
March 19, 2014 

Comments Regarding the Draft Cornerstone Standards 

Submitted by Lakeridge Citizens for Clean Water (LCCW)   www.lakeridgecitizens.ca 

LCCW is pleased submit the following comments regarding the Draft Cornerstone Standards. 

1) Regarding Section 5.4.4 and Appendix 5 Optional Guidelines 

“The applicant manages soil on site consistent with industry best practices and ensures soil used in 

rehabilitation is appropriate to the targeted end use of the site.” 

We believe the MNR’s current requirements regarding imported soils are not currently as 

comprehensive as they could be. Limited mostly to direction on MOE Table usage, they are in need of 

update with regards to consistent testing frequencies for incoming soils; the need for consideration of 

groundwater impact, not just plant life impact, for salt impacted soils; and mandatory incorporation of 

MOE’s Best Management Practices for Excess Soils.  

It is well documented that contamination of groundwater with regards to aggregate pits is not a 

significant issue as extraction operations are mostly mechanical in nature.  However, it is the after-use of 

extracted pits and quarries which has the potential to cause problems in relation to groundwater 

impacts. As operations tend to lessen the amount of materials over the water table, the management of 

soils entering the site during rehabilitation should have more definitive requirements and should be 

tracked and enforced in a more quantitative and comprehensive manner in order to properly mitigate 

the potential adverse effects on groundwater associated with importation of contaminated soils.   

In recent years, the issue of excess soils from various construction projects being dumped in pits and 

quarries, either surrendered or on their way to being surrendered, has become an issue. Contamination 

at several large excess soil receiving sites has become a great concern for various communities in and 

around the GTA. (Our website www.lakeridgecitizens.ca documents various case studies that support 

these observations.)  Pits are particularly attractive for these kinds of operations due to their 

topography. In some cases, the pits have already been rehabilitated and surrendered under the MNR’s 

purview before they are used as excess soil dumping grounds. However in some instances, such as the 

case for the Mulmur pit in Guelph-licence 5472, fill was dumped in contravention of the site plan (no 

importation of fill was permitted for rehab on the site plan) but was only caught a year into the filling 

operations when a private citizen brought it to the attention of the MNR.  Compliance reports did not 

reveal this infraction.   

Requirement 5.4.4 directs users to Appendix 5 for “Guidance” on soil usage. It is a concern that the items 

in Appendix 5 are considered optional instead of mandatory.  Rehabilitation is a major part of any 

aggregate operation and the management of soils during the life of the operations should be a high 

priority. It is hoped that the cornerstone standards will reconsider the “optional” requirement for this 

critical part of operations. 

 

http://www.lakeridgecitizens.ca/
http://www.lakeridgecitizens.ca/


2) Regarding Performance Verifiers 

It is understood that there will be further direction for auditors, however in reviewing the “performance 

verifiers” as they are written currently, there is concern that some of them may not be very 

comprehensive, that they can be very subjective and there may be a lack of quantitative data. There is 

also concern that a subjective approach will not allow for a consistent evaluation method.  

For example, CR 2.4 Performance Verifier:  “Review of documentation outlining justification where a 

time limit extension is adopted” 

What kind of documentation? What reports should it entail? Who is writing these reports and what are 

their qualifications? 

Also wondering about the training of auditors, what the qualification requirements will be and what 

outside governing body-like the Professional Engineers or geoscientists, who have governing bodies, 

they will be accountable to.  

 

3) Regarding Issuance of Certificates Pg. 11 

“Issuance of Certificates: Following an Evaluation Audit, successful sites will be issued a  
CSC certificate for a period of 10 years…..” 
 
Concerned this is too long a time frame understanding things can change significantly during 
this time. 
  
As well, the five year observation audit is too long. Yearly audits would allow for more public 
confidence in the system.   
 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important endeavour and are hopeful the 

standards will be assessed and enforced in a manner that is respectful of the environment and has the 

sustainability of our precious resources (groundwater, aggregate, soils) as the highest priority.   

 

Sincerely, 

Carmela Marshall 

LCCW 

carmela_marshall@yahoo.ca 

905-649-8232 
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