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1.0 INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

Gamsby and Mannerow Limited (G&M) was retained by Carson Reid of Carson Reid Homes 

Ltd. to undertake a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the property located at 20 

Cityview Drive North in the City of Guelph, County of Wellington. The subject property is 

located on the west side of Cityview Drive North, directly north of a railway line, and currently 

consists of a residential property.   The general location of the site is presented on Figure 1. 

 

The subject property is located in the north-eastern portion of the City of Guelph, an area that 

generally consists of residential properties.   The site is occupies approximately 1.1 hectares (2.7 

acres) and consists of a residential building, a barn used for storage and a shop, and a storage 

shed.   

 

It is our understanding that this Phase II ESA is being conducted as a due diligence investigation 

to support the potential purchase and re-development of this property by Reids Heritage Homes. 

It is also our understanding that a Record of Site Condition (under Ontario Regulation 153/04 as 

amended) is not required for the site.  

 

Prior to completion of this Phase II ESA, G&M completed a Phase I ESA entitled “Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment, 20 Cityview Drive North, City of Guelph, County of Wellington” 

for the subject property in May 2011.     

 

The Phase I ESA reported that the northerly portion of the subject property was reported to have 

been filled with approximately 177 loads (6,000 to 9,000 tonnes) of fill material.  The fill 

material was reported to have been supplied to the subject property by Marshall Finamore 

Construction Ltd. (Finamore). The fill was reported to have originated from residential and road 

construction activities along Grange Road, in the City of Guelph. 

 

Based on an agreement between the property owner and Finamore, the fill material was reported 

to be unscreened soil that met the “Table 1” criteria for background concentrations of the Soil, 

Groundwater, and Sediment Standards for Use Under Part XV.1 of the Environmental 

Protection Act (March 2004).   However no analytical data was available during the site 

investigation.   
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Based on the findings of the Phase I ESAs, further investigation was recommended as part of a 

Phase II ESA to determine the condition of the subsurface soil associated with the fill material 

that was brought onto the site by Marshall Finamore Construction to fill the north-eastern 

portion of the subject property.   

 

Based on the findings of the Phase I ESA, a Phase II ESA work plan was developed, in 

consultation with the client, to assess the environmental condition of the subsurface soil related 

to the environmental concerns identified in the Phase I ESA.  The Phase II ESA investigation 

was undertaken to reduce the uncertainty with respect to the environmental condition of the soil 

at the site.   

 

For additional information regarding the site layout and setting, please refer to the Phase I ESA. 

 

2.0 APPLICABLE SOIL/GROUNDWATER CRITERIA – REGULATORY SETTING 

 

For the purpose of the soils investigation, impacts to the subject property are determined by 

comparison to the criteria identified in the Soil, Groundwater, and Sediment Standards for Use 

Under Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act (March 2004), hereafter referred to as the 

Standard.  In determining the applicable regulatory criteria of the Standard, the property use, 

groundwater scenario, and soil texture must be selected.    

 

The site is considered a residential property use and is currently serviced by an on-site private 

well. The subject property would likely be serviced upon development.  However, the City of 

Guelph obtains its water from groundwater and therefore, the Table 2 criteria (i.e., for a potable 

groundwater condition) for a residential property use was selected as the applicable soil 

Standard.   

 

As part of the determination of the soil Standards under Regulation 153/04, the soil must be 

defined as “fine and medium textured” or “coarse textured” based on site conditions.  By 

definition, coarse textured soils contain more than 50 percent by mass of particles greater than or 

equal to 75 µm in diameter.  The soils were observed to be stony silt with concrete and brick 

debris.  A grain size analysis was not conducted; therefore, the more conservative coarse textured 

criteria have been selected.   

 

In summary, the remediation Standard for the site is Table 2 (potable groundwater) for a 

residential property use with coarse grained soils.    

 

It is noted that the Standard was updated, July 27, 2009, which comes into force on July 1, 2011 

under Ontario Regulation 511/09.  Consequently, the analytical results are also compared to the 

2009 Standard as this Standard will supersede the 2004 Standard after July 1, 2011. 

 

2.1 SAMPLING METHODOLOGY 

 

Based the nature of the soils observed in the field, selected samples from the testholes were 

collected and submitted to Maxxam Analytics Inc. (Maxxam) for the analysis of metals and 

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).  The samples were placed in the appropriate 
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laboratory supplied glass containers, packaged in a cooler with ice packs and were submitted 

under typical chain of custody protocols.  The results are summarized in Table 1 and a copy of 

the laboratory Certificate of Analysis is presented in Appendix “B”.   

 

Photographs of the site conditions were taken during the subsurface investigation.  Selected site 

photographs are presented in Appendix “A”.   

 

2.2 FILL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

As reported in the previously completed Phase I ESA (G&M, December 2010), based on Mr. 

Bob Smith of Sure Fit Services, it was reported that the fill material was placed in phases from 

east to west and be comprised of: 

 

1. Topsoil,  

2. Native silty and stony soils with concrete debris, and 

3. Native silty and stony soil.   

 

The topsoil was reportedly placed furthest to the east and placed directly on the existing topsoil.  

Subsequently, the central portion and western portion of the fill areas were reported to have been 

stripped of topsoil.  The central portion of the fill area is reported to contain the most concrete 

and brick, and the western portion is reported to be native silty soils.  The fill was reported to 

have been dumped in windrows and in piles and spread with a dozer.  The soil was reportedly 

placed in approximately 0.6 to 1.3 m lifts and occasionally packed with a vibrating packer.  

Upon completion of the filling, the fill was graded.  The fill was placed to cover a natural slope, 

such that the thickest portion of fill is to the south, along the base.     

 

In order to confirm the conditions of the fill material, a limited testhole investigation was 

completed on December 15, 2010 by G&M personnel. The testholes were completed using a 

rubber tire backhoe to a maximum depth of 3.8 m and were terminated in the native soils.  

Testholes and an estimated area of fill are presented on Figure 2.  

 

 

3.0 INITIAL TESTHOLE INVESTIGATION 

 

On December 15, 2010, a total of four investigative testholes, TH-1, TH-2, TH-3, and TH-4 were 

completed onsite where the fill was inferred to be located, as shown on Figure 2.   A summary of 

the soils encountered is provided in Appendix “C”. 

 

Although the soils were observed to be mixed, no deleterious materials were noted.  The only 

construction materials observed appeared to be concrete and or brick.  No asphalt, metal, or other 

non-inert waste materials were discovered in the fill during the initial testhole investigation. 

 

For screening level purposes, one soil sample from each of the four testholes was collected and 

provided to Maxxam for analysis of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), metals and 

inorganics.   
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Based on the results of the initial testholes, additional testing was conducted to provide more 

certainty regarding the overall fill and topsoil quality.  On January 6, 2011 ten additional 

testholes were excavated in the vicinity of TH-2 (TH-2A, TH-5 to TH-13) and in additional areas 

within the fill area, as shown on Figure 2.   Six additional soil samples from select testholes were 

collected and provided to Maxxam for analysis of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 

metals and inorganics. 

 

The soil description summary is provided in Appendix “C”.  In the area of TH-2, the soils were 

observed to be mixed, and a small amount deleterious material including ash, asphalt, and coal 

were noted.  Construction materials observed consisted of concrete and brick.   

 

3.1 INITIAL TESTHOLE INVESTIGATION – FINDINGS 

 

The analytical results indicate that the concentrations for all tested parameters were below Table 

2 of the current 2004 Standard.  However, the topsoil sample from TH-2, TH-2A, TH-5, TH-7 

and TH-13 was reported to have an elevated concentration of lead that exceeds the 2009 

Standard.  The concentration of benzo(a)pyrene was also reported to exceed the 2009 Standard in 

testholes TH-2A, TH-5 and TH-7.   Testhole TH-2A was also reported to exceed the 2009 

Standard for Fluoranthene.  Elevated zinc concentrations were also noted, with exceedences of 

the 2009 Standard in TH-6 and TH-13. The analytical data is summarized on Tables 1 and 2.  

The Certificates of Analyses are presented in Appendix “B”. 

 

The identified impacts appeared to be within the topsoil fill that had been placed on the property, 

in the area shown on Figure 2.  The topsoil appeared to have been mixed with trace amounts of 

ash, coal, glass, slag, and very occasional asphalt.  Based on the reported analytical results, no 

impacts were identified in the tan to brown silty fill soils.     

 

 

4.0 CONFIRMATION OF SUSPECT FILL REMOVAL  

 

Following the testhole investigation completed by G&M, excavation and off-site disposal of the 

suspect fill material was organized by Mr. Pelligrini (the site owner) and conducted by his 

contractor.   The remediation was reportedly completed through the excavation and haulage of 

the impacted soils for use at an off-site location.  The suspect topsoil was targeted for removal by 

the contractor.  G&M personnel attended the site upon completion of the remedial activities, to 

investigate and document the soil conditions of the remaining soils.    

 

On February 22, 2011 five soil samples were collected from the walls and floor of the excavation 

as shown on Figure 3.  The soil samples were sent to Maxxam for analysis of metals, inorganics 

and PAHs.  The analytical results are summarized on Tables 3 and 4 and the Laboratory 

Certificates of Analysis are presented in Appendix “B”.   The results reported that soils along the 

east wall of the excavation did not meet the Table 2 criteria of the 2009 Standard for 

benzo(a)pyrene or fluoranthene.  The soils along the north-west wall in the vicinity of a buried 

tree stump were reported to exceed the Table 2 criteria of the 2009 Standard for several metals 

and benzo(a)pyrene.  The west floor was also noted to exceed the 2009 Standard for lead and 

benzo(a)pyrene.  All other samples met the 2004 and 2009 Standard for the tested parameters.   
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Based on the information provided, the property owner retained a contractor to complete 

additional fill removal.  G&M personnel attended the site upon completion of the additional 

remediation.  It was observed that the excavation floor had been extended approximately an 

additional 0.5 m in depth along the eastern wall.  The floor had also been further excavated along 

the west an approximate 0.5 to 1 m deeper.  No suspect topsoil fill material appeared to remain in 

the identified area. 

 

On March 4, 2011 three additional confirmation soil samples were collected from the areas that 

were further excavated.  As summarized on Tables 3 and 4, the sample concentrations were 

reported below the Table 2 criteria of both the 2004 and 2009 Standard for all tested parameters 

with the exception of zinc at sample location E Wall 3.   E Wall 3 was reported to have a 

concentration of 360 ug/g, above the 2009 Table 2 Standard of 340 ug/g.  The analytical data is 

summarized on Tables 1 and 2.  The Certificates of Analyses are presented in Appendix “B”. 

 

E Wall 3 was a sample of native tan silty soils and was not consistent with the topsoil targeted 

for removal.  The analytical results at E Wall 3 were non-detect for PAH compounds, which 

were found in trace concentrations in the topsoil.  Samples E Floor 1, W Wall 3, W Floor 2, and 

W Floor 3, are also to noted to be elevated in zinc with reported concentrations 300 to 340 ug/g.  

It is noted that the native soils in the Guelph area have been documented to have elevated zinc 

concentrations.  Based on the nature of soils and zinc occurrence, the zinc concentrations in the 

soils are deemed to be naturally occurring and are not considered a concern for the purposes of 

this investigation.   

 

As shown on Figure 3, the final excavation measured approximately 32 m long by 25 m wide.  It 

was reported by the property owner’s contractor that a total of approximately 150 half-loads (or 

1000 to 1200 tonnes) of suspect topsoil fill was excavated and hauled off-site. Upon completion 

of the confirmation sampling program, it was reported that the excavation walls were sloped and 

the excavation was left open as site development plans have not been finalized. 

 

 

5.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE/QUALITY CONTROL 

 

Prior to accepting the reported analytical values, the laboratory reports were reviewed to ensure 

method blanks and spiked samples were within accepted values.  Where applicable, surrogate 

recoveries and laboratory duplicates were also used to determine sample validity.  Based on the 

laboratory reports, the QA/QC protocols indicate the samples are valid. 

 

One “blind” field duplicate sample was collected and analyses were completed for Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) purposes.  W Floor 3 is a field duplicate sample of W Floor 

2 and was sent for analysis of metals and PAHs.  The field duplicate was utilized to assess 

whether collection, handling, storage, and transport of samples introduced bias to the analysis 

results.   

 

The field duplicate was collected in the same manner as confirmation sample.  The duplicate 

sample was submitted to Maxxam for the same analysis as requested for the corresponding 

confirmation sample.  The results were then compared to each other and the relative percent 
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difference (RPD) was calculated.  The RPD was compared to the laboratory standard quality 

control limit.  No comparisons could be made for the analysis of PAHs as all parameters were 

measured as below the detection limits and thus do not provide a reliable calculation.  

 

 As presented on Table 5, minor variation was detected in the measured concentrations of metals.  

Generally, RPD values above 15% for metals are considered to be outside the tolerable quality 

control limits and indicate that results should be further reviewed to validate sample results.  

Exceptions are made when reported values are close to the reported detection limits. 

Additionally, based on the naturally heterogeneous nature of soils, natural variability can cause 

varied results, even though mixing is conducted.  The minor variations between the confirmation 

soil sample and the duplicate sample were calculated to have RPD values 5% or less and within 

tolerable quality control limits. 

 

In summary, the QA/QC protocols conducted indicate that the reported sampling results are 

valid.   

    

6.0 CONCULSIONS & RECOMEDATIONS 

 

It is our understanding that this Phase II ESA is being conducted as a due diligence investigation 

to support the potential purchase and re-development of this property by Reids Heritage Homes.  

The purpose of the Phase II ESA was to determine with more certainty the environmental 

condition of the subject property and to investigate the areas of concern identified in the Phase I 

ESA.  Based on the subsurface investigations conducted as part of the Phase II ESA it has been 

determined that: 

 

• The phase I ESA identified a large area to the northeast of the property that had been 

filled with approximately 177 loads of fill.  The quality of fill was unknown. 

 

• Fourteen (14) testholes were excavated within the fill material in order to have more 

certainty with regard to the conditions of the fill material placed on site. 

 

• In testholes TH-1, TH-3, TH-4, TH-8, TH-9, TH-10, TH-11, and TH-12 the soils were 

observed to be silt and clay till with gravel and cobbles.  Pieces of inert construction 

material such as concrete and brick were also observed.   Analysis of fill material from 

these areas was reported to meet the Table 2 criteria of both the 2004 and 2009 Standard 

for metals and PAHs.   

 

• A pocket of impacted fill appeared consisting of mixed organic topsoil with trace ash, 

asphalt, ceramics, concrete and brick was observed to be limited to the eastern fill area 

south of the barn (testholes TH-2, TH-2A, TH-5, TH-6, TH-7 and TH-13).  Analysis of 

the suspect fill for PAHs and metals indicated that the fill in this area met the Table 2 

criteria of the 2004 Standard, but did not meet the 2009 Standards for one or more of 

lead, copper, arsenic, zinc, benzo(a)pyrene and/or fluoranthene. 

 

• Upon discovery of the impacted fill material, the property owner organized the 

excavation and off-site disposal of suspect fill material by a contractor.  
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• Following removal of the suspect soils, confirmation soil samples reported concentrations 

below the Table 2 criteria of both the 2004 and 2009 Standard for the contaminants of 

concern (metals, inorganics and PAHs). Minor zinc exceedences of the native silty soils, 

beneath the removed fill are thought to be naturally occurring and are not considered to 

pose an environmental concern for the subject property. 

 

• The final excavation measured approximately 32 m long by 25 m wide.  It was reported 

that a total of approximately 150 half-loads (or 1000 to 1200 tonnes), of suspect topsoil 

fill was excavated and hauled off-site. Upon completion of the confirmation sampling 

program, it was reported that the excavation walls were sloped and the excavation was 

left open as site development plans have not been finalized. 

 

Based on visual inspection and the final confirmation soil samples collected from the excavation 

walls and floor, it appears that the suspect topsoil fill material has been removed off-site.  No 

further environmental work is recommended at this time.   

 

Based on the testhole investigation, inert construction materials such as concrete remains within 

the silt and clay fill material in some locations.  While these materials do not pose an 

environmental concern, the presence of these materials should be considered as part of 

development planning, as required.  

 

 

7.0 STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS 

 

The information in this Phase II ESA is intended for the sole use of Carson Reid Homes Ltd. and 

their financial institution. Gamsby and Mannerow Limited accept no liability for use of this 

information by third parties. Any decisions made by third parties on the basis of information 

provided in this report are made at the sole risk of the third parties. 

 

Gamsby and Mannerow Limited cannot guarantee the accuracy or reliability of information 

provided by others.  Gamsby and Mannerow Limited does not accept liability for unknown, 

unidentified, undisclosed or unforeseen surface or sub-surface contamination that may be later 

identified. 

 

The conclusions pertaining to the environmental condition of soils and/or groundwater identified 

at the site are based on the visual observations at the locations of the investigative boreholes and 

on the analytical data for the selected soil samples.  Gamsby and Mannerow Limited cannot 

guarantee the environmental condition of soil and/or groundwater that may be encountered at the 

site in locations that were not specifically investigated.   

 

The investigative sampling completed as part of the Phase II ESA represents the soil and/or 

groundwater condition in the locations sampled only and does not necessarily represent the 

environmental condition of all fill or subsurface soils and/or groundwater located on the site.  

Further classification of the subsurface soil and/or groundwater conditions would require 

additional sampling and analyses.  
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