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Dear Carolyn, 

We are pleased to submit this servicing study (water and sewage) report for your 
client’s proposed distillery at 1990 Fry Road in Picton, Ontario.  

We trust that this report is complete within our terms of reference and sufficient for 
your requirements.  Please call us if you have any questions about the report or 
any areas that require clarification. Once you have had the chance to review the 
draft, we will make any edits required and issue a final document. 

Yours very truly, 

  

THE GREER GALLOWAY GROUP INC. 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Charles Mitz, Ph.D., P.Geo. 
Senior Project Manager  
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1. Introduction  
The Greer Galloway Group was retained by Ms. Carolyn F. Ross on behalf of Mr. Ryan Fowler to 
complete a servicing assessment for the proposed development of the Wild Lot Distillery at 1900 Fry 
Road, Picton, Ontario. The 14.9 ha Property is located northwest of the intersection of Fry Road and 
Bethesda Road in Prince Edward County. There are four existing structures on the property, including 
a 3-bedroom house, a Quonset hut, and a barn. The structures, along with 2 ha of open space make 
up the northwestern corner of the property. The rest of the property is currently agricultural use.   

The purpose of the work is to assess the soil and groundwater conditions at the site to demonstrate 
that the distillery can be supported by groundwater and that the property can accommodate expanded 
private sewage treatment/ disposal in accordance with Provincial standards. These systems must be 
able to operate without affecting the surrounding private water sources.  

2. Investigation Methods 
The investigation included a review of water well records, available geologic and hydrogeologic 
information for the area, a door-to-door inventory of water well supplies within a reasonable distance of 
the proposed development, and an analysis of sewage servicing options in accordance with MECP 
Guideline D-5-4 (Individual On-Site Sewage Systems). The investigation methods are described further 
in the following subsections: 

2.1 Information Sources 
The initial task was a review of available information to characterize existing soil and groundwater 
conditions, and to identify any potential hazards/constraints associated with the planned project. 
Information sources include topographic and geologic mapping, aerial photography and MECP Water 
Well Records.  

2.2 Well Records Search and Survey 
Four water supply well records were found on the Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks 
wells database within a search radius of 500 m from the subject lands. Recorded yields range from 4 
to 585 L/min (see Table 3: Summary of well depths and yields in the vicinity of the subject property).     

On June 4, 2021, a door-to-door well survey was carried out for neighbouring wells within an 
approximately 500 m radius of the proposed distillery. A total of four residences were successfully 
contacted within this search radius. Initially two of the closest (2079 Fry Road and 641 Bethesda Road) 
gave permission to have their wells monitored during the well testing. On the day of testing only one of 
the wells was accessible and the datalogger was installed at 641 Bethesda Road. The well at 641 
Bethesda Road was once again monitored during the second pumping test October 6, 2021. 

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the door-to-door well survey was limited to the adjacent properties 
only. We relied on MECP water well records for more distant residences. MECP Water Well Record 
sheets for the general area are provided in Appendix A.  
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2.3 Water Supply Assessment  

2.3.1 First Pumping Test 

The water supply assessment was based on a pumping test of the well on site; there was no well ID 
located on the well. The well is located near the southeast wall of the barn, it is a drilled well located 
within a dug well casing. The well depth was measured on site as 19.14 m below ground surface.  

The pumping test was performed using a submersible pump that was set at a depth of approximately 
18 m and the discharge was routed through a gate valve and trajectory meter which was marked at 
the level corresponding to the desired pumping rate. The pumping rate was checked periodically 
throughout the test using time-volume measurements. 

Water levels were recorded during the pumping and recovery using datalogging pressure transducers 
(Solinst Model 3001). All dataloggers were synchronized prior to the testing and set to record at 60 
second intervals. The discharge water was directed away from the pumped well a distance of 
approximately thirty 30 m (downgradient of the well) and was allowed to flow overland away from the 
well. A datalogging pressure transducer was also installed in the residential well located at 641 
Bethesda Road to serve as an observation well. 

The pumping test was started at 8:32 AM on June 17, 2021, following a lengthy period with little or no 
rain. The static level was recorded at 3.06 m measured from the edge of the well casing. The well is 
located near the southern edge of the existing barn. While the well is drilled, the top of the casing is 
located below ground within a dug well casing. After pumping at a rate of 14 L/min for 130 minutes 
the water level had dropped too low to continue pumping.  

2.3.2 Second Pumping Test 

Based the unsatisfactory results from the existing well, the owner attempted to construct a new drilled 
well in an area of visible intersecting joints to the east of the barn. This well encountered natural gas 
at a depth of 15 m and was abandoned. A new blasted well was then constructed on the property 
approximately 55 m to the south of the residential building in an agricultural field. The well is a large 
diameter blasted well that is constructed within the shallow limestone bedrock with a well tag ID of 
A307966. The well has a depth of 6.13 m.  

The pumping test was also performed using a submersible pump set at a depth of approximately 5.6 
m. Pumping was carried at a flow rate of 18.5 m for the duration of the test. The discharge was 
directed to the east of the well far enough away from the wellhead to avoid artificial recharge during 
the 6 hour test. 

Water levels were recorded during the pumping and recovery using datalogging pressure transducers 
(Solinst Model 3001). All dataloggers were synchronized prior to the testing and set to record at 10 
second intervals. A datalogging transducer was also placed in the well located at 641 Bethesda road 
to serve as an observation well.  

The pumping test was commenced at 11:05 AM on October 6, 2021, during a time period where the 
water table was stable to decreasing in elevation. The static level was recorded as 2.51 m measured 
from the top of the well casing. Pumping was carried out over a 6 hour period and was ended at 5:05 
PM the same day.   
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2.4 Septic System Sizing  
The thin overburden soil requires the use of raised septic beds. Representative total daily design 
sanitary sewage flows were estimated using the Ontario Building Code (OBC) Table 8.2.1.3.A and 
shown in Table 1. Since the 3-bedroom residence (1,600 L/d) on the property receives water from a 
cistern, the water demand was estimated based on the distillery operations only. For an initial estimate 
it was assumed that there would be 4 employees working 8-hour shifts, and 20 seats in the tasting 
room.  

Table 1: Septic Design Flows  

Establishment Unit  # Units  L/day per unit L/d 

Production employees 8-hour shift  4  75 300 
Tasting room  seat 20 125 2,500 
Distillery operations  Distillery 1 500 500 
Total Requirement  3,300 

 

The estimated design flow is 3,300 L/d, to meet this requirement a well capable of producing 2.3 L/min 
sustainably (i.e., 24 hours per day) is required although it is generally understood that OBC design 
flows are conservative and result in an overestimation of typical daily water demand.  

Sewage flows from the distillery are not considered domestic-type sewage under the Building Code 
and these would need to be treated as a non-Agricultural Source Material (NASM) and handled 
separately. The existing residence is already serviced by a septic bed and therefore is not included in 
the new septic sizing calculations. The resulting sewage flow of 2,800 L/d requires a septic tank with a 
working capacity of 9,100 L.  

3. Summarized Findings 

3.1 Site Description 
The property covers an area of 14.9 ha and located at 1900 Fry Road, Picton, Ontario. The area has 
gently undulating topography with an overall decrease in elevation towards the southwest. Local land 
use is predominantly agricultural. The site itself is about 116 m above mean sea level (mASL) along 
the northeastern edge and 112 mASL along the southwestern edge. Except for the northwest corner, 
the property’s land use is agricultural. The northwest corner is open space with existing structures. 
There is an existing 3-bedroom residence, barn, a 140 m2 Quonset hut, and a shed. The 140 m2 
Quonset hut is to be licenced for alcohol manufacturing.  

Local major water bodies are Fish Lake and Lake Ontario, located 2.3 km west and 3.3 km east of the 
property, respectively. Site drainage is interpreted to be to southwest, following the local topographic 
trends. There are no municipal services in the area. Water is supplied by cistern, as for the residence 
on the property and the neighbouring residence, or by private wells.  

3.2 Climate and Water Balance 
The area is characterized by mild winters and relatively cool humid summers. Snow typically occurs 
during 5 months of the year from December to April. Precipitation is approximately 911 mm/a 
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(Environment Canada, 2020) with an average annual evapotranspiration (ET) of roughly 500 mm/a 
based on the site location and the water holding capacity of the thin overburden soils. 

Mapping shows primarily thin surficial soils classified as thin soils over Paleozoic bedrock in the Surficial 
Geology of Southern Ontario (OGS, 2011). The infiltration factors for the area were calculated as per 
the Ontario Ministry of the Environment 1995 Hydrogeological Technical Information Requirements for 
Land Development Applications.  

It is based on three sub-factors which are: 

 Topography sub-factor; 
 Soil sub-factor; and, 
 Cover sub-factor. 

The following table presents infiltration factors based on the details of the ground cover factors for the 
area under current conditions:  

Table 2: Estimated Infiltration Factors 

Site Characteristic Infiltration Factor 

Topography  
Flat Land 0.3 
Rolling Land 0.2 
Hilly Land 0.1 
Soils  
Tight impervious clay 0.1 
Medium combinations of clay and loam 0.2 
Open Sandy loam 0.4 
Cover  
Cultivated Land 0.1 
Woodland 0.2 

Sum of Infiltration Factors 0.6 

 

Given an average annual moisture surplus (P-ET) of approximately 410 mm/a, and an infiltration factor 
of 0.6, we estimate an average infiltration of about 245 mm/a, or roughly 6,710 L/day per hectare. 

3.3 Geology 
The surface physiography of the area has resulted primarily from glacial activity that took place during 
the Late Wisconsinan Substage of the Quaternary period (circa 23,000 to 10,000 BP). During this time, 
there were repeated advances and retreats of glacial ice lobes removing much of any pre-existing 
overburden and leaving the bedrock surface exposed or covered by only a thin mantle of 
unconsolidated sandy-loam textured material overlying Paleozoic bedrock (OGS, 2011).  

The site is part of the Prince Edward Peninsula (Chapman and Putnam 1984). This region is separated 
from the mainland by the Bay of Quinte and is characterized by low relief and shallow soils. The geology 
consists of upper Middle Ordovician rocks that unconformably overlie Precambrian basement rocks of 
the Grenville Province. Overburden thickness is variable but generally thin and large portions of the 
County have less than 1 m of overburden.  

The bedrock consists of limestones and shales laid down over older Precambrian-age rock beginning 
in the middle Ordovician (approximately 460 million years ago) as part of a continent-wide marine 
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transgression. This transgression (a period of increasing sea levels) deposited, in order, the Shadow 
Lake, Gull River, Bobcaygeon, Verulam and Lindsay Formations (Armstrong and Carter, 2010). The 
lower member of the Lindsay Formation is the uppermost bedrock unit beneath the property. The lower 
member of the Lindsay Formation consists mainly of medium grey and blueish grey, finely to medium 
crystalline limestone, uniformly bedded with subequal thickness of and separated by thin shaley seams 
(Experimental Farms Service, 1947). These strata dip shallowly to the west. A conceptual geological 
section for the area is shown below: 

 

Figure 1 – Conceptual geological Section for Prince Edward County 

 

The overburden geology is composed of unconsolidated deposits resulting primarily from glacial 
activity. The Soils Map of Prince Edward County, Ontario, Report No. 10, indicates that Ameliasburg 
loam is the dominant soil on the site, with some imperfectly drained Ameliasburg clay loam occurring 
in the southern corner. Ameliasburg soil is moderately shallow as it ranges from 0.3 to 1 m in depth. 
The Ameliasburg series is noted as having good drainage and being stony at the surface. The loam is 
grey brown in colour with limestone fragments within the first 10 to 15 cm.  
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3.4 Hydrogeology   
The fractured limestone bedrock forms the primary source of exploitable groundwater in the area. A 
search of the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) Well Record Database retuned 
four wells within a 500 m radius of the site (see Drawing 2, appended). The records suggest the 
groundwater table in the area is encountered within the limestone bedrock at depths between 4 and 28 
m, and that yields range from 4 to an excess of 550 L/min. The subject lands are located outside any 
mapped WHPA.  

A summary of water well records for the site and immediately surrounding lands is shown below: 

Table 3: Summary of well depths and yields within a 500 m radius of the property  

Well Number  
Water Found 

(m) 
Static Level 

(m) 
Yield 

(L/min) 
Overburden 
Depth (m) 

Hole Depth  
(m) 

Water Type  Aquifer 

5301613 16.46 0.61 7.57 0.61 22.86 Fresh Bedrock 

5302101 13.72 4.57 15.14 0.91 19.81 Fresh Bedrock 

5305045 28.04 22.86 3.79 9.45 31.39 Sulphur Bedrock 

7134118 4.00 1.50 … 0.30 6.10 Fresh Bedrock 

 

Based on the recorded static levels and the topographic setting, the dominant groundwater flow 
direction is predicted to be in a westerly direction ultimately discharging into Fish Lake (Drawing 2). 

3.5 Water Availability  
A 6-hour pumping test was completed on the drilled well located approximately 29 m from Fry Road 
along the south side of the existing barn.  A brief description of the test results is provided below along 
with a conclusion regarding the suitability of the well yield to meet typical household water demands. 

This well was pumped at an average rate of 14±0.5 L/min for 130 minutes on before the water level 
dropped too low for the pump test to continue. The static water level was recorded as being 3.06 m 
below ground surface (mbgs). During the first 42 minutes the well showed a logarithmic drawdown 
behavior, dropping to 4.49 mbgs. After this point the water level in the well began to drop much more 
rapidly, dropping to 16.85 mbgs in 88 minutes. The depth of the well was measured at being 19.14 m 
before the start of the test, the 2.29 m of water remaining in the well was not enough for the pump test 
to continue. The result of the test shows the well did not have sufficient yield to support the proposed 
distillery development.  

Following initial testing of the drilled well a new blasted well A307966 was constructed at the property 
to the south of the existing buildings and drilled well. The well is completed within limestone bedrock 
and has an end depth of 6.13 mbgs. A second 6-hour pumping test was completed on the new well at 
a rate of 18.5 ±0.5 L/min for 360 minutes. A total drawdown of 0.23 m was achieved over the course of 
the pumping test accounting for just 6% of the available drawdown. A total of 6,660 L was discharged 
from the well during the course of the pumping test.  

The water demand for the distillery operation and tasting room including staffing is estimated to be 
roughly 3,300 L per day using design sewage flows taken from the Ontario Building Code. The water 
demand corresponds to a sustained yield of about 2.3 L/min which is substantially lower than the test 
rate during the course of the pumping test which occurred during a period where the water table was 
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at a low elevation. The estimated demand is based on sewage design flows which typically incorporate 
a substantial safety factor.     

3.6 Water Quality  
A groundwater sample was obtained from the tested well A307966 during the last hour of the second 
pumping test and was analyzed at Caduceon Laboratories Ltd. in Kingston, Ontario for selected 
parameters. Results of this testing are included with the Laboratory Certificate of Analysis in Appendix 
B. The testing indicated that the water is hard and alkaline, with the levels of sodium slightly higher than 
the Health Unit notification threshold for municipal systems. Total coliform bacteria were also reported 
to be overgrown for the sample (and the overgrowth may have included E. coli). In addition, the health-
based standard was exceeded for nitrates along with aesthetic objectives for colour and Dissolved 
Organic Carbon (8.3 mg/L). We have identified manure from historic cattle farming located outside of 
the old barn and have been informed that chicken manure fertilization was applied to the field where 
the well was constructed earlier in the season. The manure at the barn is approximately 100 m from 
the position of the well however the flat terrain makes overland flow to the new well a possibility.  

3.7 Potential for Well Interference 
The radius of influence (r, metres) between a pumped well and the neighbouring properties may be 
estimated using the estimated value for Q (i.e., the average amount pumped per day in litres) and the 
average recharge (R, mm per year) to the aquifer according to: 

𝑄 =
𝑅𝜋𝑟  

365
 

This calculation yields a zone of influence distance of approximately 44 m based on a shallow 
bedrock well, pumping at a rate of 3,300 L/day over the course of a year. During the pumping test on 
A307966 the large diameter supply well at 641 Bethesda Road was monitored for well interference 
and no observable interference was noted during the 6 hour pumping test.  

We note that the fractured bedrock aquifer does not behave in the same way as an ideal porous 
media. Localized zones of higher permeability soils will be associated with a locally greater radius of 
influence, while lower permeability zones will have a correspondingly reduced radius of influence. 
However, even accounting for these effects, well interference will not be a problem at the site.  

4. Discussion 

4.1 Servicing Options 
Neither municipal water supply nor sewage servicing is available at the property. As such, servicing for 
the distillery operations will be from private groundwater water supply and private individual septic 
systems. 

4.2 Onsite Sewage Treatment 

4.2.1 Sewage Treatment Systems  

The shallow bedrock across the site requires the use of a raised system for the proposed distillery 
operation. Representative total daily design sanitary sewage flows were estimated using the Ontario 
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Building Code (OBC) Table 8.2.1.3.B. Given a daily sewage flow of 2,800 L from the tasting room and 
production facility (this does not include the flows from the distilling process itself) an appropriately 
sized filter bed and mantle covering an area of about 525 m2 is required. The 1,600 L per day from the 
three-bedroom residence should also be factored into the calculation of nitrate concentrations from the 
property. The use of tertiary treatment systems would reduce the length of tile required for the tile beds 
but would not affect the overall size of the system which is governed by the hydraulic loading. Based 
on the site soils, the loading rate should not exceed 6 L/m2 and a lower loading might be necessary 
depending on the location of the tilefield. Sewage effluent nitrate of 40 mg/L is assumed for non-process 
surface flows yielding a total nitrate (as N) load of g/day of nitrate from sewage effluent 152 g/day of 
nitrate from sewage effluent. Total dilution is equal to the sum of the L/day (average) generated by 
sewage flows and the total groundwater recharge over the 14.9 ha property. These quantities yield a 
nitrate concentration of less than 2.5 mg/L in groundwater leaving the property.  

Daily sewage flows from the distilling process are estimated to be 500 L/d. This is considered a Non-
Agricultural Source Material (NASM) Category 2 and cannot be processed along with the other sewage 
flows from the distillery. This water may be land-applied under Ontario Regulation 267/03. An 
application must be submitted to use distillery waste as a NASM and Greer Galloway can assist in 
obtaining the necessary approvals, but permits are not issued during planning stages of a project. 

4.2.2 Environmental Impact from Onsite Sewage Treatment 

Environmental impacts to groundwater from private sewage works are typically assessed under the 
MECP’s Guideline entitled “Technical Guideline for Individual On-site Sewage Systems: Water Quality 
Impact Risk Assessment”, dated August 1996 (Guideline D-5-4). Where proposed lot sizes are less 
than one hectare, it is necessary to assess the potential risk of sewage disposal systems to 
groundwater. In this case the property is of sufficient size that there is no concern of sewage influencing 
downgradient wells and the site conditions are considered suitable for the construction of private septic 
systems. Such systems must be constructed in accordance with Section 8 of the Ontario Building Code 
and must meet the following setback distances: 

Table 4: Minimum Clearances for Distribution Piping  

Object Minimum Setback (m) 

Structure 5 

Well with a watertight casing to a depth of 6 m 15 

Any other well 30 

Pond 15 

Stream 15 

Property Line 3 

 

Surface Water Impacts 

The MECP Guideline D-5-4 does not provide guidance for the assessment of surface water impacts 
but Chapter 22 of the MECP’s Design Guidelines for Sewage Works (2008) indicates that a separation 
distance of 300 m between the area of sewage infiltration and the surface water body should be 
sufficient to ensure that there are no appreciable effects to surface water quality. The closest surface 
water is a wetland with standing water 550 m from the property, far enough to not cause concerns 
about water quality impacts. Major water bodies such as Fish Lake and Lake Ontario are even further 
from the property. 



   
Servicing Assessment  
1990 Fry Road  P a g e   9 
Prince Edward County, Ontario  December 2021 

   

 

  

   

4.3 Water Treatment Requirements 
The test well A307966 is a GUDI well and directly influenced by the surface water and should be 
considered a surface water source with respect to water quality and vulnerability to contamination. 
Water treatment equipment must be capable of achieving, at all times, primary disinfection including at 
least 99 per cent removal or inactivation of cryptosporidium oocysts, at least 99.9 percent removal or 
inactivation of giardia cysts and at least 99.99 percent removal or inactivation of viruses by the time 
water enters the distribution system. A reverse osmosis system should be installed in order to reduce 
nitrate levels to below the drinking water standard of 10 mg/L since a UV system may be ineffectual in 
this scenario if colour levels remain above the 5 TCU Aesthetic objective.   

The dug well should be upgraded by constructing a minimum 10 m radius sand mantle around the 
wellhead to direct all runoff away form the well. The well should then be shock chlorinated and 
resampled for bacteria. Manure piles should be removed from the barn yard and barn, and the well 
resampled until it can be demonstrated that the nitrate levels in groundwater are clearly declining. While 
Reverse Osmosis can reliably deal with elevated levels of bacteria and nitrate, the well is not acceptable 
as a raw water source until the source of the bacteria and nitrates has been identified and a downward 
trend established through re-sampling.  

5. Summary 
The purpose of the work was to determine soil and groundwater conditions at the site and to 
demonstrate that the property can accommodate private sewage treatment/disposal systems in 
accordance with Provincial standards without affecting surrounding private water sources.  

Our assessment found the following:  

1. The original drilled well contains insufficient yield to support the proposed distillery and may 
provide a transport pathway for surface contamination to the bedrock aquifer. The well should 
be abandoned as per O.Reg 903 or upgraded so that the steel casing is elevated above the 
ground surface and mounded so that surface water drains away from the well. 

2. The recently constructed blasted well A307966 was demonstrated to contain sufficient yield 
quantities during the pumping test to meet the projected daily water demands and did not show 
any adverse impacts with the surrounding neighbouring well or natural ecological features. Well 
interference is not anticipated to be a concern based on the results of this assessment. 

3. Water quality results demonstrate elevated levels of Nitrate, Dissolved Organic Carbon, 
Organic Nitrogen, and Bacteriological parameters. Water treatment will be needed to deal with 
bacteriological parameters and elevated levels of nitrate. Based on the groundwater quality, 
such treatment should include reverse osmosis for any potable water supplies.  

4. Manure piles should be removed from the barn yard and barn, and the well resampled until it 
can be demonstrated that the nitrate levels in groundwater are clearly declining. While Reverse 
Osmosis can reliably deal with elevated levels of bacteria and nitrate, the well is not acceptable 
as a raw water source until the source of the bacteria and nitrates has been identified and a 
downward trend established through re-sampling.  

5. Manure should no longer be spread as fertilizer within 150 m of the supply well.  

6. The site is large enough to accommodate a Class 4 septic system to meet projected design 
flows. The nitrate concentration of less than 2.50 mg/L was calculated for the wastewater 
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leaving the property generated by the proposed distillery and existing residence and much 
lower than existing concentration in the shallow bedrock aquifer.     

 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 

THE GREER GALLOWAY GROUP INC. 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
 
 
 
 

     
 
     
David Cooper, M.Env.Sc.   Charles Mitz, M.Eng., Ph.D., P.Geo 
Hydrogeologist                    Senior Project Manager 
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PROJECT 2138445:

LEGEND:

NOTES:

DRAWING 1:

SITE PLAN SHOWING TEST PIT LOCATIONS

SERVICING STUDY
WILD LOT DISTILLERY, 1900 FRY ROAD
PICTON, ONTARIO

Scale as shown

Property boundary

1) Base drawing and information: obtained from the Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF); “Make a 
Map” Natural Heritage Areas; 
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/, accessed May 
2021
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LEGEND:

NOTES:

DRAWING 2:

SITE PLAN SHOWING WATER WELL RECORDS AND 
INTERPRETED GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTION

Property boundary

1) Base drawing and information: obtained from the Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF); “Make a 
Map” Natural Heritage Areas; 
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/, accessed April 
2021
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PROJECT 2138419:

NOTES:

FIGURE 2:

WELL HYDROGRAPH – TEST WELL EXISTING 

WATER SUPPLY EVALUATION 
1990 FRY ROAD
PICTON, ONTARIO

1) Quantity testing carried out on June 17, 2021.

2) On-site pressure and temperature data collected using a 
Solinst Model 3001 datalogger transducer.

3) Water level data is not corrected for fluctuations in 
barometric pressure.
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PROJECT 2138419:

NOTES:

FIGURE 3:

WELL HYDROGRAPH – MONITORING WELL 641 
BETHESDA ROAD

WATER SUPPLY EVALUATION 
1990 FRY ROAD
PICTON, ONTARIO

1) Quantity testing carried out on June 17, 2021.

2) On-site pressure and temperature data collected using a 
Solinst Model 3001 datalogger transducer.

3) Water level data is not corrected for fluctuations in 
barometric pressure.
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PROJECT 2138419:

NOTES:

FIGURE 4:

WELL HYDROGRAPH – TEST WELL A307966

WATER SUPPLY EVALUATION 
1990 FRY ROAD
PICTON, ONTARIO

1) Quantity testing carried out on October 6, 2021.

2) On-site pressure and temperature data collected using a 
Solinst Model 3001 datalogger transducer.

3) Water level data is not corrected for fluctuations in 
barometric pressure.
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PROJECT 2138419:

NOTES:

FIGURE 5:

WELL HYDROGRAPH – MONITORING WELL 641 
BETHESDA ROAD

WATER SUPPLY EVALUATION 
1990 FRY ROAD
PICTON, ONTARIO

1) Quantity testing carried out on October 6, 2021.

2) On-site pressure and temperature data collected using a 
Solinst Model 3001 datalogger transducer.

3) Water level data is not corrected for fluctuations in 
barometric pressure.
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Appendix B 

Well Records and Neighbours Survey 
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Appendix C 

Lab Certificate of Analysis 



Table 1: Water Quality Results Test Well Sample ID: A307966
Date 
Collected: Oct 06 2021

Parameter Units M.D.L.
Reference 
Method ODWSOG*

Total Coliform cfu/100mL 1 MOE E3407 Overgrown 0

E coli cfu/100mL 1 MOE E3407 Overgrown 0

Background cfu/100mL 1 SM9222B Overgrown NA

Alkalinity (CaCO3) to pH 4.5 mg/L 5 SM 2320B 229 30-500
pH @25°C pH Units SM 4500H 7.92 6.5-8.5
Conductivity @25°C µmho/cm 1 SM 2510B 1300 NA
Colour TCU 2 SM2120C 17 5
Turbidity NTU 0.1 SM2130B 0.4 5
Fluoride mg/L 0.1 SM4110C <0.1 1.5
Chloride mg/L 0.5 SM4110C 41.4 250
Nitrite (N) mg/L 0.1 SM4110C 0.4 1
Nitrate (N) mg/L 0.1 SM4110C 32 10
Sulphate mg/L 1 SM4110C 272 500
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen mg/L 0.1 E3199A.1 2.2 NA

Ammonia + Ammonium (N) mg/L 0.05
SM4500-
NH3-H 0.99

NA
Organic Nitrogen mg/L 0.1 E3199A.1 1.2 0.15

Dissolved Organic Carbon mg/L 0.2 EPA 415.1 8.3 5
Tannins and Lignins mg/L 0.5 SM5500B <0.5 NA
Sulphide mg/L 0.01 SM4500-S2 <0.01 0.05

Phenolics mg/L 0.002 MOEE 3179 <0.002 NA
Hardness (as CaCO3) mg/L 1 SM 3120 630 500
Calcium mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 177 NA
Copper mg/L 0.002 SM 3120 0.003 1
Iron mg/L 0.005 SM 3120 0.011 0.3
Magnesium mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 45.7 NA
Manganese mg/L 0.001 SM 3120 0.019 0.05
Potassium mg/L 0.1 SM 3120 38.7 NA
Silica mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 11.1 NA
Sodium mg/L 0.2 SM 3120 31.1 200
Zinc mg/L 0.005 SM 3120 0.008 5
*Ontario Drinking Water Standards,Objectives and Guidelines                                                                                                                     



1990 Fry Road

25-Oct-21DATE REPORTED:

Caduceon Environmental Laboratories

613-544-2770

285  Dalton Ave 

Kingston Ontario K7K 6Z1

613-544-2001Tel:

Fax:

JOB/PROJECT NO.:

Final Report

REPORT No. B21-32861

The Greer Galloway Group

1620 Wallbridge-Loyalist Road, RR #5, 

Belleville Ontario K8N 4Z5 Canada

Report To:

Attention: David Cooper

08-Oct-21DATE RECEIVED:

P.O. NUMBER:

WATERWORKS NO.GroundwaterSAMPLE MATRIX:

C.O.C.: ---

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Parameter Units R.L.
Reference 

Method

Date/Site 

Analyzed

A307966Client I.D.

B21-32861-1Sample I.D.

06-Oct-21Date Collected

Total Coliform NDOGTcfu/100mL 1 MOE E3407 08-Oct-21/K 1

E coli NDOGTcfu/100mL 1 MOE E3407 08-Oct-21/K

Background NDOGTcfu/100mL 1 SM9222B 08-Oct-21/K

Alkalinity(CaCO3) to pH4.5 229mg/L 5 SM 2320B 13-Oct-21/O

pH @25°C 7.92pH Units SM 4500H 13-Oct-21/O

Conductivity @25°C 1300µmho/cm 1 SM 2510B 13-Oct-21/O

Colour 17TCU 2 SM 2120C 14-Oct-21/O

Turbidity 0.4NTU 0.1 SM 2130 13-Oct-21/O

Fluoride < 0.1mg/L 0.1 SM4110C 13-Oct-21/O

Chloride 41.4mg/L 0.5 SM4110C 13-Oct-21/O

Nitrite (N) 0.4mg/L 0.1 SM4110C 13-Oct-21/O

Nitrate (N) 32.0mg/L 0.1 SM4110C 13-Oct-21/O

Sulphate 272mg/L 1 SM4110C 14-Oct-21/O

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 2.2mg/L 0.1 E3199A.1 15-Oct-21/K

Ammonia + Ammonium (N) 0.99mg/L 0.01 SM4500-
NH3-H

12-Oct-21/K

Organic Nitrogen 1.2mg/L 0.1 E3199A.1 22-Oct-21/K

Dissolved Organic Carbon 8.3mg/L 0.2 EPA 415.2 14-Oct-21/O

Sulphide < 0.01mg/L 0.01 SM4500-S2 12-Oct-21/K

Phenolics < 0.002mg/L 0.002 MOEE 3179 13-Oct-21/K

Tannins and Lignins < 0.5mg/L 0.5 SM5500B 12-Oct-21/K

Hardness (as CaCO3) 630mg/L 1 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Calcium 177mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Copper 0.003mg/L 0.002 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Iron 0.011mg/L 0.005 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Magnesium 45.7mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Manganese 0.019mg/L 0.001 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Potassium 38.7mg/L 0.1 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Page 1 of 2.

Richard Lecompte 

Laboratory Supervisor

R.L. = Reporting Limit

The analytical results reported herein refer to the samples as received.  Reproduction of this analytical report in full or in part is prohibited without prior consent from 

Site Analyzed=K-Kingston,W-Windsor,O-Ottawa,R-Richmond Hill,B-Barrie

Test methods may be modified from specified reference method unless indicated by an *



1990 Fry Road

25-Oct-21DATE REPORTED:

Caduceon Environmental Laboratories

613-544-2770

285  Dalton Ave 

Kingston Ontario K7K 6Z1

613-544-2001Tel:

Fax:

JOB/PROJECT NO.:

Final Report

REPORT No. B21-32861

The Greer Galloway Group

1620 Wallbridge-Loyalist Road, RR #5, 

Belleville Ontario K8N 4Z5 Canada

Report To:

Attention: David Cooper

08-Oct-21DATE RECEIVED:

P.O. NUMBER:

WATERWORKS NO.GroundwaterSAMPLE MATRIX:

C.O.C.: ---

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Parameter Units R.L.
Reference 

Method

Date/Site 

Analyzed

A307966Client I.D.

B21-32861-1Sample I.D.

06-Oct-21Date Collected

Silica 11.1mg/L 0.02 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Sodium 31.1mg/L 0.2 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

Zinc 0.008mg/L 0.005 SM 3120 12-Oct-21/O

1 . NDOGT = No Data; Overgrown with target bacteria.

Page 2 of 2.

Richard Lecompte 

Laboratory Supervisor

R.L. = Reporting Limit

The analytical results reported herein refer to the samples as received.  Reproduction of this analytical report in full or in part is prohibited without prior consent from 

Site Analyzed=K-Kingston,W-Windsor,O-Ottawa,R-Richmond Hill,B-Barrie

Test methods may be modified from specified reference method unless indicated by an *


