




Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association
PO Box 272, Midhurst, Ontario, L0L 1X0

The Honourable Kathleen Wynne, 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing
795 Eglinton Ave East, Unit 101
Toronto, ON M4G 4E4 

c.c.
Ministry of Transportation
Minister of the Environment
Minister of Infrastructure
Minister of Natural Resources

December 9, 2011

Dear Minister Wynne

Re:  Midhurst Secondary Plan

Midhurst is a small friendly village located along Willow Creek in Springwater Township.  Our 
history dates back to the pioneer days of Simcoe County.  We support the sustainable 
growth of the community in a collaborative way that respects the village character, protects 
the natural environment, and preserves our quality of life. 

The  Ontario Places to Grow policy drives land planning at the municipal level. This policy 
recognizes and protects the rural and agricultural character of Midhurst.  As residents and 
taxpayers, we are concerned that the Township of Springwater has approved the Midhurst 
Secondary Plan which contradicts this policy.  10,000 new housing units will erode the 
identity of the existing village and undermine the quality of life enjoyed by Midhurst 
residents.  The projected population growth to over 30,000 (from 3,500) is not reasonable, 
or sustainable.

A community growth plan of this magnitude deserves full public consultation and 
collaboration. The development of the Midhurst Secondary Plan has not proceeded in the 
spirit of the democratic process.  Our ratepayers feel that adequate communication about 
the plan was not provided to them and did not allow sufficient time and opportunity for 
public discussion. 



Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association
PO Box 272, Midhurst, Ontario, L0L 1X0

Concerns about the Midhurst Secondary Plan include:

· The environmental impact on ground water resources 

· The capacity of the Willow Creek watershed to absorb increased run off and waste 

· The provision and management of infrastructure and services to support the 
increased population (i.e. schools, hospitals, police, fire) 

· Increased taxation to support this new infrastructure and service delivery 

· Noise and traffic congestion 

· Erosion of our safe, walkable community 

· Lack of public consultation

Because of our many serious concerns, we do not support the Secondary Plan for Midhurst.

Sincerely,

Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association

David Strachan Les Stewart Bill Nieuwland
Director Director Director



Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association Inc. 
Box 272, Midhurst, ON  L0L 1X1 

Ms. Kimberley Livingstone 
Planner 
Ontario Municipal Board 
655 Bay Street, Suite 1500 
Toronto, ON M5G 1E5 

January 4, 2012 

Subject: Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association Inc. – PL111181 

Dear Ms. Livingstone: 

Further to our letter of December 6, 2011, we write to advise you of a change in our 
representation and of a request, below.  

Please address future correspondence to: 
  

Mr. David Strachan 
Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association 
Box 272 
Midhurst, ON L0L 1X1 
705-229-4722 Cell 
davidistrachan@yahoo.com.com 

We would also like to advise you that we are willing to consider Mediation and ask that 
you kindly inform us of contact information for the other parties involved. 

Thanking you in the meantime 

Sincerely, 

David Strachan 
President, MRA



Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association Inc. 
Box 272, Midhurst, ON  L0L 1X0 

www.friendsofmidhurst.ca 

The Honourable Kathleen Wynne,  
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing  
795 Eglinton Ave East, Unit 101  
Toronto, ON M4G 4E4 

April 18, 2012 

Dear Minister Wynne 

RE:   Midhurst Secondary Plan (OPA-38) 

We have written to your Ministry (copies attached) on December 9, 2011 and March 10, 
2012, but regrettably we have to date received no response. 

We understand that the Minister may be unwilling or unable to comment on the above 
case, as it is currently before the OMB.  

We, the Midhurst Ratepayers Association Inc., have applied for Party Status at the OMB 
but have been advised that we will not have a voice until such time as a pre-hearing is 
called and that only the County or an appellant is eligible to call a pre-hearing. (The 
Province of Ontario is an appellant). 

We have also been denied permission by the County of Simcoe to have our voices 
heard in a proposed delegation to the County. 

We are grateful to Springwater Township for affording us the opportunity on April 16 (this 
week), to present them with our petition of 1,476 signatures of residents opposed to 
the Midhurst Secondary Plan to convert our village and at least 300 hectares of 
prime farmland into a city the size of Orillia, in an area where there is no 
meaningful employment. However on this issue, our Township is known to be acting 
firmly against the wishes of their constituents.  

We are in possession of the volumes of facts necessary to demonstrate clearly that the 
Midhurst Secondary Plan was conceived and developed in contravention to Municipal 
and County policies and to Ontario’s excellent initiative - the Places to Grow Act of 2005 
- Bill 136 and to subsequent legislation.  

http://www.friendsofmidhurst.com
http://www.friendsofmidhurst.ca


We implore the Minister to please review this important case and ensure that the 
Ontario Government does not withdraw its appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board, at 
least until you have had the opportunity to examine the facts, which we are prepared to 
supply.  

We are at your disposal at any time, to discuss the reasons why the Midhurst 
Secondary Plan should be disallowed.  

Yours faithfully 

David Strachan 
Secretary, Midhurst Ratepayers Association Inc. 
(705) 229-4722 

Attachments: 

1.   Previous correspondence December 2, 2011 
2.   Previous correspondence March 10, 2012 
3.   10 Reasons for the Province to deny approval for the Midhurst Secondary   Plan 

(revised, April 18, 2012)  

c.c Dalton McGuinty, Premier of Ontario 
 Ken Hare, Councel, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
 Bob Chiarelli, Minister of Infrastructure 
 Tja Derk, Director, Growth Policy, Planning and Analysis 
 Jim Wilson, MPP Simcoe-Gray, Ontario 
 Dr. Kellie Leitch, MP 















 

Township of Springwater - Residents Liaison Group (RLG) 
Midhurst Secondary Plan


 


Paul Fleming, MRA past president, was a member of the RLG from 2013 to 2014.


David Strachan, MRA past president, was a member of the RLG from 2015 until the 
present. 


Our names, questions and comments can be viewed on the Ainley minutes of the RLG 
meetings. 



Midhurst Secondary Plan Resident Liaison Group (MSPRLG) July 25, 2013
Attending:
Paul Fleming - Member RLG and member Midhurst Ratepayer’ Association

Robert Wright – Member 

Gerald Scanlan - Member

Regan Frankcom - Member

Tiziano Zaghi - Member

Mayor Linda Collins - Member

Councillor Sandy McConkey - Member

Councillor Jack Hanna - Member

Robert Brindley - Chair/Facilitator

Joe Mullan - Resource

Brad Sokach - Resource

Meeting Minutes

*The meeting notes will deal with themes of discussion and focus more detail on the questions and responses to the questions.  If the answers to the questions are given on the day 
of the meeting, they will be detailed on the matrix below.  Answers not available on the day of the meeting will be entered on the matrix as soon as the answer is available.

The first meeting of the MSGRLG started with an introduction of all group members.  A detailed update of the Environmental Assessment (EA) occurred. Joe Mullan spoke of the types 
of EA, the fact that a majority of the Midhurst EA is a "Schedule C" but some of the upgrades to existing infrastructure fall under the "Schedule B" EA, the appeal process of the EA 
was discussed, results of Phase 1 and 2 of the EA was reviewed with discussion on the Water options, Wastewater options, Transportation options, and final recommendations.  
Discussion on the Terms of Reference highlighted the need for this group to have the authority to review all questions from the public on the Midhurst Secondary Plan.  There was a 
request that Chief Van Dam be available at a future meeting

July 25, 2013

Questions Response (May be provided at meeting or if research is required, the following meeting)
What happens if all parties do not agree on the 
final recommendations of the EA? If there is no 
agreement - what are the avenues?

If an individual or group is not satisfied with the Preferred Solutions that will be presented within the Environmental Study Report 
(ESR) which will be made available for the 30 Day Public review at the end of the process a "Part 2 Order" or “Bump Up” can be filed 
with the Ministry of the Environment (MOE). The MOE will undertake a comprehensive review of the concerns raised and the Minister 
will render a decision that is binding on all parties.  

Why did the results of the wastewater 
treatment not permit sub-surface discharge? 
Was the decision economic? Was it cheaper? 

During Phase 1 & 2 of the EA, one of the options that was considered was a Wastewater Treatment Plant with a sub-surface 
discharge, as opposed to surface discharge to the Willow Creek.  However, in discussions with Ministry of Environment (MOE), the 
effluent limits for sub-surface and surface discharge would be identical.  Therefore, no additional benefit would be achieved by 
constructing acres and acres of sub-surface leaching beds, so surface discharge of the treated effluent was recommended in Phase 1 
& 2. 

Is the system available for the existing 
residents to use?

The EA will ensure that the Wastewater Treatment Plant could be expanded in the future to service the existing residents, if 
required.    However, this Council has stated that existing residents will not be required to connect.  In addition, it will not be 
possible for individual existing residents to connect into the force mains that will transport the wastewater through the existing 
community from the new developments in the east to the Wastewater Treatment Plant in the Snow Valley/Wilson Drive area.  To 
service the existing community in the future, gravity sewers and new Pumping Stations will have to be constructed throughout the 
existing community and these will tie into the aforementioned force mains.

Will some existing roads be disturbed to build 
the force mains?

Yes force mains will primarily be under existing roadways. 

The plans from 2008 look like they may require 
changing.

The Preferred Solutions from the Phase 1 & 2 Report will be further evaluated in Phase 3 and 4 of the EA, and this may result in 
adjustments to the proposed works presented in 2008/2009.

Will the installation of the infrastructure have 
impact on the creeks?

Any watermain or forcemains that needs to cross a creek will be constructed using “Directional Drilling” which will enable the 
infrastructure to be built under the creeks ensuring that there is no impact to the creeks.

Will there be new water systems for the new 
development areas?

New water systems will be constructed in the east and west to service the new development areas.  These new water systems will 
be connected via Pressure Reducing Valves (PRV’s) to the existing water system and may, under some extreme events (firefighting), 
augment the water available within the existing water system.

Is there sufficient water capacity? A significant amount of water testing was undertaken to ensure that wells used for development have sufficient supply.

Will the wells impact other existing wells? Each of the proposed wells, identified as part of the Preferred Solution during Phase 1 & 2, were pump tested for 72 hours, while 
extensive monitoring was completed on the surrounding existing wells to ensure that there was no interference .  Russell Road 
(TW17/08) November 25, 2008 – Storey Road 
Russell Road (PW1) October 15, 2008 – Near Forbes 
Coughlan Road (TW12/08) August 15, 2008 – Anten Mills 
Coughlan Road (TW14/08) October 2, 2008 – Anten Mills 
Russell Road (TW18/08) October 26, 2008 – Near Pooles 

Will the sewage rate still be a shared rate in 
Springwater?

Yes, the cost of operation will be shared.  All new infrastructure costs are paid for by the developer.

Will the Source Water protection legislation 
have an impact on the wells proposed for 
Midhurst?

Source Water legislation was introduced after the Phase 1 and 2 EA. Staff will be reviewing the impacts of source water protection 
on the wells in Phase 3 and 4 to ensure there are no conflicts with existing agricultural operations.

Will there be cost saving to run services down 
Craig Road?

The option of installing the watermain and forcemain along the proposed Craig Road extension and down Highway 27, as opposed to 
through the existing community, will be further evaluated in Phase 3 & 4, however, it is not anticipated that there will be any cost 
saving to this option.

Traffic and noise are already have an impact on 
Highway 27. Can something be done about 
signal lights and noise reduction.

Staff will review these concerns with the Ministry of Transportation to see if additional signal lights and a lowering of the speed limit 
can be considered.
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Will the County Transportation Plan have an 
impact.

Staff are working with the County to ensure matters in Midhurst are part of the County Transportation Plan and vice versa.

Phase 1 and Phase 2 are based on different 
population scenarios. What is being done in the 
new study to address this?

Phase 1 & 2 of the Class EA identified the Infrastructure necessary for the full build out of the Midhurst Secondary Plan.  Phase 3 & 4 
must also consider the same full build out of the Midhurst Secondary Plan, however, in addition, Phase 3 & 4 will also look at the 
staging of the Infrastructure to accommodate the recently approved 300 hectares.

Will the transportation infrastructure be 
phased?

Yes

Will the 3,850 units be built at once? No, it will be phased.  Staff is currently working on a phasing plan with the developer.

Where will the effluent/plume go? An effluent plume is only applicable if the effluent is discharged to sub-surface leaching beds 

Will existing waste water users have to pay 
more to cover the initial costs of operating the 
waste water treatment plant?

No the Developers will be required to pay the Operation and Maintenance Costs of the Wastewater Treatment Plant from start up 
until a sufficient number of users are connected to the system to cover the costs.  There are not operational costs associated with 
Stormwater Infrastructure so this question doesn’t really apply.  The water and sewer plants will be operated under a water and 
sewer use agreement.  This will require the developers to be responsible for the operation costs until certain occupancy thresholds 
are reached.  In Snow Valley the developer was responsible for operational costs for 2 years after 80% occupancy of the first phase 
of development.  Water and sewer revenues partially offset the costs but any shortfall was the responsibility of the developer.  We 
would apply a similar agreement for Midhurst.  The details would need to be discussed further particularly after the details of the 
sewer plant have been flushed out and we better understand the minimum sewage volumes required to ensure stable operation of 
the facility.

Is the effluent discharge taking into account 
the differences in flows?

Yes, the effluent discharge calculations must use the 7Q20 flow condition for Willow Creek (Note: 7Q20 flow is the 7-day, 20-year 
low flow condition in the creek). Is the rate of phosphorous 0.05 mg/Litre?

Will there be measures to prevent the 
disturbance of the stream bed, siltation, 
rapidity, temperature.

The mean annual peak flow in Willow Creek at Highway 26 is approximately 7,000 Lps and therefore it is not anticipated the 
additional flow from the effluent discharge of 140 Lps will have any impact on the stream makeup.  However, additional analysis will 
be completed in Phase 3 & 4.

Will existing houses be impacted by new 
transportation routes?

A large majority of the proposed road upgrades can be completed within the existing municipal road allowances which are already in 
place.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that existing houses will be impacted.

What is involved in setting up the flows, 
balance, bacterial nature of waste water 
treatment plants?

After the Wastewater Treatment Plant has been constructed and commissioned, Staff and the Township’s Operating Authority will 
ensure that the facility is operated in accordance with all Provincial requirements.

Capital costs, operational costs, life cycle 
costs?

During Phase 3 & 4 of the Class EA, the Life Cycle Costs for the Water and Wastewater Infrastructure will be identified.

What type of plant is being proposed? The type of the Water Treatment and Wastewater Treatment Plants are not yet know and these will be identified in the Phase 3 & 4 
Class EA.

How will the MSPRLG be communicated? There are a number of ways that the minutes of the MSPRLG will be communicated.  The Springwater Link will direct residents to 
the web site, the web site will feature a section on the MSPRLG.  Minutes of the meeting will also be distributed through all email 
distribution groups. It was also agreed that no member of the liaison committee would publish independent minutes of the meeting 
until the whole group had an opportunity to review the draft for accuracy.

What is the timing and schedule of EA and 
Planning related exercises?

It is anticipated that the Phase 3 & 4 Class EA could be completed in approximately 12 to 14 months.  

Is there a study that looks at the mitigation of 
the impact that the construction will have on 
the existing and future infrastructure?

The Phase 3 & 4 Class EA will look the proposed Water, Wastewater & Transportation Infrastructure associated with the Class EA and 
identify construction mitigation measures.

Water supply - what is the history of finding 
water on the west side near Anne Street since 
the water will be coming from the east side of 
Midhurst?

 There are existing Municipal wells in the area of Carson Road & Bayfield Street as well as Paddy Dunne Circle & Bayfield Street that 
services the existing residents in these areas.  During Phase 1 & 2 of the Class EA process all areas of Midhurst, including areas 
outside of Midhurst, were considered for the proposed Municipal well sites.  Subsequent to this extensive investigation, it was 
determined at that time, that the best possible location for the proposed Municipal wells was along Russell Road in the east side of 
Midhurst.

Supplemental (to be clarified).
Pooles Road/Highway 400 Interchange Rob and Brad indicated that the developers had agreed to fund this infrastructure item subject to approval of same by the Ministry 

of Transportation.  Said approval would likely be dependent on the existing population density at the time of approval.

Waste Water and Potable Water Alternatives Initially there was discussion with the City of Barrie regarding tapping into Barrie's sewage plant and potable water.   Barrie was not 
interested in proceeding at that time. Springwater is preparing to investigate this option again now.  Staff met with City of Barrie 
officials in late September of 2013 and determined that Barrie is not in a position to provide services to the development proposed 
within the MSP.

�2



There was a request at the Midhurst Resident 
Liaison Group Meeting that timelines for the 
various approval processes and the amount of 
time that would be allowed for public 
consultation be provided for both.  Specifically 
EA, final plans of subdivision and then financial 
agreements between the Town and Developers 
(other processes as well)

Staff will prepare a work flow diagram to show how the future development processes (Rezoning, Subdivision Plan, Environmental 
Assessment, Financial Agreement and OMB hearing) function.

At the last meeting there was a discussion 
around "Will existing waste water users have to 
pay more to cover the initial costs of operating 
the waste water treatment plant"? Can it be 
confirmed if this was for a limited time? For 
example, 3 to 4 years.

A similar question has been asked and this will be reported on in the next minutes.

Please note, at the RLG meeting on January 13, 2014 several clarifying questions were asked based on the information received above.  These questions will be detailed in the 
January 13, 2013 minutes.  These minutes have now been approved by the group.
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 Ainley & Associates Limited 
 280 Pretty River Parkw ay, Collingw ood, ON, L9Y 4J5 
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  Creating Quality Solutions Together 

November 5, 2015 File No. 113027 
“By E-mail” 

Mr. David Strachan 
Vice President, Midhurst Ratepayer’s Association 
 
 
Ref: Township of Springwater 
 Midhurst Phase 3 & 4 Class EA  
 
Dear Mr. Strachan:      
 
Following our receipt of your July 6, 2015 email to the undersigned containing your questions, we have 
had a number of emails over the past few weeks, to help us clarify the background information and better 
understand your questions, prior to formally responding.  With your assistance, which we appreciate, we 
have been able to clarify the background information and understand the questions; therefore, we now 
provide the following response comments. 
 
Question 1: It is acknowledged by all, that a large number of studies have been conducted over the years 

on behalf of the Township of Springwater. These include studies of transportation 
alternatives, especially for the village of Midhurst. In particular, I would refer you to the 2008 
report prepared by The Planning Partnership, Bird and Hale and URS, which states the 
following: 

 
The Township of Springwater Growth Management Study identifies the following new roads 
be considered for future construction within the Midhurst area (see excerpt from the study on 
the following page, Figure 3.2.1):  
 
x New northern arterial connection at Craig Road connecting Country Road 27 to Gill 

Road. A jog elimination of Craig Road and Forbes Road at Russel Road is also 
contemplated;  

x New southeastern arterial connection of Russel Road extending to Gill Road (via Jodies 
Lane);  

x New southwestern arterial connection of Carson Road extending to St. Vincent Street; 
and,  

x New Anne Street connection from Carson Road extending to County Road 43 (Snow 
Valley Road).  

 
It must be remembered that the Growth Management Strategy of 2004, was anticipating a 
growth for the whole of Springwater of only 6,500 to 2026.  Not surprisingly, the residents 
attending the Residents Liaison Group meeting, expressed concerns regarding the minimum 
level of investment proposed for new arterial roads to support the many thousands of new 
residents included in the Midhurst Secondary Plan. This is in stark contrast to findings in the 
2004 Growth Management Strategy. 

 
Answer 1: There have been two Growth Management Studies prepared in recent years for the Township 

of Springwater, the first in 1996 and the second in 2004.  Ainley & Associates Limited were 
involved in the 1996 Report by preparing the “Engineering Evaluation of Settlement Areas” 
report which forms Appendix “B.”  

mailto:collingwood@ainleygroup.com
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It is acknowledged that the aforementioned Growth Management Studies, identify new roads 
to be considered for future construction within the Midhurst area.  However, it must be noted 
that these studies did not include detailed traffic projections, analysis and modelling, before 
presenting the aforementioned conclusions and that these suggestions were gathered from 
high level reviews.  Further, within the “Engineering Evaluations of Settlement Areas” 1996 
report it specifically notes that the engineering evaluation includes a brief review of existing 
municipal infrastructure and subsequently identifies the anticipated servicing requirements 
for future development.   
 
With regard to the 2009 Phase 1 & 2 Master Plan that Ainley completed in 2008/09 for the 
Midhurst Secondary Plan, numerous background studies were reviewed and considered 
including the earlier noted Growth Management Studies.  In particular, Section 8 of the Phase 
1 and 2 Class EA Report identifies all the potential area transportation alternatives that were 
considered to address the future growth and travel demands within the Midhurst Secondary 
Plan area and specifically included the new roads outlined in your email.   

 
However after all possible alternatives and improvements were identified, a comprehensive 
evaluation of each potential transportation alternatives was completed.  As part of the 
evaluation, detailed traffic projections and modelling were also completed.  The evaluation 
also had regard for the protection and preservation of environmental sensitive areas and local 
environmental features within the Midhurst community.   
 
At the conclusion of the aforementioned evaluations the preferred solution identified in the 
2009 Phase 1 & 2 Class EA process consisted of the following improvements to the Midhurst 
transportation network: 

x 2-lane new construction of Craig Road from Russell Road to County Road 27 with the 
addition of auxiliary Turning Lanes and Construction of Traffic control devices; 

x 2-lane reconstruction/new construction of Forbes Road from Old Second Road to Russell 
Road with the addition of auxiliary Turning Lanes and Construction of Traffic control 
devices; 

x 4-lane new construction of Wilson Drive from Snow Valley Road to the Barrie City Limits 
with the addition of auxiliary Turning Lanes and construction of Traffic control devices; 

x 4-lane new construction of County Road 27, from existing 4 lanes to new Craig Road 
extension with the addition of auxiliary Turning Lanes and construction of Traffic control 
devices; 

x Construction of a new interchange at Pooles Road with Highway 400. 

 
In addition to the construction of the aforementioned new roads, the preferred solution also 
identified that 12 existing roads throughout the community be reconstructed, including 
Pooles Road, Walt Road, Russell Road, Doran Road, Finlay Mill Road, Gill Road, St. Vincent 
Street, Carson Road, Anne Street, Old Second Road and Snow Valley Road; and that 11 key 
intersections throughout the community be upgraded with turning lanes and traffic control 
devices.   
 
When undertaking traffic impact studies, it is an industry accepted practise to first consider 
opportunities to upgrade the existing road network before pursuing options that involve 
construction of new roads. The detailed traffic modelling that has been done in support of the 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
    

 
Nov. 5, 2015   Page 3 of 3 

Midhurst Secondary Plan, including the Transportation Master Plan, Master Servicing Study 
(Phase 1 & 2 Class EA) and the current Class EA Phase 3 & 4 study, has established a well-
balanced transportation improvement plan to address the long range traffic growth in 
Midhurst. As noted previously, this plan involves several new road links, expansion of existing 
roads (from 2 lanes to 4 lanes) and upgrades to key intersections. As well, a new partial 
interchange connecting Pooles Road to Highway 400 has been recommended to reduce the 
demand on existing arterial roads in the south-east end of Midhurst.  
 
Therefore, we are confident that all applicable background documents have been considered 
and that the transportation alternatives as presented in the 2009 Phase 1 & 2 Class EA Report 
and now been carried forward in the Phase 3 & 4 Class EA process will accommodate the 
development of the Midhurst Secondary Plan. 

 
Question 2: We were also concerned to hear that the draft results of various studies conducted on behalf 

of the Township of Springwater and funded by the MLG, were being submitted to the 
Province without first being made available to the Township or residents for review.  In the 
spirit of transparency, please may we have copies of what has already been sent and when 
available, what is proposed to be sent to the appropriate Ministries. This would go a long 
way towards assuring residents of full disclosure. 

 
Answer 2:  Mr. Brindley discussed the role of the Resident Liaison Group at the recent Resident Liaison 

Group meeting and noted that as per the Terms of Reference the role of the group was to 
keep the local residents and interested parties appraised and up to date of the progress of the 
Class EA and other key matters related to the Midhurst Secondary Plan.  It was also note that 
it was not the role of the group to review and/or vet documents and information associated 
with the EA before they are submitted to Agencies and/or external bodies.  However, it the 
spirit transparency, it was agreed that after pertinent documents and information are provided 
to the Steering Committee, that they would also be provided to the Resident Liaison Group 
at the following meeting. 

 
We trust the foregoing responses are satisfactory and we thank you for your continued interest in this 
project.    
 
Yours truly, 
 
AINLEY & ASSOCIATES LIMITED 
 
 

 
 
 
J. A. Mullan, P.Eng. 
President & CEO 
 
S:\113027\Correspondence\Letter\Midhurst Response to Mr Strachan Email Question (Nov 5 2015).docx 
 

Cc:  Members of the Midhurst Resident Liaison Group (by Email) 



 
 

April, 11, 2015 

Mayor Bill French 
Springwater Township 

Dear Mayor French, 

I’m writing to draw some matters to your attention with regard to the EA process to 
date. 

As background, MRA Board members met with the Township CAO and also attended the 
recent RLG meeting.  Despite lots of discussion, we are still not being provided with 
substantive information on our major concern: environmental impacts of the MSP.   
CAO Brindley told us we would receive reports and notes as they become available; 
but this has not been confirmed in writing.  In addition, we still lack all the 
information mentioned in our lawyer’s letters  [attached]. 

We were also dismayed to read in the draft of the most recent RLG minutes a clear 
rebuke concerning our decision to retain counsel to assist us.  We strongly disagree 
with the characterization “counterproductive”.  Our expert lawyer, Laura Bowman, 
wrote on our behalf to better articulate our substantive questions about the process 
and environmental impacts. Township responses via Mr. Kussner declined to answer 
those questions, simply defending the Township’s actions to date.  We consider his 
replies completely unproductive: they fail to promote full disclosure and public 
participation in the process. Indeed, we find criticizing members of the public for 
obtaining legal representation and then refusing to answer legitimate questions posed 
by that legal representative to be out of keeping with the goals of the EA process 
itself.    

Recently, Mr. Kussner advised us via our lawyer that all our correspondence, as well as 
that from other members of the public, is automatically shared with the MLG under an 
unwritten protocol.  Note that we can find no mention of such a protocol in the 
March 2013 draft of the Terms of Reference for the Steering Committee, which we 
recently received [attached].   As you know, such actions leave us open to SLAPP suits 
and “chill” us from having free-flowing and candid dialogue with the Township and its 
consultant.   In light of this revelation, we are asking you to terminate this “protocol” 
forthwith and henceforth treat information about and from members of the public 
participating in the EA process as confidential, including this letter.  If the MLG wants 
our letters, they should submit a FOI request as others must do.  

It is impossible for us to continue participating if we cannot be candid and if we are 
not provided with scientific information about environmental impacts and up-to-date 
project information from the Township in a timely manner.  We would be unable to 
mount an adequate review.  Asking our members to participate in RLG meetings where 
no substantive information is disclosed is neither fair nor reasonable on the part of the 

3 Silverwood Crescent, Midhurst ON  L0L 1X1 

“Supporting and Preserving Our Rural Community”



Township.  In fact, our RLG representatives have expressed repeated frustration to me 
at the complete lack of information regarding key elements of the EA including the 
site, let alone design and specs of the wastewater treatment plan.  Meanwhile, the 
Long Range Financial Impact consultant will be looking very shortly at capital 
expenditures in relation to future growth and development.  An additional complaint is 
the length of time it is taking to receive final RLG minutes when factual errors have 
been identified and conveyed to the consultant. The Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment is supposed to be a process with full and timely disclosure from its early 
days and throughout. This has not been the case thus far.  

That said, we do believe it is your intention to enable us to participate fully in the EA 
process and that you will do everything possible to ensure we are given the 
information we seek in a complete and timely manner.  

In this vein, we ask for your clear assurance that we will be given adequate time to 
review all scientific studies and reports [ at least 180 days] and that you will permit us 
sufficient  time to respond before finalizing your EA so that our comments can be 
meaningfully incorporated.  We also need reasonable advance notice of the expected 
release date of this information so we can properly prepare.  Without such assurances, 
we unfortunately question whether continued active public participation is tenable.  

We hope you will work with us to resolve these matters.    

Best wishes, 

Sandy Buxton 
President, Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association 

3 Silverwood Crescent, Midhurst ON  L0L 1X1 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
November 28, 2016 

 

Mr. Mark Archer, CET 
Director of Public Works 
Township of Springwater 
2231 Nursery Road 
Minesing, ON 
L0L 1Y2 
Email: midhurst.classea@springwater.ca 

 
Mr. Joe Mullan, P. Eng. 
President & CEO 
Ainley & Associates Limited 
280 Pretty River Parkway 
Collingwood, ON 
L9Y 4J5 
Email:  midhurst.classea@ainleygroup.com 

 
Dear Mr. Archer and Mr. Mullan: 

Re: Comments on Midhurst Class Environmental Assessment Public Information         
Centre  

Having reviewed all the public EA studies and attended the Phase 3 PIC on October 19th                
2016, the Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association (MRA) wishes to present its key concern: 

 
Will there be enough water for all, considering both today’s needs and future             
groundwater extraction predicted to be six (6) times greater than current Midhurst            
usage?   

 
In our opinion, these studies fail to address the complete big picture of current and proposed                
water-taking.    Accordingly, we are submitting the following questions organised under nine (9)            
topics.  It is our view that they must be answered before anyone can fully address the key                 
concern we have expressed.   
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1. Existing water uses in Midhurst -  Where in these reports is there a list of all existing                
water uses and current amount of water being taken by our community?  How did the               
studies measure that amount?   

 
317590216. Barrie water -  Barrie is a growing community which also relies on groundwater.             
 Does Barrie take its water from the same or related aquifers as does Midhurst?  If yes, where do                  
the new studies address the existing quantity of groundwater taken by Barrie? Where do the               
new studies consider any current approval Barrie has to take more water in the future?   
    
317590104. Water capacity -  Where do the reports provide a current and future water             
“budget” – a description or illustration of how water flows through the watershed and in what                
quantities both today and in the future?    
 
317594248. Reliance on old modeling - How can exploration of four (4) new groundwater             
wells be an accurate method for concluding there is sufficient water to pump maximum              
amounts from eleven (11) new wells?  Why, in 2016 and beyond, should we all rely on a 2004                  
model prepared by the consultants (Golder)? How can this 2004 model be a “state of the art”                 
model for today?    
 
317590888. Worst-case scenarios -  The Environmental Commissioner has heavily criticised         
the way Ontario deals with water extraction, including its failure to take into account worst-case               
groundwater extraction (the “maximum permitted taking” of water under a provincial permit).            
Has Golder run a worst case scenario showing all the wells that draw on the aquifers - private,                  
Barrie and other municipal wells - taking water at the maximum permitted rates of extraction?  
 
317596936. Ecological needs - Will the proposed groundwater extractions take water from           
the same aquifers which supply the Minesing and related water courses? How do the studies               
assess their existing groundwater needs?  Do the studies predict a loss of groundwater for these              
features? If so, how much?    
 
317591952. Fisheries - Will the proposed groundwater extractions be from the same           
aquifer(s) which supplies local coldwater fisheries such as Willow Creek? Has a fisheries analysis              
been undertaken to determine whether the proposed development will reduce the amount of             
cold groundwater available to supply these fisheries waters?  What seasonal variation has been             
considered since groundwater can be very significant during hot, dry summer months?   
 
317592344. Water quality and temperature : the new studies say that water used by            
Midhurst residents will be treated and discharged into Willow Creek.  How will this new amount               
of treated water affect the quality and temperature of existing streams?  Will there be any               
change in temperature to the water supporting coldwater fisheries?     
  
317603264. Rare, sensitive and endangered species: The Ramsar-designated Minesing        
Wetlands provides habitat for many such flora and fauna which may well be very sensitive to                
any change in water flow, quality or temperature, such as the endangered Hine’s Emerald              
Dragonfly found only near the effluent discharge mouth.  How do the studies deal with these               
species? 
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Growth is not simply change; it is permanent change.  Once people move into our great               
community, the water needs of Midhurst will change forever.   There will be no going              
backwards.  

We therefore ask you to do everything possible to fully understand the present water needs               
and, as accurately as possible, to predict the future water needs and uses for this community, its                 
people, flora, fauna and significant natural features, all of which depend on the same              
groundwater.  

We look forward to receiving your answers to our big question and the many related questions                
set out in this letter. 

Thank you in advance. 

Sandy Buxton 

President, Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association 

 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Sandy Buxton 
President, Midhurst Ratepayers’ Association 
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