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Draft report 2011 December 22 
 
The real story of the Sauble Area small communal water systems.  The story of political 
maneuvering, high costs, contempt for users, and false allegations against Part II 
order requesters 
 
In the November 23, 2010 council meeting, a letter sent by a small water system user to 
Mayor and council and included in “Schedule B” raised concerns about costs of the 
Amabel and Oliphant small water systems and also requested a forensic audit to 
determine why the costs to users had increased so much.. 
 
Counciller Wunderlich spoke to the issue, reading part of a letter purportedly written by 
former MPW Brad McRoberts and supposedly indicating that part II order requests 
(P2Or’s) had caused the costs of the systems to increase.  Councillor Wunderlich then 
stated that the increase in costs from about $4500 per user to about $9000 was a direct 
result of the part II order requests.   The user that sent the November 23rd, 2010 letter was 
among those requesting a Part II order. 
 
The allegation that Part II oder requests had anything to do with delays or costs is 
absolutely false.  
 
The false allegation has been maliciously repeated by several others, including Councillor 
Jim Turner in a November 29, 2011 Wiarton Echo column. 
 
In what follows the real story of why the capital cost for the upgrades of the small water 
systems was so high is presented, along with an exposure of the false allegation that part 
II order requestors had anything to do with delays or cost increases. 
 
The report discusses: 
 

Section 1 - The wrong decision from the start 1 – fragmentation left out 
 
Section 2 -  The wrong decision from the start 2 – cooking the books 
 
Section 3 - Did P2 order requests cause delays? 
 
Section 4 - What did cause delays? 
 
Section 5 -  Did delays result in increased capital costs to users? 
 
Section 6 - Why did capital cost obligation for users double from 2004 estimate to 
2010/2011 actual? 
 
Section 7 - Special Oliphant system issues 
 
Section 8 -  Special sauble system issues 
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Section 9 -  The fundamental right of citizens to participate free of abuse and 
intimidation 

 
 
 
  
Each of these questions is addressed below in turn. 
 
Section 1 - The wrong decision from the start 1 – fragmentation left out 
 
[to follow] 
 
Section 2 - The wrong decision from the start 2 – manipulation of the process and 
cooking of the books 
 
[to follow] 
 
 
Section 3 - Did P2 order requests cause delays? 
 
 
There were four separate small water systems projects, namely Amabel-Sauble, Oliphant, 
Foreman, and Huron-Woods.  Part II order requests were submitted for each.  Below is a 
chronology of key dates for each, including the timing of the part II request decisions. 
 
Key dates are listed below and are also shown graphically in figures 1, 2, and 3. 
 
 
Foreman water system dates 
 
Ontario small water regulations number 460/00 and its replacement 170/03 were 
proclaimed in 2000 and 2003. 
 
Notice of EA study commencement (all 11 water systems) was 21 December 2001 
 
Notice of study completion Foreman 15 February 2003 – 30 day comment period 
 
P2o request submitted to minister apparently 5 March 2003 
 
ESR comment period ended 15 March 2003 
 
Part II order requests denied - February 18 2004  
 
October 5, 2004 Notice of federal EA foreman 
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1 Nov 2004 foreman federal EA decision OK 
 
Foreman tendering July, 2005 
 
Foreman contract by law 24 October 2005 
 
Construction completed December 2007 
 
 
Huron woods dates 
 
Notice of EA study commencement (all 11 water systems) 21 December 2001 
 
Notice of study completion Huron woods 15 February 2003– 30 day comment period 
 
Part II order request 5 March 2003 
 
ESR comment period ended 15 March 2003 
 
requests denied - February 18 2004 
 
October 5, 2004 Notice of federal EA huron woods 
 
1 Nov 2004 huron woods federal EA decision OK 
 
Huron woods tendering June, 2005 
 
Huron woods contract by-law 29 August 2005 
 
Huron woods Construction completed May 2007 
 
 
Oliphant dates 
 
Notice of provincial EA study commencement all 11 systems including two Oliphant  - 
21 December 2001 
 
Notice of provincial EA study completion Oliphant January 31 2004 -30 day comment 
period 
 
Part II order requests re Oliphant filed February 14 and 21, 2004 
 
Letter MOE to MPW Jones – 10 March 2004 – “Branch will forward a recommendation 
within 45 days to minister; minister has 21 days after that to make decision.” [means the 
MOE Branch has until April 24, 2004 and Minister has until  May 15, 2004] “information 
[from TSBP] must be submitted by March 29, 2004” 
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Response Henderson Paddon (engineer) to MOE 16 April 2004 re Oliphant Part II 
requests  
 
APOA to MOE August 31 2004 critique of HP response Oliphant  
 
Federal EA commencement 5 Oct 2004 
 
Federal EA decision OK 1 November 2004 
 
Minister to all part II requesters – request denied 17 January 2005 –Oliphant 
 
Tendered March 2006 
 
Oliphant contract bylaw passed 28 August 2006 
 
Construction Completed September 2006 
 
 
 
Amabel sauble dates 
 
Notice of Provincial EA study commencement all 11 systems 21 December 2001 
 
Notice of study completion Amabel-Sauble January 31 2004 - 30 day comment period 
 
Part II order requests Sauble February 14 and 21, 2004,  
 
Letter MOE to MPW Jones – 10 March 2004 – “Branch will forward a recommendation 
within 45 days: minister has 21 days after that to make decision.” [means the MOE 
Branch has until April 24, 2004 and Minister has until  May 15, 2004] “[TSPB] 
information must be submitted by March 29, 2004” 
 
Response HP to MOE re sauble Part II requests 8April 2004 
 
APOA to MOE 31 August 2004 critique of HP response and reaffirmation of validity of 
part II request  Sauble 
 
Industry Canada December 2004 notice of Commencement of federal EA process sauble 
 
Minister to all part II requesters – request denied 17 January 2005 – amabel- sauble  
 
March 30, 2005 Article Wiarton Echo from press release;” Funding announcement 
8536250 each gov 1/3/.  12 water systems.  The Government of Canada’s investment is 
contingent on the successful completion of an environmental assessment of the proposed 
project under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.” “later in week Noble said 
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pipeline proposal is still active.” (Mayor Noble involved so must have known federal 
environmental assessment was required.) 
 
summer 2005 CEAA (Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency) met with town re 
Federal EA - encouraged town to move forward  
 
July 4, 2006 letter from CEEA to Mayor Noble:  town is responsible for delay 
 
September 1 2006 CEAA notice of decision to continue as a comprehensive study report 
(CSR) 
 

Actual start of federal CSR 
 
Amabel-Sauble contract by law 28 Apr 2008 
 
Federal CSR Completion May 26, 2008 (CSR is dated February 2008) 
 
Tendering  ??? 
 
federal decision - CSR accepted – September 4 2008 
 
Start of Sauble work  ???? 
 
Completion of amabel-sauble work Spring 2009 
 
 
Comments on allegations: 
 
The false allegations and pronouncements related to the effect of Part II order requests 
(P2OR’s) and also facts are in the table below. 
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Allegation about delays, costs from P2OR Facts 
OSRN August 1, 2006 reports Mayor Carl noble 
as saying “The Amabel Property Owner's 
Association is requesting another environmental 
Assessment; every environmental assessment adds 
30 to 150 thousand dollars to the overall project; 
translates into an additional 5 to 7 hundred dollars 
for each water user; Property Owner's Association 
should be prepared for the consequences -- lots of 
angry people.” (attachment ?? full letter) 

There is no truth to this assertion.  The Amabel Property Owners 
Asociation was not requesting and did not request “another 
environmental assessment”.   Extra EA’s do not add 30 to 150 
thousand dollars. The statements were clearly intented to make 
people angry at the APOA president and directors.  The 
statements were defamatory. 

Sept 6, 2006 letter to editor Wiarton Echo from 
Mayor Carl Noble “‘The town has received 
requests from Mr. Doug Gammie, Mr. Jim 
Simpson of the Sauble Anglers and Hunters, Mrs. 
Orma Lyttle and Mrs. Pat Varley of the Amabel 
Property Owners Association to have the 
environmental assessments done over. ……What 
this means is to the water users on these systems is 
that you will be subjected to the added costs for 
the studies as well as risk losing the senior levels 
of government funding, which at the present time 
means an increase of $11,000 .  This added to the 
capital costs you will be responsible for means that 
you will be paying around $16,500 for your 
water……..If I was in your position I would be 
contacting Mr. Doug Gammie, Mr. Jim Simpson, 
Mrs. Orma Lyttle or Mrs. Pat Varley and ask what 
they wish to obtain by this recent request.” 
(attachment ?? for full letter) 

There were no such requests for the environmental assessments to 
be “done over”. The provincial EA for small water systems 
upgrading for foreman / Huron woods were decided February 18 
2004 and amabel sauble / Oliphant were decided 17 January 
2005, a full 20 months before the Noble accusations.  These 
decisions were final.  There were no requests for another 
environmental assessment, certainly not from the four people 
named.  There was a federal EA started for Amabel Sauble but it 
was initiated by the CEAA, not citizens. 
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Sept 24 2006 Letter editor Wiarton Echo from 
Mayor Carl Noble “[The environmental 
assessment by the Federal government] could 
mean that senior levels of government dollars may 
not be available for our water systems. The groups 
have made their bed and they are locked into the 
situation, so if the money is not forthcoming from 
senior levels of government, we’ll know where to 
point the finger.” (attachment ?? for full letter) 

The federal EA was initiated by CEAA, not the named 
citizens.  CEAA made clear that citizen’s had nothing to do 
with delays. 
In a July 4, 2006 letter to Mayor Noble, CEEA indicated:  “In 
response to concerns about timelines that have been voiced by 
your staff, I have pointed out that IC posted a Notice of 
Commencement for this CS in December 2004.  The federal team 
then waited for eight months while the town did not want to 
proceed with the process.  Only once we met with the Town last 
summer [of 2005] were we able to encourage them to move 
forward.”   
In a September 27, 2006 4:39 PM to APOA CEAA indicated  
“Eric [CEAA] also noted that the federal team had just come from 
a meeting with the Town, wherein we discussed the APOA's 
participation in the process. Eric noted that he had made it very 
clear to the Town that the APOA's involvement was not and 
would not likely be responsible for any delays to the 
comprehensive study process.” 

“Foreman  2004 OSTAR estimate construction 
cost $473,000.   Actual Final cost  $670 569.   
Foreman Tendered costs were higher due to 
tendering delayed by Part II Order. Tendering 
undertaken during July, 2005.”  (MPW Brad 
McRoberts from attachment 2 to PW14-2009 21 
April 2009).” 
 

The facts do not fit with the assertion.  Foreman Part II order was 
resolved by February 2004.  And federal EA decisions was 
resolved on 1 November 2004.   So the project could have been 
tendered as early as December 2004 when federal EA decision 
was given.  But Foreman tendering did not happen until eight 
months later in July 2005 and contract bylaw not until 24 October 
2005.  So McRoberts assertion of part II related delay is wrong.  
There was a delay.  But the delay not due to part II requests and 
there were no extra construction costs for any part II order delay.  
May have been small engineering cost (<$2000) due to answering 
part II request concerns.  In addition the assertion of tendering 
delay costs absurd as similar delay in tendering huron woods (one 
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month later) yet huron woods construction costs were up only 8% 
while foreman were up 42%. The assertion is ridiculous and false. 

Huron woods 2004 OSTAR estimate construction 
$$726,000.   Actual Final cost  $782,975. Huron 
woods Tendered costs were higher due to 
tendering delayed by Part II Order. Tendering 
undertaken during June, 2005.  (MPW Brad 
McRoberts from attachment 2 to PW14-2009 21 
April 2009).” 
 

Huron Woods Part II order was resolved by 18 February 2004.   
Federal EA decision was made 1 November 2004.  So could have 
been tendered as early as December 2004 when provincial ea 
decision given.  But Huron Woods tendering not until 7 monhs 
later in June 2005, and contract bylaw not until 19 months later 
on 29 August 2005.  So McRoberts assertion of part II related 
delay is wrong.  There was not any delay due to part II requests 
and there were no extra construction costs for part II order delay.  
May have been small engineering cost (<$2000) due to answering 
part II request concerns.   
P2Or’s did not cause delays or increased costs. 
The McRoberts allegation is ridiculous and false. 
 

“As indicated above, the Municipality was forced 
to deal with the Part II order requests delaying the 
environmental assessments on all eleven (11) 
water systems, which delayed the project by 
approximately 12 to 14 months.” (MPW Brad 
McRoberts from PW14-2009 21 April 2009 
COW). 
 

Oliphant Federal EA was settled November 2004  so did not 
delay. Provincial EA was settled 17 January, 2005 including a 
Delay by the minister.  Tendering was not until about March 
2006, a full 16 months after the federal EA was settled, and a full 
14 months after the Provincial EA was settled.  And the contract 
by-law not until 20 months after both Ea’s settled.  Delay was 
clearly not due to either EA.  Any delay was the town’s.  Even the 
minister’s delay in responding to the P2 order requests did not 
actually delay the project.  
 
Amabel sauble provincial ea including P2OR’s was settled 
January 2005.  Amabel Sauble provincial EA settled in Jan 17, 
2005.  The contract by-law was not until 39 months later on 28 
April 2008.  Clearly p2 requests did not cause delay.  Nor was the 
Provincial EA settlement required for federal EA.  They could 
have been concurrent.  So provincial EA did not delay start of 
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federal EA.   
Assertion is false, absurd, and libelous. 

 
“Due to the delay in undertaking the construction 
work for upgrades to comply with Drinking Water 
Protection Regulations, the Ministry of 
Environment (Owen Sound office) had imposed 
interim upgrades, which were undertaken after 
approval by the Council……The delay in 
construction had occurred due to the Part II Order 
Requests on all EA’s and, later, completion of the 
Federal EA. ” (MPW Brad McRoberts (from 
PW14-2009 21 April 2009 COW). 
 

The allegation above is preposterous because the timing doesn’t 
fit.  Interim measures were required to be completed in 2000 and 
2001.  Provincial notices of commencement of EA’s were not 
even issued until 21 December 2001 for 4 systems, and Notices of 
completion were not until March 5 2003 for Huron woods and 
foreman, Jan 31 , 2004 for Oliphant, amabel sauble.  The part II 
order requests came well after the interim upgrades were required 
to be complete.  So when upgrades were required to be complete, 
it was not even known whether there would even be any P2Or’s. 
There is no way the P2O requests could have caused the interim 
work. Had there been no P2 requests, the interim work would 
have been required just the same. 

[$121505.31 amabel sauble ] Interim upgrades 
relating to temporary chlorine contact storage, 
flow meters installation, chlorine and turbidity 
analyzer at most pumphouses, on-line monitoring 
of chlorine and turbidity as enforced by MOE due 
to delays in undertaking project due to Part II order 
and Federal EA(MPW Brad McRoberts (from 
PW14-2009 21 April 2009 COW). 

MOE orders were 2000-2002.  Part II order requests were not 
until Feb of 2004.  So there is no way Part II order requests 
caused interim upgrades.  

additional engineering amabel sauble $107,000 – 
federal EA and Part II order – estimated extra cost 
to complete federal EA and engineering to deal 
with Part II order (bump-up) requests by residents.  
Indirect cost relating to delay in tendering and 
inflation reflected in high tendered construction 
costs. MPW Brad McRoberts(MPW Brad 
McRoberts (from PW14-2009 21 April 2009 

Small part of additional $107,000 may be for response to P2OR’s, 
but small ($2000).  Part II order requests settled (denied) January 
2005.  Tendering not until 2008, .  Part II requests did not delay 
anything.  Leaves about $105 extra for federal EA and higher 
tendering costs due to time to do the federal ea and federal EA 
delays partly caused by the town. 
The allegation of delays and costs due to P2OR’s is fasle except 
for about $2000 for amabel sauble (including Oliphant) 
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COW). 
 
 
 
“the overall costs of these interim upgrades, Part II 
orders, and federal EA is estimated to be $719, 294 
(MPW Brad McRoberts (from PW14-2009 21 
April 2009 COW). 

Max related to P2or’s $3000 

“Part II orders caused costs to users to double”  
Councillor Wunderlich, Council 23 November 
2010 after reading from PW14-2009 (from C. 
Gammie notes) 

Capital costs to users did indeed almost double from 2004 
estimates to 2010. From an estimate in 2004 of $5.4 million to an 
estimate in 2010 of $9.6 million (plus/minus $1.8 million 
depending on grants.)  The actual dollar value of the increase was 
just under $3 million, of which about $3000, or .1% of the 
increase due to P2OR’s.  The assertion is false, libelous, 
defamatory. 

“I would like to explain a comment I made 
directed to an individual, and as a taxpayer of our 
community, on July 10th at a public meeting, as a 
transient representative. This individual represents 
a small special interest group that has cost the 
taxpayers of South Bruce Peninsula over a half a 
million dollars to date.  I stand for, and value, all 
taxpayers, permanent and seasonal.  I believe our 
hard earned tax dollars, with a proper attempt, 
could have been used in a much more positive 
manner, finding solutions rather than stagnating 
the process.  I support the installation of affordable 
sewers in the immediate areas that attention needs 
to be focused upon.  I do believe a treatment plant 
needs to be built with the future in mind. 
Water solutions must be found.  Today, Sauble 

No special interest group cost the taxpayers over half a million 
dollars.  No one competent ever judged the bump-up requests 
frivolous.  None of the “estimated eight thousand to eleven 
thousand dollars” due from every user had anything to do with 
bump-up requests. J. Huzak’s statements are false. 
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residents are being notified that their municipal 
water service will cost them an estimated eight 
thousand to eleven thousand dollars due to 
frivolous environmental bump-up requests.  I feel 
this is completely unacceptable, and it’s our 
responsibility to work by dramatically reducing 
this enormous financial burden.  “Jessica Huzak at 
all candidates meeting September 30, 2010 
“[to follow]    “M. Wunderlich at sauble sewers 
public meeting October 2010 

M. Wunderlich’s statements are false. 

“There were circumstances that delayed the 
project.  One of these is that it was determined late 
in the contract by the MOE that because of the 
source raw water was under the influence of 
groundwater an additional UV bulb would be 
required and this was completed in Mar. 2010.   
South Bruce Peninsula Council determined that 
those receiving the benefit will pay and staff 
followed that direction.  As you are also aware 
there were bump up requests on this system dated 
Feb. 21, 2004 and I have that document showing 
you as well as Orma Lyttle, Gwen Gilbert, Yvonne 
Harron, R. Gammie, Doug Gammie, and Craig 
Gammie were the signators requesting this bump-
up.” 
(Rhonda Cook e-mail to Pat Varley as in 2011 
August 9 Committee of the Whole Agenda) 

Rhonda Cook implies that bump-ups caused delays.  No evidence 
to support.  Real evidence says bump-ups had nothing to do with 
delays or cost increases over estimates.   Assertions are false , 
ridiculous, defamatory, libelous.   In addition, Cook has added a 
name to the list  R. Gammie.  R. Gammie did not sign the bump-
up requests, knows nothing about the bump-up requests, knows 
nothing about any of the communal water systems.  To libel and 
defame R. Gammie is unconscionable. 

This Denialist and a few cohorts have cost the 
people of this town, by some accounts, over a 
million dollars in delays on one or two projects 
alone (J. Turner in wiarton Echo, 2011 11 29) 

The “denialist” is clearly Craig Gammie.  Turner’s statements are 
ridiculous, libelous, defamatory 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 3 - Sauble amabel 
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What was McRobert’s role in this as MPW.  It’s hard to imagine that a professional 
engineer could get the blame so wrong when the facts were so readily available to him.   
And he was in the employ of council, which was controlled by the mayor and supporters.  
He would have probably lost his job if he had been truthful.  Adiufficult situation  All 
evidence is circumstantial, but in my view it suggests that McRoberts lied and knew it. 
 
As for former councillor Wunderlich,  I told him on several occasions that McRoberts 
had it all wrong, and I show him how impossible it was that the part II order requests 
caused delays or the cost increases the Wunderlich claimed.  Whether he understood any 
of it I cannot say.   But he was told.  In my view he was deliberately lying. 
 
Councillor Wunderlich’s pronouncement was not new.  He has made the same or a 
similar pronouncement publicly on several occasions, and in at least one instance named 
me as a part II order requester that had cost the small water systems users over half a 
million dollars as a result of part II order requests.  On at least one occasion Mr. 
Wunderlich referred to part II order requesters as “abusers”.  Mr. Wunderlich’s 
pronouncements are false, groundless and offensive.  Similar pronouncements by Carl 
Noble, Brad McRoberts, and others are also false. 
 
Same with Huzak, Cook and Turner.  All malicious defamatory, deliberate, known lies. 
 
 
Section 4 - What did cause delays? 
 
Foreman system delays 
 
Foreman Part II order was resolved by February 2004.  And federal EA decisions was 
resolved on 1 November 2004.   So the project could have been tendered as early as 
December 2004 when federal EA decision was  given.  But Foreman tendering did not 
happen until eight months later in July 2005 and the contract bylaw not until 24 October 
2005. The delay was entirely the council’s. 
 
Huron-woods system delays 
 
Similar to foreman. The delay was entirely the council’s. 
 
Oliphant system delays 
 
Oliphant Federal EA was settled November 2004. Provincial EA was settled 17 January, 
2005.  Tendering was not until about March 2006, a full 14 months after the Provincial 
EA was settled.  The contract by-law was not passed until 20 months after both EA’s 
were settled.  The delay was entirely council’s. 
 
Amabel Sauble system delays 
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Amabel sauble provincial ea including P2OR’s was settled January 2005.  Amabel Sauble 
federal EA was settled May 26, 2008 Amabel resolution to accept tender 14 April 2008.  
Amabel-Sauble contract by law 28 Apr 2008.  The federal EA did delay the project from 
what it would have been if there had been no federal requirement.  But the delay was 
mostly the town’s as the town started the federal EA more than 7 months after it could 
have started. 
 
It is clear that delays on all systems were the council’s. 
 
No idea why the town delayed so much on Foreman, Huron woods, and Oliphant. 
 
 
Section 5 - What was the cost of delay’s to users? 
 
Costs were being incurred for engineering, including the Federal EA and the Class EA.  
These expenses were capitalized and covered with borrowed funds.   The users were not 
assigned capital costs, except for a short period where fees were wrongly collected, until 
all systems were completed.   
 
This means that interest was mounting on money borrowed to pay costs.  This is all 
capitalized and means more to be paid by users when they eventually pay.   The longer 
the delays, the higher this cost.  
 
Also with delays there is inflation in construction costs.  These would also show up as 
higher capital costs to be paid by users.  The longer the delay the higher the costs.  But 
there is a compensating , balancing factor.  All the time construction is delayed is time 
that the users still have money in their pockets.  So as long as construction cost inflation 
is close to the borrowing costs of the users, there is no impact on users of related to 
construction cost inflation.  
 
The first two, interest on engineering and inflation construct costs do show up as capital 
costs to be paid by users.  but should not that  there is at least partial and maybe full 
balancing impact of starting the payments later.  What this means is that users were able 
to delay their personal borrowing or keep their savings longer because their payments 
were delayed by the project delays.  The balancing money however does not appear on 
the capital payment required of users.  So the interest and construction inflation costs 
would show up as increase in the capital to be repaid, while the money saved by users 
would not. 
 
I do not think non-optimum tendering time is a significant factor if it is even real.  But if 
it is real then it would result in higher than anticipated costs for all four systems.  This 
would show up in capital costs payable by users. 
 
McRobert stated that cost increases were partly due to delays.   I think this is way 
overstated.   
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Councillor Wunderlick stated that the increase in costs from $4000 per user to $8000 was 
a direct result of the delays caused by part II order requests.   This is a false allegation.  
So is the Jim Turner allegation, and all the others like it. 
 
 
 
Section 6 - Why did capital cost obligation for users double from 2004 estimate to 
2010/2011 actual? 
 
Many possible sources of cost increases: 
 
Gross underestimation of costs in 2004 
Accumulated interest on capitalized engineering costs and construction costs 
Construction cost inflation 
Non-optimum tendering 
Unanticipated Interim upgrades 
Unanticipated mandated extras not in interim upgrades 
Unmandated extras e.g. fire pumps 
Unanticipated things charged that should not have been  
Lost invoices charged to small water capital 
Cost to respond to P2RO’s 
Oversizing of mains (vs. estimate) to tie to Wiarton source water for all of sauble 
 
I believe the main reason for the cost increases was the gross underestimation of costs.  
The real reason for the increase in capitalized costs from 2004 estimate to needs to be 
determined with a forensic audit as requested by Ms. Varley.   
 
 
Section 7 - Special Oliphant system issues 
 
$44000 per connection for Oliphant fiddlehead.   How is it that this project went through?  
how is it that this was never mentioned.  And it doesn’t even work.  $440000 per 
connection and now it’s shut down because it doesn’t work! 
 
Better viable alternatives not even considered at first and then sloughed off 
 
Costs on preferred lowballed to make look more attaractive 
 
Alternativs that were considered wete not aeesssed honestly and finances if done at all 
were not done transparently 
 
Oliphant system “bundled” to hide true costs 
 
Section 8 - Special sauble system issues 
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Combining all seven systems into one at the school was chosen over just upgrading all 
seven and other intermediate alternatives.  The combine seven was the highest capital 
cost, but was chosen largely on the promise that operating cost savings justified the extra 
capital.   But another advantage that the Wiarton pipeline proponents were looking at was 
that the combine 7 fit in better with the Wiarton pipeline vision.  The combine 7 project 
would integrate with the Wiarton supply proposal, and lower its cost significantly, while 
a simple upgrade all 7 would do neither. 
 
In fact operating costs have not gone down with the combine 7 project, although it is not 
clear what operating costs would be if a different alternative had been chosen.  It is 
possible that in addition to the cost of delays, the wrong alternative was chosen, in other 
words the alternative most costly to the users was chosen when a simple proper financial 
analysis would have show another alternative preferable.  It is also possible that the 
capital cost of the combine 7 project was underestimated or the operating cost savings 
overestimated in 2004 in order to make the combine 7 alternative more attractive.   
  Key question is how much choosing the wrong “preferred solution” cost systems users 
 
On amabel sauble I note that two separate grant applications were going on 
simultanaeously: 
 

1) Comrif #2 June 2005 application  re Sauble water which included water from 
wiarton to all of sauble including amabel sauble small system users 

 
2) COIF/Ostar for upgrades to all water systems including combining seven amabel 

sauble into one. 
 

‘Later in the week Mayor Noble said the pipeline proposal is still active and the work 
done on the wells be done in a manner they can be connected to the pipeline if it is 
approved.” 

 
 
The overlap or duplication was that both grants applications covered water to the 
amabel sauble small water systems users.  If the combine and upgrade project were to 
be done first and then the line from Wiarton second, almost all of the 
combine/upgrade changes  would become obsolete, the 2.5 million wasted.   
 
 
The council may have recognized this and delayed the combination project because: 
 
1. Still a chance for COMRIF and didn’t want to see the combine-systems money 

wasted. 
 
2. Concern that if the combine/upgrade project was completed or well underway the 

COMRIF people might say bulk of problem solved so no more funds needed so 
Wiarton water project request denied. 
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Water from wiarton to sauble was the goal of someone, including 2002-2006 mayor carl 
Noble.  It was made clear that implementing parts of the combing alternative would 
reduce the costs of the wiarton source project 
 
If have pipeline from wiarton (and sauble wide sewers) as the goal, then the advantage of 
combining water systems over upgrading each system would be that it would get a lot of 
community piping in place and reduce the cost of the wiarton source pipe and increase 
chance of getting a grant   
 
It seems that the analysis was cooked to make combining more attractive than upgrading 
so that the cost of wiarton source project could be reduced , making it supposedly easier 
to get a grant for the wiarton pipeline. 
 
This left a problem for the “cooks”.  Couldn’t actually build the “combined” sauble 
school treatment plant while still pursuing the wiarton pipeline because success of the 
wiarton pipeline project would make the combining project redundant and unnecessary 
and a clear waste of money and a white elephant and a clear unnecessary cost to users and 
a clear stupid thing to do.  The only course for the people in control with the big pipe 
agenda was to delay the combining project.   
 
So the trick that they were thinking of was to choose combing regardless of whether it 
was a better choice, get approval for pipeline, then cancel the water treatment plant at the 
school. 
 
But there were difficulties getting grant for pipeline so had to stall school proposal. How?    
By delaying/not starting the federal EA, by delaying tendering, by delaying putting a 
contract bylaw before council. 
 
So the biggest source of increased costs was choosing the combing project over one of 
the alternative, namely fragmentation or the alternative of upgrading all seven , and the 
biggest source of delay was the 2002 – 2006 mayor stalling the sauble project so it would 
not sink his massive pipeline dream. 
 
And the former mayor could not be caught or seen as manipulating the program for the 
benefit of who knows whom, so he had to blame delays and costs increases (over early 
estimates) on others.  Who could be blamed?  Part II requesters.. Lyttle, Gammie, 
Simpson, Varley were named, and others implied.   
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Section 9 - The fundamental right of citizens to participate free of abuse and 
intimidation 
 
The Ontario Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) was made to ensure that undertakings 
will be carried out in a manner that is in the public interest, and in a manner that 
minimizes negative environmental impact.  Public participation is enshrined in the EAA 
to ensure that the public can ensure that decisions about undertakings are in the public 
interest.   Proponents of sewage and water undertakings must do an environmental 
assessment, but can elect to use a standardized process developed by the Municipal 
Engineers Association and called a “Class EA” as a way of meeting the Environmental 
Assessment requirements of the EAA.  If a member of the public feels that a proponent 
has not followed the Municipal Class EA process properly, and that the public interest 
has not been adequately protected, that member of the public can request a “part II order 
request”.  The part II order request literally means a request of the minister to order that a 
full EA be conducted, with a tribunal deciding the outcome, rather than just following the 
class EA.   In practice it is a request for some form of resolving the issues brought 
forward by the member of the public, and ministers responses could range from denial of 
the request to an order for the proponent to work with the member of the public to 
mediation.  A bump-up to a full EA is rare. 
 
So part II order requesters are using a process developed by the legislators of Ontario to 
protect the public interest.   
 
The requestors are using the process exactly as intended by the legislators.    
 
If part II order requests in TSBP had been frivolous, then there might be grounds to cry 
foul. 
 
But as far as I am aware none have been declared frivolous by the Minister.  In fact where 
the ministry could decide a frivolous request in a few weeks or less, several of the 
requests took over a year for the Minister to decide, which is an indication that they were 
anything but frivolous.  
 
In TSBP requestors have been called “abusers”.  This is slanderous.  
 
All P2Or’s  were use of the EAA as it was intended, not abuse. 
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