i.e. pit or wayside pit (Ss. 

22.169 & 22.252), nor do ancillary structures appear to be permitted or regulated.  Site 

should be designed in accordance with Section 15.2, 15.3, & 15.4 of the By-law as well 

as 3.43 & 3.44. 

 

Consider any and all uses proposed for the site when drafting the By-law. 

 

https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/planning-and-development/resources/Consolidated-Zoning-By-Law-Text.pdf
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ZBA to specify County Road 4 will be the front lot line and Douro Eighth Line is deemed 

the exterior side lot line.  Results of EIS will inform an adjustments to (EC) and (EC(P)) 

Zone boundaries. 

 

Official Plan: 
Designated Rural, Extractive Industrial, Industrial and Provincially Significant Wetland 

on Schedule ‘A4-1’. 

Rural - Section 6.2.2 – proposed use not permitted (6.2.2.2 & 6.2.2.6).  OPA required. 
 
Extractive Industrial – Section 6.2.13 
All expended aggregate pits and quarries shall be rehabilitated (S. 6.2.13.2). 
 
Extractive industries may refine and further process the raw materials extracted from 
the site in order to produce semi-finished or finished goods provided that the majority 
of the raw materials used in the final product comes from that site.  Product is not 
coming from the site. 
 
Generally, only licensed pit and quarry operations shall be zoned for extraction in the 
implementing Zoning By-law (S. 6.2.13.3 (c)). 
 
MCR not required to remove Extractive Industrial designation (S. 6.2.13.3 (j)): 
j) In circumstances where the aggregate resource in an Extractive Industrial 
designation has been depleted and the license has been surrendered, an official plan 
amendment may be approved to redesignate the lands to Rural or Agriculture or other 
suitable designation without the requirement of a municipal comprehensive review. 
 
Industrial – Section 6.2.12 proposed use not explicitly permitted (6.2.12.2). 
 
Proposal should have regard for Section 6.2.12.3. 
 
The Township may require a preliminary site plan as support to an application for a 
Zoning By-law Amendment. This site plan shall be reviewed by the Township, and all 
relevant agencies to determine suitability of access, compatibility with surrounding land 
uses, and the impact that the proposal may have on surrounding septic systems, 
groundwater or natural habitat. (S. 6.2.12.3 (p)). 
 
Provincially Significant Wetlands – Section 6.2.16 
 
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted within Provincially Significant 
Wetlands (S. 6.2.16.2). 
 
EIS required for any development or site alteration within 120 m (S. 6.2.16.3 (d)).  EIS 
to be undertaken in accordance with S. 4.1.3.1 (S. 6.2.16.3 (f)). 

https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/planning-and-development/official-plan.aspx
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PJR must have regard for and speak to Sections 7.9 and 7.14 – Criteria for assessing 
OPA’s and Criteria for assessing industrial development. 
 
7.17 Site Plan Control applies (3.3 of SPC By-law).  Copy of By-law, Guide and 
Application attached. 
 
County Official Plan Component: (S. 4.1.3.3): 
In areas of significant mineral aggregate and non-aggregate resource potential, as 
identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources, the Ministry of Northern Development 
and Mines, private landholders or the development industry in consultation with the 
local municipalities, uses which do not preclude future access to and extraction of these 
potential resources may be permitted. All other uses of the land which prohibit future 
access to and extraction of the resources shall be considered secondary and generally 
discouraged until such time as the resource is substantially depleted. Alternative land 
uses may be permitted where: 

• extraction would not be feasible; or 
• the proposed use of the land serves a greater long-term interest of the general 

public; 
• prior to any approval of a change in land use, the proponent shall consult with 

the County and the Ministry of Natural Resources and will be required to prepare 
a study indicating the nature of the land use change, detailing the deposit’s 
potential for extraction and demonstrating the compatibility and the need for the 
alternative land use. 

 
Provincial Policy Statement (2020): 
S. 2.1 Natural Heritage 

2.1.4 (a) & 2.1.7 Development and site alteration prohibited in PSW and habitat of 

endangered and threatened species. 

2.1.8 Development and site alteration not permitted on adjacent lands unless the 

ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been 

demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their 

ecological functions. 

2.3.3.3 MDS required (livestock facility located at 312 County Road 38). 

2.5 Mineral Aggregate Resources 

2.5.1 Mineral aggregate resources shall be protected for long-term use and, where 

provincial information is available, deposits of mineral aggregate resources shall be 

identified. 

2.5.2.4 When a license for extraction or operation ceases to exist, policy 2.5.2.5 

continues to apply. 
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2.5.2.5 In known deposits of mineral aggregate resources and on adjacent lands, 
development and activities which would preclude or hinder the establishment of new 
operations or access to the resources shall only be permitted if: 
a) resource use would not be feasible; or 
b) the proposed land use or development serves a greater long-term public interest; 
and 
c) issues of public health, public safety and environmental impact are addressed. 

2.5.3.1 Rehabilitation 

S. 3.1 Natural Hazards - ORCA did not note any. 

Growth Plan: 
MNRF confirmed a screening and sorting facility for material brought in from another 

site is not considered a mineral aggregate operation PPS and Growth Plan definition 

unless associated facilities outlined in subsection c) are occurring in addition to the 

other uses outlined in a) & b) of the definition. 

4.2.8, 4.2.8.2 (a), (b), (c) 

4.2.3.1 (d) 

4.2.3.2 (permits within key hydrologic area where demonstrated) 

4.2.3.1 (e)  

4.2.4 

 
Studies: 
Traffic Impact 
Planning Justification Report 
EIS (within 120 m of PSW, Species at Risk) 
Aggregate Assessment (Section 4.1.3.3 of County OP) 
Noise Study 
 
ORCA: 
Environmental Consultant, GHD has already been retained, has begun work and will be 
continuing through this process.  Wetlands, watercourse and Provincially Significant 
Wetland exist on site.  GHD to provide site plan with GPS information and proper 
delineation using appropriate techniques to identify all the wetland areas and 30 m VPZ 
for appropriate zoning.  
 
ORCA no flooding concerns from a floodplain perspective.  Confirmed via e-mail dated 
March 30, 2023 their agency will not require any flood study for either the tributary or 
Meade Creek. 
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A good portion of the property is regulated and ORCA permits will be required for any 
construction. Visit  https://www.otonabeeconservation.com/development-and-permits/    
 
Peterborough County: 
 
An OPA will be required (see link to application and fees in checklist below).  The new 
OP which has not yet been approved by the Province designates the site Rural, 
Employment and Natural Core Area on Map DD-2.  A Planning Justification Report is 
required in support of the OPA along with any other reports/studies identified by other 
agencies through this meeting. 
 
The proposed setback from the property line to the new structure was identified as 51.2 
metres and is acceptable as it exceeds the minimum requirement of the County which is 
45 m. 
 
A Storm Water Management Report is required.  Please circulate the SWM Report that 
is prepared for MECP to County E&D to review any impacts on County infrastructure.  
The County does not foresee any overlapping comments between MECP and County 
E&D. 
 
The requirement for a noise study was raised by County E&D.  From an MECP 
perspective if equipment used on the site is regulated under Section 9 of the 
Environmental Protection Act, examples include crushing, grinding and processing 
equipment, then the activities would be regulated by MECP.  The proponent and MECP 
have not previously discussed that these activities will occur on the site – please reach 
out to Gary Muloin if there are any questions.  Further, MECP has not received any 
complaints with respect to noise from the subject property. 
 
Therefore, unless there are activities under Section 9, MECP would defer to local noise 
by-law requirements where they exist.  The Township noise By-law is available on-line 
at https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/by-laws-licences-and-animal-
services/resources/2003-59--Prohibit-or-Regulate-Noise---Accessible.pdf 
 
Please provide a discussion on how By-law No. 2003-59 will be complied in the Planning 
Justification Report/Land Use Compatibility Study, or alternatively, provide a noise 
study. 
 
(County E & D comments provided after the meeting, May 8, 2023) 

• Please confirm what the setback of the proposed shop (18.3m x 30.5m) is from 
the centerline of County Road 4 and from the property line. 

• A traffic report as per the County's Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines is 
required. Please have the proponent contact David Hovinga 
(dhovinga@ptbocounty.ca) to obtain a copy of the guidelines. 

• A SWM report will also be required for the County's Review. 

https://www.otonabeeconservation.com/development-and-permits/
https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/by-laws-licences-and-animal-services/resources/2003-59--Prohibit-or-Regulate-Noise---Accessible.pdf
https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/by-laws-licences-and-animal-services/resources/2003-59--Prohibit-or-Regulate-Noise---Accessible.pdf
mailto:dhovinga@ptbocounty.ca
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• The existing entrance is permitted however, we will require that the traffic report 
evaluate existing conditions and if needed, provide an appropriate design for an 
upgrade. The entrance is required to be paved within the County of 
Peterborough's road allowance. 

• The proponent is required to submit a peer review reimbursement application to 
David Hovinga. Please see the following link to obtain the 
application: Development Peer Review - County of Peterborough (ptbocounty.ca) 

 
MECP: 
Owner has been working with MECP for some time.  MECP has undertaken a site tour 
and an environmental consultant has been hired to undertake an assessment of the 
proposal along with an impact assessment related to access soil management. 
 
The proposal is also being reviewed by MECP from a surface water perspective and 
from a groundwater perspective.  Reviewing the GHD environmental package with 
respect to water resources and MECP will provide comments back to the proponent and 
GHD for any required tweaks to the proposal. 
 
Everything is on track from an MECP perspective with the proposal including the MECP 
pre-submission package requirements.  The pre-submission leads up to the submission 
of an environmental compliance approval application.   An environmental compliance 
approval is required due to the management of access soil at the site. 
 
From a water resources perspective, a hydro-g has been prepared and reviewed, but 
the EIS has not been reviewed in terms of whether the surface and ground water 
features are considered “sensitive”. 
 
From the hydro-g, the site contours slope towards Meade Creek but there is no SWM 
component included.  The storage piles may contain contaminated or un-contaminated 
soil, and it appears as though everything would run towards the creek.  Therefore, most 
sites like this require a storm water management plan to either limit or focus the 
stormwater so that it can either be treated in a SWM pond and discharged or dealt with 
on-site so there is no discharge.  Confirmation is required to determine how much the 
site is contributing runoff to the creek.  If flows are minor, then not a big issue, but the 
flows have not been confirmed. 
 
Also, from the hydro-g, the report contains upstream/downstream water column as 
background and the table indicates these were sampled August 17th.  However, the lab 
report shows one was sampled August 17th and one was sampled August 18th.  During 
this period, there was a lot of rain, and the downstream site shows increases in 
turbidity as well as phosphorous, ammonia, organic carbon (none are issues as far as 
PWQO’s).  Upstream/downstream monitoring 4 times per year is proposed while the 
site is in operation which is acceptable to MECP.  The report does not mention the 
tributary along the County Road being sampled even though some of the site contours 

https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/growing/development-peer-review.aspx
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demonstrate runoff towards this tributary.  The review depends on where the various 
stock piles are going to be located and MECP requested a map illustrating these 
locations in order to determine if there is an issue. 
 
Other similar sites with crushed asphalt piles have problems with metals and PAH’s.  
PAH’s were not sampled, MECP suggests considering berming off the asphalt area so 
there is no runoff from that particular area. 
 
With respect to the hydro-vac liquid soil pit, the report indicates the water either 
evaporates or infiltrates, however it must be impervious for hydro-soils and they have 
to be ~10,000 m3 – please explore further for the ECA submission. 
 
Consideration should be had for land use compatibility with respect to sensitive 
residential receptors in the area.  30 m setback from tributaries is a good step. 
 
MECP requested that their comments and any responses from GHD be provided by the 
Proponents to the Township and County for review. 
 
MNRF: (comments provided by email on April 6, 2023) 
The proponent indicated they are not pursuing an aggregate license as they feel the 
resource has been depleted. 
 
MTO: (comments provided by email on March 28, 2023) 
The Ministry has no concerns with the proposal. Please note that a 
portion of the lands fall within MTO’s permit control area, therefore any future 
developments must be circulated to MTO for review. 
 
Curve Lake First Nation:  
Did not attend or send comments.  
Please contact Tiffany at Curve Lake First Nation and provide proof of additional 
consultation as part of complete application package tiffanyM@curvelake.ca 
 
Review of roll file, GIS, and other records: 

1. Roll file: 

Correspondence from 2021 regarding the construction of 60’ x 100’ building for farm 

and construction equipment indicates OPA and ZBA required.  List of permitted uses 

and applicable Official Plan & ZBL sections provided. 

2. GIS: 

Buildings: None listed. 

  

mailto:tiffanyM@curvelake.ca


9 
 

Planning tool: 
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Pre-consultation Checklist for Development 
 

☐ Servicing Options Report (for developer >5 units; letter or paragraph describing 

how developer arrived at servicing choice (i.e. private, communal, municipal) and 
why))  Click or tap here to enter text. 

 
☒ Hydrogeological Studies to determine water quality and quantity and sewage 

servicing capabilities (in accordance with MOE guidelines and regulations) (If 
private individual systems are accepted, proponent to prepare a detailed hydro-g 
prior to planning approval. 95% of hydro-g’s rec’d by MOEE are unacceptable)  
This has been prepared already.  Please circulate the report, MECP comments 
and any addendums to County and Township Planning Staff. 

 

☒ Storm Water Management Plan.  Please circulate the report, MECP comments 

and any addendums to County and Township Planning Staff. 
 

☒ Land Use Compatibility Study relative to any sensitive residential receptors. 

 

☐ Market Analysis/Justification Study as part of Planning Justification Report. 

 

☒ Environmental Impact Analysis. GHD work has already begun.  Please circulate to 

MECP, County and Township Staff along with any comments and addendums. 
 

☒ Archeological Study (if the site has already been fully disturbed and the location 

of the application is within the disturbed area then a study isn’t usually required.)  
However, please confirm with CLFN and provide proof of First Nation 
consultation with planning act applications.  

 

☒ Planning Justification Study/Analysis Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

☒ Natural Resource Analysis (aggregates). The site is within an area identified as a 

primary sand and gravel resource and is adjacent to a licensed pit.  Refer also to 
Section 4.1.3.3 of County OP 

 

☒ Noise Impact Study explain how By-law No. 2003-59 will be complied with in the 

PJR/Land Use Compatibility Study or provide a noise impact study if the By-law 
cannot be met. 

 

☒ Traffic Study: Traffic consultant to contact County staff (Daniel Ilkiewicz,  

DIlkiewicz@ptbocounty.ca) regarding study requirements. 
 

☒ Geotechnical Report not required for Planning Act applications, but may be 

required at building permit stage. 

mailto:DIlkiewicz@ptbocounty.ca
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☒ Lot Drainage and Grading Plan Click or tap here to enter text. 

  

☐ Flood Study Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

☐ Review of Impact on Municipal/Other Services – fire, waste disposal, school 

busing, road conditions, etc. (if the township requests) Click or tap here to enter 
text. 

 

☐ Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (generally for lands previously used for 

commercial and industrial uses) Click or tap here to enter text. 
 

☐ Record of Site Condition (converting from an commercial/industrial use to a 

sensitive (agricultural, residential, parkland or institutional) use) Click or tap here 
to enter text. 

 

☒ Minimum Distance Separation Calculation (where barns exist within 1 km) 

include in PJR 
 

☒ Peer Review Reimbursement Agreement **: County of Peterborough 

https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/resourcesGeneral/Documents/planning-prra.pdf    
 

☒ Official Plan Amendment**: County of Peterborough Application and Fees found 

on-line at: https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/growing/official-plan-
amendments.aspx     

 

☒ Rezoning**: (ZBA): (S. 21.194.1.1) Township Application found on-line at: 

https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/planning-and-development/zoning.aspx 
Current fee for Rezoning Application - $1500.00 plus ORCA fee  

 

☒ Site Plan Approval**: Township Application & By-law No. 2022-58 (attached).  

Current fee for Site Plan Approval - Major is $4000.00 with a minimum deposit of 
$5000.00 

 

 ☒ Preliminary Development Agreement: Current Township fee for Preliminary 

Development Agreement - $1000 + $5250 deposit to be provided at time of OPA 
application. 

 

☐ Development Deposit Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

☐ Line of Credit Click or tap here to enter text. 

https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/resourcesGeneral/Documents/planning-prra.pdf
https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/growing/official-plan-amendments.aspx
https://www.ptbocounty.ca/en/growing/official-plan-amendments.aspx
https://www.dourodummer.ca/en/planning-and-development/zoning.aspx


TOWNSHIP OF DOURO-DUMMER 
 

SITE PLAN CONTROL GUIDELINES 
 
 
A) INTRODUCTION 
 

In accordance with Section 41 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990 the Council of the 
Township of Douro-Dummer declared its entire land area to be subject to Site Plan 
Control. 

 
The purpose of these guidelines is to outline the requirements for the preparation and 
submission of site plans and other related drawings and documents, and explain the site 
plan approval process. 

 
 
B) SITE PLAN CONTROL AGREEMENT 
 

As a condition of the approval of the site plans and drawings, the Township will require 
the applicant to enter into a Site Plan Control Agreement.  The Agreement defines the 
conditions of approval, the works and actions required, and the required guarantees of 
performance.  The approved plans and drawings form part of the Agreement.  This 
Agreement will be in a form suitable for registration. 

 
The Chief Building Official cannot issue building permits until the Agreement is 
executed by the Applicants and the proposal fully conforms to the approved drawings 
(and to other applicable Codes and By-laws). 

 
Formal application, including the payment of the necessary application fees, must be 
made to the Township of Douro-Dummer where approval is being sought for plans and 
drawings. 

 
 
C) SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Completed application form (attached) 
 
 2. Application processing fee (paid in full) plus ORCA fee. 
 
 3. A certificate of ownership or letter of authorization (if application not submitted 

by the owner). 
 
 4. Legal Survey and/or legal description of the property, showing any easements, 

rights-of-way, existing structures, features, adjacent lots, etc. and including a 
calculation of the area of the property (The certificate of an Ontario Land 
Surveyor is preferred). 

 
 5. The following plans and drawings in sufficient detail to fully explain the proposal.  

All plans and drawings must be prepared in metric. 
 
  a) SITE PLAN (11 copies and 1 electronic copy) to indicate: 
 
   i) Dimensions and area of the property being developed indicating 

any road widenings, easements, etc. required; 
 
   ii) Proposed staging of the development of the property and of the 

construction of the buildings; 
 
   iii) Location and Building Code Classification of all buildings and 

structures, both existing and proposed, indicating all building 
dimensions, setbacks, separations, building entrances, (both 
pedestrian and vehicular), projections, canopies, equipment 
housings, dust collectors, masts, ground signs, building height, 
etc.; 

 
 
 



 
   iv) Location and area of all separate uses within the building, the 

location of firewalls, and the size of areas intended for different, 
accessory or complementary exterior use, such as open storage 
yards etc.; 

 
   v) Vaults, central storage and collection areas and other facilities and 

enclosures for the storage of garbage and other waste material; 
 
   vi) Access ramps, driveways, etc., indicating widths, curve radii, 

medians, curbs, steps, etc., and the proposed direction of traffic 
flow where applicable; 

 
   vii) Vehicular parking areas and stalls, dimensioned and numbered and 

indicating any areas to be assigned to visitors, tenants, employees, 
etc.; 

 
   viii) Vehicular loading docks and doors indicating fully dimensioned 

truck parking spaces, manoeuvring areas and clearances; 
 
   ix) Location of all signs and any lighting thereof; 
 
   x) Location and direction of exterior lighting; 
 
   xi) Building on adjacent lots and generally the existing or proposed 

improvements in the adjacent yards and mutual features, such as 
driveways, parking, etc.; 

 
   xii) Location of street hydrants, hydro poles, drainage ditches, 

catchbasins, etc., adjacent to the subject property; 
 
   xiii) Location and size of water services, sewage disposal services and 

hydro services to be constructed on site; 
 
   xiv) Statistical summary of development perimeters in accordance with 

zoning regulations including the following, preferably in chart 
form: 

 
    - Lot area 
    - Building coverage 
    - Total gross floor area of proposed buildings and existing 

buildings to be retained 
    - Floor area on each level including basement 
    - Floor areas of component uses 
    - Total usable floor area 
    - Total number of parking spaces proposed 
    - Number of parking spaces for visitors, tenants, and 

employees, etc. 
    - Total site area to be landscaped including walkways, 

courts, etc. 
 
 
  b) GRADING/DRAINAGE PLAN (11 copies and 1 electronic copy) to 

indicate: (Note: may be included on Site Plan) 
 
   i) Existing and proposed contours and/or spot elevations, bench 

marks, and elevations on roads and adjacent properties (7.5 metres 
beyond site); 

 
 



   ii) Base floor elevations of proposed buildings and structures; 
  
   iii) Elevations of all relevant topographic features (roads, curbs, 

ditches, drainage outfalls, etc.); 
 
   iv) Direction of drainage flow and location of all drainage discharge 

points including roof drainage and parking lot drains; 
 
   v) Supporting data and calculations with respect to storm drainage 

flow volumes and capacity of existing outfalls; 
 
   vi) Any other information required to fully describe the project 

grading and drainage; 
 
 
  c) LANDSCAPING PLAN (11 copies and 1 electronic copy) to indicate: 
   (Note:  may be combined with site plan) 
 
   i) Areas for landscaping, sodding, seeding, walkways, sidewalks, 

courts, entrances, walls and fences, etc., showing trees (including 
all existing trees and indicating those to be cut down), ditches, etc.; 

 
   ii) Location of existing plant material; 
  
   iii) Location, species and size of existing plant material to be 

preserved; 
 
   iv) Location, species and size of new plant material to be added; 
 
   v) Berming, fencing and screening details, where applicable; 
 
   vi) Any other information required to fully describe the project 

landscaping. 
 
 
  d) ELEVATION DRAWINGS (11 copies and 1 electronic copy) to indicate: 
   (required for all exterior walls in commercial, industrial and institutional 

buildings) 
 
   i) Front, side and rear elevations showing finished grade, floor and 

roof elevations; 
 
   ii) Type and colour of exterior building materials. 
 
   iii) Entrances, windows; 
 
   iv) Height of buildings; 
 
   v) Signage and exterior lighting; 
 
   vi) Any other information required to fully describe the project; 
 
 
NOTES: ALL PLANS AND DRAWINGS SHOULD INCLUDE METRIC 

TERMINOLOGY.  ALL PLANS SHALL BE MINIMUM SCALE OF 1:400 
(METRIC) AND THE ELEVATION PLANS SHALL BE A MINIMUM SCALE 
OF 1:200 (METRIC). 

 
CERTAIN OF THE ABOVE PLANS MAY BE COMBINED PROVIDED ALL 
REQUIRED INFORMATION IS ADEQUATELY AND LEGIBLY 
DISPLAYED. 



D. SITE PLAN APPROVAL PROCESS 
 

The site plan approval process will normally consist of the following steps: 
 
 1. Township Staff receive the completed site plan application form and the 

applicable processing fee (plus ORCA fee). 
 
 2. A preliminary review of the application and site plans is completed by staff to 

ensure that all required information is provided (See Section C, "SUBMISSION 
REQUIREMENTS"). 

 
 3. Notice of the application and a copy of the site plans is provided to Council for 

information and direction. 
 
 4. A copy of the site plans may be circulated to the Township Planner and/or 

Engineer for detailed review, if deemed appropriate by Council. 
 
 5. The Clerk may, at the direction of Council, provide notice of the application to 

any relevant agency or utility deemed to have an interest in the development 
proposal and abutting property owners for comment. 

 
 6. The Planner and/or Engineer, if involved, will submit a report to Council based on 

the detailed review of the site plans. 
 
 7. Minor applications of a straightforward nature may be reviewed by staff, with a 

corresponding report submitted to Council. 
 
 8. At Council's discretion, the Township Solicitor may be requested to review and 

comment on the proposed site plan agreement prior to execution. 
 
 9. Council, if satisfied with the site plans, may pass a by-law to authorize the signing 

and full execution of a site plan agreement, which will then be registered on title. 
 
 10. Building permits may be issued following the execution and registration of the 

site plan agreement and fulfilment of any conditions (including, the provision of a 
letter of credit by the applicant). 

 
 11. Regular work inspections will be completed by staff to ensure development is 

proceeding in full compliance with the approved site plans.  A clearance letter 
will be issued at such time as the work is completed to the satisfaction of the 
Township. 

 
NOTICE:  For minor development proposals, Council may, at their discretion, accept 
simplified site plans which adequately describe the proposal.  Municipal staff will assist 
in identifying guideline items which will apply to the individual development



 TOWNSHIP OF DOURO-DUMMER 
 APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL 
 

APPLICANT INFORMATION   
 
APPLICANT'S NAME 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 
 

 
SOLICITOR'S NAME 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 

 
STREET ADDRESS 
 

 
STREET ADDRESS 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 
 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 

 
AGENT'S NAME 
 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 

 
OWNER'S NAME (Signatory to Agreement) 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 

 
STREET ADDRESS 
 

 
STREET ADDRESS 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 
 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 

 
ARCHITECT/ENGINEER'S NAME 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 
 

 
PLANNING CONSULTANT'S NAME 

 
TELEPHONE NO. 

 
STREET ADDRESS 

 
STREET ADDRESS 
 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 

 
CITY 

 
PROVINCE 

 
POSTAL CODE 
 

 
LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY  

 
STREET ADDRESS – IF INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY (OR GROUP OF PROPERTIES) 
 

 
LOT 

 
CONCESSION 

 
NEAREST INTERSECTION(S) 

 
EXISTING 

EASEMENTS 
     YES / NO 

 
REGISTERED 
PLAN NO. 

 
LOT/BLOCK NO. 

 
FRONTAGE (m) 
 

 
DEPTH (m) 

 
AREA (m2) 

 
LAND USE DESIGNATION (OFFICIAL PLAN)  

 
PRESENT ZONING OF LAND 
 

 
PRESENT USE OF LAND 
 
 
PROPOSED USE OF LAND 
 

 
INFORMATION ON PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

 
CONSTRUCTION   YR.  MO.  DAY 
TO START 
(ESTIMATE)         ___   ___   ___ 

 
CONSTRUCTION   YR.  MO.  DAY 
TO END 
(ESTIMATE)         ___   ___   ___ 

 
DIMENSIONS OF BUILDINGS(S) 

 
NUMBER OF STOREYS 
 

 
GROUND FLOOR AREA (m2) 

 
TOTAL FLOOR AREA (m2) 

 
FLOOR AREA OF 
ADDITIONS (m2) 

 
NUMBER OF PARKING  
SPACES 

 
NATURE OF PROJECT: 
(ie. Commercial, Industrial etc.) 

 
RESIDENTIAL DATA 
 (IF APPLICABLE) 
TYPE & NUMBER OF UNITS 

 
BACHELOR 

 
1 BEDROOM 

 
2 BEDROOM 

 
3 BEDROOM  

OTHER 
 
TOTAL UNITS 

 
I hereby agree to bear the cost of all consulting planning, engineering, legal and registration 
fees related to this application as deemed necessary by the Municipality on request, to be 
applied to such costs, and for which the Municipality will account. 

 
 
RETURN APPLICATION TO: 
 

Township of Douro-Dummer           
894 South Street, P.O. Box 92        APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE   DATE 
Warsaw, Ontario K0L 3A0 
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Appendix C 
MECP Memorandum and Comments 



 

 
Ministry of the 
Environment, 
Conservation and Parks 
Eastern Region 
1259 Gardiners Road, Unit 3  
Kingston ON  K7P 3J6 
Phone: 613.549.4000 
or 1.800.267.0974 

 
Ministère de l'Environnement, 
de la Protection de la nature 
et des Parcs 
Région de l’Est 
1259, rue Gardiners, unité 3 
Kingston (Ontario)  K7P 3J6 
Tél: 613 549-4000 
ou 1 800 267-0974 

  
 
 

  
 
 

 

M E M O R A N D U M November 7, 2023 

TO: Aaron Gordon 
Environmental Compliance Officer 
Belleville Area Office 

 Eastern Region 

FROM: Dana Cruikshank 
Surface Water Specialist 
Water Resources Unit 
Kingston, ON. 
Eastern Region 
 

RE: Hydrogeological Assessment Update 1 
 Leahy Excavations, County Rd 4 
                     Part Lot 3, Concession 9, Township of Douro-Drummer 
                     County of Peterborough  
                     ECHO Ref #: 1-238149422                      
 
I have reviewed the above report dated October 2023 prepared by GHD Limited (GHD) 
for surface water concerns only.  Surface water provided comments dated March 27, 
2023, on the initial hydrogeological assessment. 
 
GHD reports the following; 
 

• With respect to comments and recommendations made by the MECP following a 
Pre-consultation Meeting in April, 2023 GHD has prepared this Hydrogeological 
Assessment Update on behalf of Leahy Excavations Inc.  The report is to be 
submitted as part of an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) application to 
MECP. The ECA is for a proposed soil bank and existing hydro-vac slurry 
receiving operation at the lands identified on Part Lot 3, Concession 9 in the 
Township of Douro-Dummer in Peterborough, Ontario. 

 
• Historically the Site was used as a wayside pit for construction of County Road 4 

in the early to mid-1900’s. Currently, the Site is used to receive topsoil and other 
soils excavated from construction projects as well as asphalt and concrete 
material. The topsoil is stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite. Granular 
materials are stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite or are used onsite for 
backfilling of the wayside pit area. Non-granular materials, generally described as 
higher in silt and clay content, are used for backfilling the wayside pit area. This 
soil is initially stockpiled in various locations on the east portion of the Site. 
Asphalt and concrete are crushed and sorted into piles and sold as recycled 
materials. The Site also receives hydro-vac trucks with slurry material collected 
primarily from daylighting of underground utilities. The slurry from the hydro-vac 
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trucks is deposited in the receiving pond where settling of material occurs. The 
receiving pond has been constructed out of the non-granular materials. Water 
from the slurry generally evaporates off or infiltrates into the ground. The pond is 
dredged on an approximate weekly basis and the material is piled and dried on 
the north side of the pond. 

 
• The Site is located in a rural-residential and agricultural area approximately 5 

kilometres east of Peterborough. The area is privately serviced for water and 
sewage. Meade Creek and a tributary of Meade Creek traverse the Site in a 
southerly direction. Meade Creek is a tributary of the Otonabee River. The Site is 
located within the physiographic region known as the Peterborough Drumlin 
Field. Locally, the Site is within a drumlin feature that includes a till plain and an 
esker. The operational portion of the Site is located within the esker. 

 
• The east side of the Site is designated as an Environmental Conservation Zone 

(EC) where Meade Creek is situated. Within the western portion of the Site is a 
tributary to Meade Creek. An earth berm has been constructed along the edge of 
the operational area and the EC zone. 

 
• The ground surface generally slopes towards the creek and tributary and 

generally in a southwesterly direction. Regionally, overland drainage is inferred to 
be toward Meade Creek and the tributary of Meade Creek which flow to the 
Otonabee River. 

 
• Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells MW2-22 and MW6-

22 on August 17, 2022. The samples were analyzed for general chemistry, 
metals and inorganics, PHCs, and VOCs. Groundwater samples were collected 
again on April 19, 2023 and analyzed for general chemistry. The analytical 
results were compared to the Ontario Drinking Water Quality Standards 
(ODWQS) and the MECP Table 8 Standards for all property use. The results met 
MECP Table 8 Standards and generally met the ODWQS with the exception of 
hardness and turbidity from samples collected in 2022. The exceedances are not 
considered to be of an environmental concern for the ECA application. 

 
• One (1) soil sample was collected immediately downgradient of the receiving 

pond on September 12, 2022 and analyzed for pH, electrical conductivity (EC), 
sodium adsorption ratio (SAR), metals, PHCs, VOCs, and PAHs. The analytical 
results were compared to MECP Table 1 Standards (Full Depth Background Site 
Condition Standards for residential / parkland / institutional / industrial / 
commercial / community property use). The results meet the Table 1 Standards 
for residential / parkland / institutional / industrial / commercial / community 
(RPIICC) types of property uses.  

 
• Two (2) surface water samples were collected on August 17, 2022 and analyzed 

for general chemistry, metals and inorganics, PHCs, and VOCs. The surface 
water samples, Creek #1 and Creek #2, were collected from Meade Creek. 
Creek #1 represents a sample obtained upgradient of the Site and Creek #2 is 
representative of water quality downgradient of the site. Subsequent surface 
water samples were collected on April 19, 2023. These samples were analyzed 
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for general chemistry only. The analytical results were compared to Provincial 
Water Quality Objectives (PWQOs). The results met the respective PWQOs for 
all parameters with the exception of iron in sample Creek #2 taken in 2022. The 
exceedance for iron is attributed to organic material within the sample. 

 
• The figure below is taken from Figure 3 of the report and shows groundwater and 

surface water monitoring  locations. 

 
 

• GHD concludes that the Site operations are not expected to impact the soil 
quality or downgradient groundwater or surface water quality. 

 
• GHD recommends that a monitoring program be continued at the Site to evaluate 

the surface water and groundwater quality. GHD recommends the following 
annual sampling program be conducted on a quarterly basis for the parameters 
tested for and documented in this report: –  

 Surface water sampling at the locations Creek #1 and Creek #2.  
 Groundwater sampling at select shallow and deep monitoring well 

locations.  
 Water levels should continue to be obtained to assess seasonal 

fluctuations and to assess any trends over time.  
 The sampling events are to be summarized annually and a report 

submitted to MECP.  
 

• A Design and Operational Report will be developed for the Site. 
 

• Incoming soil quality should be specified, in terms of quantity and quality. 



4 of 6 

• A detailed monitoring plan proposal is recommended that will include the 
possibility of  additional monitoring wells downgradient from the soil stock 
location. Controls and monitoring of incoming material may not require the 
installation of new wells. 

 
Reviewer’s Comments 
 
The reviewer notes that in the groundwater and surface water quality tables in the 
updated report that the units (ug/L) in the tables do not apply to the April 2023 data 
which appears to be in mg/L for some parameters. 
 
Comments provided in my March 2023 memo were preliminary and were to be used as 
a guide to move forward with the ECA application as more information was to be 
collected over the course of 2023.  With respect to surface water the only new 
information in this updated report are results for the April 2023 sampling event at Creek 
1 and Creek 2.  The April sampling event was limited to general chemistry parameters 
and therefore this data is limited in assessing background for other parameters related 
to possible contaminated soils.   
 
The previous report indicated that quarterly sampling was proposed to characterize the 
water quality in Meade Creek. As of the date of this report only one sample was 
collected in 2023 which is insufficient to characterize the seasonal water quality in 
Meade Creek.  Meade Creek is located in a Provincially Significant Wetland and as 
such wetland water chemistry can be variable.  In order to distinguish natural variation 
in water quality in the wetland throughout the year samples need to be taken on a 
regular basis to establish ”background” conditions so that potentially water quality 
impacts from the soil storage facility can be determined or not.  
 
It is my understanding that an application is being made for a Class 1 Soil Management 
Site Approval as a Soil Bank. This type of facility accepts soil from more than one 
source. Soils received at this site must have documentation showing the soil has been 
tested. The report indicates a Design and Operational Report will be developed for the 
Site and this report should include the operational procedure proposed for accepting 
approved soils as part of their ECA application. 
 
The previous hydrogeological report indicated that soil received at the site will be 
sorted, screened and stockpiled. It is my understanding that screening is considered a 
type of processing.  Clarification was requested in my previous memo of whether this 
operation makes the site a processing site in addition to a being a soil bank.  This 
clarification was not provided in this updated report. 
  
My previous memo also mentioned that a stormwater management plan was required 
for this site and has yet to be submitted for review.  
 
The Excess Soils ECA will require analysis of soil received at the site as part of the 
requirements in O. Reg 406/19. If sources of excess soils have been determined to be 
“clean” by meeting regulatory standards, then potential off-site impacts are significantly 
reduced.  
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The previous report mentions that asphalt and concrete will be received at the site, 
crushed and sorted into piles. PAHs and PHCs are known to be found in runoff from 
these piles and therefore could impact on water quality in the PSW, Meade Creek 
and/or its tributary. Depending on how stormwater is managed, and best management 
practices implemented at the site the proposed surface water monitoring program may 
need to be flexible in order to accommodate monitoring for other contaminates found in 
the soils received at the site.  
 
Figure 2 in the above report shows five groundwater wells along the east side of the 
site. From a surface water perspective, I would view these wells as sentinel wells for 
groundwater entering the wetland and Meade Creek. There are no wells on the west 
side of the site and therefore no early warning sentinel well for potential impacts to the 
tributary.  The report indicates that the site also slopes towards this tributary and 
therefore groundwater flow might also go to the tributary. Groundwater can comment on 
the need for additional wells in this area. The same two wells MW6 and MW2 were 
sampled in April 2023.  My previous memo recommended that MW5 (downgradient of 
the slurry pond) should have also been sampled. 
 
My previous memo indicated that the two surface water stations were sampled in 
August 2022.  I noted a discrepancy in the report dates and the lab certificate dates and 
the importance of clarifying if the samples were collected the same day or not as a 
significant precipitation event occurred during the days sampling  was conducted. The 
differences in water quality noted in my previous memo may have been due to more 
water moving through the Creek on the second day of the storm event when the lab 
certificates indicate Creek 2 was sampled. If they were sampled on different days that 
Tables should be adjusted accordingly as they are for Organics that were sampled 
September 12, 2022. 
 
Again, the previous report indicated that the site receives liquid soil which is stored in an 
on-site receiving pond that has been constructed out of non-granular materials. GHD 
reports that the slurry generally evaporates off or infiltrates into the pond. The pond is 
dredged weekly, and material piled and dried on north side of the pond. The report 
doesn’t mention the fate of these soils.  In my opinion these dredged soils should also 
be sampled. 
 
Recommendations  
 
Moving forward with an ECA application the following is required; 
 

1. The surface water monitoring plan of quarterly sampling for Creek 1 and Creek 2 
for the same parameters analyzed from samples collected during the August 17 
and September 22, 2022 sampling event needs to be implemented to have a 
“background” database to assess water quality once the site is fully operational.   

 
2. Water quality in the on-site tributary also needs to be characterized before 

operations begin at the same sampling frequency and time as the two stations on 
Meade Creek.  Based on imagery the reviewer suggests an upstream sample, 
upstream of the culvert crossing under CR4 and a downstream sample at the 
property line. 
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3. The slurry pond also needs to be sampled on a regular basis. 

 
4. A stormwater management plan is required for the site that demonstrates that 

pre and post development runoff is the same so that the areas water balance is 
maintained. This is important especially for the PSW. The site must be developed 
so that it is capable of handling 100-year storm events.  

 
5. A Design and Operations report is required to describe how materials are 

determined to be acceptable to be stored at the site as well as the best 
management practices in place to prevent runoff to the Meade Creek PSW.  
Impacts from groundwater infiltration also needs to be addressed and its 
potential to affect water quality in Meade Creek. 

 
If you have any questions regarding the above comments or recommendations, I would 
be pleased to discuss them with you.   
 
 
 
 
Dana Cruikshank (Surface Water Specialist) 
 
ec: Victor Castro (WRU Supervisor) 
 Courtney Redmond (Peterborough District Supervisor) 
 Eric Martin (Groundwater Reviewer) 
 Christina Klein (TSS Manager) 



 

 

 

 

 
Ministry of the 
Environment, 
Conservation and Parks 
Eastern Region 
1259 Gardiners Road, Unit 3  
Kingston ON  K7P 3J6 
Phone: 613.549.4000 
or 800.267.0974 

 
Ministère de l'Environnement, 
de la Protection de la nature 
et des Parcs 
Région de l’Est 
1259, rue Gardiners, unité 3 
Kingston (Ontario)  K7P 3J6 
Tél: 613 549-4000 
ou 800 267-0974 

230,  
 
 

230,  
 
 

 

M E M O R A N D U M April 27, 2023 

TO: Gary Muloin 
  Environmental Officer  

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks  
Peterborough District 

 Eastern Region  
 
FROM: Eric Martin  
 Hydrogeologist 
 Technical Support Section – Water Resources Unit 

Eastern Region 

RE: Leahy Excavations Inc., County Road 4, Peterborough 

I have reviewed the following documents: 
 
“Hydrogeological Assessment County Road 4, Peterborough, Ontario 
Leahy Excavations Inc.” dated January 30, 2023 and authored by GHD environmental. 
 
I offer the following comments and recommendations for your consideration: 
 
 
Background 
 
An ECA is proposed for the construction of a soil bank on what will be referred to as 
“the Site”.   An existing hydro-vac slurry receiving operation is already located on Part of 
Lot 3, Concession 9 in the Township of Douro-Dummer in Peterborough, Ontario. It is 
located on the south side of County Road 4, in a rural-residential area that is also home 
to agriculture.  The Site is reported to be approximately 35.7 hectares (ha) in area and 
to the east is an Environmental Conservation Zone (EC) which includes Meade Creek. 
 
Historically, the pit on the Site was used for construction of County Road 4 and is now 
used to receive topsoil and other soils from construction projects as well as asphalt and 
concrete material.  In addition to this, the site receives slurry unloaded from hydro-vac 



 

 

work associated with underground utilities daylighting. When the slurry arrives at the 
Site, it is transferred to a settling pond. 
 
The area is serviced by private water supplies, forty-one (41) of which are located within 
a 250 m radius of the site.    Ten (10) of these are overburden wells, one (1) with dug 
construction and nine (9) drilled. The remainder are installed into the bedrock.  
 
 
Geology 
 
Regionally, the subsurface is composed of: Sand and gravel with minor silt and till that 
is ice stratified; underlain by coarse textured sand and gravel with minor silt and till that 
are glaciolacustrine; underlain by coarse textured sand and gravel with minor silt and till 
that are glaciofluvial; underlain by what is described as stone-poor, sandy silt to silty 
sand-textured till on Paleozoic bedrock formation.  
 
The information provided approximates an overburden thickness of 3 m and a depth to 
bedrock as 3 metres below ground surface (m BGS) to 27 m BGS based on a survey of 
MECP well records in the area. 
 
Geology specific to the Site was assessed using six (6) boreholes, MW-1-22 through 
MW-6-22, which experienced auger refusal on assumed bedrock.  Based on this, it the 
estimated overburden thickness is 3.8 m.  Geology local to the site is described as 
gravelly sand with a thickness of 0.8 to 2.3 m; underlain by silty sand with clay and 
gravel to refusal at 3.8 m BGS.   
 
 
Hydrogeology 
  
The Site is partially located in within a Significant Groundwater Recharge Area, SGRA 
along County Road 4 which also has a moderate vulnerability score of 4.   The middle to 
the south of the Site is classified as SGRA and several smaller areas in the north of the 
site and the entire northeast area is assigned the higher, but still moderate value of 6.  
The Site is not located in a designated Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA). 
 
As the boreholes were advanced, it is reported that water was encountered in the 
overburden unit between the depths of 2.0 m BGS in MW2-22 to 3.0 m BGS in MW-6-
22.  Static water levels were recorded in August and October of 2022 and in both cases, 
MW1-22 and MW-4-22 were dry.   Water levels are slightly higher in October than they 
were in August, with a maximum range of 1.15 to 3.75 m BGS.  Groundwater flow 
direction is characterised as easterly to southeasterly, towards Meade Creek. 
 
Hydraulic conductivity values were assessed using single well response tests on three 
monitoring wells (3) using the Bouwer-Rice slug-test method, which is designed for 
unconfined aquifers but may also be adapted for stratified or confined aquifers, 
assuming than the bottom of the well screen is some distance from the potentiometric 



 

 

surface.  Although it is not specified in the submitted materials, during the course of the 
test the water level is not to fall below the screened portion of the well, or an alternative 
method of calculating the effective radius must be used.  This appears to be the case 
based on the well diagrams but confirmation of this is required. 
 
It is noted that the single well method only characterises the hydraulic conductivity of 
the subsurface in a small area adjacent to the borehole.   Multi well testing is 
recommended to refine conductivity values over the entire area between the boreholes, 
however if it can be demonstrated that only clean soil is accepted, this testing may not 
be necessary.  If testing is performed and given the presence of SGWA and HVA 
designations on site, multi well testing and comparison of the hydraulic conductivity 
results to the single well slug test is recommended.  The horizontal hydraulic 
conductivity has been estimated as 1.0 x 10-6 m/s and 2.1 m/s x 10-5 m/s for gravelly 
sand.   
 
The author refers to the hydraulic conductivities to be low, but I disagree with this 
assessment, and would estimate the conductivity as moderate to high based on the 
values presented.  The borehole logs identify the lower overburden strata as ‘dense’, 
however, which could cause it to behave as an aquitard. It is assumed that the relatively 
low hydraulic conductivity of the overburden will prevent the downward migration of 
constituents, but it is my opinion that that more must be done to demonstrate this claim.   
Connectivity between the overburden and bedrock units should be refined, as no lining 
was mentioned with relation to the holding ponds to act as a hydraulic barrier. 
 
A description of bedrock type, competency and transmissivity are not noted.   They are 
key parameters in transport of dissolved constituents, and I recommend that greater 
detail be provided. 
 
 
Background and Downgradient Water Quality 
 
Background water quality at the site was assessed using MW2-22 and MW6-22.  Water 
quality results are compared to the PWQO and Table 2 of The MECP Soil, ground water 
and sediment standards for use under Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act 
which has a much larger parameter list than the PWQO.  Comparisons should also be 
made to the ODWS. 
 
The only exceedances reported were Hardness (328-375 mg/L) and Turbidity (17.8 to 
211 mg/L).  Both of these parameters are likely naturally occurring but the total range in 
turbidity is very large between MW2-22 and MW6-22.  The presence of turbidity is 
significantly higher upgradient than down while hardness is similar between the two 
locations. Chloride is higher at MW2-22 than MW6-22, as is nitrate, which may indicate 
the dilution of dissolved constituents from road salt and nutrients from agricultural 
operations. A similar but more pronounced trend is noted in phosphorous, which is a 
non-conservative tracer and should be expected. 
 



 

 

The location of MW6-22 also may not be southerly enough to intercept potential 
contaminants and it is recommended that the installation of a new well downgradient be 
considered. 
 
 
Soil Quality 
 
Background soil quality was assessed using one (1) soil sample collected from the site, 
identified as GS-1, however the location from which the sample was collected is not 
identified.   Results were compared to the MECP Table 1 Standards (Full Depth 
Background Site Condition Standards for residential / parkland / institutional / industrial / 
commercial / community property use).  This is not the appropriate standard for the 
geology described in the submitted materials.   
 
I recommend the use of MECP standards that account for both shallow soil in potable 
water conditions as well as those which account for being within 30 m of a water body 
(Tables 6 and 8).  I recommend that one sample is also not sufficient to characterise the 
Site as a whole.  It is recommended that more samples with locational data be collected 
to demonstrate the correct representation the soil quality at the Site. 
 
The quality of incoming soil is also not addressed.  The owner or operator of a reuse 
site or qualified person associated with a reuse site must evaluate the potential 
cumulative impact of soil of various qualities as per. Reg. 406/19 (On-Site and Excess 
Soil Management) made under the Environmental Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. E.19 
(EPA).  Further information on the quality of incoming soil that will be accepted by this 
facility (receiving site) is required. 
 
 
Monitoring Program 
 
The author recommends that a monitoring programme be implemented at the site to 
compare future results with historical data.  The proposed monitoring programme 
specifies surface water sampling at both creeks, sampling of all monitoring wells and 
static water levels, summarised in an annual monitoring report. It is recommended that 
a more detailed proposal be presented, with sampling schedules and additional 
monitoring wells.   
 
Further to this, it is recommended that the settling pond that receives hydrovac material 
is also sampled on a regular basis and that visual / olfactory observation of hydrovac 
material is undertaken with each load received at the site.  If a sheen or odour (e.g. 
petroleum hydrocarbon sheen or odour) is observed then the material should be 
contained and appropriate sampling should be undertaken.  Further information is also 
requested on the origin and quality of hydrovac material received at the site and the 
nature of the settling pond, such as the inclusion of a clay liner to inhibit infiltration to 
baseflow or if it has an outlet. Any monitoring data / information related to the existing 



 

 

hydrovac operation should also be compared to the appropriate groundwater or excess 
soil tables and submitted for review. 
 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Based on the information provided, I offer the following recommendations for your 
consideration: 
 

• Water quality on site is compared to the PWQO. It is recommended that those 
comparisons should also be made using the MECP Soil, ground water and 
sediment standards for use under Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act, 
with the most appropriate table selection for the site, which includes both thin 
soils and a waterbody (for areas within 30 m of the water body) in addition to 
comparing to Ontario Drinking Water Standards, Objectives and Guidelines.  
 

• It is recommended that the settling pond that receives hydrovac material is also 
sampled on a regular basis and that visual / olfactory observation of hydrovac 
material is undertaken with each load received at the site.  If a sheen or odour 
(e.g. petroleum hydrocarbon sheen or odour) is observed then the material 
should be contained and appropriate sampling should be undertaken.   
 

• Multi-well hydraulic testing is preferable to single well methods to determine 
overall flow characteristics of a geological unit and is the recommended method. 
 

• Incoming soil quality should be specified, in terms of quantity and quality as the 
level of contamination will drive the risk for potential impacts to receptors. The 
owner or operator of a reuse site and the qualified person must evaluate the 
potential cumulative impact of soil of various qualities as per Reg. 406/19. 
 

• It is recommended that a slightly more detailed monitoring plan proposal be 
presented, with sampling schedules and additional monitoring wells that may be 
installed downgradient from the soil stock location.  Controls and monitoring of 
incoming material may not require the installation of new wells. 
 

• A description of bedrock type, competency and transmissivity are not included for 
the Site and I recommend that greater detail be provided on the bedrock unit and 
its potential flow characteristics. These parameters are key to understanding 
groundwater flow and transport on site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
"Original Signed By" 
 
 
Eric Martin, PhD, P.Eng. 
EM/em 
 

 

ec: Victor Castro 

Christina Klein 

Kyle Stephenson 

Dana Cruickshank 

 

c: ECHO # 1-150179722 
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M E M O R A N D U M March 27, 2023 

TO: Gary Muloin 
Sr Environmental Officer 
Peterborough District Office  
Peterborough, Ontario 

 Eastern Region 

FROM: Dana Cruikshank 
Surface Water Specialist 
Water Resources Unit 
Eastern Region 

RE: Leahy Excavations Inc 
                      Hydrogeological Assessment 
                      County Rd 4, Part Lot 3, Concession 9,  
                      Twp of Douro-Dummer, Peterborough County 
                      Echo Ref: 1-150179805 
 

I have reviewed the above report prepared by GHD Limited (GHD) dated January 2023 
with respect to surface water concerns only.  
 
GED Reports; 
 

• A Hydrogeological Assessment on behalf of Leahy Excavations Inc. was 
submitted as part of a proposed Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) 
application to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP). The 
ECA is for a proposed soil bank and existing hydro-vac slurry receiving 
operation. 

 
• Historically the Site was used as a wayside pit for construction of County Road 4 

in the early to mid-1900’s. Currently, the Site is used to receive topsoil and other 
soils excavated from construction projects as well as asphalt and concrete 
material. The topsoil is stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite. Granular 
materials are stockpiled, screened, and reused offsite or are used onsite for 
backfilling of the wayside pit area. Non-granular materials, generally described as 
higher in silt and clay content, are used for backfilling the wayside pit area. This 
soil is initially stockpiled in various locations on the east portion of the Site. 
Asphalt and concrete are crushed and sorted into piles and sold as recycled 
materials 

 
• The Site also receives hydro-vac trucks with slurry material collected primarily 

from daylighting of underground utilities. The slurry from the hydro-vac trucks is 
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deposited in the receiving pond where settling of material occurs. The receiving 
pond has been constructed out of the non-granular materials. Water from the 
slurry generally evaporates off or infiltrates into the ground. The pond is dredged 
on an approximate weekly basis and the material is piled and dried on the north 
side of the pond. 

 
• The Site is within a drumlin feature, a drumlinized till plain and an esker. The 

operational portion of the Site is located within the esker 
 

• Based on the information reviewed GED indicates the Site is partially within a 
SGRA (Significant Groundwater Recharge Area) along County Road 4. From the 
middle of the Site toward the south, a SGRA exists with a vulnerability score of 4 
or moderate. There are several smaller areas in the northern portion of the Site 
with a vulnerability score of 6. The northeast portion of the Site is also within an 
HVA (Highly Vulnerable Aquifer). These areas are shown in Figure 7 of the 
report. The subsurface investigation by GHD encountered glacial till that is 
expected to exhibit relatively low hydraulic conductivity suggesting that infiltration 
contributions to the underlying aquifer complexes will be relatively minor. The 
majority of active potable groundwater wells in the area of the Site draw water 
from a bedrock aquifer. Some protection of the underlying aquifers is expected 
from the overlying till. 

 
• The groundwater levels range from 1.15 to 3.75 mbgs. The shallow groundwater 

flow is in an east to southeast direction toward Meade Creek. 
 

• Groundwater samples were collected from monitoring wells MW2-22 and MW6-
22) on August 17, 2022.  The results meet the MECP Table 2 standards. The 
results generally meet the ODWQS with the exception of hardness and turbidity. 

 
• Surface water samples, Creek #1 and Creek #2, were collected from Meade 

Creek on August 17, 2022. Creek #1 represents a sample obtained upgradient of 
the Site, while Creek #2 is downgradient at Douro 9th Line. The results meet the 
PWQOs with the exception of iron in the sample from Creek #2. The exceedance 
for iron is attributed to organic material within the sample. 

 
• One (1) soil sample was collected from the area of the Site immediately 

downgradient of the receiving pond. The sample was collected on September 12, 
2022.  The results meet the Table 1 Standards for residential / parkland / 
institutional / industrial / commercial / community (RPIICC) types of property 
uses. 

 
• The construction of a soil berm at the north and west portions of the Site, along 

County Road 4, is proposed for the purposes of noise and dust reduction. 
 

• GED concludes that the Site is suitable for use as a Soil Bank facility and the 
continued use as a Hydro-Vac Receiving site from a hydrogeological perspective. 
It is our opinion that the operations will continue to have minimal impact on the 
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surrounding surface water and groundwater regimes provided the Site continues 
to operate in an environmentally responsible manner.  

 
• GED recommends a monitoring program be implemented at the Site to compare 

future analytical data with the baseline data and assess any trends or changes in 
the data. The monitoring is recommended for evaluating the surface water and 
groundwater quality. GHD recommends the following annual sampling program 
be conducted on a quarterly basis for the parameters tested for and documented 
in this report: Surface water sampling to be conducted at the locations Creek #1 
and Creek #2. Groundwater sampling at each of the monitoring well locations. 
Water levels should be obtained to assess seasonal fluctuations and to assess 
any trends over time. The sampling events are to be summarized in an annual 
report with a review by a qualified person along with interpretation of the data 
and recommendations. 

 
Reviewer’s Comments.  
 
It is my understanding that an application is being made for a Class 1 Soil Management 
Site Approval as a Soil Bank.  If this the case, then this type of facility accepts soil from 
more than one project.  Soils received at this site must have documentation showing the 
soil has been tested. The quality of soil allowed to be received at a Class 1 soil 
management site would be defined in the conditions in the ECA. The hydrogeological 
report indicates that soil received at the site will be sorted, screened and stockpiled. It is 
my understanding that screening is considered a type of processing.   I am therefore 
unclear if this meets the definition of a Class 1 soil processing site and therefore more 
information is required if processing is conducted at the site to reduce contaminants. 
Either way the site requires a waste site ECA.  
 
Meade Creek traverses the site along the eastern portion and flows southwest to the 
Otonabee River.  A tributary of Meade Creek traverses the western side of the site 
paralleling County Road 4 and flows south.  Figure 9 of the above report shows the 
proposed final contours.  Runoff direction arrows show that runoff will be to the west to 
Meade Creek and to the tributary in the southwest.  There is also runoff north of the 
entrance way to CR4.  It is unknown where this runoff goes because of the proposed 
berm or if it enters the ditch along CR4.  There is also runoff from the north portion of 
the site into the wetland area.   There is no stormwater management plan submitted as 
part of the hydrogeological study. 
 
The sources of excess soils being received by the site are unknown at this time but may 
contain contaminated materials.  The protocols for how the site operates haven’t been 
presented and these conditions may be dictated in the ECA.  Soils from commercial or 
industrial sources current or historical, likely have some contaminates. The Excess Soils 
ECA will require analysis of soil received at the site as part of the requirements in O. 
Reg 406/19. If sources of excess soils have all be determined to be “clean” by meeting 
regulatory standards then potential off-site impacts are significantly reduced.  
 
The report mentions that asphalt and concrete will be received at the site, crushed and 
sorted into piles.  PAHs and PHCs are known to be found in runoff from these piles and 
therefore could impact on water quality in the PSW, Meade Creek and/or its tributary.    
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Depending on how stormwater is managed the proposed surface water monitoring 
program may need to be flexible in order to accommodate monitoring for other 
contaminates found in the soils received at the site. 
 
The soils at the site appear to allow for rapid infiltration and therefore runoff might be 
minimal.  The groundwater reviewer can speak to this more fully.  Options for 
stormwater runoff can vary from a site wide collection system to a stormwater 
management pond or if infiltration rates are high enough then individual swales around 
each storage area could be installed to collect water in those areas until it evaporates or 
infiltrates.  If a stormwater pond with discharge is the chosen option, then a Stormwater 
Management (SWM) ECA would also be required.  If the swales option is chosen, then 
Approvals should be consulted as to the need for a SWM ECA. Of course, other options 
exist, and the proponent and their consultant can propose other ideas.  If stormwater 
infiltrates quickly then it also likely moves quickly through the overburden to low lying 
areas such as the wetland and creeks. Again, the groundwater reviewer can assess 
whether this can become a surface water issue or not. 
 
Figure 2 in the above report shows five groundwater wells along the east side of the 
site. From a surface water perspective, I would view these wells as sentinel wells for 
groundwater entering the wetland and Meade Creek. There are no wells on the west 
side of the site (therefore no early warning sentinel well). Water quality samples were 
taken from two wells, MW2 and MW6.  Based on the site diagram it would appear that 
MW6 is supposed to be a background well.  MW2 is in the northern portion of the site.  
Two wells (MW1 and MW4 were dry). It isn’t clear why samples weren’t taken from the 
remaining wells especially MW5, which is downgradient of the receiving pond.  
Assuming that MW6 is background, the water quality results show elevated 
concentrations of chloride, nitrate, sulphate, turbidity, TP and most metals at MW2. 
Again, the groundwater reviewer can comment on the placement of the wells and what 
the water quality results may mean. 
 
Two surface water stations were sampled in August 2022.  Creek 1 is on Meade Creek 
upstream of the site and Creek 2 downstream at Douro 9th Line.  The report indicates 
that both were sampled on August 17th, but the lab certificates indicates that Creek 1 
was collected on the 17th and Creek 2 on the 18th.  This discrepancy is noted because 
the water quality data shows that turbidity, TP, ammonia and TOC were elevated at 
Creek 2.  Environment Canada records show that a significant amount of rain (~40 mm) 
fell in Peterborough between August 16th and 19th.  The elevated concentrations at 
Creek 2 may have been a result of more turbid water coming through the Creek 
throughout the rain event with water sampled on the 18th being more likely to represent 
water quality from the wetland area due to the 25 mm event on the 16th and not related 
to the site. None of the elevated concentrations would be a concern as they all met 
PWQO or CWQG guidelines.  In any case, more background monitoring is required in 
order to provide a background water quality database to compare to when the site 
becomes fully operational.   
 
The site receives liquid soil which is stored in an on-site receiving pond that has been 
constructed out of non-granular materials.  GHD reports that the slurry generally 
evaporates off or infiltrates into the pond.  The pond is dredged weekly, and material 
piled and dried on north side of the pond.  The report doesn’t mention the fate of these 
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soils.  It is my understanding that conditions relating to the handling and operation of the 
receiver pond will be in the ECA. 
 
In the Pre-submission Consultation meeting March 22, 2023, there was mention of a 
Meade Creek PSW.  Neither Ontario Geohub nor the MECP Environmental Atlas shows 
a PSW near this site.  A request was made to Otonabee River Conservation Authority 
(ORCA) to provide additional information including mapping in this regard.  ORCA has 
responded that he wetland area along Meade Creek was recently evaluated as a PSW. 
There was also some discussion regarding an Environmental Information Study (EIS). 
When this information becomes available, I will provide you with an updated 
assessment if required. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. The proposed surface water monitoring plan of quarterly sampling for the same 
parameters reported in the report is acceptable at this time.  However, the 
parameter list may require modification as more information is made available. 

 
2. Water quality in Meade Creek and the on-site tributary needs to be characterized 

better before operations begin with more frequent monitoring throughout the 
year. Wetland chemistry can be extremely variable and therefore a more robust 
background (pre-operation) database would provide a better screening tool to 
assess if changes in downstream water quality are associated with the site or 
natural wetland processes. 

 
3. A stormwater management plan is required for the site that demonstrates that 

pre and post development runoff is the same so that the areas water balance is 
maintained.  This is important especially for the PSW.  The site must be 
developed so that it is capable of handling 100-year storm events.  Based on the 
site pictures and description it would seem the site may be prone to rapid runoff 
in some areas that may result in erosion and therefore affect water quality in 
localized watercourses.  The site appears to have little vegetative cover, so TSS 
and turbidity are a concern that needs to be addressed. 

 
The above comments are preliminary and as more information becomes available 
additional recommendations may be required.  If you have any questions regarding the 
above comments or recommendations, I would be pleased to discuss them with you.   
 
 
 
 
Dana Cruikshank (Surface Water Specialist) 
 
ec: Victor Castro (WRU Supervisor) 
 Courtney Redmond (Peterborough District Supervisor) 
 Eric Martin (Groundwater Reviewer) 
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Appendix D  
Tracking Record Forms 
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Appendix E  
Inspection and Maintenance Form 
 

 
  



WEEKLY INSPECTION FORM
 COUNTY ROAD 4, 

PETERBOROUGH, ONTARIO

Page 1 of 1

Inspection Date/Time: Weather:

Site Conditions:

 Condition 
Acceptable 

(Y/N)?

Corrective 
Action 

Required 
(Y/N)?

Comments and Corrective Action (What, Date, Time)

General 
1. Site Security - Gate in working order and locked as needed?

2. Perimeter Berm - Slopes are adequately stabilized and soil or debris
has not accumulated in low areas, roadways, ditches or other areas? If
not explain:

3. Site Nuisances - Wind blown litter at a minimum, no odour or dust
concerns, mud not tracked onto public roads, no issues with vector
and vermin?

Soil Stockpile Areas
4. Stockpiled materials are managed to prevent significant erosion and

sediment runoff? If not, explain:

5. Slopes are adequately stabilized and soil or debris has not

accumulated in low areas, roadways, ditches, or other areas??

6. Are temporary measures such as silt fences, hay or straw bales,
ditches, and berms been implemented? Are they in good condition to

prevent erosion and migration of sediment?

Surface Water & Drainage

7. Surface water is controlled and drains into applicable areas (i.e., no

overflow to other areas of the Site)?

8. Evaporation ponds are in good condition, no significant erosion and

no significant build up of sediment or debris?

9. There are no signs of petroleum or chemical sheens, spills, or

releases on surface water? If evidence, report immediately:

Noise
10. Adequate controls have been implemented to minimize noise from the

Site?

Dust
11. Adequate controls have been implemented to minimize dust from the

Site?

Inspection completed by: 

Signature:

Title: 

Item

RECORD TO BE MAINTAINED FOR 7 YEARS
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Appendix F  

Training Form 
 

 
  



 
 
 
 

 
Training Acknowledgement Form 

 
Course:  

Instructor:  

 

This is to certify that I have received a comprehensive review of the training of the elements of the 
D&O report and general Site operations.  

 

Print Name Signature Date 
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Appendix G  
Environmental Emergency and 
Contingency Plan 
 

 
  



Environmental Emergency and Contingency Plan 

Environmental Emergency and Contingency Plan (E2C) outlines the prevention of, preparedness for, 
response to, and recovery from an environmental emergency. The E2C Plan will be described in this 
section of the report. A copy of this report will be provided to the local municipality and the local fire 
department. 

The E2C Plan contains a notification protocol with names and telephone numbers of person to be 
contacted, including persons responsible for the Site, the MECP's District Office and Spills Action Centre, 
the local municipal Fire Department, the local Municipality, the local Medical Officer of Health, and the 
Ministry of Labour. Their associated phone numbers are as follows: 

Fire, Police, Ambulance 911 or 0 

Site Contact/Supervisor (To be confirmed) 705-742-4765

MECP Spills Action Centre (SAC) 1 800 268 6060 

Township of Douro-Dummer 705-652-8392

Peterborough County 705-743-0380

Peterborough Public Health 705-743-1000

Ministry of Labour 416 326 7600 

The E2C Plan will also provide an organized set of procedures for responding to unexpected Site 
Conditions.  

1.1 Communication 
Operators working at the site have a cellular phone to use in the event of an emergency. There is an air 
horn located on site, which would be used to signal an emergency to staff. 

1.2 Spills 
As per the above, the Facility will accept approved excess soils and hydrovac soil. If soil is inadvertently 
released at the Site outside of the Soil Management Area, then the material is vacuumed up and/or 
excavated and placed in the Soil Management Area. 

Vehicle and earth moving equipment may occasionally have fuel and oil spills. These types of spills are 
expected to be infrequent, involve only small quantities and be readily contained and cleaned up. Fuel and 
oil material spills, upsets, and fires should be reported to the MECP's Spill Action Centre and/or local Fire 
Department.  

A spill kit will be available on site at all time. It will be located in an area accessible to all staff members. 
The spill kits in the building will be inspected as part of the monthly health and safety inspection. Missing, 
lost, or used kits will be replaced. 

All trucks also are equipped with spill kits. A spill kit is available and is located in an area accessible to all 
staff. The spill kit will be regularly inspected and missing, lost or used kits will be replaced. 

1.3 Fire 
Fire extinguishers will be located in each building. Fire extinguishers are inspected monthly and recharged 
annually in accordance with the Ontario Building Code. If a fire in the building cannot be easily 
extinguished with the available fire extinguishers, the building will be evacuated, and the fire department 
notified. 

The burning of any material at the Site is prohibited. Facility employees will recognize fires by detecting 
elevated temperatures, smoke, smell and/or open flame. In case of fire the following steps will be taken: 

 Move to an isolated area or muster point
 Call 911 or 0
 Sound the fire alarm and attempt to shut down any equipment if possible, to do safety
 Provide First Aid as needed
 Attempt to extinguish the fire if possible, to do safety



1.4 Severe Storms 
Severe storms may include intense rainfall, extreme winds, electrical storms, or large snowfalls. Before 
and during such events, Site operations will be planned to be reduced or cease and personnel will take 
shelter if the storm is severe enough to cause unsafe conditions. 

During storm events employees will stop work if they cannot work safely.  Management will advise of 
additional actions and when it is safe to work again. 

1.5 Medical Emergencies 
Personnel injury could occur at the Facility. If there is an emergency, first aid will be given onsite by 
trained staff and the employee transported to a clinic or hospital. An Ambulance can be called at 911. 
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Appendix H  
Complaint Procedure Form 
 

 
  



Complaint Procedure Form 

Date & Time

Name

Address 

E-mail

Phone Number

Date & Time 

Location 

Complaint Taken By

Issue or Incident 

Description of Incident 

Corrective Action

Complainant Information

Complaint Information
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ghd.com    The Power of Commitment
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