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June 11, 2025 

Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (“MECP”) 
Central Region, 
Halton Peel District Office 
4145 North Service Road, 3rd Floor 
Burlington, ON L7L 6L3 

Delivered via email only:  
Neil.Hannington@ontario.ca; 

Copy to: 
environment.haltonpeel@ontario.ca; 
Christina.Liu4@ontario.ca 

Attention: Neil Hannington, Halton-Peel District Issuing Director 

Dear Mr. Hannington, 

Re: Draft Director’s Order Number 1-280716025 
Parker’s Cleaners (Burlington) Ltd. and all, 480 Guelph Line Contamination 

Gerry Strongman Holdings Ltd. (“Strongman”) owns 466 Guelph Line, Burlington. Strongman has 
been named in a draft Director’s Order dated April 14, 2025 regarding 480 Guelph Line (“480 GL”) 
and the contamination flowing from the former dry-cleaning operations on that property to the 
surrounding neighbourhood.  We are one of the many innocent, impacted property owners.  We 
have spent more than $700,000 trying to address the contamination on our property and ensuring 
that our tenant can safely use the building.  Despite incurring these costs, we are still faced with 
being named in a Director’s Order and paying in perpetuity to clean up contamination that is the 
responsibility of others.  This is neither fair, nor in the best interests of the environment and does 
not accord with MECP technical guidance. 

The Source Property (480 GL) Must be Addressed First 

It is our understanding that until such time as the source property is remediated or contained, we 
can expect dry cleaning contaminants to flow onto our property for decades and probably much 
longer.  The structure of the draft Director’s Order, and the fact that our property happens to be 
located so close to the source property, means that we will be forever cleaning up contamination 
migrating onto our property from the upgradient source property.  Not only is this unfair and a 
waste of money, but it is also nonsensical as it will merely make conditions worse on our site.  
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Any additional funds spent by us cleaning up our property will simply be thrown away unless the 
source contamination at 480 GL is addressed first.  Proceeding in the fashion contemplated by 
the draft Director’s Order is not in anyone’s interest and does not solve the problem. While we are 
prepared to properly characterize the known groundwater contamination at our property, assess 
potential health risks and implement risk management measures, if necessary, we should not be 
required to undertake any remedial measures until the source site is addressed. 
 
Delineation Should Occur Before Requiring Remediation 
 
As we understand it, the actions that are being undertaken, or will be undertaken, by individual 
property owners will have an impact on each other.  For example, if a party installs an 
impermeable barrier at their upgradient property boundary, it will make a permeable reactive 
barrier on the next door upgradient property useless and potentially drive contamination further 
afield.  This is just one example that demonstrates the importance of coordinating the approach 
at the various properties to achieve the desired results.  The work should be carried out in a 
staged fashion, with the extent of the contamination being delineated first before requiring 
multiple, disjointed contaminant management plans to be prepared.  The delineation should be 
carried out, the data shared amongst all parties, and only then should the preparation of 
contaminant management plans be required, ideally in a coordinated fashion so as to optimize 
the effectiveness of the plans and minimize the costs to be incurred by innocent landowners.  
 
This is in keeping with recommendations made by the MECP Regional Hydrogeologist, Luciana 
Rodrigues, in her memorandum dated March 13, 2018 entitled “Groundwater Impacts at 480 
Guelph Line, Burlington, ON and surrounding area.”  Her conclusions, set out at page 7 of the 
memorandum, included the following: “Implementing a remediation system without proper plume 
delineation can compromise effectiveness and success of any future remedial option.”  At page 8 
she goes on to say: “Additional characterization of the contaminants (i.e. PCE and its breakdown 
products) is recommended to be completed according to the ITRC guideline (ITRC, 2015).”  It is 
my understanding that this guideline is a comprehensive document developed to guide qualified 
persons in the assessment of “DNAPL” sites.  
 
The dataset available here is sporadic and insufficient upon which to devise a remediation plan. 
Requiring parties to develop piecemeal contaminant management plans at this time is 
contradictory to the best practices laid out in the ITRC document and the MECP’s previous 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Protecting Occupants Health and Safety 
 
We understand that the MECP is concerned with the intrusion of contaminated vapours into 
buildings located on the impacted properties.  BlueFrog previously completed indoor air quality 
sampling in our building in September 2021.  The September 2021 data indicated that the air 
quality met the MECP Health Based Indoor Air Criteria (HBIAC).  As a responsible landlord, we 
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have already conducted additional indoor air quality sampling in 2025 at 466 Guelph Line in 
accordance with the MECP document “(Draft) Technical Guidance for Soil Vapour Intrusion 
Assessment” dated January 4, 2021, as amended. The most recent sampling performed in May 
2025 confirms the September previous results and indicates that concentrations for all 
contaminants of concern met the MECP HBIAC.  As such, there is no risk to the occupants of the 
building.  We plan on having BluMetric resample again in late fall 2025 to ensure our tenant’s 
employees are safe.  
 
Request for Meeting 
 
We would like an opportunity to meet with you to discuss how to constructively structure the work 
of the draft Order so as to avoid throwing away hundreds of thousands of additional dollars to 
remediate contamination that will continue to flow onto our property in perpetuity unless the 
source is remediated.  We are a responsible landlord and property owner with a 100+ year history 
of successfully operating a family business.  Our site continues to operate safely as a tenanted 
commercial property serving the business needs of the local Burlington community.  We are 
prepared to provide for long term mitigation of any health risks but only once the source 
contamination at 480 GL is first addressed.  We will ensure our site can be safely used in the 
meantime. 
 
We believe that with the cooperation of the MECP, 480 GL can be sold in the near future to a 
developer who is prepared to remediate the site and stop the further ongoing pollution of the 
neighbourhood.  Thereafter, the owners of the impacted properties can address the presence of 
the contamination on their properties, knowing that the source has been addressed.  Otherwise, 
a great deal more money will be wasted on ineffective remedial measures and the neighbourhood 
will be, in effect, “sterilized.”  Developers will no longer buy properties with the intention of 
remediating them and residential owners will have difficulty selling their contaminated homes, as 
everyone will face the prospect of being subject to an MECP Order in relation to contamination 
that they did not cause and cannot control.  
 
At Schedule A, you will find some questions with respect to aspects of the draft Order and some 
comments on the timelines, which we would ask you to consider if you proceed to issue the draft 
Order.  However, as indicated above, we would appreciate an opportunity to meet with you in 
person along with representatives from BluMetric to discuss the neighbourhood contamination 
issue and the draft Order.   
 
In addition, at Schedule B we have attached a copy of our letter dated August 9, 2024 addressed 
to your colleague, Susan Eves, which we ask that you read.   
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We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
 
Nick Argue, CPA, CA 
President 
The Strongman Group 
 
Work 604-990-9648, ext. 226 
nick@thestrongmangroup.com 
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Schedule A 
 

Technical Questions and Comments on the Draft Order 
 
We have the following technical questions or comments on the draft Order arranged by Item No. 
 
Item No. 4 
 
The orderees should not have to rely on the 2021 Orderees to circulate a data package on the 
work that was done by them or on their behalf. The MECP should provide the orderees with all 
the relevant data and information in the possession of the MECP. 
 
Item No. 7 
 
The timeline for doing the work of Item No. 7 is insufficient. It will take our consultant more than 
60 days from the date of their retainer for this scope of work (for which we will have 30 days to 
fulfill) to review all the necessary data and prepare a Contaminant Management Plan, along with 
cost estimate to carry out such work. The concern with the timeframe is amplified because (a) we 
have no control over when the MECP will issue the final order; and (b) it is apparent from reading 
the draft Order that there is significantly more data available than was supplied by the MECP 
along with the draft Order. We don’t want to have to appeal the draft Order solely for the purpose 
of getting a reasonable amount of time within which to comply or to get access to the data. 
 
Item No. 8 
 
Why is no Delineation Work Plan or Contaminant Management Plan required for this property? 
 
Item No. 19 
 
30 days is insufficient to retain an environmental consultant to carry out the work after the MECP 
approves the work plan. This is because it may be many months or longer before the plans are 
accepted by the MECP. As such, a new consultant may have to be retained for reasons beyond 
the control of the orderee (e.g. retirement of person with knowledge on file, consulting firm being 
sold, costs escalating due to the passage of time, etc.). 
 
General Comments 
 
All Delineation Work Plans and Contaminant Management Plans should be circulated to all 
orderees, not just the orderees in relation to a particular Item No. Similarly, the delineation work 
carried out by parties outside of the order context should be provided to all orderees. For example, 
the data generated at 458 Guelph Line is directly relevant to what we will do on our property. This 
demonstrates the challenges presented by the piecemeal approach adopted in the draft Order.  
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As set out above, the work that one party does may have a domino effect on other properties and 
the work proposed for those properties. As such, all orderees should have all the information. 
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Schedule B 
 








