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Ontario Nature worked closely with four partners on this project. Ontario Nature  
and these organizations formed a formal collaborative to provide overall strategic  

direction, guidance, and information for this initiative. The formal collaborating  
partners were the Green Durham Association, the Township of Uxbridge, the  

Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.   
The Township of Scugog was a  member of the collaborative parternership at the 

outset but was unable to participate fully due to capacity concerns. 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The policy recommendations contained within this report do not represent the official 
position of any of the collaborative partners but are recommendations formulated by 
Ontario Nature based on input and discussions at the workshops, with community 
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1. Introduction 
 
This report, Bioregional Planning for Aggregate Extraction in the Townships of Uxbridge 
and Scugog, presents the results and recommendations arising from a two-year 
collaborative project which began in June 2011 and was led by Ontario Nature, in 
partnership with the Green Durham Association,1 The Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation, 
the Toronto Region Conservation Authority and the Townships of Uxbridge and 
Scugog. The project, which builds on an earlier study,2 aimed to explore and promote 
a bioregional approach to planning for aggregates extraction in the two adjacent 
townships on the Oak Ridges Moraine. The overall goal was to develop an approach to 
aggregate extraction in the townships that integrated strong policy with solid 
relationship-building, community visioning and cooperative action in order to protect 
water resources and locally, regionally and provincially significant natural heritage 
features and systems. 
 
To realize this goal, our specific objectives were: 
 

1. to review prevailing policies regarding aggregate extraction in Uxbridge and 
Scugog townships and to produce maps identifying constraints on 
environmental protection as well as opportunities to resolve conflicts; 

2. to develop effective working relationships with major aggregate producers in 
both townships to refine existing rehabilitation plans to achieve natural heritage 
and water protection objectives and incorporate community and conservation 
values; 

3. to work with project partners, aggregate producers and community stakeholders 
to develop a vision and plan for further rehabilitation and future aggregate 
extraction in the two townships; and 

4. to develop joint policy recommendations.  
 

In both Uxbridge and Scugog townships, aggregate extraction has created significant 
long-term ecological and social disturbance, including destruction of wildlife habitat 
through the removal of vegetation and soil, alteration of hydrological regimes and 
drainage patterns, disconnection of wildlife corridors and recreational trails, 
disturbance to sightlines and changes to the slope of the land. In addition, residents of 
the two townships have had little input into and control over the siting of new pits or 
planning for the end use of aggregate sites within their municipal boundaries through 
the development of rehabilitation plans or disposition plans.  
 

1 The Durham Conservation Association and the Green Door Alliance, which were separate organizations when the 
project was first proposed, later united under one name - the Green Durham Association.  
2 Ontario Nature, Aggregate Resources and the Township of Uxbridge (May, 2012). 
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To position themselves to better address negative social and environmental impacts 
and to enhance community involvement and control, the project partners took 
advantage of a number of distinct opportunities in implementing the project. First was 
the strong desire within the community to deal more constructively and proactively 
with land use planning for aggregate operations and the protection of natural heritage, 
particularly with respect to the rehabilitation and end use of pits, once they are 
exhausted. The project offered an opportunity to build understanding and cooperative 
relationships among the aggregate industry, the community and other stakeholders, to 
identify common interests, and to arrive at mutually acceptable approaches to dealing 
with at least some of the more controversial issues.   
 
Second was the involvement of Ontario Nature and the Ontario Stone, Sand & Gravel 
Association (OSSGA) in the creation of the Cornerstone Standards Council, a 
collaboration of industry, environmental and community stakeholders that is 
developing a voluntary certification scheme for the aggregate industry. The purpose of 
the Cornerstone Standards Council is “to improve the conservation of the environment 
and community health and well-being in Canada by developing and implementing 
certification standards for aggregate extraction and use by the aggregate and 
construction industries within Canada.”3 Project partners recognized, in this voluntary 
certification initiative, an opportunity to go above and beyond policy requirements and 
to raise the bar for environmental protection through the implementation of strong 
guiding principles, standards and practices, third-party auditing of compliance, and 
ongoing involvement of environmental stakeholders.  
 
Third was the opportunity to prepare for ongoing and upcoming policy reform on a 
number of fronts, including the revision of the Provincial Policy Statement (completed, 
February 2014), the Aggregates Resources Act (ongoing), the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Plan and the Greenbelt Plan (both upcoming in 2015). Project partners 
recognized a need and an opportunity to better understand each other’s interests and 
the interests of aggregate producers to identify, where possible, common ground upon 
which to develop recommendations for decision-makers and industry leaders. The 
urgency to engage in policy reform was underlined by the fact that ninety-three percent 
of unlicensed aggregate deposits in southern Ontario overlap with environmental or 
agricultural features, and by the expectation that heightened demand for close-to-
market aggregates may put increasing pressure on the Oak Ridges Moraine in 
particular, potentially opening up key natural heritage features to extraction during the 
2015 review of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan.4  
 

3 See www.cornerstonestandards.ca. 
4 M. Binstock and M. Carter-Whitney, Aggregate Extraction in Ontario: 
A Strategy for the Future (Canadian Institute for Environmental Law and Policy, March 2011),ii. 
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1.1 A Bioregional Approach to Land Use Planning 
To take advantage of these opportunities, the project partners agreed that a 
bioregional approach to planning would be appropriate. While bioregionalism has been 
around for at least 30 years,5 the concept of bioregional planning is relatively recent. It 
is not a term commonly used, even among the land use planners. In essence, 
bioregional planning is a holistic approach to planning that takes ecological, social and 
cultural considerations into account on a broader, landscape scale. Three defining 
characteristics are 1) the scale of planning which transcends jurisdictional boundaries; 
2) a systems-based approach; and 3) the integration of social and cultural values.  
 
Consideration of scale  
Scale is an important consideration in bioregional land use planning. Healthy, 
functioning and resilient ecosystems require diversity and connectivity to 
accommodate movement that occurs at various scales – both geographically and 
temporally. These scales range from large, cross-continental annual migrations (e.g., 
migratory birds) to small seasonal movements to meet life-cycle requirements (e.g., 
amphibian breeding). As climate change alters habitat conditions and the ranges of 
plant and animal species, consideration of connectivity and scale (e.g., provincial, 
regional, watershed, local) becomes ever more critical.  
 
Conventional approaches to land use planning in Ontario have generally taken place at 
a scale based on municipal boundaries. Yet jurisdictional boundaries often impede the 
success and long-term benefits of systems-based conservation efforts.6 Since natural 
heritage systems extend across municipal boundaries, planning for these systems 
requires communication and co-operation across jurisdictions and should involve 
neighbouring municipalities and other relevant agencies, such as conservation 
authorities. This approach is supported by provincial policy and guidance.7  It is also 
recommended in Environment Canada’s How Much Habitat Is Enough?, a science-
based framework for maintaining and enhancing natural habitats south and east of the 
Canadian Shield. The framework encourages planning that transcends jurisdictional 

5 T. Young, "Bioregionalism and Its Influence in Europe and the United States," An edited themed issue for 
Landscape Journal 19(1, Spring 2000): 46-88. 
6 C.M. Lemieux,  Connecting Nature and People: A Guide to Designing and Planning Natural Heritage Systems (NHS) 
in Southern Ontario (Toronto: Ministry of Natural Resources, 2011). 
7See, for example, section 1.2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement which directs municipalities to provide a 
coordinated, integrated and comprehensive approach to planning matters including the management of natural 
heritage, ecosystem and watershed issues. This is also outlined in Section 3.2.1 of the Natural Heritage Reference 
Manual. See Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage 
Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. Second Edition (Toronto: Queen’s Printer for Ontario, March 
2010), section 3.2.1. 
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boundaries to take into account habitat corridors and to promote linkages across the 
landscape.8  
Such linkages are also important from a human use and recreation perspective. When 
planning at a scale that transcends municipal boundaries, communities are better 
positioned, for example, to create off-road trail linkages and seize opportunities to 
rehabilitate aggregate sites so that they connect natural areas and support non-
motorized recreation.  
 
In keeping with this multi-scale perspective, this collaborative project was designed to 
engage organizations with local, regional and provincial interests and to deliberately 
explore options across municipal boundaries.  
 
A systems-based approach to land use planning 
Bioregional planning takes a systems-based approach to land use planning. From a 
natural heritage perspective, this means going beyond a conventional, features-based 
approach which focuses on particular woodlands, rivers, wetlands or natural areas in 
isolation. Instead, it is premised on identifying spatially and functionally interconnected 
greenways – systems of core natural features, corridors and buffers – so that the 
benefits they provide can be restored, enhanced or protected. Since Uxbridge and 
Scugog townships are located within the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Greenbelt plan 
areas, there is a strong provincial policy framework supporting systems-based 
planning, based on protecting a prominent natural feature, the moraine.9  
 
The project took place in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog on the Oak Ridges 
Moraine. A massive glacial deposit of stone, sand and gravel, the Oak Ridges Moraine 
is one of the most important aggregate resources in southern Ontario and lies mostly 
within the Greater Toronto Area where demand for these resources is highest ((Fig. 1). 
It extends 160 km from the Niagara Escarpment in the west to the Trent River in the 
east. The moraine’s health and integrity have a major impact on natural systems within 
the townships of Uxbridge and Scugog. The moraine's natural systems are essential to 
the provision of ecological goods and services, notably clean and abundant fresh water 
that support people living on the moraine as well as the Greater Toronto Area and other 
communities north and south of moraine. It also provides habitat for over 80 species at 
risk, making the loss or degradation of habitat significant concerns. 

8Environment Canada, How Much Habitat is Enough?  Third Edition. (Environment Canada: Toronto, 2013), 7. 
9 See, for example, the objectives of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, as set out in legislation, which 
aims to protect ecological and hydrological integrity, restore ecological and hydrological functions, and ensure that 
the moraine is maintained as a continuous natural landform and environment for future generations (Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Act, 2001, section 4). 
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Figure 1. Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog and the Greater Toronto Area in Relation to the Greenbelt, Oak Ridges 
Moraine and Niagara Escarpment Plan Areas.  
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Integration of social and cultural values 
A defining characteristic of bioregional planning is the recognition that humans are 
biological beings and an integral part of the ‘natural’ system. There is a subsequent 
emphasis on social and cultural considerations.  
 
Perhaps the most obvious manifestation of the fundamental inter-relationship between 
human and ecosystem health, with respect to this project, is the fact that the Oak 
Ridges Moraine is the groundwater recharge, storage and discharge area for over 65 
watercourses flowing north and south into Georgian Bay and Lakes Simcoe, Scugog, 
Rice and Ontario. It thus sustains the health of many watersheds and directly provides 
high quality drinking water to over 250,000 people. In addition, millions of people 
depend on this natural feature for the benefits it provides in terms of water supply and 
filtration.  
 
The sand and gravel that make up the Oak Ridges Moraine, and that is so attractive for 
aggregate extraction, allow water to easily penetrate deep into the ground, where it is 
stored in aquifers. Figure 2 shows the high rates of groundwater recharge within the 
moraine, relative to surrounding areas. The areas where aggregate extraction is 
concentrated in Uxbridge and Scugog are almost all in areas where the moraine’s 
groundwater recharge is greatest. It is vitally important to retain the recharge potential 
of these areas.  
 
Many of the communities that rely on the moraine for water also rely on it as a chief 
source of aggregates for construction and for building roads. Indeed, the moraine is 
the largest and most important aggregate resource for the Region of Durham and 
contributes almost 50 percent of the total sand and gravel production for the Greater 
Toronto Area. Given the ongoing and anticipated growth in human population and 
associated development in the area, societal demand for aggregate resources will 
continue to grow. A bioregional approach to planning was ideally suited to this project 
and to ensuring that community and stakeholder interests in natural heritage 
protection, drinking water supply and quality, passive recreation opportunities and/or 
aggregates extraction could be dealt with in an open and integrated fashion.  
  

Page | 6 
 



Figure 2. Groundwater Recharge in the Oak Ridges Moraine and Surrounding Watersheds 
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1.2 Community Engagement and Dialogue 
The siting or expansion of aggregate operations often gives rise to considerable 
controversy within communities. As noted by the Environmental Commissioner of 
Ontario:  
 

Determining the sites of new pits and quarries, and deciding whether to expand 
existing sites, is one of the most difficult and controversial land use decisions 
being made in Ontario today, in part because of conflicting priorities in provincial 
policy. Aggregates are very heavy, but low-cost materials, so trucking costs are 
significant, and create pressure to extract aggregates as close to markets as 
possible. Since aggregates are a key ingredient for building public infrastructure, 
the Ontario government also has a longstanding policy of encouraging aggregate 
extraction as close to markets as possible.10  

 
Because the Oak Ridges Moraine is made up of high value aggregate deposits and is 
situated in close proximity to markets in the Greater Toronto Area, it is vulnerable to 
high demand and industry pressure. This situation is one of the factors that led to the 
passing of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Act, 2001, which recognizes and 
seeks to protect the immense social, ecological and hydrological values of the 
moraine. 
 
Laws and policies in and of themselves, however, are not sufficient to resolve 
contentious issues, particularly when there are conflicting policy priorities, as noted by 
the Environmental Commissioner above. Throughout this project the partners sought to 
build community understanding of the laws and policies in play and then to take 
discussions to a new level where common interests could be identified and 
cooperative actions initiated to resolve issues. The project partners assumed that in 
order for realistic, long-term change to occur in the Townships of Uxbridge and 
Scugog, collaborative action between the conservation community, the municipalities 
and the aggregate industry was required.  
 
A concerted effort was made to engage community organizations and stakeholders 
through a series of workshops, presentations and meetings, which took place between 
February 2012 and April 2013. Project partners promoted the workshops widely 
through their contacts and networks, resulting in the participation of 78 individuals 
representing 42 different government and non-government organizations, including 19 
environmental organizations, 10 aggregate producers, OSSGA, five other non-
government organizations and seven government agencies and committees (see Table 
3 in Section 4). 

10 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, Land Use Planning in Ontario: Primer and Summary of 
Recommendations of the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario.  (October, 2012), 32. 
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To open the lines of communication with the aggregate industry, the project partners 
also established a steering committee, with representation from the Green Durham 
Association, the Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation, Ontario Nature, OSSGA, the Toronto 
Region Conservation Authority and the Township of Uxbridge. 

 
Note that the Township of Scugog declined to participate on the committee. Following 
the initial meetings and workshops, it elected to play a much less active role in the 
project. This was due to several reasons: 
 

1. The number of active aggregate licenses in Scugog is relatively low. The 
Township of Scugog had 11 active licenses at the start of the project compared 
with 31 in The Township of Uxbridge.  

2. The Township realized that it didn’t have the resources to engage to extent that it 
had planned. 

3. The issue of dumping of commercial fill in the former aggregate pit on Lakeridge 
Road was the Township’s primary concern related to aggregate sites and was 
nearing resolution. 

 
In stepping back, the Township of Scugog agreed that the project should focus on the 
Township of Uxbridge with project outcomes providing best practices and guidance on 
key issues for Scugog and other municipalities on the Oak Ridges Moraine and for 
aggregate producing municipalities more broadly in Ontario. 

 
1.3 Establishing a common knowledge base 
Meaningful and constructive dialogue among diverse stakeholders requires a base of 
common knowledge from which ideas and opinions can be formed, shared and 
critically examined. An important element of the project was to pull together 
information on land use policies and practices relating to aggregate extraction and 
natural heritage protection. The project also built on an earlier research project 
undertaken by Ontario Nature in partnership with the Township of Uxbridge and 
Durham Conservation in 2010 – 2011. Participants thus had access to maps and other 
information about aggregate operations within Uxbridge and Scugog, including the 
extent of aggregate extraction, the status of specific pits including rehabilitation, and 
their location in relation to the overall natural heritage system.  
 
In addition to compiling information, the partners sought to enhance and share 
knowledge through expert presentations at the workshops and through site visits to 
pits in various stages of rehabilitation. This approach served to challenge and clarify 
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assumptions, build a better understanding of each other’s interests, and set the stage 
for identifying common ground and working towards common goals.  
 
In the end, the most significant accomplishment was a collaborative process for 
working together which can serve as a model for other communities seeking ways to 
deal with the tensions and conflicts often associated with aggregate extraction. As is 
documented in the following pages, this bioregional model is based on: 
 

1) a thorough review and understanding of the law and policy framework that 
governs land use, and in particular natural heritage protection and aggregate 
extraction in the project area (See section 2); 

2) a compilation of key data on aggregate extraction in the project area and 
mapping of these data in relation to key natural heritage features and systems to 
facilitate the identification of constraints and opportunities (See section 3);  

3) the meaningful engagement of diverse stakeholders across jurisdictional 
boundaries (including industry, community and environmental organizations, 
government agencies, and others) and the provision of opportunities for 
respectful, face-to-face dialogue and the sharing of experiences, knowledge and 
perspectives in order to identify potential common ground (See section 4); and 

4) the identification of concrete actions and policy options that can be pursued 
collectively and/or supported by diverse participants to achieve shared 
objectives (see sections 5 and 6). 
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2. Law and Policy Context for Aggregate Operations and Natural Heritage 
Systems  
 
One of the challenging aspects of planning for aggregate extraction in Ontario is 
navigating the complex web of provincial laws and policies that come into play. This is 
particularly true in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog where there is an overlay of 
laws and policies that enable aggregate extraction while seeking to ensure that 
operations are compatible with the protection of natural heritage features, systems and 
functions. Both townships are located within the Regional Municipality of Durham; both 
are entirely within the Greenbelt; and both are partially within the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Plan Area. Thus, in addition to complying with the rules set out under the 
Aggregate Resources Act (ARA) and the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), which 
apply across the province, Uxbridge and Scugog must also ensure that their municipal 
Official Plans conform to the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP), the 
Greenbelt Plan, the Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan and Durham Region’s 
Official Plan.  

In addition to the challenge of complying with multiple laws and policies, municipalities 
must deal with inherently conflicting land use priorities within the overall regulatory 
framework. For example, while the Greenbelt Plan and the ORMCP are clearly intended 
to protect the integrity, connectivity and functions of natural core areas and systems, 
they place very little land off limits to pits and quarries. As explained by the 
Environmental Commissioner of Ontario in a 2012 report:  

The ORMCP allows new pits and quarries within all but the most protective zone, 
and this will be re-examined during the first 10-year review of the plan. The 
Greenbelt Plan allows pits and quarries in all areas except for provincially 
significant wetlands, some woodlands and endangered species habitat.`11  
 

The siting of aggregate operations is a highly controversial issue, over which municipal 
councils have relatively little control. The ARA prevails over municipal Official Plans, 
bylaws and development agreements:  
 

As a general rule, municipal councils must give the aggregate industry access to 
local deposits of aggregate, regardless of local need for aggregate, or concern 
from local residents. Municipalities can find this situation frustrating, since they 
have very limited powers to deal with day-to-day compliance problems, yet must 
accept aggregate sites.12 

 

11 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2012,  34 
12 Ibid., 34. 
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With regard to compliance, the Environmental Commissioner notes, for example, a 
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) inventory of all existing pits and quarries in the 
Oak Ridges Moraine area which found that 100 out of 121 sites had compliance 
problems.13  
 
The lack of control over siting coupled with compliance and enforcement issues 
aggravate tensions and give rise to questions about the adequacy of the regulatory 
framework governing the industry. Concerns are being brought forward to the 
provincial government and to some degree will be addressed through public reviews of 
all the key laws and policies discussed below (ARA review ongoing; PPS review just 
completed; ORMCP and Greenbelt Plan reviews upcoming in 2015).  

 
2.1 Aggregate Resources Act 
The ARA is administered by the MNR. Its purposes are: (a) to provide for the 
management of the aggregate resources of Ontario; (b) to control and regulate 
aggregate operations on Crown and private lands; (c) to require the rehabilitation of 
land from which aggregate has been excavated; and (d) to minimize adverse impact on 
the environment in respect of aggregate operations.14 As noted above, the ARA takes 
clear precedence over municipal planning decisions:  
 

This Act, the regulations and the provisions of licences and site plans apply 
despite any municipal by-law, official plan or development agreement and, to the 
extent that a municipal by-law, official plan or development agreement deals with 
the same subject-matter as this Act, the regulations or the provisions of a licence 
or site plan, the by-law, official plan or development agreement is inoperative.15 

 
In effect, the law undermines the community’s authority, a problem discussed by the 
Environmental Commissioner who observes that “each application moves inexorably 
toward approval, despite the potential environmental impacts and the legitimate 
concerns raised by municipalities, citizen groups and individuals.”16 Municipalities have 
little power to prevent the granting of licences and are dissuaded from trying to do so 
by the specter of costly hearings before the Ontario Municipal Board.17  
 
Aggregate licensing is a proponent-driven system. Typically, an aggregate licence 
applicant hires a consultant, develops a site plan, meets with the MNR and submits the 
licence application prior to engaging the public. Only once the application is submitted 
is the public able to react and provide input into the planning process.  
 

13 Ibid., 36. 
14 Aggregate Resources Act, section 2. 
15 Ibid., section 66. (1). 
16 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario.. Reconciling our Priorities. Annual Report 2006-2007 (2007), 44.  
17 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2012,  35. 

Page | 12 
 

                                                           



In granting a licence the MNR must have regard to “the effect of the operation of the 
pit or quarry on the environment” and on ground and surface water features.18 There is 
no requirement, however, to consider impacts on the overall natural heritage system or 
the cumulative impacts of development. Once a pit or quarry application is approved, 
producers are required to follow a site plan, which outlines how extraction will occur, 
how progressive rehabilitation will be performed and the nature of the final 
rehabilitation required. 
 
As noted above, requiring rehabilitation is one of the purposes of the ARA, and 
accordingly, all licensed and permitted operations must include progressive and final 
rehabilitation. The MNR oversees rehabilitation, but limited resources pose a challenge 
in terms of monitoring and enforcement. According to the Environmental 
Commissioner, most producers are “not conducting progressive or final rehabilitation 
as required. Sites are rarely returned to their original condition.”19 Even in places like 
the Greenbelt and the ORMCP area, where stronger rehabilitation requirements are in 
place, some producers are failing to comply with requirements and are leaving sites in 
a disturbed state.20 There are currently 105 abandoned pits in Uxbridge and Scugog.   
 
Given the high concentration of aggregate operations within and around the two 
townships, a major driver for the project was the community’s desire to positively 
influence rehabilitation outcomes and the end use of pits once licences are 
surrendered. Project partners are working towards this end through the development 
of the Cornerstone voluntary certification standards for the industry, through support 
for an industry-led pilot of comprehensive rehabilitation, and through improvements to 
policy and legislation.  
 
2.2 The Planning Act and the Provincial Policy Statement 
Land use planning in Ontario is governed by the Planning Act which “describes how 
land uses may be controlled, and who may control them.”21 The purposes of the act 
are:   

(a) to promote sustainable economic development in a healthy natural 
environment within the policy and by the means provided under this Act; 
(b) to provide for a land use planning system led by provincial policy; 
(c) to integrate matters of provincial interest in provincial and municipal planning 
decisions; 
(d) to provide for planning processes that are fair by making them open, 
accessible, timely and efficient; 

18 Aggregate Resources Act, section 12.(1) (a). 
19 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2012, 34. 
20 Ibid., 34. 
21 Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. Citizen’s Guide 1: The Planning Act. (Toronto: Queen’s Printer for 
Ontario, 2010).   
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(e) to encourage co-operation and co-ordination among various interests; 
(f) to recognize the decision-making authority and accountability of municipal 
councils in planning.22  

 
The act sets out provisions by which municipalities are empowered to control land 
uses and development as well as requirements for municipal planning. It also lists 
provincial interests and requires all planning decisions to be consistent with provincial 
policy statements intended to address those interests.  
 
Under the Planning Act, the PPS “provides policy direction on matters of provincial 
interest related to land use planning and development.”23  It provides specific guidance 
for municipalities regarding the preparation of Official Plans and other planning 
instruments (including by-laws).  
 
 Section 2.1 of the PPS specifically addresses natural heritage:  
 

2.1.1 Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long term. 
2.1.2 The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-
term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be 
maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between 
and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and 
ground water features.  
 

It is important to note the relatively weak language in section 2.1.2 regarding the 
protection of natural systems - “should” be maintained, restored or improved rather 
than “shall;” in other words, this is a recommendation for municipalities rather than a 
requirement. Nevertheless, the revised 2014 PPS introduced a new requirement with 
respect to the identification of natural heritage systems in southern and eastern 
Ontario: 
 

2.1.3 Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E and 7E, 
recognizing that natural heritage systems will vary in size and form in settlement 
areas, rural areas, and prime agricultural areas.24 
  

The PPS does not prevent municipalities from establishing more stringent policies with 
regard to natural heritage protection as long as those policies do not conflict with 

22 The Planning Act, section 1.1. 
23 http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page186.aspx 
24 Ecoregions 6E and 7E are the parts of southern and eastern Ontario below the Canadian Shield, and include the 
Frontenac Arch. 
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another PPS policy.25 While the PPS sets minimum standards and requirements to 
address provincial interests, it is through the development of municipal Official Plans 
that local interests, values and priorities are addressed. 
 
Section 2.5 of the PPS addresses aggregate resources. It requires that aggregate 
resources be protected for long-term use and provides that “as much of the mineral 
aggregate resources as is realistically possible shall be made available as close to 
markets as possible.”26 It also states that demonstration of need for aggregate 
resources, “including any type of supply/demand analysis, shall not be required,”27 
thus putting a high priority on aggregate extraction and making it difficult for 
municipalities to plan for aggregate extraction within their jurisdiction. Interestingly, the 
Environmental Commissioner has heard from some municipalities that “they would not 
approve any other land use without full and open justification of the need,” underlining 
the exceptional privilege accorded to the aggregate industry.  
 
On a positive note, there is a requirement to minimize the social, economic and 
environmental impacts of extraction.28 The revised 2014 PPS also includes provisions 
that open the door to comprehensive rehabilitation and recycling: 
 

2.5.2.3 Mineral aggregate resource conservation shall be undertaken, including 
through the use of accessory aggregate recycling facilities within operations, 
wherever feasible. 
 
2.5.3.2 Comprehensive rehabilitation planning is encouraged where there is a 
concentration of mineral aggregate operations.  

 
At the heart of the PPS policies governing natural heritage and aggregate resources 
(sections 2.1 and 2.5) lies a tension arising from conflicting priorities which has often 
led to expensive and time-consuming interventions (e.g., hearings before the Ontario 
Municipal Board, citizen-led campaigns opposing particular siting or expansion 
proposals). Unfortunately, despite the improvements noted above, the 2014 PPS 
revisions do little to further clarify the province’s priorities and guide municipalities in 
resolving conflicts between aggregate extraction and natural heritage protection.  
 
 
 
 

25 PPS, 2014, section 4.9. 
26 Ibid, sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2.1. 
27 Ibid., section 2.5.2.1. 
28 Ibid., section 2.5.2.2. 
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2.3 Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
The ORMCP, established under the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Act, 2001, 
guides land use and resource management on the Oak Ridges Moraine. The objectives 
of the plan, as set out in legislation are: 

(a)  protecting the ecological and hydrological integrity of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Area; 

(b) ensuring that only land and resource uses that maintain, improve or restore 
the ecological and hydrological functions of the Oak Ridges Moraine Area 
are permitted; 

(c) maintaining, improving or restoring all the elements that contribute to the 
ecological and hydrological functions of the Oak Ridges Moraine Area, 
including the quality and quantity of its water and its other resources; 

(d) ensuring that the Oak Ridges Moraine Area is maintained as a continuous 
natural landform and environment for the benefit of present and future 
generations; 

(e) providing for land and resource uses and development that are compatible 
with the other objectives of the Plan; 

(f) providing for continued development within existing urban settlement areas 
and recognizing existing rural settlements; 

(g) providing for a continuous recreational trail through the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Area that is accessible to all including persons with disabilities; 

(h) providing for other public recreational access to the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Area; and 

(i) any other prescribed objectives.   
 
Municipalities located within the plan area are responsible for implementing the plan 
and for considering its policies in the review of development applications. The plan 
takes precedence over municipal Official Plans and zoning by-laws. Natural core and 
linkage areas are a unique feature of this plan, designated with the intent of protecting 
sensitive natural heritage features and linkages by limiting land use activities. The plan 
explicitly recognizes the importance of connections between core areas and along river 
and stream systems through the protection of natural and open space linkages. Buffers 
and setbacks are also prescribed for key natural features or hydrologically sensitive 
features and the plan requires that these setbacks be met where development or site 
alteration activities are proposed.  
 
Natural Core Areas are the only areas protected from any new aggregate operations or 
expansion of existing ones under the ORMCP. They are intended to “protect those 
lands with the greatest concentrations of key natural heritage features which are critical 
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to maintaining the integrity of the Moraine as a whole.”29 These natural heritage 
features include wetlands, woodlands and hydrologically sensitive features such as 
kettle lakes and springs. The plan does permit aggregate extraction in areas 
designated as Natural Linkage and Countryside with more strict guidelines for Natural 
Linkage areas. 
 
The map of natural heritage systems in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog in 
Figure 3 shows the locations of existing licenced aggregate operations and former 
licences in relation to key natural heritage features including Oak Ridges Moraine 
natural core and linkage areas, Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs), 
wetlands, key hydrologic features, Greenbelt natural heritage features, Regional Forest 
and conservation areas. The map shows a major concentration of large pits in 
Uxbridge which forms a ‘hole in the doughnut’ of Oak Ridges Moraine natural core and 
linkage. The map highlights the opportunity to expand the natural heritage system 
through rehabilitation in areas where there are concentrations of pits adjacent to or 
surrounded by Oak Ridges Moraine natural core and linkage. As these pits (nine of 
which extract below the water table) are in high groundwater recharge areas that 
supply the headwaters of stream and rivers that flow north and south of the moraine, 
future natural cover is the ideal scenario from a water supply and water quality 
standpoint. 
 
Given that the moraine is the largest and most important aggregate resource for the 
Region of Durham and that it contributes almost 50 percent of the total sand and 
gravel production for the Greater Toronto Area,30 there is a high demand for aggregate 
resources which renders the ORMCP vulnerable to industry pressure. With the 
upcoming review of the plan in 2015, the potential exists for changes in land use 
designations to occur, leaving more of the moraine open to extraction: “Numerous 
licenced aggregate pits exist across the Oak Ridges Moraine, many in close proximity 
to Natural Core Areas, which could potentially be candidates for expansion if current 
restrictions were eased.”31 For example, potential targets for a change in land use 
designation are tree plantations, since these are not naturally occurring. With respect 
to Uxbridge, however, this is not likely to be an issue, since there are very few places in 
the township where Natural Core Areas with plantation forests sit on top of primary and 
secondary aggregate resources. 
 

29 Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2001), 4. 
30D.J. Rowell,.Aggregate Resources Inventory of the Regional Municipality of Durham, Southern Ontario Ontario 
Geological Survey Aggregate Resources Inventory, Paper 185, 2010. 
31 M. Binstock and M. Carter-Whitney, Aggregate Extraction in Ontario: 
A Strategy for the Future (Toronto: Canadian Institute for Environmental Law and Policy, March 2011) ii. 
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The Oak Ridges Moraine area is included within the Greenbelt area as defined under 
the Greenbelt Act, 2005. However, the requirements of the ORMCP continue to apply. 
The plans must be read in conjunction with all other applicable land use planning 
policy, regulation or standards, and both will be reviewed in 2015. 
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Figure 3. Natural Heritage System in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog 
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2.4 The Greenbelt Plan 
The Greenbelt Plan, created under the Greenbelt Act, 2005, knits together the existing 
Niagara Escarpment Plan and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan areas and the 
protection they provide to natural heritage systems while establishing a Protected 
Countryside in the fast growing Greater Golden Horseshoe region. The objectives of 
the plan, as set out in legislation, are: 
  

(a) to establish a network of countryside and open space areas which 
supports the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Niagara Escarpment; 

(b) to sustain the countryside, rural and small towns and contribute to the 
economic viability of farming communities; 

(c) to preserve agricultural land as a continuing commercial source of food 
and employment; 

(d) to recognize the critical importance of the agriculture sector to the regional 
economy; 

(e) to provide protection to the land base needed to maintain, restore and 
improve the ecological and hydrological functions of the Greenbelt Area; 

(f) to promote connections between lakes and the Oak Ridges Moraine and 
Niagara Escarpment; 

(g) to provide open space and recreational, tourism and cultural heritage 
opportunities to support the social needs of a rapidly expanding and 
increasingly urbanized population; 

(h) to promote linkages between ecosystems and provincial parks or public 
lands; 

(i) to control urbanization of the lands to which the Greenbelt Plan applies; 
(j) to ensure that the development of transportation and infrastructure 

proceeds in an environmentally sensitive manner; 
(k) to promote sustainable resource use; and 
(l) any other prescribed objectives.32  

 
Greenbelt Plan policies are intended to enhance and extend the protection afforded by 
the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the ORMCP and to improve linkages between plan 
areas and within the watersheds. Municipalities are required to bring their Official Plans 
into conformity with the Greenbelt Plan. The Greenbelt Plan prevails in the case of a 
conflict over municipal Official Plans and zoning by-laws as well as the PPS.33 
 
The Greenbelt Plan emphasizes landscape connectivity in the following provision: 
 

Any application for a new mineral aggregate operation, or the expansion of an 
existing mineral aggregate operation shall be required to demonstrate: 
i. How the connectivity between key natural heritage features and key hydrologic 

32 The Greenbelt Act, 2005, section 5. 
33 Ibid., section 8. 
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features will be maintained before, during and after the extraction of mineral 
aggregates.34  

 
There is also a Maximum Allowable Disturbed Area that must be included in the site 
plans of aggregate licences in the Greenbelt’s Protected Countryside.35 This 
requirement puts tighter control on the area allowed to be disturbed in the operations 
and rehabilitation plans for aggregate licences than currently exists in the ORMCP.  
 
Of particular relevance to this project, there is a provision in the Greenbelt Plan 
requiring the consideration of comprehensive rehabilitation plans in some areas: 
 

The aggregate industry will work with the Ministry of Natural Resources to 
consider the development and implementation of comprehensive rehabilitation 
plans in areas of high concentration of mineral aggregate operations.36 
 

In one key regard, however, the Greenbelt Plan is less protective than the ORMCP. 
Specifically, new and expanding aggregate extraction can occur under the Greenbelt 
Plan in some key natural heritage features (including, non-significant wetlands, fish 
habitat, Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest, Significant Valleylands, Significant 
wildlife habitat, sand barrens and tallgrass prairie and alvars) and key hydrological 
features.37 While activities are to be carried out “in a manner that maintains or, where 
possible, improves these features and their functions,”38 , extraction is still possible. In 
contrast, aggregate extraction is not a permitted use in natural core areas of the Oak 
Ridges Moraine.39 
 
It is important to note that policies in the ORMCP take precedence over the Greenbelt 
Plan, effectively ensuring that the ORMCP natural core areas are off-limits to 
extraction. Further, because the majority of aggregate licences in the Greenbelt are 
either within the ORMCP (or the Niagara Escarpment Plan) area, the other stronger 
environmental protections of the Greenbelt Plan do not apply.  
 
2.5 The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe derives its authority from the 
Places to Grow Act, 2005, and is to be read in conjunction with the PPS, the ORMCP, 
the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the Greenbelt Plan.40 It directs where growth will 

34 Greenbelt Plan, section 4.3.2.3 (c). 
35 Greenbelt Plan, section 4.3.2.4 (c) 
36 Ibid., section 4.3.2.5 (a) 
37 Ibid., section 3.2.4 (1)  
38 Ibid., section 4.3.1.3. 
39 Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, Part II, section 11(3). 
40 In cases of conflict in matters relating to human health or the environment, the policy which provides more 
protection to human health and the environment prevails. Ministry of Infrastructure, Growth Plan for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe, 2006, Office Consolidation 2012,  sections 1.3 and 1.4. 
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occur, and aims to curb urban sprawl and protect farmland and green space in the 
region.   
 
Natural heritage and resource protection are identified as priorities of the plan and 
important contributors to economic prosperity in the region. The plan encourages 
planning authorities to identify natural heritage features and areas that contribute to the 
connectedness and enhancement of natural systems.41  
 
With respect to aggregate resources, the Growth Plan directs the Ministries of 
Infrastructure and Natural Resources to work with municipalities, aggregate producers 
and other stakeholders to develop a long-term strategy to conserve the resource and 
coordinate rehabilitation efforts through sub-area assessments.42 The ministries have 
yet to produce the strategy. The Environmental Commissioner has recommended that 
the government make this strategy a high priority.43 Such a strategy would be 
beneficial to the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog, providing an opportunity to 
contribute specific information about community needs and interests. Such an 
opportunity would be welcome given the sustained pressure for aggregate extraction in 
the area and the presence of numerous willing partners in the community eager to 
develop innovative solutions that value both the ecology and economy of the region. 
 
2.6 Municipal Official Plans  
Municipal Official Plans are land use plans developed by municipalities, setting out a 
vision, values, goals, objectives, policies and land use designations for the 
municipality. They are created through a community-oriented process which solicits 
input from stakeholders such as landowners, developers, planners and other interested 
members of the public. Official Plans are to be reviewed and updated every five years 
and must be consistent with the PPS and applicable provincial plans. Official Plans 
may be created at both the upper and lower municipal tiers. Where an upper tier 
Official Plan is in place, the lower tier plan must comply with it. Decisions of council 
must comply with the Official Plan. 
 
As mentioned above, the PPS requires municipalities to protect natural features and 
areas and to identify natural heritage systems in southern and eastern Ontario. It also 
requires them to identify and protect deposits of aggregate resources so that future 
land use activities do not preclude their availability for extraction in the future.  
 
Durham Region has created a High Potential Aggregate Resource Areas (HPARA) Map 
indicating a general area with a high potential for aggregate resources. Unfortunately, 
the map is inconsistent with the Ontario Geological Survey’s Aggregate Resource 

41 Ibid., section 4.2.1. 
42 Ibid., section 4.2.3. See also section 5.3 regarding implementation of sub-area assessments.  
43 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2012, 36. 

Page | 22 
 

                                                           



Inventory Paper for the area,44 and so is of limited utility in terms of informing a 
comprehensive land use strategy.  
 
 
3. Aggregate Extraction in Uxbridge & Scugog 
The Oak Ridges Moraine is one of the most important aggregate deposits in southern 
Ontario, and its location largely within the Greater Toronto Area means that demand for 
these resources is intense and growing. There are currently 42 licensed pits in the two 
townships, with 31 located in Uxbridge and 11 in Scugog. Figure 4 shows the location 
of existing licenced pits and proposed licences with the names of the licence holders.    
Tables 1 and 2 provide further details on these pits in terms of licence dates, licenced 
area, area to be rehabilitated, whether extraction is above the water table or includes 
below water table extraction, and the maximum tonnage that can be extracted over the 
lifetime of a pit. Since this project got underway in 2011, final rehabilitation was 
completed on two licences which were then surrendered and the land sold. 
 
Based on the clustering of pits, there is significant opportunity to take a landscape-
scale approach and coordinate rehabilitation amongst clusters of pits to achieve 
landscape targets such as adding to the natural heritage system. Though this 
clustering and the opportunity it represents is very evident in Uxbridge, possibilities 
also exist in Scugog (e.g. the VicDom and Van Camp pits which are close to a major 
cluster in Uxbridge and the Holtby and Warren (LaFarge) and Warren (Lafarge) and 
Chow pairs of pits in the southeastern part of Scugog). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44 D.J. Rowell,  2010.. 
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Figure 4. Licenced Pits in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog (at July 2011) 
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Table 1. Key Site Plan Data on Aggregate Pits in Uxbridge 

 
Licence 

# 
Licence Holder Pit Name Original 

Licence 
Approval 

Date 

Area 
Licenced 

(Ha) 

Area to 
be 

Rehabi-
litated 

(ha) 

Extraction 
above or 

below 
water 
table 

Maximum 
Tonnage 

6573 Lafarge 
Stouffville-
Uxbridge 

Side 

06-Aug-73 145.03 129.7 Below 1,860,000 

6593 Lafarge 
Goodwood 

Pit 
26-Jul-73 126.9 109 Below 450,000 

6596 
Lafarge 

Construction 
Materials 

Property #9 
Pit 

26-Jul-73 39.5  Above 500,000 

6574 
Lafarge 

Construction 
Materials 

Blake Pit 
06-Aug-73 72 57.22 Above 500,000 

6575 Lafarge 
Giordano Pit 

(#8) 
06-Aug-73 82 79.7 Below 450,000 

6576 Miller Paving Ltd. Boyington Pit 
#1 

06-Aug-73 46.15 42.58 Above 272,000 

6577 
Miller Paving 

Limited 
Boyington Pit 

#2 
06-Aug-73 49.31 43.34 Above 272,000 

6578 
Miller Paving 

Limited 
Boyington Pit 

#3 
06-Aug-73 196.05 173.07 Above 816,000 

6580 
Lafarge 

Construction 
Materials 

Jefferson Pit 
06-Aug-73 56.65 56.65 Below 180,000 

6582 
Lafarge 

Construction 
Materials 

Nutter Pit 
06-Aug-73 41.57 38.9 Below 45,000 

6584 
1302824 Ontario 

Ltd. 
Chefero Sand 
& Gravel Pit 

06-Aug-73 27.18 24.09 Above 500,000 

6589 
1094490 Ontario 
Limited (Hockley 

Aggregates) 
Hockley Pit 

06-Aug-73 23.9 21.98 Below 300,000 

6591 
Vicdom Sand 

and Gravel 
Onario Ltd. 

Uxbridge Pit 
06-Aug-73 140.43 117.58 Below 1,815,000 

6592 Lafarge James Pit 
06-Aug-73 40.5 33.6 Below 300,000 

6595 
Abbruzzi 

Transport Ltd. 
Milne 

Property 
06-Aug-73 16 12.9 Above 50,000 

6597 
1713238 Ontario 

Ltd. Harkow Pit 
06-Aug-73 28.51 26.4 Above 227,000 

6599 
Cedarhurst 
Quarries & 

Crushing Limited 
Parratt Pit 

06-Aug-73 27.1 21.37 Above 200,000 

6600 
Cedarhurst 
Quarries & 

Crushing Ltd. 

Campbellville 
Pit 

06-Aug-73 34 30.6 Above 350,000 

6601 
The Corporation 
of the Town of 

Whitby 

Town of 
Whitby Gravel 

Pit 

06-Aug-73 48.5 24 Above 35,000 
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6602 
Vicdom Sand & 

Gravel 
Regan Pit 

06-Aug-73 63.17 26.8 Below 350,000 

6603 
Central Sand & 

Gravel 
Goodwood 

Pit 
06-Aug-73 24.29 24.29 Above 454,000 

6664 
1159644 Ontario 

Ltd. (Central 
Sand & Gravel) 

- 
06-Aug-73 81.4 66.99 Above 450,000 

6684 
2117260 Ontario 

Ltd. 
Lok Home Pit 

06-Aug-73 20.2 16.2 Above 362,500 

6610 
Lafarge, 

Township of 
Uxbridge 

Uxbridge 
Plant 

18-Apr-74 18.3 14.8 Above 500,000 

6612 1209646 Ontario 
Ltd. 

Coppins Pit 
12-Jul-74 13.07 12.55 Above 272,000 

6671 
J. Chefero Sand 

& Gravel Ltd. 
Chefero 

Uxbridge Pit 
09-Apr-75 20.1 14.6 Above 180,000 

6617 
2083293 Ontario 

Ltd. 
Goodwood 

Pit 
16-Sep-75 67.01 40.9 Below 900,000 

6657 Linda LaRue LaRue Pit 
14-Feb-77 6.78 5.21 Above 20,000 

6681 
Cedarhurst 
Quarries & 

Crushing Limited 
Armstrong Pit 

17-Apr-80 13.46 10.4 Above 450,000 

6682 Lafarge 

7th 
Concession 
Pit (Regan 

Pit) 

18-Feb-81 183.95 145.9 Above 855,000 

6683 
Lafarge Canada 

Inc. 
Nesbitt 

Property 
18-Feb-81 42.5 25.39 Above 855,000 

6686 
Giordano Sand & 

Gravel 
(Properties) Ltd. 

Brock Road 
Property 

15-Apr-85 48.4 39.5 Above 500,000 

607181 Lafarge Boland Pit 
24-Aug-06 35.04  Above 300,000 
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Table 2. Key Site Plan Data on Aggregate Pits in Scugog 
 

Licence 
# 

Licence Holder Pit Name Original 
Licence 
Approval 

Date 

Area 
Licenced 

(Ha) 

Area to 
be 

Rehabi
litated 

Extrac-
tion 

above or 
below 
water 
table 

Maximum 
Tonnage 

3174 
Vicdom Sand & 
Gravel (Ontario) 

Limited 
Utica Pit 

04-Sep-72 21.87 15 Above 500,000 

3183 Mason, Donald Kydd Pit 
19-Jun-73 4.05 4 Below 300,000 

3184 
2124876 ONTARIO 

LTD. Lee Talus 
Aggregates Ltd. 

 
19-Jun-73 32.4 18.5 Above 9,999,999 

3244 

The Warren Paving 
& Materials Group 
Limited, a sub. of 

Lafarge Canada Inc. 

Pit No 26 - Wimpy 
Minerals 

15-Jul-76 75.53 68.7 Above 273,000 

3302 Martyn, James  
24-Aug-76 30.3 26.2 Above 125,000 

3313 Chow, James T. 
 

22-Jul-76 102.54 82 Above 227,000 

3432 
VanCamp 

Contracting Limited 
Blackstock Pit 

20-Jul-76 9.9 7.5 Above 20,000 

3434 
693316 Ontario 

Limited 
Pit No 57 - 

Wimpey Minerals 
05-Feb-81 23 18.608 Above 150,000 

3440 
K.J. Beamish 

Construction Co. 
Limited 

Myrtle Gravel Pit 
21-Mar-83 7.95 5.95 Above 50,000 

3462 
Holtby, Margaret 

Jean 
Myrtle Pit 

03-Oct-72 36.73 30.814 Above 318,000 

3476 
VanCamp 

Contracting Limited Utica Pit 
07-Apr-83 18.5 16.2 Above 50,000 
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The map in Figure 5 shows the location and quality of aggregate resources within the 
two townships which dictate the location of existing and future pits. Red indicates 
primary (highest quality) sand and gravel, while orange indicates secondary and yellow 
indicates tertiary resources. Tertiary resources are not sought after by the industry. 
This map shows an obvious concentration of primary sand and gravel resources in 
Uxbridge Township on the Oak Ridges Moraine. In contrast, most of the aggregate 
resources in Scugog are secondary and tertiary. Other than an area north of the Oak 
Ridges Moraine, Scugog has only a small area of primary aggregate resources, just 
east of Lakeridge Road which forms the Uxbridge-Scugog boundary. Two of Scugog’s 
10 pits are located in this primary aggregate area. The remainder are located in 
secondary aggregate resource areas. Outside active licensed pits, some of the 
resource has already been exhausted and some is within protected lands. A small 
amount is proposed license (the southern expansion of the VicDom license on Brock 
Road in Uxbridge which will extend the existing operation into secondary aggregate 
resource). Additional areas may be under consideration for future extraction although it 
is not known if any additional primary aggregate lands are currently owned by 
aggregate companies.   
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Figure 5. Aggregate Resources in the Townships of Uxbridge and Scugog 
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The map in Figure 6 shows the extent of unconstarined primary aggregate land in 
Uxbridge (the areas in red with no cross-hatching). Constraints identified were Oak 
Ridges Moraine Core, conservation lands (easements, Toronto Region Conservation 
Authority lands, Durham Regional Forest), Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 
(ANSIs), Provincially Signifiacnt Wetlands (PSWs), former licenses (resource already 
extracted), golf courses and Ontario Realty Corporation land. Of the remaining 
unconstrained land, one third or more of primary aggregate land is subdivided into 
‘estate’ lots, where future extraction is highly unlikely. The larger properties that sit on 
top of the unconstrained primary aggregate land amount to less than one third of 
Uxbridge’s unmined primary aggregate. The primary aggregate resource land adjacent 
to active pits (purple) are most attractive to industry. The secondary sand and gravel 
areas (orange) are also attractive for expansions of existing licenses, such as VicDom’s 
proposed expansion adjacent to the southern end of the existing VicDom Brock Road 
pit west of Brock Road. They are, however, considerably less attractive for new 
licenses. Given the constraints, the potential for new pits is not a big concern in 
Uxbridge and did not emerge as a key issue out of the workshops. 

From a rehabilitation perspective the map in Figure 6 also shows that there is a 
diversity of options available. New land uses on top of former pits are indicated, for 
example the Wyndance Golf club (between Highway 47, Brock Rd. and Goodwood Rd. 
(Figure 7), a subdivision development (sandwiched between Highway 47 and 
Goodwood Rd.), and Conservation Authority land.  

The rehabilitated Timbers pit (a pit abandoned before the Aggregate Resources Act 
required rehabilitation) in the southeast corner, is owned by the Toronto Region 
Conservation Authority and is to be integrated back into the natural heritage system 
and used as a ‘living classroom’ model for rehabilitation.  Figure 8 shows the pit before 
and after rehabilitation. 
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Figure 6. Potential Aggregate Extraction: Current Constraints on Aggregate Resources 
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Figure 7. Wyndance Golf Club on a Rehabilitated Former Pit 

 

Image from Google Earth 
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Figure 8. Demonstration rehabilitation at Timber’s Pit, an abandoned aggregate 
operation on land owned by the Toronto Region Conservation Authority within Oak 
Ridges Moraine core (before and after rehabilitation) 

 

 

                                                                                     Images courtesy of TRCA 

  

Before rehabilitation 

After  rehabilitation 
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3.1 Rehabilitation and End Use 
 
In fostering relationships with local aggregate producers and the industry association, 
one of the key objectives of the project partners was to set the stage for 
comprehensive site rehabilitation of exhausted pits. Comprehensive rehabilitation is a 
coordinated approach across clusters of pits in close proximity to enable consideration 
of the natural and cultural values of adjacent lands and to determine broader 
landscape-scale targets for end use. It stands in stark contrast to the standard 
approach to rehabilitation in Ontario where plans are developed on a site-by-site basis 
without a landscape-level lens being applied. The result is a patchwork of rehabilitated 
sites that may or may not connect with existing natural heritage features or systems or 
complement cultural uses of adjacent lands (such as recreational trails).  
 
In the project area, for example, each pit has an individual site plan and rehabilitation 
plan, and companies aren’t required to coordinate their rehabilitation efforts. Many of 
them have been operating for decades, with rehabilitation plans designed long before 
there was serious consideration given to landscape-scale planning. Nevertheless, 
given the number of licensed pits concentrated in close proximity to each other, 
project partners recognized a prime opportunity to promote comprehensive 
rehabilitation to address natural heritage and other values such as agriculture and 
recreation from a systems perspective.  
 
Partners engaged in in-depth discussions with producers VicDom (local), Miller 
(provincial), and Lafarge (multinational) to positively influence rehabilitation of large 
sections of the two townships. Over the course of the project, participants developed a 
much clearer understanding of both the barriers to and the potential benefits of 
comprehensive rehabilitation. Aggregate producers expressed significant interest, and 
some are now working with OSSGA to develop a pilot comprehensive rehabilitation 
project. For them, comprehensive rehabilitation represents an opportunity to build 
good public relations and be better positioned for future licence applications. Positive 
recognition regarding environmental improvements on their sites as well as their 
willingness to partner with unlikely allies in the conservation community and beyond 
could help to alleviate oft encountered suspicion and resistance to their activities.  
 
For communities, conservation organizations and other stakeholders comprehensive 
rehabilitation could open the door to meaningful participation in planning about the 
future use of rehabilitated sites and their integration with other community plans and 
objectives. Ultimately, success will require ongoing collaboration among the 
producers, the municipalities and the MNR. There is an onus on MNR to work with the 
producers to assist with and approve major site plan amendments to accommodate 
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what could be major changes to the rehabilitation plan for individual pits. If effective, 
the approach could serve as an example for producers, communities and conservation 
organizations across the province seeking to accomplish similar rehabilitation goals. 
 
Existing planned end uses for pits in Uxbridge are mapped in Figure 9. This map 
focusses on the southern half of Uxbridge where almost all of the township’s 
aggregate operations are concentrated. These end uses are those specified in the 
current site plans for these pits that form the legally-binding basis for the pit operating 
licence. This map shows the relationship between the planned end use relative to the 
existing natural heritage system. Current site plans include a wide range of end uses 
including forest, meadow, recreational, agriculture, estate residential and industrial. In 
some cases, final end use has yet to be determined which begs the question as to how 
the site plan was approved. The licences with an as yet undetermined final end use 
represent an opportunity for the community, aggregate producers, the township and 
conservation organizations to inform what the best end use could be. For those sites 
where end use is identified, there is potential to revisit site plans and amend them 
according to bioregional targets. There is also a need to amend sites plans that specify 
industrial or estate residential end uses that are now not allowed under under current 
planning policies. All such site plan amendments require cooperation with the MNR 
and its approval of any amendments.  
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Figure 9. Natural Heritage Systems in Relation to Pit Rehabilitation End Use in Site Plans 
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The map in Figure 10 shows existing natural cover and how progressive rehabilitation 
is planned. Progressive rehabilitation is done in phases. Phase one of an operation is 
extracted and rehabilitated first, followed by subsequent phases. Some operations 
have as few as three phases while others have as many as seven. One question that 
emerges when reviewing the ordering of the phases is whether phasing could be 
coordinated amongst pits to return areas adjacent to the natural heritage system back 
to natural heritage as quickly as possible. The challenge with this approach from a 
producer’s perspective is that supply and demand of aggregate material determine 
how companies extract. So coordinating efforts amongst licencees is challenging. 
Nonetheless, rehabilitation plans and approaches could be designed to expedite 
restoration or enhancement of adjacent natural heritage features using available 
information such as SOLRIS45 data (e.g. expansion of a forest site to create buffers and 
essentially expand core forest). 

Progressive rehabilitation phases for pits are shown in relation to the natural heritage 
system in Figure 11. Pits adjacent to or within Oak Ridges Moraine natural core or 
linkage are clear priorities to consider for rehabilitation to a natural heritage end use. 
Consideration of restoring and bulking up of the natural heritage system along with 
restoring or enhancing specific natural heritage features should inform the timing of 
extraction and rehabilitation phases where feasible.  
 
 

 

  

45 “The Southern Ontario Land Resource Information System (SOLRIS) is a landscape-level inventory of natural, 
rural and urban areas […] The SOLRIS inventory is a compilation of data from various sources including topographic 
maps, aerial photos and satellite imagery.” http://www.lib.uwaterloo.ca/locations/umd/digital/SOLRIS.html 
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Figure 10. Natural Cover with Progressive Rehabilitation Phases at Aggregate Operations 
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Figure 11. Natural Heritage System with Aggregate Pit Rehabilitation Phases   
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3.2 Abandoned Pits and Quarries 
 
According to the Ontario Aggregate Resources Corporation, the definition of 
abandoned pits in Ontario includes “include those that have never been licensed 
following the establishment of the Aggregate Resources Act (the ARA) in 1990.”46 At 
the time the ARA was established, the MNR identified approximately 6,600 abandoned 
pits and quarries within the area of Ontario that fell under the purview of the Act. Since 
these abandoned sites were identified, many have been reevaluated and removed from 
the list. Removal may have been due to relicensing of sites, disappearance of sites due 
to urban expansion, utilization for recreational activities, natural re-vegetation, or 
rehabilitation by the current property owner or through the Management of Abandoned 
Aggregate Properties (MAAP) program.  
 
The MAAP program was put in place at the time of the establishment of the ARA to 
help rehabilitate abandoned pits and quarries. Half a cent of the current 11.5-cent per 
tonne licence fee paid by aggregate producers goes into the MAAP fund administered 
by The Ontario Aggregate Resources Corporation (TOARC) to pay for these 
rehabilitation projects. Approximately $400,000 to $600,000 per year is made available 
for rehabilitation of abandoned pits and quarries. The MAAP program aims to 
rehabilitate 30 sites per year. 
 
The focus of this project was current aggregate licences and producers, but the project 
partners also looked at the potential for incorporating abandoned sites into the natural 
heritage system of which there are 105 in the townships of Uxbridge and Scugog. 
Ultimately, however, no abandoned sites were identified to include in the pilot project. 
Nevertheless, when undertaking similar bioregional planning projects in other areas, 
the potential contribution of abandoned sites to the natural heritage system should be 
examined. Clearly the rehabilitation of the abandoned Timber’s Pit site in Uxbridge 
described in section 3 is an important example of the contribution that such sites can 
make.  
 
4.  Workshops 
 
One of the key components to successful bioregional planning is the participation of a 
variety of stakeholders representing a broad spectrum of interests. Of particular 
importance is local representation. With the goal of engaging as many interested 
parties as possible, our project focused on sharing perspectives through a series of 
workshops, meetings and presentations. Over the two year period the project engaged 

46 http://www.toarc.com/corporate/news.html 
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representatives of local and provincial environmental organizations, the aggregates 
industry, farm organizations, municipalities and the Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources (MNR), among others. At the workshops there were 78 participants in total 
representing 42 different organizations (Table 3). Many made formal presentations, 
helping to build understanding and share information across sectors (industry, 
government, non-government organizations). Outside the workshops, many other 
individuals and organizations learned about and provided input into the project through 
meetings and presentations. 
 
Table 3. Workshop Participants 
Conservation and 
environmental 
organizations 

Aggregate 
industry 

Other non-
government 
organizations 
and companies 

Municipal and 
provincial 
government 
agencies and 
committees 

Central Lake Ontario 
Conservation Authority 

Beamish Christian Farmers 
Federation of 
Ontario 

Durham Region 

Credit Valley Conservation 
Authority 

Brock Aggregates Fourteen Estates East Gwillimbury 

Ducks Unlimited Central Sand and 
Gravel 

Ontario 
Federation of 
Agriculture 

Ministry of 
Natural 
Resources 

Green Durham 
Association 

Lafarge Scugog Chamber 
of Commerce 

Township of 
Scugog 

Earthroots Miller Group Skelton, 
Brumwell & 
Associates, Inc. 

Township of 
Uxbridge 

Ecospark 1302824 Ontario 
Ltd. 

 Uxbridge Energy 
Conservation 
Committee 

Gravel Watch 2083293 Ontario 
Ltd. 

 Uxbridge 
Watershed 
Committee 
 

Kawartha Conservation Ontario Stone, 
Sand & Gravel 
Association 

  

Lake Simcoe Region 
Conservation Authority 

Ron Robinson Inc.   

Lake Stewards Sase Aggregates   
Lakeridge Citizens for 
Clean Water 

VicDom Sand & 
Gravel (Ontario) 
Ltd. 
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Nottawasaga Valley 
Conservation Authority 

   

Oak Ridges Moraine 
Foundation 

   

Ontario Nature    
Save the Oak Ridges 
Moraine 

   

Tallgrass Ontario    
The John & Pat 
McCutcheon Charitable 
Foundation 

   

Toronto Region 
Conservation Authority 

   

York Region 
Environmental Alliance 

   

 
Five workshops were held in total, each designed to build on the previous one. With 
the exception of the fourth workshop, which was for the Steering Committee only, 
there were between 50 – 60 people directly invited to each workshop, with a 
suggestion that they pass along the invitation to others who might be interested. Table 
4 summarizes the number of participants and organizations represented, as well as the 
objectives and outcomes of each workshop. There was an increase in industry 
attendance by the final workshop, indicating success in reaching out across sectors to 
build interest in bioregional planning for aggregates.  
 
Table 4. Workshop Summary  
Date Objectives Attendees General Outcomes 
Feb. 8, 
2012 

• To establish a 
common knowledge 
base among 
conservation groups and 
other non-government 
organizations 
• To reach a shared 
understanding of 
interests and concerns 
regarding aggregates 
extraction and 
rehabilitation 

22 participants 
represented 16 
community and 
provincial 
organizations and 
agencies. There were 
no aggregate 
industry 
representatives at 
this initial meeting.  

Participants identified 
seven key issues and 
opportunities to 
address them: 
rehabilitation of pits; 
lack of fixed dates for 
pit closures; recycling; 
fill importation; 
enforcement; access 
to information/public 
participation; and 
cumulative impacts.  

April 17, 
2012 

• To better 
understand the interests 
of stakeholders and the 
aggregate industry 

27 participants 
represented 16 
community and 
provincial 
organizations and 

OSSGA provided a 
response to the seven 
issues identified at the 
first workshop, leading 
to a focused 
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• To determine areas 
of common interest and 
opportunities to work 
together to address them 

agencies, as well 
asOSSGA, and 3 
aggregate 
companies.  

discussion on three 
overarching issues: 
rehabilitation, fill 
importation and 
recycling. 

July 26, 
2012  

Note: this workshop 
included three site visits to 
pits in various stages of 
rehabilitation. 
• To gain a better 
understanding of 
rehabilitation through 
first-hand experience 
• To exchange ideas 
and expand the 
knowledge base for 
further work 

29 participants 
representing 16 
community and 
provincial 
organizations and 
agencies, OSSGA 
and 2 aggregates 
companies 

Participants gained a 
better sense of the 
scale and impact of 
aggregate operations 
and of some of the 
challenges and 
successes in 
rehabilitation. 

Sept. 25, 
2012 

• To identify 
obstacles and 
opportunities in 
addressing key issues 
and the focus for going 
forward 
• To determine the 
purpose, desired 
outcomes and format of 
the final workshop 

Eight steering 
committee members 
attended, plus one 
additional participant 
representing: Ontario 
Nature, OSSGA, 
Green Durham 
Association, Oak 
Ridges Moraine 
Foundation, Toronto 
Region Conservation 
Authority and the 
Township of 
Uxbridge. (Facilitator: 
Ron Reid) 

Participants agreed 
that the three issues 
of focus for the 
remainder of the 
project would be:  
rehabilitation, 
recycling and fill 
importation. They 
identified related 
obstacles and 
opportunities and 
agreed to bring these 
to the larger group. 

Apr. 29, 
2013 

• To discuss 
recommended 
approaches to 
addressing three key 
issues: rehabilitation, 
recycling and fill 
importation 
• To discuss 
proposed rehabilitation 
pilot project 

35 participants 
representing 12 local 
and provincial 
organizations and 
agencies, OSSGA, 9 
aggregates 
companies and 1 
home builder. 

Participants provided 
further input on 
concerns, goals and 
challenges with 
respect to the three 
key issues, as well as 
some ideas for next 
steps.  
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First Workshop, February 8, 2012 
The first workshop was developed with two objectives in mind: 1) to establish a 
common knowledge base from which to effectively engage in discussions about 
aggregate extraction and rehabilitation and natural heritage systems; and 2) to reach a 
shared understanding about each other’s interests and concerns regarding aggregate 
extraction and rehabilitation. There were 22 participants representing seven local and 
provincial environmental organizations, three conservation authorities, two agricultural 
organizations, the Scugog Chamber of Commerce, the MNR and two foundations. 
There were no aggregate industry representatives invited to this initial meeting as the 
intent was allow other stakeholders to voice their questions, concerns and suggestions 
freely.  
  
Presentations included two from Ontario Nature regarding the Greenway program and  
bioregional planning, one from the local Green Durham Association regarding an earlier 
Uxbridge Aggregates Project, and an “Aggregates 101” primer from the MNR. The key 
outcome of discussions following the presentations was a list of seven issues of 
concern: rehabilitation; a fixed term or ‘sunset clause’ for licenses; recycling; fill 
importation; enforcement; access to information and public participation; and 
cumulative impacts (summarized in Table 5 below). At the end of the workshop, 
participants determined that industry representatives should be invited to the next 
workshop to share interests and perspectives, select issues meriting further discussion 
and potentially identify common ground.  
 
Table 5. Seven Issues of Concern Identified in First Workshop 
Issue Interests and concerns 
Rehabilitation • Uncertainty about end use after a pit is rehabilitated and the 

licence is surrendered 
• Rezoning once operations end represents an opportunity to 

enhance the natural heritage system 
• Desire for comprehensive rehabilitation whereby rehabilitation 

plans are coordinated across multiple licenses to achieve 
conservation objectives, for example by enhancing 
connectivity within the natural heritage system  

• Uncertainty about the ability to rehabilitate a site for 
agricultural production 

Sunset clause • Desire for fixed terms to licences so that operations are not 
open indefinitely and rehabilitation can proceed 

• Recognition of the industry’s financial interest in keeping 
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licenses open-ended 
• Recognition of two possible options to explore for 

implementing sunset clauses, either through a policy 
requirement or voluntary certification47 

Recycling • Desire to change municipal specifications for recycled 
materials, for example in road construction, to increase the 
use of recycled materials and reduce the consumption of new 
aggregates 

Fill importation • Recognition that commercial fill importation is distinct from fill 
imported for rehabilitation purposes  

• Concern about site contamination and whether rules, 
oversight and testing done on fill used in rehabilitation are 
sufficient to prevent possible site contamination 

• Desire to ensure that commercial fill operations do not 
commence once a licence has been surrendered 

Enforcement • Desire to address the weaknesses of self-assessment and the 
limited capacity of MNR to provide oversight and 
enforcement 

Access to 
information and 
public participation 

• Desire for more public involvement throughout the licensing 
process 

• Desire for more transparency in operations, for example 
through a publicly accessible database 

Cumulative impacts • Concern about the cumulative impacts of operations, 
especially since these transcend municipal and property 
boundaries 

• Desire for industry, government and local citizens to work 
together to address cumulative impacts 

 
Second Workshop, April 17, 2012    
The main purpose of the second workshop was to provide an opportunity for 
aggregate industry representatives to respond to the seven issues of concern and to 
discuss opportunities to work together on common interests. There were 27 
participants representing OSSGA, three aggregate companies, six environmental 
organizations, five conservation authorities, two municipalities, the Scugog Chamber of 
Commerce, MNR and the Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation. 
 

47 The draft Cornerstone standards attempt to address the issue through the following standard: “The applicant 
acts in good faith to set and meet timelines for the operation, final extraction, and rehabilitation of a certified site. 
The intent is that the applicant provides the community with transparent information and certainty regarding 
ongoing as well as final extraction and rehabilitation.” (see CR 2.4 of the Cornerstone Standards Council’s Draft 
Responsible Aggregate Standards Draft 2.0, January 6, 2014). Appendix 3 outlines the approach to calculating the 
time limit for operations.  

Page | 45 
 

                                                           



OSSGA provided an overview of some of the challenges facing the industry (e.g., 
dwindling supply, distance to market and lack of transportation options like rail or 
water) and responded to the seven issues identified at first workshop. Ensuing 
discussion converged on three main areas of common interest: rehabilitation, recycling 
and fill importation. There was agreement that comprehensive rehabilitation had merit 
and was worth investigating, possibly through a pilot project with producers. With 
respect to recycling, participants recognized that resistance at the municipal level, 
because of quality concerns and the pressure to increase infrastructure performance, 
was a key barrier to address, and that there was a shared interest in seeing this 
happen. Regarding fill importation, participants agreed about the need for consistent 
definitions and standards across Ontario and shared concerns about monitoring, costs 
of testing and enforcement. The use of fill for rehabilitation was identified as an issue 
for further consideration. The workshop ended with the identification of three follow-up 
actions:  

• Organize the third workshop as a field trip with visits to aggregate sites to 
enhance understanding of rehabilitation issues and potential 

• Engage with municipalities to gain their perspective on aggregate planning. 
• Work with aggregate producers and other interested parties to identify potential 

comprehensive rehabilitation opportunities. 
 
Third workshop, July 26, 2012   
The third workshop was organized as a field trip so that participants could better 
understand, through first-hand experience, the potential for enhancing natural heritage 
systems through rehabilitation. There were 29 participants representing OSSGA, two 
aggregate companies, two conservation authorities, one municipality, nine 
environmental organizations, one agricultural organization, MNR, The Oak Ridges 
Moraine Foundation, and the Scugog Chamber of Commerce. 
 
There were visits to three sites, offering a range of examples of the various stages of 
rehabilitation. The first was a former aggregate licence that had been rehabilitated and 
surrendered. This site gave the participants an idea of what a former rehabilitated 
aggregate site could look like upon surrender (naturalized to predominantly grassland, 
clear bowl shape) illustrating both potential and shortcomings. The second site was the 
Lafarge Regan Pit, an active licence that is nearing the end of its active life. 
Demonstrating 40 years of progressive rehabilitation, it provided a good example of 
how a site could be planted with native tree species and graded to avoid the ‘bowl’ 
shape. The third and final site was the VicDom pit, which is in full production. This site 
provided an example of underwater extraction, with a 50 hectare lake created from the 
extraction activities. Rehabilitation was ongoing at the site, as required by the site 
plans. 
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This workshop provided participants with a real sense of the scale and impact of an 
aggregate operation, and a better sense of some of the challenges and successes in 
rehabilitation. During a de-briefing session following the site visits, participants 
commented on:  

• The positive conservation outcome that could be achieved through rehabilitation 
• The need for a shared vision about the end goals of rehabilitation that could be 

shared with producers and used to raise funds 
• The need to work with municipalities to keep rehabilitated sites in natural cover 

and to demonstrate the public benefits of doing so 
• The challenge of determining end use (given likely transfer of ownership once a 

licence is surrendered), the different tools available to maintain sites in natural 
cover (e.g., zoning, land trusts, conservation easements) and the need to make 
a business case if producers or municipalities are to be involved. 

 
Fourth Workshop, September 25, 2012 
A smaller workshop, attended by eight members of the steering committee 
(representing Ontario Nature, OSSGA, Green Durham Association, Oak Ridges Moraine 
Foundation, Toronto Region Conservation Authority and the Township of Uxbridge), an 
additional OSSGA representative, and facilitator, Ron Reid, from the Couchiching 
Conservancy, was held to further refine thinking around shared interests and priority 
issues. The workshop began with a presentation from the facilitator regarding his 
experiences on the Carden Plain where industry, community and conservationists 
came together to resolve aggregates issues. Participants then discussed their interests 
and confirmed the desire to focus the remainder of the project on three key issues: 
rehabilitation, recycling and fill importation.  
 
The rehabilitation discussion picked up on themes from the site visits and centred on: 

• The desire to increase certainty regarding end use 
• The desire to promote comprehensive rehabilitation based on a partnership 

approach with shared goals and a transparent process. 
 
Challenges identified included long timelines, securing political buy-in (i.e., from MNR 
and municipalities)48 and funding. 
 

48 As noted above, the revised PPS, released in March, 2014, contains a new provision opening the door to 
comprehensive rehabilitation (section 2.5.3.2). Comprehensive rehabilitation is defined as: “rehabilitation of land 
from which mineral aggregate resources have been extracted that is coordinated and complementary, to the 
extent possible, with the rehabilitation of other sites in an area where there is a high concentration of mineral 
aggregate operations” (section 6.0). 
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Though participants acknowledged a shared interest in promoting recycling, a number 
of challenges were identified:  

• Lack of provincial policy regarding recycling. 49  
• Neighbourhood concerns about recycling 
• Municipal road specifications that exclude recycled materials 
• The cost of recycled materials (sometimes more expensive than new aggregate) 
• The lack of a levy from recycled products  

 
Participants identified two distinct components to the fill importation issue: commercial 
fill and fill for rehabilitation purposes. Municipalities, producers and conservationists 
are nervous about the risk of contaminated fill, especially given the lack of monitoring.  
It was noted that in Uxbridge, policy prohibits commercial fill.  
 
The meeting ended with a decision to continue engaging MNR and local producers in 
dialogue and to develop recommendations for broader consideration by project 
participants as part of a final visioning exercise. 
 
Meetings and presentations prior to the final workshop 
Prior to the fifth and final workshop, project partners engaged in several key meetings 
and presentations to inform and seek feedback from producers and municipalities on 
the three key issues. 
 
1. On October 18, 2012 Ontario Nature, OSSGA and three producers met to 

specifically discuss comprehensive rehabilitation. At this meeting, the producers 
indicated their willingness to consider potential amendments to site plans and 
improvements to rehabilitation plans, as long as changes weren’t cost prohibitive 
or on too grand a scale. More specifically, they were open to suggestions on how 
to improve site plans, but pointed out the following challenges: 
• Sequencing of rehabilitation plans would be a significant challenge due to the 

extreme variability in the quality of the deposits, especially if looking to 
coordinate progressive comprehensive rehabilitation during operations. 
Coordinating final rehabilitation would be more realistic, unless opportunities to 
align phasing of rehabilitation among adjacent pits could be identified. 

• Comprehensive rehabilitation at a landscape scale raised concerns. Producers 
recommended instead a smaller scale approach to begin with, involving only 
two or three pits, to test the idea. 

• Since MNR must sign off on all changes to site plans, the potential backlog in 
terms of approvals was a perceived challenge. However, it was acknowledged 
that since pit operations and rehabilitation are decades-long processes, this 
might not pose a significant challenge. 

49 As noted above, the revised PPS contains a new provision that opens the door to recycling (Section 2.5.2.3). 
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2. Ontario Nature provided an overview of the project at the OSSGA Annual General 

Meeting on February 28, 2013, highlighting the bioregional approach and the three 
key issues. 

3. A meeting was held on March 20, 2013, involving Ontario Nature, OSSGA, and five 
producers representing about 20 of the 31 active licences in Uxbridge Township: 
VicDom, Lafarge, Miller, Central Sand and Gravel and Beamish. The outcome was 
general support for the project.  

4. On March 25, 2013, Ontario Nature presented to Uxbridge Council whose 
members seemed supportive and interested and asked to be kept informed. 

 
Fifth Workshop, April 29, 2013 
The fifth and final workshop brought together 35 participants representing five 
environmental organizations, four conservation authorities, two municipal agencies, the 
MNR, OSSGA, nine aggregate companies and one home builder. The objectives were: 
1) to determine actions and recommendations needed to address the three key issues 
and 2) to discuss a potential comprehensive rehabilitation pilot project that could 
pioneer this new approach to rehabilitation and serve as a model. Table 6 summarizes 
the concerns, goals, challenges and actions identified with respect to the three key 
issues. 
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Table 6. Concerns, Goals, Challenges and Actions Identified in the Fifth Workshop 
REHABILITATION 
Concerns a) Length of time for rehabilitation to occur 

b) Lack of clarity on end use once rehabilitation is complete and licence is 
surrendered 

c) Lack of coordinated rehabilitation planning among aggregate sites within 
close proximity of each other 

d) Use of fill for rehabilitation (monitoring and materials) 
Goals a) Ensure the best end use for aggregate sites (it might not be returning to a 

natural state – could be agricultural or recreational or even industrial).  
b) Determine opportunities and methods to tie aggregate sites into the natural 

heritage system (and recreational trail systems). 
c) Identify ways to expedite the end of a pit’s life. 
d) Initiate a pilot project on comprehensive rehabilitation (including 

identification of priority pits). 
e) Draft recommendations on improving rehabilitation policy. 

Challenges a) Determining which pits to focus on 
b) Planning at a bioregional scale – collaborating with multiple pit producerss 
c) Long timeline before vision is realized 
d) Legislative and administrative challenges if thinking outside the current 

regulatory regime 
e) Costs for modifying rehabilitation plans and implementation 

Actions a) Identify opportunities for improved rehabilitation plans: 
o Could focus on identifying pits that are priorities for tying into the natural 

heritage system.  
o Could create a ranking system to inform identification of pits to focus on. 
b) Conduct site plan analysis based on priority pits: Identify potential 

rehabilitation connections or rehabilitation priority areas and opportunities 
for site plan amendments. 

o GIS mapping of end uses as laid out in current site plans 
o Work with producers to discuss recommendations and whether site plan 

alterations are feasible. 
c) Examine whether municipal zoning or Official Plan overlay designations can 

be used as a method to ensure desired end use. 
d) Explore ideas for a communication trigger between producer and town 

before the surrender of licence (e.g., provide notice five years before 
surrender or earlier to fit into vision). 

FILL IMPORTATION 
Concerns a) Contaminated fill being used in rehabilitation and general uncertainty about 

what kind of fill is being used 
b) Aggregate sites being converted to commercial fill operations after 

rehabilitation 
c) Lack of monitoring: Who has the responsibility, resources and expertise to 

monitor fill importation? 
d) Concern that if some producers are allowed to import fill, this could open 

the door too broadly to fill operations 
 

Goals a) Ensure aggregate sites are only bringing in fill for the benefit of 
rehabilitation. 
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b) Ensure fill is properly monitored and regulated. 
c) Ensure end use of pits does not lead to commercial fill operations. 

Challenges a) Getting government on board to create a proper set of guidelines/protocol 
on fill importation to aggregate sites 

b) Differentiating between commercial fill and fill for rehabilitation 
c) Capacity for monitoring fill operations 
d) Compatibility of fill material with the site (should mixing with native materials 

be required?) 
Actions a) Draft a set of policy recommendations for the use of fill on aggregate sites. 
RECYCLING 
Concerns a) Not enough recycling of aggregates is occurring in Ontario. 

b) Where does recycling take place? Do not want pits to become purely 
recycling sites. 

c) Concerns over costs (both perceived and real) 
d) Concerns over control of recycling in pits and the role of MNR 
e) Concern about some producers taking advantage of their recycling status 
f) Need for plan amendments if recycling is not on the site plan 
g) Need to educate municipal councils about recycling 

Goals a) Make specific recommendations on how to increase the amount of 
recycling. 

b) Persuade consumers (municipalities and others) to fully embrace recycled 
aggregates. 

c) Develop policy recommendations on recycling to inform the review of the 
ARA, municipal Official Plans, the ORMCP, the Greenbelt Plan, and the 
PPS. 

d) Establish high quality standards for recycling. 
Challenges a) Uncertainty about the cost implications for consumers and producers: will 

prices create market demand for recycled aggregates? 
b) Engaging government in policy development for recycling 
c) Gaining support for recycling from aggregate producers 
d) Dealing with neighbourhood concerns about recycling: extending pit life, 

traffic, noise, etc. 
Actions a) Develop steering committee recommendations on recycling. 

b) Bring recommendations forward to other project participants, including 
OSSGA, Townships, MNR, for consideration and endorsement. 
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5.  Recommendations for the Provincial Government 
 
Many project partners and participants have been involved in ongoing provincial policy 
reform such as the review of the PPS (finalized in March, 2014) and the review of the 
ARA (ongoing). As noted above, changes to the PPS support both comprehensive 
rehabilitation and increased recycling.50 The provincial government is also committed 
to action on these issues, as indicated in its response to the standing committee on the 
review of the ARA. These government commitments include:  
 

• Improving access to information on rehabilitation, recycling and other matters; 
• Reviewing the need to enhance the studies required for licencing, including 

addressing the adequacy of rehabilitation plans; 
• Investigating the need to enhance information reported by producers regarding 

rehabilitation progress and recycling; 
• Consulting on increases to licence/permit fees and royalties (to support, for 

example, inspection, research and rehabilitation and recycling programs, 
possibly including incentives for the use of recycled aggregate materials);   

• Increasing recycling through “knowledge transfer” to municipalities, promotion, 
government procurement, and, pending further review, policy change; 

• Identifying legislative and regulatory changes needed to support aggregate 
recycling; and 

• Establishing a working group on improving rehabilitation information (including 
determining what information is available and what is needed in terms of 
research, reporting and monitoring).51   

 
Based on workshop discussions and further conversations among project participants, 
the project partners offer the following comments and recommendations for 
consideration by the provincial government.  

5.1 Rehabilitation  
Rehabilitation is an ongoing, long-term endeavour and the end use of sites is a matter 
of deep interest to communities in Ontario. Increased transparency, access to 
information and meaningful community involvement in planning are all needed to 
appropriately address the concerns and interests of local residents with respect to 
rehabilitation and end use. In this regard, the Standing Committee’s report to the 
government on the review of the ARA included recommendations to:     
 

50 See the Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, sections 2.5.3.2 and 2.5.2.3. 
51 See Comprehensive Government Response to Standing Committee on General Government’s Report on the 
Review of the Aggregate Resources Act. February, 2014. Queen’s Printer for Ontario, pp. 2-3, 5 - 6, 7, 10, 15-16. 
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• Give consideration to “reporting progressive rehabilitation activities and 
progress (i.e., area rehabilitated) at individual aggregate operations;”  

• Work with municipalities to “add mapped information of aggregate operations 
and local planning designations related to aggregate resources” to complement 
the Pits and Quarries Online website; 

• Require reporting on progress with phased rehabilitation in annual compliance 
reports, with findings made available online;  

• “Establish a Task Force to develop Best Practice Guidelines for the rehabilitation 
of aggregate sites” as well as develop rehabilitation principles to guide end use; 

• “Support and facilitate the partial surrender of aggregate licences ("reduction of 
licenced area") when rehabilitation work has been completed on a portion of the 
site where extraction has ceased” to accelerate the transition to future use.52  

 
With respect to comprehensive rehabilitation, project partners recognize that the scale 
of rehabilitation will vary from site to site, and that the timing of rehabilitation efforts 
when it is phased in across multiple pits will be a challenge. It is also likely to require 
site plan amendments for some operations. Nevertheless, given the willingness of 
Uxbridge producers to engage in a pilot project, there will be an opportunity to explore 
ways to meet these challenges and to develop metrics to measure success, in the 
short and long terms, and at ecological, community and provincial scales. 
 
To ensure that communities are appropriately engaged in the planning and 
implementation of rehabilitation, and to enable the implementation of comprehensive 
rehabilitation, the project partners make the following recommendations:  
 

1. The provincial government should amend  the ARA to enable public consultation 
on proposed new aggregate licences prior to an application being submitted to 
allow the community to engage the industry in discussion about impacts on 
natural heritage features and systems and the potential for a comprehensive 
rehabilitation plan that incorporates nearby operations. 

2. The provincial government should revise the ARA to require producers to inform 
municipalities, stakeholders and Aboriginal communities that operations will end 
at least five years prior to the surrendering of licences. 

3. The MNR should work with stakeholders and Aboriginal communities to 
determine the information and technical studies that should be required as a 
part of an application for a new licence or permit. Among other things, these 
requirements should specifically address the “adequacy of proposed 
progressive and final rehabilitation plans, including the performance indicators 
that will be monitored/reported to determine if requirements are met.”53 

52 Ontario. October, 2013. Legislative Assembly. Standing Committee on General Government Report on the 
Review of the Aggregate Resources Act, pp. 5, 9, and 17. 
53 As per discussion in the Government response statement, p. 5. 
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4. The provincial government should consult with stakeholders and communities to 
discuss the type and extent of information that should be reported by producers 
regarding rehabilitation progress.54  

5. With respect to proposed rehabilitation plans and subsequent progress reports, 
The MNR should enhance the type and level of information made publicly 
available through the Pits and Quarries Online website.   

6. The MNR should develop technical guidelines for comprehensive rehabilitation, 
to complement the recent change to the PPS which encourages comprehensive 
rehabilitation planning “where there is a concentration of mineral aggregate 
operations.”55  

7. There should be monitoring and assessment of sites that are part of any 
comprehensive rehabilitation pilots to inform technical guidelines developed by 
the MNR. 

8. When the ORMCP and the Greenbelt Plan are reviewed in 2015, the Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing should require producers to develop 
comprehensive rehabilitation plans. Section 36 of the ORMCP already 
encourages municipalities and producers to work together to develop and 
implement comprehensive rehabilitation plans, but this recommendation has yet 
to be acted upon by any municipality on the Oak Ridges Moraine. A clear 
requirement would drive the development of cooperative models for 
comprehensive rehabilitation, helping to protect and enhance landscape values 
of importance to the community.  

9. Where comprehensive rehabilitation plans are being developed, the MNR should 
facilitate and expedite site plan amendments. 

10. The MNR should facilitate final rehabilitation and surrender of licences at sites 
where the resource is close to exhaustion by working with producers to 
expedite extraction of remaining aggregate material. In some cases this may be 
achieved through importation of material for recycling and blending with 
remaining material on site.  

 
5.2 Fill Importation 
It is important to distinguish between commercial fill importation and fill importation for 
rehabilitation purposes. On one hand, Uxbridge and other communities within the Oak 
Ridges Moraine are deeply concerned about surrendered sites becoming commercial 
fill operations and the subsequent risk of site contamination and hydrological impacts. 
Municipalities will be under increasing pressure from entrepreneurs wishing to set up 
commercial fill operations. Some will attempt to do this under the guise of bringing in 
fill to prepare a site for other developments. The risk of contaminated material finding 

54 As per discussion, Ibid., p. 6. 
55 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, section 2.5.3.2. 
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its way into a project requiring imported fill is too great not to have the standards, rules 
and resources in place to ensure stringent monitoring and enforcement. Currently, 
these measures are inadequate.  
On the other hand, fill importation may be necessary for rehabilitation efforts, and 
would thus be welcome with the appropriate rules and standards in place to prevent 
negative environmental impacts.  
 
The fill issue is further complicated by the fact that once an aggregate licence is 
surrendered, the MNR no longer has jurisdiction over the site and its end use. This 
change, coupled with a likely change in ownership of the site, can leave municipalities 
in a vulnerable position. Clear rules and guidelines are needed to ensure that 
municipalities have adequate control over fill importation. To this end, the project 
partners make the following recommendations:  
 

11. The provincial government should pass a regulation (under the Environmental 
Protection Act or the Building Code Act) enabling source municipalities to pass 
fill by-laws that allow them to prescribe requirements for life-cycle fill 
management plans as part of the building application and building permit 
process. 

12. The Ministry of Environment should develop and implement rigorous testing 
and monitoring programs to prevent the importation of contaminated fill. 

13. The Ministry of Environment should work with municipalities to develop policy 
to guide the use of fill on former aggregate sites.  

 
5.3 Recycling 
The Environmental Commissioner of Ontario and conservation organizations have long been calling on 
the government to develop a comprehensive conservation strategy to promote the substitution, 
reduction, reuse and recycling of aggregate resources.56 Aggregate producers and conservation 
organizations agree: we need to work together to promote the recycling of aggregate materials at the 
municipal level if we hope to reduce the consumption of new aggregate resources. Communities, 
however, are concerned that on-site recycling may extend the life of pits or quarries, prolonging the 
noise and dust associated with trucks and industrial operations. They also worry about the location of 
recycling plants and blending operations, as well as the quality of recycled materials for use in 
infrastructure projects such as road development and maintenance.  

 

56 Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 2002/2003. Annual Report, Thinking Beyond the Near and Now. 
Toronto, p. 33; See also M. S. Winfield and A. Taylor, 2005, Rebalancing the Load: The Need for an Aggregate 
Conservation Strategy for Ontario, the Pembina Institute, p. 35.  
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Recognizing the need to promote and create incentives for recycling and to address 
concerns about the quality of recycled materials the Standing Committee’s report to 
the government on the review of the ARA included recommendations to:     

 

increase the annual licence/permit fees and royalties related to aggregates extraction, 
and to use the increased revenue to promote recycling, among other initiatives; 

“expand the use and acceptance of recycled aggregate materials by Ontario 
municipalities, in conformity with accepted engineering standards;” 

“work with all Ontario municipalities to share its technical expertise and best practices 
regarding aggregate recycling;” 

adopt, on an interim basis, the “provisions of Bill 56, the Aggregate Recycling 
Promotion Act 2013, specifically, to prohibit restrictions on the use of recycled 
aggregates in public sector construction work;” 

“use (and publicize the use of) recycled aggregate materials in the construction and 
completion of all significant infrastructure projects;” 

“share their expertise and knowledge to establish technical protocols for testing 
recycled aggregate materials for their suitability and performance for broader use by 
municipalities and other public agencies across Ontario; 

amend the ARA to include “definitions and requirements for the use of recycled 
aggregate materials,” to include the promotion of the use of recycled aggregate 
materials in the purpose of law, and to consider including incentives for recycling; 

periodically report on the state of aggregate recycling and re-use within the broader 
public sector in Ontario.57 

 

Project partners concur with the Standing Committee about the need and the 
opportunity for aggregate recycling in Ontario, while recognizing the legitimate 
concerns of communities. We offer the following recommendations: 

   

57 Ontario. October, 2013. Legislative Assembly. Standing Committee on General Government Report on the 
Review of the Aggregate Resources Act, pp. 21–24. 
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The Ministries of Natural Resources and Municipal Affairs and Housing should work 
with municipalities to develop policy and guidelines to facilitate implementation of the 
recent change to the PPS, which requires mineral aggregate resource conservation, 
“including through the use of accessory aggregate recycling facilities within operations, 
wherever feasible.”58   

The MNR should establish a tonnage levy for materials that are recycled. 

The MNR should work with municipalities to develop policy and guidelines to ensure 
that recycling within aggregate operations does not unduly delay the closure of pits. 

The Ministry of Transportation should require municipalities to include recycled 
materials in their tendering specifications for road-building. 

The provincial government should encourage greater use and acceptance of recycled 
aggregate materials by 1) sharing technical information and best practices and 
cultivating an understanding of the benefits and challenges among stakeholders, 
including municipal governments and staff; 2) assessing and as appropriate revising 
Ontario government procurement policies; and 3) developing incentives.59    

58 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, section 2.5.2.3. 
59 As per discussion in the Government response statement, p. 10. 
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6.  Next Steps 
 
Since the final workshop in April 2013, project partners and participants have been 
working on a number of fronts to implement the ideas and seize the opportunities that 
were identified throughout the project. Three major areas of activity include policy 
reform, the development of the Cornerstone Standards Council’s voluntary industry 
certification standards, and the development of a pilot project on comprehensive 
rehabilitation. 
 
6.1 Policy Reform 
Next steps for project partners will include participating in government consultations 
and on working groups to ensure that desired policy changes and outcomes are 
achieved, based on the recommendations outlined in section 5 of this report.  
 
6.2 Cornerstone Standards Council Certification 
Ontario Nature, OSSGA and other project participants have been working with the 
Cornerstone Standards Council to develop and promote a voluntary certification 
program and standards for the aggregate industry. In January 2014, Cornerstone 
released the draft standards for public consultation, and project partners reached out 
to members and associates to encourage participation in the review of the draft.  
 
The draft standards are based on seven core principles, three of which are directly 
related to the issues and concerns highlighted throughout this project: 
 

• Principle 2, “Community notification, consultation and participation,” relates to 
the engagement of affected communities throughout the siting, planning, 
operation and rehabilitation of aggregate projects to help address community 
interests and concerns. 

• Principle 5, “Site stewardship and impacts to environment, water, and human 
health,” relates to protecting the environment and associated values through the 
design of all aspects of projects (siting, design, operation and rehabilitation). 

• Principle 6, “Resource efficiency and conservation,” includes the aim to 
maximize use of recycled content.  

 
Ongoing revisions to the draft Cornerstone standards represent an important 
opportunity for Ontario Nature, OSSGA and other project participants to achieve 
desired outcomes. In addition to raising the bar for community engagement, 
rehabilitation and recycling, it represents an opportunity to address other issues of 

Page | 58 
 



importance to the community, for example, fixed terms or ‘sunset clauses’ for 
licences.60 
 
6.3 Pilot Comprehensive Rehabilitation Project 
Since May, 2013 OSSGA has been spearheading the development of a bioregionally-
based pilot project on comprehensive rehabilitation. Thanks to OSSGA’s outreach 
efforts, seven local producers are working with OSSGA and the Township of Uxbridge 
to advance the project. They have identified three clusters of pits where they will 
pursue comprehensive rehabilitation based on three different themes:  
 

1) agricultural rehabilitation (with a focus on sustainable agriculture and maximizing 
the provision of ecological goods and services);  

2) rehabilitated woodlands (reforestation and conversion to future core areas for 
the Oak Ridges Moraine); and  

3) passive recreation and park lands for conservation and tourism (including a 
large lake created through aggregate extraction).  

 
OSSGA has developed a strong partnership with the University of Guelph. In the 
summer of 2013, the association engaged a graduate landscape architecture student 
from the School of Environmental Design and Rural Development to do the initial 
ground-truthing of the three cluster sites. OSSGA is also working with the university to 
run a student design competition around the rehabilitation plans. The university has 
expressed interest in further research opportunities, as this project would be a first of 
its kind in Ontario. Producers may provide some funding.  
 
For each of the clusters, one site has been identified to be the first to go forward. Next 
steps will involve detailed mapping of the three identified clusters.  
 
Several of the collaborative project parterns will continue to work with OSSGA and the 
producers to inform the rehabilitation themes, refine end use options and facilitate and 
generate support within the community and amongst a wider group of stakeholders 
and agencies. One area that needs further consideration is creating incentives for 
producers to cooperate with the community in determining end use. For example, if 
pits are restored as woodlands and potential additions to the moraine’s core natural 
areas, would it make sense, in terms of creating an incentive, to allow producers to sell 
lots for limited housing development? Once rehabilitation is complete and the license is 
surrendered the producer must determine what to do with the property. Yet, even in 
cases where the property is surrounded by moraine lands designated as “core natural 

60 On this specific issue see Cornerstone Standards Council, 2014, Draft Responsible Aggregate Standards Draft 2.0, 
CR 2.4 and Appendix 3. 
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area” there is no requirement that all or part of the property be turned over to a public 
agency (e.g., the conservation authority) for conservation purposes or recreational use 
by the public. In the absence of effective provincial regulation, there is a real risk that 
sites may be turned into commercial fill operations by new owners after the producer 
has surrendered the licence and sold the property. Giving producers the right to limited 
severances in return for donating the bulk of the land for conservation purposes might 
open the door to win-win solutions. 

 
The most important joint priority for the project partners going forward is to continue 
the dialogue among steering committee members, the local producers, environmental 
organizations and the Township of Uxbridge. Building on existing good relationships, 
there is promising potential to develop and pursue desired end-use scenarios in areas 
of specific interest to the community. 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
Project partners are pleased with the knowledge gained, the relationships developed 
and the progress made during the course of this two-year project. They hope that the 
bioregional planning process described in the preceding pages offers an effective 
model for other communities seeking ways to deal with the tensions and conflicts often 
associated with aggregates extraction. Unique to Uxbridge and Scugog, perhaps is the 
fact that the siting and expansion of pits were not identified as key issues of concern 
by project participants. In many other communities, where resources have been less 
developed, these issues would likely emerge as highly contentious.   
 
Even in those more conflict-ridden situations, however, the defining elements of this 
bioregional planning process would probably be useful in identifying areas of potential 
compromise if not full agreement. As is documented in the preceding pages, these 
elements consist of: 
 

1) a thorough review and understanding of the law and policy framework that 
governs land use, and in particular natural heritage protection and aggregate 
extraction in the project area; 

2) a compilation of key data on aggregate extraction in the project area and 
mapping of these data in relation to key natural heritage features and systems to 
facilitate the identification of constraints and opportunities;  

3) the meaningful engagement of diverse stakeholders across jurisdictional 
boundaries (including industry, community and environmental organizations, 
government agencies, and others) and the provision of opportunities for 
respectful, face-to-face dialogue and the sharing of experiences, knowledge and 
perspectives in order to identify potential common ground; and 
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4) the identification of concrete actions and policy options that can be pursued 
collectively and/or supported by diverse participants to achieve shared 
objectives (see section 5). 

 
Project partners continue to work on the steps and initiatives outlined above. Ontario 
Nature is playing a lead role in the development of the Cornerstone standards and is 
working with other partners to support the comprehensive rehabilitation pilot project 
being led by OSSGA. The Green Durham Association will continue to work with local 
producers on rehabilitation and end use issues with an emphasis on developing 
passive recreational opportunities for the local community on some of the properties. 
  
Encouraging relevant provincial ministries to deliver on their commitments and to 
implement needed policy changes will be another important area of activity. The 
provincial government’s intent to conduct further consultations and to establish a 
working group on rehabilitation presents promising opportunities to improve laws and 
policies, enhance public engagement and access to information, and advance current 
practices with respect to monitoring, reporting, enforcement and government 
procurement.     
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