








Key Milestones for Completion of CBSES /
Preparation for Rockfort Quarry Hearing

October 27, 2008

Task Actual Date 
Completed or 

Revised Date to be 
Completed

1. Completion of supplemental field work Fall 2006

2. Production of Revised Draft Part A Report November 30, 2006

3. Meeting with Agencies to Plan Public Open House December 14, 2006

4. Confirm agreement on Open House format with Agencies January 5, 2007

5. Public Open House January 25, 2007

6. Objectives Workshop February 27, 2007

7. Preliminary Agency Comments on Revised Part A Report February 28, 2007

8. Meeting to discuss Preliminary Agency Comments on Revised Part A 
Report

February 28, 2007

9. JDCL-CVC Technical Meeting to finalize parameterization for 
Sensitivity Analysis

January 31, 2007

10. Groundwater and Surface Water Model Calibration completed by 
modeling consultants

March 27, 2007

11. Final Agency Comments provided on Revised Part A Report April 25, 2007

12. Meeting to finalize outline and content for Part C Report (1st of 2 all-
party meetings) and plan Public Open House

April 26, 2007

13. Meeting to finalize Draft Goals and Objectives / discuss municipal 
constraints analysis

May 8, 2007

14. Meeting to plan Public Open House and finalize outline for Part C 
Report (2nd of 2 all-party meetings) 

May 22, 2007

15. Draft Goals and Objectives Complete May 25, 2007

16. Part B Scenario Modeling Complete June 27, 2007

17. Draft Groundwater and Surface Water Modeling Reports Complete June 27, 2007
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18. Production of Draft Part B Report June 29, 2007

19. Production of Draft Part C Report October 31, 2007

20. OMB Pre-Hearing Conference November 2, 2007

21. Meeting to plan next Public Information Forum and draft the update 
newsletter

Nov. 30 or Dec. 5, 
2007

22. Agency comments on Draft Part B Report November 23, 2007

23. CBSES Update Newsletter / Invitation sent to Study Area landowners 
and others on the mailing list

Mid-December 2007

24. Agency comments on Draft Part C Report January 20, 2008

25. Meeting to discuss agency comments (if needed) January 18, 2008

26. Public Information Forum Week of  January 21, 
2008

27. CBSES finalized and provided to all parties March 31, 2008

28. Site specific report updates submitted July 31, 2008

29. Experts Meetings to assist Peer Reviews August-December 
2008

29A. OMB Pre-hearing Conference October 24, 2008

30. Peel /Caledon/CCC/CVC Peer Reviews updated and provided to JDCL November 21, 2008

31. Caledon Public Meeting December 10, 2008

31A. OMB Teleconference January 12, 2009

32. CVC Board position regarding CBSES and Rockfort Application January 16, 2009

33. Caledon Council position regarding CBSES and Rockfort Application February 17, 2009

34. Peel General Committee position regarding CBSES and Rockfort 
Application

March 26, 2009

34A. Peel Council position regarding CBSES and Rockfort Application April 2, 2009

35. OMB Pre-Hearing Conference (Procedural Order with Issues List) March 30-31, 2009

36. Witness Statements April 24, 2009

37. Reply Witness Statements (if any) May 11, 2009
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38. Experts meetings to scope issues and prepare agreed statement of facts Completed by May 
15, 2009

39. Hearing  May 25, 2009 to July 
9, 2009, excluding 
June 1-5 (6 weeks)

40. Summer Break July 13 to Sept 11, 
2009

41. Hearing Recommencement (if necessary) September 15-
December 17, 2009

Notes: 

1. Actual dates shown as (TBD) are to be determined by the Town/Region/CVC/ OMB but within 
timelimits specified.

2. The responding parties agree to this schedule on the basis of assurances provided by the applicant that 
the updates of the Site Specific Reports being submitted by the applicant in item 28 (July 31, 2008) will 
not propose a fundamentally different approach to the design, operation and/or engineering aspects of 
the site. In the event that the responding parties wish to dispute the achievability of this schedule may 
do so at the October pre-hearing conference, and the Board may hear submissions on the need for a 
revised schedule. 

3. Subject to item 2 above, the hearing commencement date is peremptory on all parties. However, the 
Board may vary the above schedule at the request of any of the parties at the Prehearing Conference on 
March 30-31, 2009, if it is satisfied that such variance is in the public interest having regard to all of the 
circumstances, including; 

i. Whether all parties have made best efforts to meet the schedule to that date;
ii. Whether there would be significant prejudice to any party; 

iii. Whether the remainder of the schedule is reasonably achievable in light of the 
circumstances in existence at that time; and

iv. Whether the requested variance of the schedule is reasonable and will ensure that the 
hearing commences as soon as reasonably possible in the circumstances.

Davis:3988558.1
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November 11, 2008

Report to: Mary Hall, M.C.I.P., R.P.P.
Director of Planning & Development
Town of Caledon

From: Mark L. Dorfman, F.C.I.P., R.P.P.
Peer Review Project Manager

Subject: Town of Caledon Peer Review
Rockfort Quarry Applications

Overview of Peer Review Process

I submit this report to provide Council with an update of the status of the
peer review process that is being undertaken by the Town of Caledon. The
Region of Peel (Peel), the Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) and
the Concerned Citizens of Caledon (CCC) are also conducting their own peer
reviews. The intent is that Caledon, Peel and the CVC will collaborate on
their reviews in order that the agencies may share information.

The peer review process was agreed to by the parties to the hearing of the
Ontario Municipal Board and included in the Board’s schedule and Order
issued on March 19, 2008 and revised on October 24, 2008. 

The process commenced on July 31, 2008 when James Dick Construction
Limited (JDCL) submitted its documents to Caledon and the other parties.
The initial part of the peer review process will be completed on November
21, 2008. All of the parties to the hearing are required to submit their peer
review reports to JDCL by November 21, 2008. Meetings between the peers
will be held after November 21 to discuss these  findings.

The Town of Caledon retained most of the same experts that previously
reviewed the JDCL documents in 2003. The Town’s experts are:

Social Impact
David Hardy, Hardy Stevenson & Associates Limited

Cultural Heritage
Caroline Marshall, ENVision-The Hough Group
Andre Scheinman, Heritage Preservation Consultant
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Visual Impact
Eha Naylor, ENVision-The Hough Group

Haul Route Noise
John Emeljanow, Valcoustics Canada

Noise Impact
John Emeljanow, Valcoustics Canada

Air Quality
Tony van der Vooren, AMEC

Mining Operations
Trevor Carter, Golder & Associates

I have been retained, as the Planner, to manage the peer review project and
to coordinate the  reviews from these consultants.

Peel retained:

Hydrogeology
Andrew Hims, Jagger Hims Limited

Traffic Impact
Geri Kozorys-Smith, MMM

Environmental/Ecological
Tom Hilditch, Savanta Inc.

CVC retained:

Hydrogeology
Ray Blackport, Blackport Hydrogeology Inc.

Progress to Date

On July 30, 2008, an orientation meeting was held between Caledon, Peel
and the CVC to set the terms for the peer review process. At this meeting,
lawyers, experts, CVC staff and Caledon staff were brought up-to-date on
the status of the applications since 2003. Everyone was informed of the
status of Caledon’s O.P.A. No. 161 in the O.M.B. hearing, the status of the
C.B.S.E.S., and the schedule for the peer review and the O.M.B. hearing.
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The documents were received from JDCL on July 31, 2008, as scheduled,
and were sent to the experts as a CD in the following week. (See Annex
“A” for a list of the documents received and the previous JDCL documents
that are still in effect.) Because of committed vacations and work schedules,
and the need for the experts to reacquaint themselves with the previous
JDCL documents and peer reviews during August, the Caledon peer
reviewers prepared early peer review documents in September.

During August and September, I coordinated the work of the Caledon peer
reviewers and provided documents and information from our files, and
arranged to obtain additional documents and information from JDCL. The
Planning & Development Department has ten years of files and documents
and a valuable source index.

During the latter part of September and early October, I read the draft
Caledon peer review documents and discussed my understanding with each
of Caledon’s peer reviewers. Ultimately, Caledon’s comprehensive peer
review will incorporate the Peel and CVC peer review information.

This update report provides Council with some measure of the comments
arising from the Caledon peer reviewers. This is not the place for me to state
my planning opinion. I will bring forward my opinion after the peer review
process is completed and before Council considers its position on the
applications.

Caledon’s Peer Review Process

In the orientation of the peer reviewers, we provided the following principles
and asked the peer reviewers to adhere to them

(a) The municipality will have full responsibility for directing the peer
review. The municipality’s legal counsel is part of the peer review
process.

(b) All peer reviewers are to conduct an independent review of the
report/study based on their terms of reference and process questions
established by the municipality.

(c) Interaction between the peer reviewer and the report/study author is
to be “open”, allowing the peer reviewer the opportunity to ask
questions and to request additional information for clarification.
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(d) The peer reviewer must not negotiate or settle any issues or undertake
any original research while conducting the peer review.

(e) The peer reviewer is to be directed by the municipality alone and not
by any other group or person who may have an interest in the matter.

(f) The purpose of the peer review is to determine whether the
report/study addresses all of the issues regarding the proposal and
adheres to the standard tests in the discipline and to the municipality’s
official plan policies.

During the course of the peer review, each peer reviewer followed the
principles. The purpose of the peer review is to inform Council and not to
prejudge Council’s position at the O.M.B. hearing. A report and
recommendation will be provided to Council in February, 2009, based in part
on the peer review process.

Following the peer review process, discussions will take place between the
agencies and JDCL with the expectation that JDCL will respond to the peer
reviews. At Caledon’s public meeting scheduled for December 10, 2008, the
findings of the peer reviews will be presented for discussion and Council will
hear responses from the public.

Each peer reviewer was required to read and review the JDCL documents
submitted on July 31, 2008, along with the previously submitted documents
and their original peer reviews. As well, the CBSES, as it applies primarily to
the hydrogeological and natural environmental disciplines, were to be
reviewed for the site specific case.

The peer reviewers were provided with a list of questions as a guide in
reviewing the documents. (See Annex “B” for the guideline questions.)

The final peer review reports will be made available in CD and hard copy
format and on the web site to Councils, the public and to JDCL on November
21, 2008.
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Summary of JDCL Conclusions

The following generally summarizes the conclusions of the JDCL consultants.
It is presented here to be informed of the JDCL perspective.

(a) The location for aggregate extraction is suitable.

(b) The aggregate resource is close to the market.

(c) The provincial interest is served in having the aggregate
available.

(d) The quarry will operate in accordance with applicable
provincial standards, regulations and guidelines.

(e) The proposed mitigation measures address social impacts.

(f) Mitigation takes into account existing on-site and area
cultural heritage resources.

(g) The visual impact of the quarry operation is reasonable for
a rural setting.

(h) The proposed haul route will have the least, unacceptable
impacts.

(i) Water resource management and natural area protection
will be undertaken according to an Adaptive Management
Plan.

(j) The quarry operation will be regulated under the
Aggregate Resources Act.

(k) The studies required by the Caledon Official Plan have
been undertaken and there are no unacceptable land use
conflicts. 
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Summary of Peer Review Findings

At this stage in the process, there are no opinions reached with respect to
the acceptability of the planning and aggregate applications. These opinions
will be formulated for Council in early 2009. 

The peer reviewers find that more work is required by the JDCL experts to
address the findings from the peer reviews. Taken together, there are
concerns with methodology; important information is missing; many
assumptions are not clear; conclusions are not necessarily supported by the
work undertaken; proposed mitigation measures are not adequate; there are
issue gaps; the reports are inadequate and incomplete.

Without going into detail, the following characterizes enough of the findings
of all of the peer reviewers to raise questions regarding the JDCL
conclusions.

1. JDCL did not submit a separate social impact assessment on July 31,
2008 since it is not required.

2. Various technical reports submitted by JDCL to evaluate noise,
hydrogeological effects, dust, traffic levels and vibration do not assess
social impacts based on predictable, measurable, significant and
objective analyses of effects on people, as required by section
5.11.2.4.13.

3. The summary of social impacts contained in the Planning and
Justification Report, dated July, 2008 cannot be relied upon as the
social impact assessment required by section 5.11.2.4.13.

4. JDCL did not submit a cultural heritage landscape report in July, 2008
that is an update or revision to the original May 2005 report. Cultural
heritage notes on the current site plans are consistent with the
mitigation measures cited in the 2005 report.

5. The previous cultural heritage report takes a piecemeal approach to
cultural heritage landscape preservation rather than evaluating the
importance of site context and interrelationships between cultural
heritage elements.
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6. Conservation of cultural heritage resources has not been demonstrated
knowing the integrity of the site will be progressively and irreversibly
eroded by a dramatic change over decades from historic pastoral
farms to a series on human-made lakes.

7. The visual impact report is the only one submitted by JDCL.

8. The visual impact report falls short in demonstrating that there will not
be unacceptable impacts.

9. There is no analysis to support the conclusion that the quarry will be
effectively screened and that mitigation techniques will be effective
during the life of the operation.

10. There is no proof that the visual integrity of the rehabilitated quarry
does not devalue overall visual attractiveness of the property.

11. A new haul route noise report was submitted by JDCL on July 31,
2008. It replaces previous reports.

12. The haul route noise report is not considered to be adequate for its
purpose.

13. The July 31, 2008 environmental noise report is an addendum to the
JDCL report from August 28, 2003. Both reports have been peer
reviewed.

14. The environmental noise report is not adequate since it does not
clearly demonstrate that M.O.E. noise guideline limits will be met at
the noise sensitive receptors locations under the predictable worst
case operating conditions.

15. The July 2008 air quality report replaces the August 2000 dust study.

16. The air quality report is not adequate since it does not address all air
quality impact issues; fugitive emissions and background should be
assessed for cumulative impacts. 

17. The traffic impact study is an addendum to the previous 2005 study.

18. There are partial updates of base information from the previous traffic
reports. 
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19. The traffic horizon year of 2011 is not acceptable and a longer term
horizon year of 2025 should be used in the traffic assessment. 

20. Further design work at the quarry access needs to be done to prevent
trucks turning to and from the west along Olde Baseline.

21. Olde Baseline is not identified as a truck route by the Region and
heavy trucks are restricted on this road at all times. Winston Churchill,
in sections, has the same regional restriction.

22. The addendum to the water resources report indicates that the
proposed quarry operation and mitigation measures are very similar to
the proposal presented in the original 2000 Reports by JDCL.

23. JDCL did not respond to the 2000 and 2001 water resources peer
reviews.

24. There are outstanding issues in 2003 comments made on the Adaptive
Management Plan.

25. There is no proof in the water resources reports now of the concept for
the grout wall and the groundwater recharge system.

26. There are substantive issue gaps in the water resources report
regarding the grout curtain concept.

Mark L. Dorfman, R.P.P.
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ANNEX “A”

Caledon Peer Review Process
List of reports provided by JDCL for peer review. 

Reports that are included in the July 31, 2008 submissions are either new
reports or updates from previous reports. Reports that are not updated are
listed separately for reference.

Reports received on July 31, 2008
 
  1. Water Resources Evaluation and Design Report

Conestoga-Rovers.

Addendum - Water Resources Evaluation Report, July 2008.
Reports (Volumes 1-3) completed in August 2000.

  2. Adaptive Management Plan Water Resources Protection
Conestoga-Rovers; Ecoplans; Goodban Ecological.

Updated in July 2008.
Report completed in August 2000 and modified in April 2003.

 
  3. Environmental Impact Assessment

Ecoplans.

Addendum in July 2008.
Reports completed in February 1998 and August 2000.

  4. Environmental Noise and Blast Design Impact Study
Aercoustics.

Addendum in July 2008.
Reports completed in January 1998 and August 2003.
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  5. Haul Route Noise Analysis
Aercoustics.

Report completed in July 2008.

  6. Air Quality Assessment
RWDI.

Report completed in July 2008.
Replaces Dust Impact Study completed in August 2000.

  7. Visual Impact Report
MHBC; Wendy Shearer.

Report completed in July 2008.

  8. Traffic Impact and Haul Route Evaluation Report
URS Canada.

Addendum in July 2008.
Report (Volumes 1 to 4) completed in May 2005.

  9. The Market for Crushed Stone in GTA West
Altus Group

Report completed in July 2008.
Replaces Market Study for the Proposed Rockfort Quarry in the Town
of Caledon, (Clayton Research) April 1998.

10. Planning and Justification Report
MHBC

Report completed in July 2008.
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11. Aggregate Resources Act Site Plans
MHBC

Updated in July 2008.
Original site plans completed in October 1997 and updated in April
2003 and June 2008.

Reports previously submitted by JDCL but not updated or replaced

 1. Comprehensive Broader Scale Environmental Study (CBSES)
Conestoga-Rovers; Ecoplans; Goodban Ecological; JTB Environmental;
LGL; MHBC.

Report completed in March, 2008.

 2. Stages I-II Archaeological/Heritage Assessment
North York Archaeology.

Report completed in August 1997.

  3. Rockfort Quarry Site Documentation
Unterman McPhail Cuming; Archaeological Services.

Reports completed in August 1998 and June 1999.

  4. Cultural Heritage Landscape Analysis Report 
Unterman McPhail.

Report completed in May 2005.

  5. Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment Report
Dillon.

Report completed in October 1999.
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  6. Rockfort Quarry Site Interior Documentation
Unterman McPhail.

Report completed in November 1999.

  7. Rockfort Quarry Preliminary Design Report Water Resources
Mitigation Measures
Conestoga-Rovers.

Report completed in October 2000.
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ANNEX “B”

The Terms of Reference for the municipality’s peer review process include
the following list of questions to be used as a guide by the peer reviewer for
the specific peer review.

Purpose Is the purpose of the work clearly stated in the
report/study, so I understand it?

Are all relevant and probable issues and impacts
encompassed by the purpose?

Is the purpose worded so that it encompasses the
questions that are relevant to my discipline?

Methodology Is the methodological approach to the purpose technically
sound to permit my objective review of issues, data, facts,
and appropriate to fulfill the purpose?

Are there technical concerns related to the methodology
and assumptions that may compromise the analysis and/or
the conclusions of the report/study?

Information Are relevant data and facts clearly and consistently
presented in the report/study?

Is the information useful and is the data used critical to the
conclusions?

Are the data useful and accurate, or do I have concerns
about their quality?

Are complete, relevant and appropriate data sets
provided?

Are the relevant data and other information sufficiently
detailed? Is anything missing?
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Certainty Are certainties and uncertainties of the proposal’s success
openly and objectively stated in the report/study?

Are all assumptions clearly stated? Are the assumptions
reasonable?

Are the standards or thresholds commonly accepted in my
discipline identified and appropriately utilized?

Conclusion Are the conclusions of the report/study supported by and
follow from the work undertaken?

Are the conclusions relevant to the purpose/objectives of
the work?

Would I reach the same conclusions, and if not, then what
conclusions would I reach?

Do the conclusions satisfy the applicable policies of the
Caledon Official Plan?

Mitigation/
Monitoring Are realistic mitigation measures (or contingency plans)

proposed in the report/study? Are they presented in
sufficient detail?

Do the proposed measures mitigate the impacts?

Will the proposed measures be adequate to address
outstanding concerns?

Issue Gaps Are there issue gaps arising from my review?

Were all identified issues addressed?

Are there additional issues identified through my review
that need to be addressed?

Are there any key issues (from the perspective of my
discipline) that have not been studied?
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Adequacy Generally, does the report/study adequately address the
stated purpose?

Does the report/study adequately address the stated
purpose, from the perspective of my discipline? Is there
anything that I would have done differently?

Is the report/study complete?
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