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August 16, 2022 

Via:  Email (jvink@woolwich.ca) 

Mr. Jeremy Vink, Manager of Planning 
Township of Woolwich  
24 Church Street West 
P.O. Box 158 
Elmira ON  N3B 2Z6 

Dear Mr. Vink: 

Re: Response to D-4 Study Peer Review Comments 
39 Arthur Street North, Elmira 
Project No.: 300051822.2000 

1.0 Introduction and Background 

At the request of 39A Holdings Ltd. and in cooperation with GSP Group, R.J. Burnside & 
Associates Limited (Burnside) has undertaken environmental assessment and other studies to 
support the proposed Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) to allow the extension of an existing 
gravel parking lot over a portion of the property at 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira (Site) that 
includes part of the former Township of Woolwich municipal landfill site known as the Bolander 
Landfill (Landfill). 

At the request of the Township of Woolwich (Township) a peer review of the D-4 Study report 
and related documents was conducted by GHD Limited (GHD).  A copy of the GHD peer review 
letter dated June 7, 2022, is attached. 

A D-4 Study refers to the MECP Guideline entitled Land Use on or Near Landfills and Dumps. 

The MECP states: This guideline protects the health, safety, convenience, and welfare of 
residents from the potential adverse effects of landfills and dumps, by restricting or controlling 
land use in their vicinity.  It complements the Ministry’s existing abatement programs, and 
Ministry staff shall refer to it when they review land use proposals. 

The Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP) indicated in an email dated 
April 25, 2022, from District Engineer, Jennifer L. Volpato M.Eng., P.Geo., P.Eng., PMP sent by:  
Esther Wearing Senior Environmental Officer that they had no major issues with the proposed 
expansion of the gravel parking lot over the eastern portion of the Landfill following their review 
of the D-4 Study report and Phase Two ESA report. 
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2.0 Responses to Comments 

In response to the peer review Burnside has revised the D-4 Study report.  A copy is provided 
under separate cover. 

The comments from the GHD peer review letter with responses as to how each comment has 
been addressed is provided in the following table.
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Peer Review Comments Responses to Address Comments 

Guideline D-4 Study 
1. Several statements are attributed to GHD during a December 2021 site visit that are misleading and inaccurate.  Detailed comments are 

provided in Attachment A.  In addition to the Guideline D-4 Study, the comments in Attachment A are applicable to similar statements 
attributed to GHD in other documents provided for review. 

Acknowledged. 
We appreciate the clarification of the recording of field 
conversations.  This has been reflected in the revised D-4 report. 

2. The proposed development will include the installation of a compacted granular surface designed to accommodate large and potentially 
heavy loads (e.g., trucks, emergency vehicles). R.J. Burnside made statements to the effect that methane gas could migrate beyond the 
property if vertical venting to surface was restricted but that given that the proposed parking lot expansion is gravel this is not expected to 
be an issue.  These statements require clarification as the proposed development will include compacted granular material, which will 
restrict venting from the surface of the landfill that may be currently occurring in the area of the proposed parking lot.  The rational for the 
conclusion that landfill gas is not expected to impact the proposed use of the surface as a gravel parking lot because the gravel will allow 
the gas to vent, also requires clarification. 

The D-4 report has been revised to clarify these comments and 
interpretation. 
• The landfill is covered with a locally derived soil cap.  The cap 

has been applied over the waste and blended with the native 
soil at the edges.  The cap reduces the rate of infiltration and 
restricts the vertical migration of methane gas.  The gravel 
parking lot will be placed over the cap.  A geotextile may also 
be used.  The rate of infiltration into the waste and the rate of 
methane gas migration out of the waste should not change 
appreciably.  Any site grading to control run off will include 
restoration of any disturbance to the cap. 

• The proposed graded gravel surface over the cap should not 
significantly alter infiltration or methane migration. 

• There is no expectation that conditions will require active 
methane gas management or installation of venting. 

• The existing gravel parking lot over the waste footprint on the 
west side of the Site has been in use for over 40 years without 
significant issues or impacts. 

3. R.J. Burnside recommends implementing a remedial action plan if methane is detected above 20% LEL (1% v/v) within the first year after 
the parking lot construction.  Potential remedial measures to be implemented are listed and include “trenching gravel windows to allow 
methane gas to vent/disperse”.  This recommendation is not considered to be consistent with industry best practice or protective of the 
public.  Venting landfill gas at closed landfills can include passive collection systems with vent stacks appropriately located for the end 
use.  Further, it is not clear if the design for the development (e.g., gravel pad, potentially with geogrid) has considered this potential 
mitigation measure.  Direct venting of landfill gas would require an Environmental Compliance Approval from the MECP. 

The D-4 report has been revised to clarify these comments and 
interpretation. 
• The waste has been covered with a soil cap.  The cap does 

restrict methane gas migration vertically from the waste.  The 
high groundwater table also limits migration.  Methane 
concentrations measured directly in the waste are worst case 
conditions. 

• Methane gas monitoring following the first year of parking lot 
construction will include monitoring methane in the waste via 
the existing gas probes and in the gravel bedding of the 
parking lot which would reflect methane concentrations at 
surface. 

• A remedial action plan will be implemented if methane is 
detected above 20% LEL (1% v/v) in the gravel above the cap. 
Remedial action could include: 
− Fencing off and restricting the use that area of the site 
− Installation of a methane gas collection and venting system 

with appropriately designed and located vent stacks which 
would require an Environmental Compliance Approval 
(ECA). 
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Peer Review Comments Responses to Address Comments 
4. The D-4 Report suggests in Section 6.1.6 that migration of methane beyond the property is not expected to be an issue and also that the 

possibility that methane gas could migrate beyond the property if venting to the surface was restricted.  With the installation of the 
compacted surface material, the proposed development has the potential to change the pathway of landfill gas at the Development 
Property.  The MECP’s Guideline D-4-1 Assessing Methane Hazards from Landfills provides the following general guidance with respect 
to the methane concentration within waste at which property boundaries with adjacent properties may not need to be assessed: 
2.4 Where studies are available that demonstrate that methane is not present in the landfilled waste at a concentration greater than 20% 
LEL, it can be assumed that methane from that landfill is not present on Adjacent Property at a higher concentration.  Property near a 
landfill that might be threatened by landfill gas is called the Adjacent Property, even though other property may separate it from the 
landfill.  Thus, it may not be necessary to assess all the property in the vicinity of a landfill to establish safe conditions for development. 

The D-4 report has been revised to clarify these comments and 
interpretation. 
• The waste has been covered with a soil cap.  The cap does 

restrict methane gas migration vertically from the waste.  The 
high groundwater table also limits migration.  Methane 
concentrations measured directly in the waste are worst case 
conditions. 

• The addition of a gravel parking lot base on top of the soil cap 
(possibly with a geotextile) will not significantly alter the 
function of the cap which restricts methane venting.  The 
addition of the gravel will not significantly alter the current 
methane gas migration pathways. 

• The landfill waste boundary is separated from the property 
boundary in all areas except for a small area on the north side 
next to Kissing Bridge Trail.  This provides a buffer between 
the waste and adjacent properties. 

• The existing gravel parking lot over the waste footprint on the 
west side of the Site has been in use for over 40 years without 
significant issues or impacts. 

5. Clarification is required as to post-development/construction perimeter soil gas probe monitoring, triggers, and contingency actions for the 
Development Property.  The proposed length of monitoring should consider the normally required monitoring period in Guideline D-4-1 
Section 3.2: 
3.2 A number of factors may influence the migration and the concentration of methane in the subsurface, and several are dependent on 
both short term and seasonal weather conditions (e.g., barometric pressure trends, soil moisture, temperature, frozen ground).  Therefore, 
to safely assess the influence of seasonal variations on these factors, except as noted in Section 3.1, at least one year and generally two 
years of monitoring, with several samples each year, are normally required. 

The D-4 report has been revised to clarify these comments and 
interpretation. 
• Methane gas monitoring following the first year of parking lot 

construction will include monitoring methane in the waste via 
the existing gas probes and in the gravel bedding of the 
parking lot which would reflect methane concentrations at 
surface.  The results will determine the scope of future 
monitoring and the scope of any remedial actions. 

• Given that the existing gravel parking lot over the waste 
footprint on the west side of the Site has been in use for over 
40 years without significant issues or impacts suggests the 
proposed parking lot expansion over the remaining waste 
footprint without disturbance to the landfill cap should not 
result in a significant impact. 

6. A statement regarding ground settlement impacts was not provided.  This should be provided. The D-4 report has been revised to clarify this comment. 
• As required by MECP policies for the maintenance of former 

landfills the soil cap will remain in place and be restored where 
disturbed. If settlement has occurred or does occur during 
parking lot expansion the cap will be restored. 
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Peer Review Comments Responses to Address Comments 
Geotechnical Investigation 
1. The Geotechnical Report provides several options for the development of the Development Property.  Clarification is requested on the 

option being implemented and if the selected option will provide adequate cover to the waste. 
The D-4 report has been revised to clarify this comment. 
The geotechnical report provides options.  The selected option is 
to maintain the existing cap and install the gravel parking lot 
surface on top of the cap possibly with the use of a geotextile.  
The cap will be maintained. 

2. The Geotechnical Report includes a recommendation to remove organic and waste material.  Clarification is requested as to how 
extensive the intended organic and waste removal would be within the landfill. 

This option will not be conducted. 
• There is no intention to remove any waste. 

3. The Geotechnical Report, Section 5.7, discusses design options should the waste not be considered feasible to be removed.  Within this 
section, asphalt pavement is provided in the proposed design.  Clarification as to if asphalt pavement will be placed on the eastern portion 
of the Development Property is requested. 

This option will not be conducted. 
• The parking lot will not be paved, it will be gravel. 

4. The Geotechnical report proposes options that include excavation of the landfill cover material.  Clarification on measures that will be in 
place during design and construction to ensure waste is not encountered/ excavated is requested. 

The landfill cap will be maintained. 
Should minor grading be required for drainage the cap will be 
restored and maintained. 
The parking lot surface above the cap will be gravel.  A geotextile 
may be added where needed. 

5. The Geotechnical Report includes recommendations for when soil is transported off-site for re-use at another site.  Clarification is 
requested as to the disposal designation and destination of soils and waste materials that may be excavated during the development of 
the Development Property. 

No soil or waste will be removed from the Site. 
 

Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report 
 The Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report proposes the installation of a bio-retention facility that will provide 

stormwater quality and quantity control.  The bio-retention facility will be located within the limit of waste at the Development Property.  
Clarification is requested as to if the base of the bio-retention facility will be impervious such that it will not contribute to leachate 
generation.  Further clarification is requested as to the design and construction approach regarding encountering waste, providing 
adequate cover to the waste, and not contributing to the leachate generation. 

The base of the bio-retention facility will be lined with a low 
permeable liner to supplement the cap and minimize infiltration 
into the waste.  The report and associated drawings have been 
updated to reflect this comment. 

Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment and RSC Opinion 
1. There are discrepancies in the information provided in the Phase Two ESA report regarding the collection and analysis of soil and 

groundwater samples.  No rationale is provided as to the suitability of the Development Property for the development given the findings of 
the Phase Two ESA.  Clarification of the validity of the conclusion in the Phase Two ESA that there are no issues for the proposed 
development is requested given the discrepancies (e.g., parameters selected and analyzed for soil and groundwater samples at each 
location, number of wells sampled, etc.).  Clarification on the rationale for the conclusion is requested. 

A revised Phase Two ESA report includes addressing these 
comments. 
• The proposed development involves the expansion of an 

existing gravel parking lot over a former landfill to the east 
over the remaining portion of the capped landfill. The overall 
environmental disturbance is minimal. 

2. GHD agrees with R.J. Burnside that an RSC would not be required for the future use of the majority of the Development Property as an 
industrial parking lot.  An RSC would be required prior to permitting a change in land use of a portion of the Development Property to a 
walking trail. 

Acknowledged. 
• A Record of Site Condition (RSC) for Parkland land use will be 

provided for the land being conveyed to the Township to 
provide a parkland link between the Kissing Bridge Trail and 
Bolander Park. 
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Peer Review Comments Responses to Address Comments 
Attachment A:  D-4 Report – Comments Attributed to GHD During December 3, 2021, On-Site Meeting 
1. Section 5.6, 2nd paragraph, 4th sentence states “They indicated that their work demonstrated to potential for a significant off-Site impact 

from methane gas and were recommending no further monitoring work”.  The above sentence is somewhat misleading as it lacks 
specificity.  Based on the results of GHD’s gas monitoring program conducted around the perimeter of the landfill, there is no potential for 
a significant off-Site impact from methane gas under current conditions and GHD is recommending that no further perimeter monitoring is 
necessary for the assessment of potential impacts to off-Site receptors.  “No further monitoring work” is somewhat general as there is still 
concentrations of methane on the landfill itself (recently measured by Burnside up to 73.8%) that have not been addressed. 

The D-4 report has been revised to clarify these comments and 
ensure we accurately reflect GHD comments. 
• We understand GHD’s comment as follows: 
• “Based on the results of GHD’s gas monitoring program 

conducted around the perimeter of the landfill, there is no 
potential for a significant off-Site impact from methane gas 
under current conditions and GHD is recommending that no 
further perimeter monitoring is necessary for the assessment 
of potential impacts to off-Site receptors.” 

2. Section 5.6, 2nd paragraph, 5th and 6th sentences state: “They also indicated that the elevated concentrations of methane in GP2-15 
appeared unrelated to the landfill.  Investigations of the gas detected in GP2-15 were not fully resolved other than it did not appear to be 
landfill related”.  The discussion was about the age of the landfill and the measured methane concentrations at probes GP1-15 and GP2-
15.  It was agreed that it appeared to be odd that there were still high concentrations of methane at these locations given that the landfill 
closed over 50 years ago.  GHD indicated that there may be organic compounds (i.e., hydrocarbons) present at the Site that are not 
related to the landfill itself, such as releases associated with the former use of the Site for auto wrecking/salvage operations, that may be 
contributing to methane, assuming that methanogenic bacteria are present that can produce methane from gasoline and oil spills. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this information and 
comments. 
• We note that GP2-15 is at the west end of the Site near the 

former automotive maintenance building and Arthur Street 
North and is not within or near the proposed area of parking lot 
expansion. 

We concur with the GHD comment: 
• “While landfills can generate methane for decades after their 

closure, the peak gas generation is usually within 10 years of 
closure.  The evidence above does not conclusively prove that 
the landfill is not contributing to the methane detected in 
GP1-15 and GP2-15, but it may suggest that the 
contamination from more recent auto wrecker activity may 
have the potential to contribute methane to the soil gas.  The 
source of the gas detected in GP2-15 has not been fully 
resolved to-date.” 

• We agree that additional investigation of this issue near 
GP2-15 is required however the issue is not close to and does 
not impact the proposed parking lot expansion. 

 One can make the argument that the composition of the soil vapour samples at GP1-15 and GP2-15 are less consistent with a 50 year old 
landfill and more consistent with a recent release of fuel and automotive hydrocarbons.  This is based on the following evidence from 
previous GHD investigations at the Site: 

Monitoring wells downgradient of the GP-15 area do not detect 
any significant concentrations of contaminants so the issue is 
interpreted to be localized.  

 a. Concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbon fractions F1 and F2 in the soil gas are elevated.  For a 50 year old landfill, we would 
typically expect concentrations of these compounds to be much lower. 

 

 b. Concentrations of F1 hydrocarbons are much higher than F2. For a 50 year old landfill, we would expect the more volatile (and more 
biodegradable) F1 fraction to be lower. 

 

 c. MTBE was detected in the soil gas.  MTBE use in gasoline began in 1979.  A 50 year old landfill could not be generating MTBE 
indicating a release(s) had occurred from the post-landfill use of the Site 

 

 d. Concentration of VOCs are higher at GP2-15 (farther from the landfill centre) than at GP1-15 (close to the landfill centre).  This 
indicates that the VOCs may not be landfill related. 

 

 e. Methane concentrations in soil gas are below detection limits on the east side of the landfill, but are elevated near the auto wrecker 
property. 

 

 While landfills can generate methane for decades after their closure, the peak gas generation is usually within 10 years of closure.  The 
evidence above does not conclusively prove that the landfill is not contributing to the methane detected in GP1-15 and GP2-15, but it may 
suggest that the contamination from more recent auto wrecker activity may have the potential to contribute methane to the soil gas.  The 
source of the gas detected in GP2-15 has not been fully resolved to-date. 
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Peer Review Comments Responses to Address Comments 
3. Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph, 3rd bullet item and Section 7.0, 3rd bullet item states: “Monitoring of methane by GHD Group on 

behalf of the Township has been ongoing for decades and recent verbal discussions indicate that the current program has determined 
that there is no significant potential for an off-Site impact and that no further monitoring on behalf of the Township is required”.  See 
Comment No. 1. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this comment. 

4. Section 6.1.2, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence states: “The interceptor system was decommissioned on behalf of the Township when studies 
deemed it was no longer required”.  Somewhat misleading as it implies that GHD determined that there are no on-Site issues with 
methane.  The active landfill gas collection system was in operation from 1984 to 2015.  Based on performance evaluation of the system, 
it appeared that a number of factors such as a shallow water table, potential blockages, and/or diminished landfill gas generation had 
resulted in a system that was not operating at an acceptable efficiency.  The activities related to the active recycling yard also resulted in 
the ongoing damage and destruction of many of the gas monitoring probes associated with the collection system making the operation 
and monitoring of the system problematic.  As a result, at GHD’s recommendation, the Township submitted a request to the MECP to 
have the landfill gas control system decommissioned, to which the MECP agreed.  GHD recommended the installation of additional 
monitoring probes and further monitoring be conducted to determine if any further active or passive landfill gas mitigative measures may 
be necessary.  The two new probes (GP1-15 and GP2-15) were monitored and sampled in 2015 and 2016.  The results indicated the 
presence of concentrations of combustible gas above 20% LEL.  A passive gas collection and venting trench was recommended near the 
form 86 Auto building, however, 86 Auto prevented the implementation of a solution to the elevated methane concentrations. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this information and 
comments. 
• We agree that additional investigation of this issue near 

GP2-15 is required however the issue is not close to and does 
not impact the proposed parking lot expansion. 

• Monitoring wells downgradient of the GP-15 area do not detect 
any significant concentrations of contaminants in the 
groundwater, so the issue is interpreted to be localized. 

5. Section 6.1.3, 2nd paragraph states: “During an on-Site meeting with Township staff and GHD staff who have been conducting monitoring 
for decades, GHD indicated that they do not believe that the readings from GP2-15 are landfill related”.  Similar Comment No. 2, GHD 
cannot conclusively say what is contributing to the observed methane concentrations at GP2-15.  The elevated concentrations of methane 
in GP2-15 may not be solely related to the landfill as other organic compounds resulting from releases to the environment by the former 
use of the property may be contributing to the observed methane concentrations.  The source of the gas detected in GP2-15 has not been 
fully resolved. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this information and 
comments. 
 

6. Section 6.1.5, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence: “A previous methane gas interceptor system installed on behalf of the Township was 
decommissioned on behalf of the Township when deemed no longer required”.  See Comment No. 4. 

 

7. Section 6.1.6, 2nd paragraph, 4th sentence states: “Assuming GP2-15 is not related to the landfill as indicated by GHD during the Site 
visit, only the concentration of methane in GP-21 was above the UEL”.  Similar to Comments No. 2 and No. 5, GHD did not indicate that 
methane detected at GP2-15 or anywhere else at the Site is not related to the landfill.  Given the historical use of the Site, there is the 
potential that organic compounds resulting from releases to the environment associated with the auto wrecking/salvage operations may 
be contributing to the observed methane concentrations.  However, without the proper studies, it is impossible to conclude definitively that 
this is occurring and, if so, to what degree. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this information and 
comments. 
• We agree that additional investigation of this issue near 

GP2-15 is required however the issue is not close to and does 
not impact the proposed parking lot expansion. 

• Monitoring wells downgradient of the GP-15 area do not detect 
any significant concentrations of contaminants in the 
groundwater so the issue is interpreted to be localized. 

8. Section 6.1.2, 3rd paragraph: “No methane gas issues, or concerns have been identified by the current owner or the previous owner of 
the Site who was interviewed prior to the recent change in ownership in 2019”.  While not attributed to GHD, it is GHD’s understanding 
that the previous owner, Frank Rattasid (as well as the prior owner, Paleshi Motors), were well aware of the methane issues at the Site as 
communicated by the Township, GHD, and the MECP. 

The D-4 report has been revised to reflect this information and 
comments. 
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3.0 Summary 

The GHD peer review provided additional information and clarification of comments/information 
from previous GHD work on the Site on behalf of the Township.  The comments and information 
have been included and addressed in the revised D-4 Study report as outlined in the Responses 
to Address Comments noted above.  A revised Phase Two ESA report has also been completed 
to address the comments. 

Burnside has no disagreements with the peer review comments and information provided by 
GHD. 

The MECP indicated in an email dated April 25, 2022, from District Engineer, Jennifer L. 
Volpato M.Eng., P.Geo., P.Eng., PMP sent by:  Esther Wearing Senior Environmental Officer 
that they had no major issues with the proposed parking lot expansion following their review of 
the D-4 Study and Phase Two ESA. 

There are no outstanding issues requiring action. 

There are no outstanding D-4 study or Phase Two ESA related issues that would impact the 
proposed expansion of the gravel parking lot for truck and trailer parking over the eastern 
portion of the capped landfill at the Site. 

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 

Jim Walls, B.Sc., P.Geo., QPESA 
Senior Geoscientist  
JW:jh,ao 

Attachments 
- Peer Review letter by GHD dated June 7, 2022

cc: Amanda Stellings, Planner – GSP Group Inc. (Via: email - astellings@gspgroup.ca)
Hugh Handy – GSP Group Inc. (Via: email - hhandy@gspgroup.ca)
Robert Shapero, 39A Holdings Ltd. (Via: email - robert@expressgroup.ca)

Other than by the addressee, copying or distribution of this document, in whole or in part, is not permitted without the express 
written consent of R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited. 
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  The Power of Commitment 

                                          GHD Ltd  

Our ref: 12583866 

07 June 2022 

Jeremy Vink  
Manager of Planning 
Township Woolwich  
24 Church Street West 
P.O. Box 158 
Elmira, ON   N3B 2Z6 

Peer Review – Guideline D-4 Study, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario 

Dear Jeremy 

1. Introduction

At the request of Township of Woolwich (Township), GHD Limited (GHD) reviewed the Guideline D-4 Study 

provided for the proposed development at 39 Arthur Street North in Elmira, Ontario (the Development 

Property). The western portion of the Development Property is currently used as a gravel parking lot, and it has 

been proposed that gravel parking for truck and trailers will be extended over the eastern portion of the 

property. 

The Development Property is located in an area of mixed industrial, residential and community property uses. 

The Development Property is bounded by: Kissing Bridge Trail and then industrial property use to the north; 

residential property on High Street/George Street to the east; Bolender Park and then residential property along 

Riverside Drive East to the south, and Arthur Street North and then industrial property to the west. A splashpad 

and playground is located in the southeast portion of Bolender Park. Canagagigue Creek is present to the 

south of the Development Property and flows towards the southeast. The west side of the Development 

Property is occupied by the existing gravel parking lot and a two-storey building with a basement formerly used 

as an autobody shop. 

Bolender Landfill (Landfill) is located on the eastern portion of the Development Property and covers the 

majority of the area for the proposed gravel parking lot extension. The Landfill is closed and is approximately 

1.8 hectares (ha) in area. The surface of the Landfill is vegetated with sparse groupings of trees and foliage. 

The topography is relatively flat with a slope towards Canagagigue Creek in the southern portion of the Landfill. 

The Landfill was reported to be active between approximately 1962 and 1969 based on aerial photos. 

The Development Property is approximately 4.66 ha and is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of 

Riverside Drive East and Arthur Street North. The parking lot extension is proposed to be extended onto an 

undeveloped portion of land, located east of the existing building and parking lot areas, with an approximate 

area of 1.95 ha. Two direct accesses into the Development Property are proposed, including an existing access 

http://www.ghd.com/
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from Arthur Street North and a maintenance/emergency access from High Street. No buildings/structures, or 

paved surfaces are proposed as part of the proposed development. 

GHD’s Peer Review was focussed primarily on the Guideline D-4 Study. However, the following documents 

were also provided to GHD for this review, and were reviewed for background information: 

– Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of 39 Arthur Street in part of Lot 89, Town of Elmira, Waterloo

County, Ontario, prepared by Lincoln Environmental Consulting Corp., dated August 2021.

– Phase One Environmental Site Assessment, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated October 21, 2021.

– Guideline D-6 Compatibility Study for the Proposed Industrial Parking Lot, 39 Arthur Street, Elmira,

Ontario, prepared by R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated October 22, 2021.

– Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Parking Lot Expansion and Reconstruction, 39 Arthur Street North,

Elmira, Ontario, prepared by CMT Engineering Ltd for R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated

October 25, 2021.

– Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated November 5, 2021.

– Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario,

prepared by R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated December 22, 2021.

– Letter “Environmental Conditions and Record of Site Condition Requirements for OPA, ZBA, and SPC

Applications, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira”, prepared by R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited, dated

December 22, 2021.

– Guideline D-4 Study, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by R.J. Burnside & Associates

Limited, dated December 23, 2021.

– Planning Justification Report, 39 Arthur Street North, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by GSP Group, dated

January 2022.

– Tree Preservation Plan, 39 Arthur Street, Elmira, prepared by Natural Resource Solutions, dated

January 19, 2022.

– Environmental Impact Study Report, 39 Arthur Street, Elmira, prepared by Natural Resource Solutions,

dated January 31, 2022.

In addition to the above, GHD checked for Environmental Compliance Approvals (ECAs) or other approvals 

associated with the Development Property. The Landfill has no current Certificate of Approval (C of A) or ECA 

associated with the landfill. 

GHD was retained to complete a peer review of the Guideline D-4 Study, dated December 23, 2021, and 

complete a background review of the other related environmental and engineering reports for the Development 

Property listed above. The review of the reports was limited to information related to the presence of waste and 

the evaluation of soil gas quality for the Development Property. A primary focus was put on reviewing the 

Guideline D-4 Study for this peer review. 

The scope of the peer review was limited to determining if the reports prepared satisfied the requirements of 

Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) Guideline D-4 Land Use On or Near 

Landfills and Dumps (Guideline D-4) and Procedure D-4-1 Assessing Methane Hazards from Landfill Sites 

(Procedure D-4-1). The review focused on the following: 

– Appropriate evaluation of potential risks, nuisance and environmental impacts for the Development

Property due to the proximity to the Landfill, including evaluation of the following:

• Land use

• Groundwater quality

• Surface water quality

• Soil quality
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• Combustible gas

• Ground settlement

– Proper identification of appropriate management controls if potential impacts were identified.

The remaining sections of this letter provide a brief background summarizing the findings of the above 

documents and present GHD’s comments. 

2. Documentation Summary

A brief summary of the documentation reviewed is provided below, for the information related to the presence 

of waste and the soil gas quality. 

Report “Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of 39 Arthur Street in Part of Lot 89”, dated August 2021 

No archaeological resources were identified during the Stage 2 archaeological assessment of the study area 

and no further archaeological assessments were recommended for the Development Property. The 

Archaeological Assessment is not relevant for this peer review as per the requirements under Guideline D-4. 

Report “Phase One Environmental Site Assessment”, dated October 21, 2021 

A Phase One Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for the Development Property. The 

Phase One ESA identified that the first developed use of the Development Property was in 1962 as a municipal 

landfill. The following Potentially Contaminating Activities (PCAs) were identified: 

– On-Site PCA #10 – Commercial Autobody Shops

– On-Site PCA #28 – Gasoline and Associated Products Storage in Fixed Tanks – former USTs

– On-Site PCA #49 – Salvage Yard (including automobile wrecking)

– On-Site PCA #59 – Waste Disposal and Waste Management - related to the Landfill

– Off-Site PCA #28 – Gasoline and Associated Products Storage in Fixed Tanks – 45 Arthur Street N.

– Off-Site PCA #46 – Rail Yards, Tracks, and Spurs – north of the Development Property

– Off-Site PCA #58 – Textile Manufacturing and Processing – Superior Felt Company to the west

The following Areas of Potential Environmental Concern (APECs) were identified: 

– West portion of the Development Property – building and former USTs

– East portion of the Development Property - landfilling activities associated with the Landfill

– North property boundary adjacent to former railway

– Gravel parking area in the vicinity of former salvaging and automobile recycling operations

The Phase One ESA identified the following potential contaminants of concern (PCOCs) associated with the 

above APECs: 

– Petroleum hydrocarbon fractions F1 to F4 (PHC F1 to F4) – fuels and oils

– Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) – fuels, solvents, and adhesives

– Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) – railway tracks

– Metals and inorganics – scrap metal

Based on the findings of the Phase One ESA, it was recommended that a Phase Two ESA be conducted to 

investigate the soil and groundwater quality in the areas of the above identified APECs.  
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Report “Guideline D-6 Compatibility Study for the Proposed Industrial Parking Lot” dated October 22, 

2021 

The Guideline D-6 Study was completed to document potential noise, dust, odour, and vibration impacts of the 

proposed parking lot extension on local residences in the surrounding area. The Guideline D-6 Study 

determined that the proposed use of the Development Property was not expected to have a potential negative 

impact on the surrounding area from noise, dust, odours, or vibration. 

Report “Geotechnical Investigation”, dated October 25, 2021 

The geotechnical investigation involved drilling 8 boreholes, with 6 boreholes being developed into groundwater 

monitoring wells. The geology on the Development Property was identified to consist of asphalt and topsoil, 

underlain by fill containing refuse, underlain by sand and gravel, native sand, and silty sand/sandy silt. 

Boreholes were drilled to a depth of between 3 and 5 metres below ground surface (mbgs). Groundwater was 

identified to be encountered between 1.83 and 3.05 mbgs. 

The geotechnical investigation report proposed several options for the development of the Development 

Property. 

Report “Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment”, dated November 5, 2021 

A Phase Two ESA was completed on the Development Property for environmental due diligence for the 

development of the parking lot extension. As part of the Phase Two ESA, a drilling and groundwater sampling 

program was completed. Additionally, the limits of the Landfill were determined with a test pitting program. 

The Phase Two ESA indicates that the scope of work included the following investigation activities: 

– Twenty test pits were completed to depths ranging from 3.05 mbgs to 4.88 mbgs to determine subsurface

conditions in the area of the Landfill including waste characterization and delineation of the Landfill

boundary.

– Nine boreholes were completed to depths ranging from 5.48 mbgs to 8.23 mbgs to investigate soil

conditions. A minimum of one soil sample per borehole was selected for the analysis of PCOCs on the

basis of field screening. Samples of waste in the Landfill were not collected for chemical analysis.

– Groundwater monitoring wells were installed in seven of the boreholes to depths ranging from 4.57 mbgs

to 9.14 mbgs. Groundwater samples were collected from select new well locations as well as seven

existing wells.

– Soil and groundwater samples were analyzed for select PCOCs.

The Phase Two ESA concluded that waste did not extend off-site, with the exception of a small portion near the 

railway to the north. Groundwater samples met the applicable Site Condition Standards with the exception of a 

slightly elevated concentration of lead for the groundwater sample collected from well MW-1. Select soil 

samples exceeded the applicable Site Condition Standards. 

The Phase Two ESA concluded that “no soil and groundwater related issues were identified that would impact 

the proposed expansion of the gravel parking lot to the east over the unused footprint of the former landfill”. 

Report “Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report”, dated December 22, 2021 

The Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management report for the proposed parking lot extension was 

prepared in support of a Site Plan Application for the Development Property. Drainage from the parking lot 

extension was proposed to be graded to drain towards the south. A bio-retention facility was proposed for the 

south of the parking lot extension for the purposes of providing stormwater management quantity and quality 

control. 

Letter “Environmental Condition and Record of Site Condition Requirements for OPA, ZBA, and SPC 

Applications”, dated December 22, 2021 

R.J. Burnside completed a review of potential RSC requirements for the Development Property. The letter 

summarizes correspondence with the MECP regarding the redevelopment of the Development Property. It 
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states that the MECP indicated they have no issues with the portion of the Landfill that underlies the existing 

parking lot area. The letter states that in accordance with Ontario Regulation 153/04, a Record of Site 

Condition is not required for the proposed expansion of the parking lot. It states that a Record of Site Condition 

would be required for the proposed 12.25 m wide strip of land being conveyed to the Township for use as a 

public trail connecting the Kissing Bridge Trail to Bolender Park. 

Report “Guideline D-4 Study”, dated December 23, 2021 

The D-4 Guideline Study was completed to evaluate whether the Landfill has the potential to impact the 

Development Property, including groundwater, surface water, soil gas and nuisance impacts. The D-4 

Guideline Study relied on the soil and groundwater sampling results obtained from the Phase Two ESA as well 

as a soil gas study that was completed concurrently with the Phase Two ESA.  The soil gas study included the 

installation of five new gas probes and one round of soil gas sampling at the five new gas probes and five 

existing probes. Water levels were collected from the monitoring wells and gas composition readings were 

collected from the gas probes. Municipal solid waste was identified in some test pit locations within the footprint 

of the Landfill. 

The D-4 Guideline Study identified that groundwater, soil, and nuisance impacts from the Landfill are present 

on the Development Property, although they are unlikely to impact the development due to the nature of the 

proposed site use as a parking lot. No surface water, air, or noise impacts were identified. 

The D-4 Guideline study identified landfill gas (LFG) containing methane above the lower explosive limit (LEL) 

across the Development Property. The D-4 Guideline Study stated that combustible gas would not impact the 

gravel parking lot extension as it would allow the LFG to vent naturally. R.J. Burnside recommended that the 

parking lot be constructed of gravel and that it is only used for parking trucks and trailers, with no buildings or 

on ground storage. R.J. Burnside also recommended that site conditions be confirmed with one year of 

quarterly gas monitoring of gas probes, monitoring wells, and surficial soils following the construction of the 

parking lot. R.J. Burnside specifies that if methane is detected at shallow sub-subsurface points or at surface 

within the parking area at levels above 20% LEL (1% v/v) then a remedial action plan will need to be 

implemented, which could include confirmation testing, trenching gravel windows to allow methane gas to 

vent/disperse, and/or restricting parking in the affected areas. 

Report “Planning Justification Report”, dated January 2022 

The Planning Justification Report was completed in support of Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-Law 

Amendment applications for the proposed developments. The purpose of the Official Plan Amendment is to 

extend the “Industrial” designation to the eastern portion of the Development Property and align the “Open 

Space” designation with the floodplain of the Canagagigue Creek. The Zoning By-Law Amendment application 

will rezone the portion of the Development Property that is currently used and proposed to be used for the 

parking lot to the M-1 zone and to align the floodplain overlay with the updated floodplain mapping. The 

Planning Justification Report concluded that the proposed applications are appropriate of public interest and 

represent good planning. 

Report “Tree Preservation Plan”, dated January 19, 2022 

The Tree Preservation Plan identified steps to be completed to protect trees prior to, during, and post 

construction activities. The Tree Preservation Plan is not relevant for this peer review as per the requirements 

under Guideline D-4. 

Report “Environmental Impact Study”, dated January 31, 2022 

The Environmental Impact Study involved completion of a field survey to characterize natural features and 

identify significant or sensitive species and natural features that have the potential to be negatively affected by 

the proposed development. The Environmental Impact Study identified potential for bat habitat to occur on the 

Development Property. Additionally, it identified a Butternut tree within 25 m of the development, which requires 

appropriate consideration. It was recommended that a certified arborist/forester be on-site during construction 

to provide recommendations for the Butternut tree. Additionally, it was recommended that the vegetation 
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clearing be conducted outside bird nesting season, noise and light impacts be limited, construction laydown 

areas and access areas be demarked, an erosion control plan and spills plan be developed, and the prevention 

of unnecessary construction disturbance. The Environmental Impact Study is not relevant for this peer review 

as per the requirements under Guideline D-4. 

3. Peer Review Comments

Based on our review of the above documents, we provide the following comments: 

Guideline D-4 Study  

1. Several statements are attributed to GHD during a December 2021 site visit that are misleading and

inaccurate. Detailed comments are provided in Attachment A.  In addition to the Guideline D-4 Study, the

comments in Attachment A are applicable to similar statements attributed to GHD in other documents

provided for review.

2. The proposed development will include the installation of a compacted granular surface designed to

accommodate large and potentially heavy loads (e.g., trucks, emergency vehicles). R.J. Burnside made

statements to the effect that methane gas could migrate beyond the property if vertical venting to surface

was restricted but that given that the proposed parking lot expansion is gravel this is not expected to be an

issue. These statements require clarification as the proposed development will include compacted

granular material, which will restrict venting from the surface of the landfill that may be currently occurring

in the area of the proposed parking lot.  The rational for the conclusion that landfill gas is not expected to

impact the proposed use of the surface as a gravel parking lot because the gravel will allow the gas to

vent, also requires clarification.

3. R.J. Burnside recommends implementing a remedial action plan if methane is detected above 20% LEL

(1% v/v) within the first year after the parking lot construction. Potential remedial measures to be

implemented are listed and include “trenching gravel windows to allow methane gas to vent/disperse”. This

recommendation is not considered to be consistent with industry best practice or protective of the public.

Venting landfill gas at closed landfills can include passive collection systems with vent stacks appropriately

located for the end use.  Further, it is not clear if the design for the development (e.g., gravel pad,

potentially with geogrid) has considered this potential mitigation measure. Direct venting of landfill gas

would require an Environmental Compliance Approval from the MECP.

4. 4The D-4 Report suggests in Section 6.1.6 that migration of methane beyond the property is not expected

to be an issue and also that the possibility that methane gas could migrate beyond the property if venting

to the surface was restricted.  With the installation of the compacted surface material, the proposed

development has the potential to change the pathway of landfill gas at the Development Property. The

MECP’s Guideline D-4-1 Assessing Methane Hazards from Landfills provides the following general

guidance with respect to the methane concentration within waste at which property boundaries with

adjacent properties may not need to be assessed:

2.4 Where studies are available that demonstrate that methane is not present in the landfilled 
waste at a concentration greater than 20% LEL, it can be assumed that methane from that 
landfill is not present on Adjacent Property at a higher concentration. Property near a landfill 
that might be threatened by landfill gas is called the Adjacent Property, even though other 
property may separate it from the landfill. Thus, it may not be necessary to assess all the 
property in the vicinity of a landfill to establish safe conditions for development. 

5. Clarification is required as to post-development/construction perimeter soil gas probe monitoring, triggers,

and contingency actions for the Development Property. The proposed length of monitoring should consider

the normally required monitoring period in Guideline D-4-1 Section 3.2:

3.2 A number of factors may influence the migration and the concentration of methane in the 
subsurface, and several are dependent on both short term and seasonal weather conditions 
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(e.g., barometric pressure trends, soil moisture, temperature, frozen ground). Therefore, to 
safely assess the influence of seasonal variations on these factors, except as noted in Section 
3.1, at least one year and generally two years of monitoring, with several samples each year, 
are normally required. 

6. A statement regarding ground settlement impacts was not provided. This should be provided.

Geotechnical Investigation 

1. The Geotechnical Report provides several options for the development of the Development Property.

Clarification is requested on the option being implemented and if the selected option will provide adequate

cover to the waste.

2. The Geotechnical Report includes a recommendation to remove organic and waste material. Clarification

is requested as to how extensive the intended organic and waste removal would be within the landfill.

3. The Geotechnical Report, Section 5.7, discusses design options should the waste not be considered

feasible to be removed. Within this section, asphalt pavement is provided in the proposed design.

Clarification as to if asphalt pavement will be placed on the eastern portion of the Development Property is

requested.

4. The Geotechnical report proposes options that include excavation of the landfill cover material.

Clarification on measures that will be in place during design and construction to ensure waste is not

encountered/ excavated is requested.

5. The Geotechnical Report includes recommendations for when soil is transported off-site for re-use at

another site. Clarification is requested as to the disposal designation and destination of soils and waste

materials that may be excavated during the development of the Development Property.

Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report 

1. The Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report proposes the installation of a bio-retention

facility that will provide stormwater quality and quantity control. The bio-retention facility will be located

within the limit of waste at the Development Property. Clarification is requested as to if the base of the bio-

retention facility will be impervious such that it will not contribute to leachate generation. Further

clarification is requested as to the design and construction approach regarding encountering waste,

providing adequate cover to the waste, and not contributing to the leachate generation.

Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment and RSC Opinion 

1. There are discrepancies in the information provided in the Phase Two ESA report regarding the collection

and analysis of soil and groundwater samples. No rationale is provided as to the suitability of the

Development Property for the development given the findings of the Phase Two ESA. Clarification of the

validity of the conclusion in the Phase Two ESA that there are no issues for the proposed development is

requested given the discrepancies (e.g., parameters selected and analyzed for soil and groundwater

samples at each location, number of wells sampled, etc.). Clarification on the rationale for the conclusion

is requested.

2. GHD agrees with R.J. Burnside that a RSC would not be required for the future use of the majority of the

Development Property as an industrial parking lot. A RSC would be required prior to permitting a change

in land use of a portion of the Development Property to a walking trail.

4. Peer Review Statement

A response to the comments present in this letter should be provided. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact us, should you have any questions. 

Regards 

Randy Moore, P.Eng. 
Senior Engineer 

519-340-3865
randy.moore@ghd.com

Warren Croft, P.Eng. 
Engineering Leader 

905-301-7217
warren.croft@ghd.com

Victoria Shortreed, P.Eng. 
Engineering Leader 

647-927-7796
victoria.shortreed@ghd.com

RM/kf/1 

Encl. 
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Attachment A 

D-4 Report – Comments Attributed to GHD During December 3, 2021 On-Site Meeting 

1. Section 5.6, 2nd paragraph, 4th sentence states “They indicated that their work demonstrated to 
potential for a significant off-Site impact from methane gas and were recommending no further 
monitoring work”. The above sentence is somewhat misleading as it lacks specificity. Based on the 
results of GHD’s gas monitoring program conducted around the perimeter of the landfill, there is no 
potential for a significant off-Site impact from methane gas under current conditions and GHD is 
recommending that no further perimeter monitoring is necessary for the assessment of potential 
impacts to off-Site receptors. “No further monitoring work” is somewhat general as there is still 
concentrations of methane on the landfill itself (recently measured by Burnside up to 73.8%) that have 
not been addressed. 

2. Section 5.6, 2nd paragraph, 5th and 6th sentences state: “They also indicated that the elevated 
concentrations of methane in GP2-15 appeared unrelated to the landfill. Investigations of the gas 
detected in GP2-15 were not fully resolved other than it did not appear to be landfill related”. The 
discussion was about the age of the landfill and the measured methane concentrations at probes 
GP1-15 and GP2-15. It was agreed that it appeared to be odd that there were still high concentrations 
of methane at these locations given that the landfill closed over 50 years ago. GHD indicated that 
there may be organic compounds (i.e., hydrocarbons) present at the Site that are not related to the 
landfill itself, such as releases associated with the former use of the Site for auto wrecking/salvage 
operations, that may be contributing to methane, assuming that methanogenic bacteria are present 
that can produce methane from gasoline and oil spills. 

One can make the argument that the composition of the soil vapour samples at GP1-15 and GP2-15 
are less consistent with a 50 year-old landfill and more consistent with a recent release of fuel and 
automotive hydrocarbons. This is based on the following evidence from previous GHD investigations 
at the Site: 

a. Concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbon fractions F1 and F2 in the soil gas are elevated. For a 
50 year-old landfill, we would typically expect concentrations of these compounds to be much 
lower. 

b. Concentrations of F1 hydrocarbons are much higher than F2. For a 50 year-old landfill, we would 
expect the more volatile ( and more biodegradable) F1 fraction to be lower. 

c. MTBE was detected in the soil gas. MTBE use in gasoline began in 1979. A 50 year-old landfill 
could not be generating MTBE indicating a release(s) had occurred from the post-landfill use of 
the Site  

d. Concentration of VOCs are higher at GP2-15 (farther from the landfill centre) than at GP1-15 
(close to the landfill centre). This indicates that the VOCs may not be landfill-related.  

e. Methane concentrations in soil gas are below detection limits on the east side of the landfill, but 
are elevated near the auto wrecker property. 

While landfills can generate methane for decades after their closure, the peak gas generation is 
usually within 10 years of closure. The evidence above does not conclusively prove that the landfill is 
not contributing to the methane detected in GP1-15 and GP2-15, but it may suggest that the 
contamination from more recent auto wrecker activity may have the potential to contribute methane to 
the soil gas. The source of the gas detected in GP2-15 has not been fully resolved to-date. 

3. Executive Summary, 3rd paragraph, 3rd bullet item and Section 7.0, 3rd bullet item states: “Monitoring 
of methane by GHD Group on behalf of the Township has been ongoing for decades and recent 
verbal discussions indicate that the current program has determined that there is no significant 
potential for an off-Site impact and that no further monitoring on behalf of the Township is required”. 
See Comment No. 1. 

4. Section 6.1.2, 1st paragraph, 4th sentence states: “The interceptor system was decommissioned on 
behalf of the Township when studies deemed it was no longer required”. Somewhat misleading as it 
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implies that GHD determined that there are no on-Site issues with methane. The active landfill gas 
collection system was in operation from 1984 to 2015. Based on performance evaluation of the 
system, it appeared that a number of factors such as a shallow water table, potential blockages, 
and/or diminished landfill gas generation had resulted in a system that was not operating at an 
acceptable efficiency. The activities related to the active recycling yard also resulted in the ongoing 
damage and destruction of many of the gas monitoring probes associated with the collection system 
making the operation and monitoring of the system problematic. As a result, at GHD’s 
recommendation, the Township submitted a request to the MECP to have the landfill gas control 
system decommissioned, to which the MECP agreed. GHD recommended the installation of additional 
monitoring probes and further monitoring be conducted to determine if any further active or passive 
landfill gas mitigative measures may be necessary. The two new probes (GP1-15 and GP2-15) were 
monitored and sampled in 2015 and 2016. The results indicated the presence of concentrations of 
combustible gas above 20% LEL. A passive gas collection and venting trench was recommended 
near the form 86 Auto building, however, 86 Auto prevented the implementation of a solution to the 
elevated methane concentrations. 

5. Section 6.1.3, 2nd paragraph states: “During an on-Site meeting with Township staff and GHD staff 
who have been conducting monitoring for decades, GHD indicated that they do not believe that the 
readings from GP2-15 are landfill related”. Similar Comment No. 2, GHD cannot conclusively say what 
is contributing to the observed methane concentrations at GP2-15. The elevated concentrations of 
methane in GP2-15 may not be solely related to the landfill as other organic compounds resulting from 
releases to the environment by the former use of the property may be contributing to the observed 
methane concentrations. The source of the gas detected in GP2-15 has not been fully resolved. 

6. Section 6.1.5, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence: “A previous methane gas interceptor system installed on 
behalf of the Township was decommissioned on behalf of the Township when deemed no longer 
required”. See Comment No. 4. 

7. Section 6.1.6, 2nd paragraph, 4th sentence states: “Assuming GP2-15 is not related to the landfill as 
indicated by GHD during the Site visit, only the concentration of methane in GP-21 was above the 
UEL”. Similar to Comments No. 2 and No. 5, GHD did not indicate that methane detected at GP2-15 
or anywhere else at the Site is not related to the landfill. Given the historical use of the Site, there is 
the potential that organic compounds resulting from releases to the environment associated with the 
auto wrecking/salvage operations may be contributing to the observed methane concentrations. 
However, without the proper studies, it is impossible to conclude definitively that this is occurring and, 
if so, to what degree. 

8. Section 6.1.2, 3rd paragraph: “No methane gas issues, or concerns have been identified by the 
current owner or the previous owner of the Site who was interviewed prior to the recent change in 
ownership in 2019”. While not attributed to GHD, it is GHD’s understanding that the previous owner, 
Frank Rattasid (as well as the prior owner, Paleshi Motors), were well aware of the methane issues at 
the Site as communicated by the Township, GHD, and the MECP. 
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