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Date: March 15, 2014  
To: John Holt, Lamoine Planning Board Chair   
From:   Robert Gerber, C.G.  
Subject:  Review of Summit Report on additional exploration at MacQuinn Pit 

 
I reviewed the report entitled “Supplemental Hydrogeologic Assessment” prepared by 
Michael Deyling of Summit Environmental Consultants in December 2013.  This report 
was prepared in response to a Planning Board request that the applicant, Harold 
MacQuinn, Inc., for a gravel pit expansion of the Kittridge Pit into Lot 31 provide 
additional geologic information.  The specifications for the acquisition of additional 
geologic data originally came from a report I wrote to the Planning Board on April 16, 
2013, which was a peer review of the original Summit report on the geology of the site. 
 
I believe the Planning Board actually passed a written motion that directed the applicant 
to do this additional work, but I don’t know the exact wording of it.  Therefore, I do not 
know if all of the things that I requested to be done were incorporated into motion.   
 
The work and resulting report by Summit has gone a long way to answering some of the 
fundamental questions that bear on the potential impact of the proposed pit on Cold 
Spring and where the deep groundwater table lies beneath the proposed pit expansion.  
Before I finish my peer review of this latest report, I ask the Planning Board to consider 
asking the applicant for the following information to enhance the report and make it 
easier for me to complete my report: 
 

1) I requested two rounds of water level data after the wells were installed.  I only 
see one round of data summarized for PB-1, -2, and -3 in Table 1 of the report.  It 
would be helpful to have another complete synoptic (acquired at the same time) 
round of water level readings.  For the shallow wells, the water level readings 
should be taken within the next month.  For the deeper wells, it is hard to tell 
when the “seasonal high water table” condition may be reached.  I have monitored 
wells in deep sand and gravel and had a continuous stream gage on Libby Brook 
for the past 13 years in TD19 as part of my monitoring of blueberry barren 
irrigation for the Passmaquoddy Indians.  The median peak in streamflow for 
Libby Brook, which drains a large glaciomarine delta, has occurred around April 
1st.  However, the wells, which typically penetrate 50 to 60 feet of unsaturated 
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sand and gravel above the water table, peak about 4 to 6 weeks later.  In the 
MacQuinn case where the unsaturated zone is on the order of 3 times this amount, 
the time of the annual peak could be late summer into fall.  However, the annual 
variation in water table is usually only a few feet, so the timing of water level 
measurements is not so important due to the low variability.  But I still think it 
would be helpful to have another round of water levels taken before April 15th in 
all the new wells on the site plus MW-2, -3, and -4. 

2) In the portion of the new report that discusses the water balance, I do not see a 
discussion of how the measured flows relate to any statistical measure of what 
those flows represent in terms of whether they are baseflows only (what was the 
antecedent precipitation history?) and whether these flows represent “average 
annual” base flows, fall high baseflows, etc.  By comparison with a USGS gaged 
stream (Libby Brook might be similar) of similar properties and precipitation 
regime, one should be able to put the flow rates into some perspective. 

3) For the comparison of the measured base flows with estimated flows from 
recharge area, it is clear that not all of the recharge area is of uniform recharge 
capability.  I suggest dividing the recharge area into units of similar recharge 
capability and multiplying these sub-units by a representative recharge rate for the 
respective units and summing those to make the comparison.  I have attached a 
paper that I co-authored with Dr. Charles Hebson that provides one way to do this 
calculation. 

4) Page 7 of the PB-4 boring log is missing from the electronic file that I 
downloaded from the Town of Lamoine website.  Can you please provide this? 

5) In my recommendation for this study I specifically asked that the elevations and 
locations be surveyed with survey-grade GPS equipment.  I see the elevation data 
attached to the new exploration points, but I saw no coordinate data.  I have 
already spent a lot of time trying to georeference plans from the first report so that 
I could construct a good database in ArcGIS.  I would rather not  have to 
georeference these PDF plans to make them fit what I already have, as I did not 
include the time to do that in my estimate for this phase of work.  Therefore, I ask 
for a table of x,y,z coordinates and elevations of all the new geologic 
explorations.  As long as I know what horizontal and vertical datums are used, I 
can quickly add these to my database. 

6) I see on Figure 1 of the new study a string of six “CSW” well locations.  I have 
not seen drilling logs or groundwater elevations for these wells presented in either 
the original report or this report.  I also am not aware that anyone else has entered 
that data into the record of this proceeding. Can this information be made 
available and put in the record?  It would help to clarify the geologic 
interpretation.  Were the locations of these wells surveyed by the applicant?  If 
not, where did the applicant get the location data? 

7) Michael Deyling should put his CG stamp on the report and sign it.  Perhaps he 
did this on a cover letter or other page I do not have, but this is a standard 
requirement of the Board of Certification for Geologists and Soil Scientists for 
information provided in a regulatory proceeding. 
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If the Planning Board can request these clarifications then I can proceed in short order to 
wrap up my review of the hydrogeologic aspects of this application.  If the Planning 
Board wants me to proceed on the basis of what data I already have, I can do that except 
that the margin of certainty of the meaning of the data will be less. 
 
Attachment:  Gerber and Hebson recharge reference 
































































