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Minisny of the Environment,
119 King St. West,
it floor,
Hamilton,Ontario r- -

LSP 4Y7

Attention: Environmentai Planning Officer, Barbara Ryter

DearMadam:

In rcfcrcnoc to your Junc14, 1999 lcttcr apparcntlyyourstaffdid not rcvicw our
Level 1 & 2 Hydrogeologicalreportvery well.

A statementsubjectto speculationis quote: "The increasedhydraulicconductivity
close to the Escarpmentmeansthat the impactsfrom theLaFargeQuanynorth of
Hagersvillewill affect a wider arearelativeto theproposedquany.",unquote. I do
not perceiveany relevanceto anythingin that statementIn the&st placethe La
Fat-geoperationalmostbordenthe Escarpment.Our proposalis at least2 kilometers
away. Furthermore I don’t know how sucha connectioncould be determinedunless
La FarBc has madean impactstudy oftheir operationin relationto the areaofow
proposedquany. Hasthat beendone?

It is further statedunderReportMethodolo’ and Assumptions,quote: "Jn this case,
the model relies on very limited datafrom five on sitewells collectedin two daysin
November1998 to charactthzegroundwaterconditionsoveran areameasuredin
squarekilometersfor a 50 yearperiod.", unquote. I disagreewith this statementthat
the model relieson venj limited datafrom five on site wells. I suggestthat in fact we
haveprovidedextensivedataover and abovethat normally provided. My information
is that themodelingpump testis usuallyconductedon one on sitewell only.

Partof that conclusioncomesfront my estimatesfor Level 2, Hydrogeoligical
assessmentprovidedby ConsultantsAgra and Stanly Consultingwho haveboth
indicated a pump teston onewell only. SeeestimatesenclosedMy informationis at
this point, that previousHycfrogeologicat reportsproducedfor La Fargeconducted
testingon only onewell. In that respectI requireclarificationas to why testingon five
well sitesis consideredlimited data in comparison.



I takeexceptionto deteiminationsarrivedat and comparisonsusedby your Ministry to
aiwe at suchconclusionsin respectto: May 13 questionto JacobZaidel andhis
responseMay26numbers1-lo

t. Tableofwaterlevels: Providedby Agra.

2. OnandagaEscarpmentImpacton model: Explainedby Agra.

3. Hydraulic conductivitycloseto Escarpment:Explainedby Agra.

4. Regionalgroundwaterdivide impact: Explainedby Agra.
It shouldbe notedthat the Regionalgroundwaterdivide passes2000 to 3000
metersnorth and eastof our proposal,wherebyit passesdirectlythrou&i the
extractionareaoftheLaFargeQuany. Is there somerelevanceto this question?
It would seemthat this did not presenta problem fbr La Farge.

5. Gaining steams:I find no attempt by our Consultants to make any conelation of
impact on the water table by streams in the area which provide drainage for
surfacerun off and at certaintinesof the year arecompletely dry. I believeit
would be quite impossibleto makesucha correlationof impact basedon
variable, inconsistentandno flow conditions. How thenis this relevant?

6. HydrogeologicconductivitydataHagexsvilleTire Fire site comparisonfully
explainedby Agra, I disagreewith attemptingto correlatea comparisonof two
sitessevenkilometersapartwith differing site specific conditions which could
relateto a numberofvariousfactors. In this respectnot relevantwithout
comparabletestingon both sites as to porosityof rock, densityof rock andother
geologicalevaluations.

7. La FargeHagersvillc drawdowncomparison: Explainedby Agra
I find the drawdownnumbersquoteddo notcotrespondto theMap ofinterpreted
drawdownprovidedby M.O.E. from JaggerHints. Upon closerinspectionI note
the dateof February1996- It is my informationthata later reportwasrequired
for themostrecentexpandeddewateringprogramat La Fargein 1997. If this is
in fact correct, I questionas to why our consultantwasprovidedwith outdated
informationandnot the mostup to dateinformation available. How canour
Consultantbe expectedto accurately respond,if we are not provided with the
same informationthat you are quotingfrom? This is like sayinghow do you
comparean appleto anorange? The simple answeris, you don’t.
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8. Attemptedcomparisonof the previousdewateringratesofDufferin andpresent
dewateringratesof La Fargeto ourprojecteddewateringrates. Explainedby
Agra.
My conclusion,a comparisonis not possiblebecausethereis no comparablehere
to our proposal.
The 1972reportby B.T. Beswiclç Page1 statesthat dewateringratesatDufferin
werein the order of 500 gallonsperntutc until 1971. At the deepeningof the
quanyin 1971 from 50’ to 90’, dewateringcommencedat the rateof 1500
gallonsper minute, which almostimmediatelycausedwell interferencein the
lower aquifer Our infonnationis that therewasno reportedwell interference
until that time. Our proposedextractionon our site plan is 15 metersor
approximately50’. lucreis no comparablehere,sowhy is yourMinistry
attemptingto makea cpmparableto somethingnot proposedor that will not take
place. In respectto the commentthatLa Fargemustpumpat 2200 gallonsper
minute, Mr. Gautreyfailed to mention that the only reasonLa Fargemustpump
at this rate is so theycanextracta 4th lift deeperin the quarry similar to what
Dufferin attemptedin 1971. Again thereis absolutely no comparableto our
proposal,but Mr. Gautreyrequests that our consultantsjustify our numbers
based on thesecomparables. I find this to be a completedeceptionand
misrepresentationof fact.

9. Modelingbasedon adjacentquarrydepthof 10’: Explainedby Agra.

10. Boundaryconditionsalongnorthernedgeofmodel: Explainedby Agra.

In respectto your letterof June14, 1999,1haveidentifieda numberof inaccurate
Statements:

1. Quote,Page1: "Severalof the complaintsrelatedto the abandonedquarrieshave
beendocumentedin a 1972 Ministry of Environmentreport titled "Report on the
InvestigationofWell lnterfrrenceComplaints"nearHagersville. This report
concludedthat the deepeningof a quanyfrom 15 to 27 meterscausedwell
interferenceof severaldomesticwells at a distanceof severalIcilometers. The
proposedquarrywin be 15 metersdeep.",unquote.
In respectto the statementof well interferenceofseveraldomesticwells ata
distanceof severalkilometers,I find no suchstatementor conclusion in this report.
No, not there!

2. The geologyof the site consistsofporous, fractured bedrockoverlain by two to
four meters ofglaciolacusthneclay. In respectto thestatement; the geologyof the
sitesconsistsofporous,fracturedbedrock No, not accordingto the commentsof
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B.T. Beswick in his 1972report, Page3, quote: "At the quarrysite, the bedrock
appearedto havemoderatepermeability,which essentiallyresultsfrom the
presenceof irregularydistributedfracturesystems.",unquote.
I find this commentaccuratelydescribesthis rock formation,moderate
penneabilityand irregularlyfractured,flQt.powus andfractured. Page4, we have
your comment: In a fracturedbedrocklike this one. This contentionis further not
supportedin our BoreholelogsAppendix A which makescommentssuchas:
BHHI below 6.3 metersto 15.2 metersthinly to thickly beddedlimestone.
BHI-12 6.5 metersoccasion!shalepartingsto 15.2 meteisoccasionalshale

BHH3 7.6metersmediumbeddedlimestoneto 13.7metersoccasionalshale
partings.
BHH4 not representativeaswasnot completedpast9.4 meters.
iliese resultsindicatethat this depositis ngLhiglily fracturedbelow 6.3 metersand
thcrcforcwould not allow a high degrecof water inflintion below this lewl which
is furtherconfirmedby the slowrecoverratein the well slugtestsreport.

On November11, 1999an extendedcMlling programwas conducted on site with the
expresspurpose,to identif’ at what depthwaterwould be contactedwithin the
bedrock. Thedrilth g of 4 additionalwell sites for futuremonitoringwas doneby
GibbonsContractingof Fort Erie, with HydrogeologistCraigKelly of Agra attending
to recordthe information. A thU reportwill be providedby Agra upon completionof
our final report subjectto receivingF.O.L informationasrequestedfrom MoE.
The holedrilled in the centralsectionon a rock outcropat ourproposedstartof
extractionwas of particularinterest. This holewas drilled to a depthof 38’ before
somedampnesswas encountered.This holewas checkedwith a waterrecording
instrumentby Craig Kelly and recordedno water. Anotherholewas drilled at the base
of the southHydro transmissiontower. Waterwasnot contacteduntil 27’6" depth.
This contactwith water would appearto be accurateasold gaswell log recordsthat
we havelocatedfor the areaconfinn watercontacton avengeat approximately30 to
35’ or deeper.Thefact that thesetwo drill holeson sitedid not makewater contact
until 27’ to 38’ comparedto the fact that the westquarrycontainswaterat a level of
12’ from the surfaceof the bedrock,would further indicatethatthe flo watertable is
not controlledor directly affectedby thesebodiesofwater andthat this rock depositis
tight allowing very little waterinfiltration which confirmsand suppottsthe fmdings in
ourmodelingrepoit

I suggestthat this informationshould dispelany future speculationby the MOE. or
the residentsregardingfuture impactsofourproposalin respectthe actualwatertable.
In this respectwe intendto extractthis depositon two lifts ofapproximately24’. We
do not intend to proceedto full depth extractionuntil required. In that way we shall
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avoid the immediate andcontinuedexpenseofdewatering until it becomesnecessary.
We calculate that at ourprojectedrate ofextractionof 100,000tonnesperyearto start,
that it could be approximately20 to 30 years beforewe shall requirea permit to take
water, unlessit is requiredto pump to washand processaggregateon site.

Ministry concernsabout the domesticwell survey. I find someofyour comments
to be inaccurate andmisleading. Quote:"During the survey,a total of two residents
were contactedin person,andof thosetwo householdsvisited waterlevelswere taken
on only one occasion.", unquote. The report indicates that the well ofGeorge Iowan
was measuredwith water recorded7.8 metersbelowgroundlevel. It also indicates
that at that point Mr. iowan was agreeableto allow monitoringof his well but
recentlywe receivedno responseto our circulation of October29, 1999. A survey
was done at the residenceofWendyParker,althoughthe reportdoesnot indicate a
measurementof water level. This could be explainedunderquote:
condition of the top of well casing"filled with wate?’, unquote. Also thc residenceof
John Taylor which is at the location ofthe proposed quarry has well measurement at
3.77 metersto water from top ofcasing. My countis that t4gqç householdsworn
contacted in person with continued wells checked.

Our report indicates that a total of 11 residenceswere visited with no responsesat 9
houses. Of the 9 residents at least 7 use a cistern as their water supply which are filled
as required, therefore these7 would most likely not be adverselyimpacted by
dewateting. This in fact only left 2 residencesthat should have beencontacted.

Recently, October 29, 1999, it was attempted to iiMte all 17 ofthose listed as
impacted at 50 years at quany completion to participate in a well monitoring pro&am
and additionally Mr. & Mrs. Tom Phibbs who have expressedconcern.

The responsefrom that circulation of 18 residenceswas that 2 agreed to participate.
This offer remains open, but we cannot force the residentsto participate. I suggestthat
we can proceed no further in this respectat this time with the confkontational attitude
that exist leading up to the O.MB. hearing.

I am enclosinga responsefrom Mr. Doug Wilson that seemsto expressthe attitude of
area residentsat this time. I ant quite prepared upon approval of our application to
again contact the residents, as this offer ofwell monitoring remains open and subject
to discussionalong with the recommendations in your letter of June 14, 1999and in
any event will no doubt becomepart of the conditions for issuanceof a Permit to take
water prior to dewatering.
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In responseto your Summary,our latestdrilling programhasconfirmedthe tnie water
table level and existing groundwaterconditionson site.

In that respectI requestthat yourstafffully reviewourLevel I and2 Hydrogeological
report taking into considerationthis latestinfonnationrelativeto the calculationsin
the report.

Sinceour Consultantscannotcompletea final reportuntil wehavereceivedtheF.O.L
informationfrom yourMinistry asrequested,this could conceivablytakeanother60 to
90 days.

Thereforepleaseacceptthis letterasyourresponseto yourcirculation letter of
response,October13, 1999.

The Ministry of NaturalResourcesallows that if thereis no responseto this letter
within 20 daysthatwe mayproceedto the O.M.B. heatingprocess.

In %CW of thespeculation,misrepresentationandfalsity of fact from youroffice
regardingour Hydrogeologicalreportprovidedin your letterof June14, 1999 to Mr.
Bell and in turn prcMdedto arearesidents,I questionasto what wasthe motivation for
this action. Thefactsconfirm to nic that your officehasnot providedan impartial,
unbiasedreviewof our report. Do we havesomesort of conspiracyat work to delay
or preventthis applicationfrom proceeding?

You shouldbe awarethat if theseconcernsremainunresolved,we most certainlyshall
requireyourselfand Mr.Gautreyto attendthe 0MB. hearingin order to provide
evidencein this regard. I shallexpecta responseto this letterat yourearliest
convenience.

Thankyou for yourco-operationin this respect.

Yours sincerely,

L
GaryNicho s, President
Nichols GravelLimited

cc. M.RP. Toby Barrett
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