Date:
AP’s File Number: <if any>
CSAP Society
613-744 West Hastings St

Vancouver, BC V3N 4K9

Attn: Executive Director

Dear Sir/Madam:

Re: AP Arms Length Review of the Submission Package for the Recommendation under Protocol 6 for <instrument>, <site address>

Site Owner:
Responsible Person: 
Civic Address of Site: 
BC Ministry of Environment File No.: <if known> SITE No. <if known>
At your request, I have completed the review of the above reference work as presented in the following reports:
1. List Reports…

1.0 SCOPE OF REVIEW

This review was undertaken in general accordance with the draft practice guidance developed by the CSAP Society. The review process included the following steps:

· initial review of the above listed reports and preparation of draft findings;

· discussions with Consultant on how to address comments and gaps;

· incorporation of clarification and additional information in revised report submitted by Consultant;

· review of response and preparation of updated review comments;

· additional response and revised Stage 2 PSI report provided by Consultant; and

· Final review of reports and response documents and preparation of Roster Review Summary.

The following comments and notes provide the reviewer’s interpretation of the adequacy of the work conducted at the above references site, based on the information contained in the report, the response letters, and discussions.
2.0 CHECKLIST ITEMS

2.1 Reliance on Previous Reports

Consultant stated that the information from previous investigations were reliable except where noted. In particular, further details on historical site activities were obtained. This additional information led to adjustment of some of the PCOC for the site, as discussed below.

2.2 Summary of Site Condition and Summary of Report Participants
Comments on these issues…

2.3 Checklist Items

Comment on these issues…

2.4 Legal plan, land titles, registry search

Identify if current versions provided and identify where they occur.

2.5 Site History Maps, photos and air photos

Comment on whether these issues have been adequately addressed. 
3.0 APPLICABLE STANDARDS
Indentify if the identified standards are appropriate.
4.0 INDENTIFICATION OF AEC AND PCOC – STAGE 1 PSI

Comment on documentation issues
Confirm that the Scopes of the Stage 1 PSI and reporting are in general accordance with CSR and MoE requirements.

Confirm that the list of AECs and APECs identified is comprehensive
5.0 CONFIRMATION OF PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF CONTAMINATION – STAGE 2 PSI

Comment on documentation issues

Comment on data quality and reliance

Confirm that the scope of Stage 2 PSI activities completed meets CSR and MoE Requirements.
6.0 CHARACTERIZATION AND DELINEATION OF THE CONTAMINATION – DSI
Comments

7.0 REMEDIAL PLAN OR CONFIRMATION OF REMEDIATION REPORT

Comment on data quality and reliance

Comment on documentation issues
8.0 SCREENING LEVEL RISK ASSESSMENT

Comment on data quality and reliance

Comment on documentation issues
9.0 RISK ASSESSMENT

Comment on data quality and reliance

9.1 Stage 2 PSI Reports
9.1.1 Geology and hydrogeology

The local and regional geology and hydrology is important for the overall interpretation of the investigation results and for determining the adequacy of the combined investigations. The following is a brief summary of my interpretation of the conditions based on the information provided in the reports.
9.1.2 Scope of Investigations

The density and coverage of soil sampling across the site appears to be adequate with sampling locations at spacing of 5 to 10m.

9.1.3 APEC specific comments
Groundwater: Groundwater samples were analyzed for the relevant PCOC’s

APEC XX – Onsite

APEC YY – Imported fill

APEC ZZ – Off-site sources

10.0 IMPLICATION OF INTERIM SOIL VAPOUR GUIDANCE

10.1 Relevant Site Conditions
10.2 List of PCOC for Vapour Pathway

10.3 Conceptual Model

10.4 Vapour Sampling Program

10.5 Soil Vapour QA/QC

10.6 Vapour Intrusion Discussion

10.6.1 Soil Vapour Results

10.6.2 Attenuation Factor Issues

10.6.3 Site Building Characteristics

10.7 Soil Vapour Results and Risk Characterization
10.8 Soil Vapour Uncertainty Analysis

11.0 NEED FOR POST REMEDIATION MONITORING

12.0 REVIEW CONCLUSIONS

Collectively, the information provided in the initial reports submitted and in subsequent information submitted substantially meet the applicable key report delivery requirements described in Part F of the Ministry’s Contaminated Sites Services Application form. Furthermore, considering the additional comments provided, it is my opinion that:
· The Stage 1 Preliminary Site Investigations (PSI) identified the appropriate the areas of potential environmental concern (APEC) and the potential contaminants of concern (PCOC).

· The Stage 2 PSI provided adequate sampling to confirm the absence of PCOCs at the APECs; and therefore, that there is no need for additional investigations.

· The DSI report adequately delineated the contamination identified in the Stage 2 PSI and was adequate for the preparation of a COR report.

· The Remediation Plan or COR report…

· The SLRA…

· Other documents as appropriate…

· The soil vapour pathway was adequately addressed and indicated that the human health risks are acceptable. As discussed above, monitoring is recommended to confirm the soil vapour findings and the conclusion of acceptable risk to human health for commercial land use.
· The work quality and thoroughness are acceptable.

· The work substantially complies with Provincial legislation, regulations, policies, standards, criteria and guidance.

Yours truly,

LIMITATIONS:
This review was conducted for the exclusive use by the British Columbia Ministry of Environment (MOE).  The report is intended to provide a technical review and opinion of information provided in the documents referenced above respecting the adequacy of the environmental site investigations and remediation conducted at the subject site in terms of obtaining a regulatory instrument. This report is not meant to represent a warranty, or a legal opinion regarding compliance with applicable laws.  The reviewer makes no other representation or warranty as to the accuracy or completeness of the information provided.

This review followed the standard of care expected of professionals undertaking similar work in British Columbia under similar conditions.  The review conclusions and opinions are entirely based on the information provided. The reviewer has relied on the accuracy and completeness of the background materials upon which the reported information was based, and is not responsible for errors and omissions in such background materials. 

Any use by which a third party makes of this report, or any reliance on or decisions to be made based on it, are the responsibility of such third parties.  The reviewer accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or actions based on this report.
