Office of

AUBURN WATER DISTRICT

Office Telephone # 784-6469

The regular monthly meeting of the Trustees of the Auburn Water

District will be held at the office of the Auburn Water District,

268 Court Street, on Wednesday, August 16, 2023 at 4:00 P.M.

Regular Meeting Agenda

1. Approve Minutes of Regular Meeting of July 19, 2023.

2. Executive Session in accordance with 1 M.S.R.A. § 405 (6) (E)to
discuss legal matter.

3. Financial Report Update - Katie Johnston.
4. Ratify Payment of Bills

5. Public Comment

6. Activity Report/Project Update - Matt Waite

7. 01ld Business
e Water Quality Update
e Capacity development grant.
e 2023 Lead Assistance Grant.

8. New Business
e CDM Smith Watershed Boundary report.
e Skelton Taintor and Abbott, transfer of legal files.
e October Trustee meeting alternate date.
e Measuring of the Lake.
e PFAS litigation.

9. Trustee Open Session
10. Adjourn Regular Meeting

Upcoming: Water Trustee Meeting, September 20, 2023 4:00PM
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AUBURN WATER DISTRICT
OPERATING STATEMENT - TRUSTEES' REPORT
SEVEN MONTHS ENDED JULY 31 2023

JULY 2023 Y-T-D JULY 2023
YTD - 2022 BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET VARIANCE
REVENUES:
Water Sales $1,681,587 $2,951,442 $1,406,871 $1,688,083 -$281,212
Rent income 45,365 80,424 37,958 46,914 -8,956
Interest Income 5,354 11,554 17,953 6,740 11,213
Mdse. & Jobbing - NET (3,917) 55,812 26,358 32,557 -6,199
Hydrant Rental 477,039 817,781 408,891 477,039 -68,148
Private Fire Prot. 260,275 444,027 230,603 259,016 -28,413
Misc. Op. Revenue 61,857 96,852 39,257 56,497 -17,240
TOTAL REVENUES 2,527,560 4,457,892 $2,167,891 $2,566,846 -$398,955
49% 58%|< Standard
EXPENSES:

Payroll 566,896 1,039,534 $662,324 $625,108 $37,216

Treatment:
UV Treatment Plant 218,334 431,059 $243,095 $251,451 -$8,356
Chloramine Facility 5,012 17,704 $10,052 $10,327 -$275
Laboratory 13,386 42,756 $10,140 $24,941 -$14,801

Trans & Dist Maint:
Maint of Mains 93,684 100,000 $66,065 $58,333 $7,732
Dist System 67,758 118,045 57,329 $68,860 -$11,531
Other 11,439 22,983 $24,139 $13,407 $10,733

Administration:
Employee Benefits 215,206 433,071 $175,264 $252,625 -$77,361
Legal & Accounting 52,118 70,000 $54,521 $40,833 $13,687
Customer Billing 17,054 27,016 $17,003 $15,759 $1,244
Insurances 41,988 63,127 $42,217 $36,824 $5,393
Other 38,689 64,534 $29,164 $37,645 -$8,481
Vehicles 66,838 117,826 $58,561 $68,732 -$10,171
Gull Management 48,500 63,320 $43,250 $36,937 $6,313
Lake Auburn Watershed 41,566 85,000 $484 $49,583 -$49,099
SUB-TOTAL 1,498,468 2,695,975 $1,493,607 $1,591,365 -$97,758

55% 58%|< Standard

Interest 72,691 151,680 $63,500 $88,480 -$24,980
TOTAL EXPENSES 1,571,159 2,847,655 $1,557,107 $1,679,845 -$122,738
Bonds - Principal Payments 152,951 753,709 $184,000 $439,664 -$255,664
SURPLUS FROM OPERATIONS 803,450 856,528 $426,784 $447,337 -$20,553













00°000°0082$ 182'721$ T9S'78.$ 082'099% (1oqe| uo s1509 yaUaq sapnjoul) [e10 S198l0ld
00°000'006'2$
00'000°000€$
00°000°00T‘€$
o (000'5T$) 0% 000'5T$ 18zAeUY BULIOJYD 18IS00g B|qqeIoSpIeH
000000028 (000'5T$) 0% 000'ST$ 18zAfeuy aulolyD Ja1S00g pue|od
000000EES (000'05$) 0$ 000°05$ SBAIRA %03 3|qQeIospieH
(00s'ze$) 0% 005°2e$ JBLILUNS - JBJUIM - IS BMOY
00°000°00V°€$ (00s'ze$) 0$ 005'2e$ Asunym - Jawiny - u7 syouaiy
(00s'ze$) [ 005°2e$ Jauiny - JAWWNS - 1S axelg
00'000°005°€$ (08T'2€%) 0$ 08T'.€$ pu3 peaq - 300.ig - IS PU0AS
(000'59$) 0$ 000'59$ JauinL - JBWWNS - 1S Joxied
00'000'009°€$ (€86'8%) 119'%8$ 009'€6$ 9T8-G0TT uuNng - peoig - 1S puodas
(962'€L$) y02'1$ 000'52$ MBIAIBYRM - 8J0YS 15BT - pUod Jojke Jo apiS 1ses
0000000L'€$ 0v.'98v$ 0v.'869$ 000'212$ 608-GOTT MOLIBIN O} JOUIN - "PY [310H
pueH uo ysed (679'99$) 026'2€$ 619665 12101 Juswdinbs
12141S1a ¥3LYM NEnany
(¥0L'1$) 962'v$ 000'9$ ubisa@ aberes uawdinb3
(0s2'v$) 0$ 0SZ'v$ siuawanosdwi Buipying Jueld AN
(900'1$) YwLLTS 05.'8T$ 228-S0TT WAISAS 49pIO YIOM|
(000'€$) 0$ 000'c$ aImuIng 32440 dlwouobi3
€L°086'S9T  T¥'€L'T  152S'T SY'06ECT  ZHEET'OT 60°TLY'S 1265522 ¥9°08T'TTT Arenuer (00s'2$) [ 005'2$ sieindwod
88'08F'v¥T  S0'82LC  89'GSS'T LS0VSZT  06°066'6 65967 LET8S'VE 2L'185'SL Kreniged (005'T$) [ 00S'T$ sapelbdn O7d
88'0£L'92T  28'165C  TELVS'T 29'85L2T  S8'E8Y'6 6€°08€E'S 02'€02'ST 69'592'6L yorew (569'T$) 506% 009'2$ sjoo) doys
YTTSL'69E  S2'999'C  L8'6YY'T 19'90S'2T  TLTZ8'L 89902t €2°1€0'92 €1°290'GTE udy (5v6$) §50'T$ 000'2$ 1018007
99'22€'26C $ 8€'SS8'T $ TS'8LO'T $ LTBLSYT $ VSESS'L $ 2G68TLT $ 260TC'9€  $ 2995e2IC $ Kew (€00'T$) 866'€$ 000's$ 818-GOTT WUN SdO
8ET99'VYS $  2L'906'C $  96°2v9'T $ ZOTOL'ET $ 96290'0T $ YOSl $ 6EBSCLE  $ BIENI'VOY $ aung v2s$ y25'v$ 000'v$ aulyoeN 828314
%0°00T %S'T %60 %9'L %T'S %LE %8'ST %559 (veg's$) 0$ v€8'S$ sauIweIoyD - JazAfeuy BuLOjYD
097/E'GIT __ ¥66EV'C _ 6SGLY'T ¥Z2T192T __ 8r9er'8 952609 GLT80'9Z ¥0°2v2'80T Ainc (222'89) 8rv$ SLT'6$ aqoid Burdures Jalawiad ‘puos pjaypueH - sagoid buldures
S[eI0L BUIO SByd soueul Rep 0zT Rep 06 Rep 09 Rep og sy BuIbY (015'22$) 0$ 015'22$ 1ueld AN HUN SdN Juswade|dey Aisieg
(005'213) 0$ 00S'2T$ (2 40 z wawhed) dwng abueT - T YoniL
379VAIZ03Y SINNODIV ¥IWOLSND N [endY QLAx 19bpng. €20 - s1aloid [elded
12141S1d ¥3LVM NdINgNY 196png snsiaa sainyipuadx3 [elde) €101 Jayep
00'VEG'6E0' TS T9'ETY'8E9$ 26G'9TL'089  T8L'LL9'6EE
%L5'8€- (6£°026'007$) %00°00T- (20'899'22$) 20'899'CL$ 00'0$ Jaquwiadaq %vT'9y-  (T18'8€0'T62)  %00°00T- (8YT'296'6Y)  8YT'L96'6Y 0 Jaquiadag
%S6'€E- (Le'252'82€%) %00°00T- (6'LL£'T6$) £6'LLE'T6$ 00'0$ +IagianoN %ISTy-  (€99'T/0'T¥Z)  %00°00T- (v2e'880°0S)  ¥2€'880'0S 0 JaqwianoN
%90°22- (vv'v28'9€2$) %00°00T- (T2'6£9'T6$) TL'6E9'T6$ 00'0$ 1890100 %66'GE-  (6E€'€86'06T)  %00°00T- (80°025'29)  ¥80'025'29 0 18000
%ES'8T- (eL'vET'SYTS) %00°00T- (16'019'€L$) 16°0T9'€L$ 00'0$ Jaquiaidas %y Lz-  (SS2'€9v'82T)  %00°00T- (898'2TT'8S)  898'ZTT'8S 0 JECTELES
%80°0T- (€8'€29'TL$) %00°00T- (62'621'58%) 6.'621'S8% 00'0$ AsnBny %9T° LT~ (£82'0S€'0L) %00°00T- (89T'S8.'9S)  89T'G8L'9S 0 1snBny/|
%912 96'S05'€T$ %66 (5£°990'6%) £6909'26% 85°075'€8% Ang %v8'e-  (6T2'S9S'ET) %L0'9T-  (€09'v61'6) 252'160'65 679'965'6Y
A4 1€2.5'22 %86°0T 65'812'8$ 60°6T8'7L$ 89°2£0'€8% Koung %8E'T-  (9T9'020'%) %8ETT  2ET'TLT'9 ¥85'579'05 918'976'95
%rT'E TLESE'PTS %¥8'ST TO'8EE'ETS 2€'88T'v8% €€'925'L6% Kew %SZy-  (878'TrE'0T) %6T'L-  (890'vEV'E) ¥8L'59L'LY 9TL'TEE VY
%L2°0 TL'STO'TS %802 (62'828'T$) 98'76£'68% 15'€95'28% Judy %€Se-  (08L'206') %6Tv-  (008'TET'Z) 096'8.8'05 09T'LvL'8Y
%00°'T 66°€18'2$ %851 (r7°00%'T$) 07°825'88% 99'/21'28% yorepw %0e'e-  (086'SLL'Y) %ST'e-  (25e'TSS'T) or8'orz'ey 887'689'LY
%LTT [aucas] %LL6T 92'SK2'STS YSYOT'LLS 08'67€'26% «Arenigay %Le'e-  (829'vze'e) %tz6-  (2LS'L98'Y) 895'582'LY 966'L16'2Y
%626 (€8:000'TT$) %626 (€8:000'TT$) 28'89%'8TT$ 66'L97'L0T$ Arenuep %9€°2 vr6'ZrT'T %9€ET vr6'ZrT'T 210'SeE'8y 956'LLY'6Y Arenuer|
% SbuByD ALA % SbuByD AL 196png €202 UIUON % SbuByD LA % SbuByD AL 2202 €20C UIUOW
196png snsian ||01hed SS0ID Jarepm PaIsId - P|OS SUO|[eD JBTeM
00'2rY'1S6'2S _ S0°'8r0'EY'TS ¥9'780'0V6'2S __G0'8Y0'vE9' TS
%¥9 - (56°€6€°LTE'TS) %00°00T- (58229'82¢$) 58'229'82¢$ 00'0$ Jaqwiadaq %cyvy- (65980906 T$)  %00°00T- (60°€VL'22zS)  6O'EVLLZeS 000$ Jaquiadag
%66'6€- (0T'T22'880°T$) %00°00T- (20°'15T'Z€ET$) L0'TST'2ETS 00'0$ JaqwianoN 99266~ (05'€62'8L0'T$)  %00°00T- (v/',G2'TET$) vL'LGT'TETS 00'0$ JaqwianoN
%6€ vE- (€0°029'958%) %00°00T- (v0'L¥8'€62$) ¥0'L¥8'€62$ 00'0$ 1300100 %YTvE-  (9L°GE0'L¥8S)  %00°00T- (0E°9TL'Z62$) OE'9TLZ6ZS 00'0$ 139010
%29'Se- (86'222'295%) %00°00T- (8v°'8€8'552$) 81'8€8'S52$ 00'0$ Jaquiaidas %ee'Se-  (9v'6TE'PSSS)  %00°00T- (00'vS8'vSe$)  00°'vS8'vSTS$ 00'0$ Jaquiaidas
%T8'ST- (05'7€6'90€$) %00°00T- (8£'668'252$) 8E'668'252$ 00'0$ 1snbny %6v'ST-  (9v'G9v'662$)  %00°00T- (T2'926'TS2$)  T2'926'TST$ 00'0$ 1snBny/|
%02~ (TT'SE0'S$) %9L'T- (60'v€6'v$) 26'720'182$ £8°0vT'9.2$ Ainc’ %e8Z-  (ST'6ES'LYS) %8E'T-  (6Y'2S8'ES) 2E'€66'6.2$ £8°0VT'9.2$
%6V €~ (€0'TOT'6V$) %v0°'6- (rv'216'02$) T0'892'1€2$ 15'SSE'0Te$ aung %ZTe-  (92°989'€v$) %698~ (057220'02$)  L0'8LE'0ETS 15'S5E'0TZ$
%0v'2- (65'88T'82$) %S¢ T- (vo'v8L'2$) 68'ST8'C2e$ S8'1€0'022$ Kew %202-  (92'799'€2$) %.80-  (€9°926'T$) 81'856'122$ S8'1€0'022$
%L9'C- (55'vOv'Sz$) %v6'T- (22'956'v$) 12'92L'S5e$ §5'692'052% Judy %6cZ  (€9'L€L'T2S) %95°T-  (L92/6'€9) TTerL'YSes S5'69L'052$
%E6'C- (e8'Lv¥'02$) %v0°r- (69'052'6$) L9'€ET'622$ 86'286'6TC$ yarew %952 (96'79L'LTS) %99°€-  (85'89€'8%) 95'15€'822$ 86'286'6T¢$
%6€C- (FT'L6T'TTS) %EE'9- (19'286'€T$) Lv'6T8'022$ 98'1€8'902$ Arenigad %202-  (8€'96€'6$) %L6'S-  (88°LET'ET$)  ¥.'696'6TC$ 98'1€8'902$
%ET'T L7°06L'2$ %ET'T Ly'06L'2$ Y6 vrT LY T7'SE6'6VCS Arenuep %25'T 0S'TrL'ES %2S'T 05'TrL'E$ T6'E6T'9v2S  Tr'SE6'6v2S Arenuer|
% SBUBYD ALA % SbuByD AL 135ang €20C UIUoW % SBUBYD LA % ELEeXeIT 2202 €20C UIUOW
Hmmn_‘.m SNSIBA - S3[eS PaJdIs\ - SNUBASY Jalep\ Jea A 101ld SNSIBA - SB[eS Paldla|N - SNUBASY IB1e

NOILVINHOSNI TVIONVNIL - ¥3LVM NdNgNy













































































































CDM

Smith

Memorandum
To: Erica Kidd, Watershed Manager, Auburn Water District/Lewiston Water Division
From: Laurie Locke, P.E.

Bob Fitzgerald, P.E.
Anne Malenfant, P.E., PMP

Date: July 31, 2023

Subject: Watershed Delineation Rezoning Review - Gracelawn Pit “Area of Uncertainty”

This technical memorandum provides an update on CDM Smith’s review of the Lake Auburn
watershed delineation in the vicinity of the Gracelawn Pit near the southeast shore of Lake Auburn.
Building on our independent review of past studies to determine the likely watershed boundary,
this scope of work developed a three-dimensional visualization and analysis (3DVA) model of
existing/historical data to further investigate groundwater flow in the Gracelawn Pit area and
develop recommendations for field investigations that would be needed to more clearly delineate
the watershed boundary. The result of the evaluation is confirmation of a boundary proposed by
the Maine Drinking Water Program (DWP) and recommendations for further field investigations to
more precisely delineate the boundary if needed.

Introduction

A proposed revision to the watershed boundary in the Gracelawn Pit area was recommended in
2021 as part of an environmental and regulatory analysis of the Lake Auburn water supply
protection, which would reduce the watershed area by 148 acres (FB Environmental, 2021). In
2022, the Lake Auburn Watershed Protection Commission (LAWPC) requested that CDM Smith
provide an independent review of the past studies that were the basis of this revised delineation,
including the geologic, water level and water quality data and analyses presented in these reports.

As detailed in an October 5, 2022 technical memorandum, CDM Smith’s initial review concluded
that the groundwater data support the revised watershed delineation in some areas, and in other
areas the data are insufficient to confirm a precise delineation. Figure 1 depicts a summary of the
review, including the revised delineation recommended by FB Environmental in 2021 (red dashed
line), the area of uncertainty described in CDM Smith’s review (blue dashed line) and direction of
groundwater flow (blue arrows).
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Figure 1 - Site Map Depicting Areas of Uncertainty

In addition to the area of uncertainty highlighted in the October 5, 2022 memorandum, this
memorandum addresses questions about groundwater flow in the main pit area and in the
southwestern most point of the gravel pit that abuts the Berry Farm. Both areas are shown in
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Figure 1, with the main pit area circled in orange and the area abutting the Berry Farm circled in
green. LAWPC requested the following in a request for proposal dated March 27, 2023:

= Confirm stratigraphy and groundwater flow directions in the various strata in the area
encircled in orange on Figure 1. Evaluate groundwater discharge to the lake throughout the
study area.

= Determine the direction of groundwater flow in the southwestern most point of the gravel pit
that abuts the Berry Farm and that is currently in the watershed.

Finally, the DWP provided a “DWP Potential Boundary” in a March 20, 2023 letter that is shown in
turquoise on Figure 1. LAWPC requested CDM Smith evaluate whether this line could indicate a
watershed boundary not precluded by the current information available and assessment of surficial
groundwater flow, and therefore could be established without additional bedrock groundwater
investigations.

CDM Smith created a 3DVA model of all relevant hydrogeologic and topographic data to further
investigate groundwater flow in the three areas in question. This memorandum summarizes the
results and recommended next steps, if further refinement of watershed delineation is needed in
the future.

3DVA Model

A 3DVA model of the Gracelawn Pit area was created in Leapfrog Works using the topographical
and subsurface data listed in Table 1. Visualization of the data in Leapfrog allows for historic data
from multiple sources to be viewed and analyzed together in an integrated project space. An
example of some of the data, including LIDAR
ground surface elevation, aerial photo, seismic
profiles, estimated bedrock elevation
contours, well locations, well screens, and
groundwater levels are shown in Figure 2.
Most of the data incorporated into the 3DVA
model came from three historic hydrogeologic
reports:

= E.C.Jordan Co., Hydrogeologic
Investigation, Gracelawn Landfill/Lake
Auburn, June 1990 (E.C. Jordan, 1990);

= Woodard and Curran Environmental
Services, Supplemental Hydrogeological
Study, Auburn Brush Dump, City of Auburn, ME, August 1995 (Woodard and Curran, 1995);
and

Figure 2 - ample Screenshot from 3DVA Model
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= Summit Environmental Consultants Inc., Ground Water Assessment, Gracelawn Road Gravel
Pit, Auburn, ME, September 2007 (Summit, 2007).

Table 1 - 3DVA Data Sources

Data Description Source
Topography Ground surface elevation LIDAR for Androscoggin County, 2009
Bathymetry Lake bottom elevation University of Maine Farmington,

2001

Well locations

XY location of existing and historic
wells and reported reference
elevation

= E.C.Jordan, 1990
=  Woodard and Curran, 1995
= Summit, 2007

Well screen intervals

Depth to top and bottom of well
screen

= E.C.Jordan, 1990
=  Woodard and Curran, 1995
= Summit, 2007

Water levels

Measured groundwater level,
reported as elevation

= E.C.Jordan, 1990
=  Woodard and Curran, 1995
=  Summit, 2007

=  Ledgewater Monitoring Well
Groundwater Elevations, 2023

Depth to rock

Best estimate for depth to rock at
drilled wells, including either
observed depth to rock, refusal
depth, bottom of boring, or bottom
of well screen

= E.C.Jordan, 1990
=  Woodard and Curran, 1995
= Summit, 2007

1976 Seismograph survey

Estimated depth to bedrock at a
series of seismic shot holes
completed between the pit area and
the lake

E. C. Jordan, 1990

1995 Seismic profiles

Four seismic refraction profiles, each
approximately 1,000 feet long,

establishing depth to bedrock at 50-
foot intervals along each seismic line

Woodard and Curran, 1995

Bedrock outcrop locations

Location and estimated elevation of
confirmed bedrock outcrop

E. C. Jordan, 1990

Bedrock elevation contours

Estimated bedrock surface elevation
interpreted by historic reports

= E.C.Jordan, 1990
=  Woodard and Curran, 1995

More recent water level data and site maps were incorporated into the 3DVA model, including ten
rounds of measured groundwater elevations from June 2015 to March 2023 at a subset of wells.

Eight of the ten rounds of groundwater level data monitored only three wells—MW-101, MW-205,
and MW-301. Measurements were collected at a different set of four monitoring wells in September
2022 (MW-6, MW-7, MW-8, and MW-707). The same four wells were monitored in March 2023

along with a fifth well MW-12.
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Thirty-three well locations with groundwater level measurements are included in the 3DVA model.
Since these wells were installed during multiple investigations spanning two decades, there has
never been a synoptic round of water level measurements collected at all locations, nor could there
be in the future as many of these wells have been abandoned or destroyed. The most complete
rounds of water level monitoring were pieced together and viewed side by side to determine
groundwater flow directions across the entire area of interest, including 12 wells measured on
August 9, 2007, 16 wells measured on May 24, 1990, and 5 wells measured on June 23, 1995.
Groundwater flow directions determined from these three measurement rounds were cross
checked against rounds of measurements collected for smaller subsets of wells and found to be
generally consistent over time, including in more recent measurements from 2022 and 2023.

Measurements of depth to bedrock from all historic reports were used to interpolate a new top of
bedrock layer. This dataset included a mixture of logged depth to rock in boreholes, seismic
profiles, and estimated depth to bedrock based on drilling refusal, bottom of boring, or bottom of
well screen.

The 3DVA model was presented to LAWPC at their June 14, 2023 meeting, along with a summary of
observations. A video walkthrough of the 3DVA model was also provided on July 10, 2023. This
technical memorandum reflects the summary of observations from the LAWPC meeting, along with
recommendations and next steps for possible field investigations.

Possible Field Hydrogeologic Investigations

As discussed above, the 3DVA model allows for historic data from multiple sources to be viewed
and analyzed together in an integrated project space. The goal for this project was to more clearly
correlate the historical data and understand the areas that would require further field investigation
to delineate the watershed boundary inside the “DWP Potential Boundary” area shown in Figure 1.
The 3DVA can provide guidance for narrowing the scope of field hydrogeologic investigations,
which may include:

= Monitoring wells - these would provide gauging of the groundwater, but also provide
information during construction of the depth to bedrock and ground profile. The following
are specific types of monitoring wells, with information on the data they would provide:

* Shallow water table well - also referred to as sand and gravel wells, these wells are
replenished through surface recharge.

* Deep overburden wells - location with glacial till overlying the bedrock, separating the
sand and gravel well from the bedrock well. This can also create aquifers under pressure
(also known as artesian wells).

¢ Bedrock wells - wells located in solid rock, often with fractures that transmit usable
quantities of water.
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= Fracture trace analysis and outcrop mapping - this would provide information on locations of
bedrock fractures, prominent fracture zones, and orientation of fractures to better
understand possible bedrock groundwater flow.

= Slug testing at newly installed monitoring wells, including falling and rising head tests at each
well location. A slug test is where the water level in a “control” well is caused to change
suddenly, and the water level response in the control well and surrounding wells is
measured. It provides information on the hydraulic properties of the aquifer.

Over the course of a year, three rounds of groundwater gauging at the newly installed wells and
existing wells would be recommended, including seasonal high and low gauging rounds. Additional
aerial survey should be completed including well location and elevation survey (aerial and ground
survey of study area).

Summary of 3DVA Observations and Field Hydrogeologic
Investigation Recommendations

The data, water level evaluations, and interpolated bedrock surfaces in the 3DVA model were used
to assess groundwater flow as it relates to the watershed boundary. This section summarizes the
desktop evaluation for each area of interest.

Area of Uncertainty
Summary of Observations

The area of uncertainty is located near and to the east of an area of high bedrock (so called “bedrock
knob”) near the center of Figure 1, where three triangles indicate the location and elevation of
bedrock outcrops. Groundwater level data near the bedrock knob indicate that the water table is in
bedrock and is above lake level based on surrounding well data. However, in the reviewed reports
there is no well data to indicate bedrock flow direction in this area. Groundwater level data
indicate a water table in the sand and gravel level above lake level in the area to the east of the
bedrock knob. Available data indicates groundwater flow is generally eastwards in this area, but
groundwater may flow either to the northeast, discharging to the lake, or flow to the southeast
towards a creek, discharging to the Androscoggin River.

Topography indicates surface drainage flows to the east and southeast towards the creek and
ultimately the Androscoggin River. The northern limit of the area of uncertainty coincides with an
approximate surface drainage divide indicated by topography. To the south of the uncertainty band,
groundwater level and groundwater quality data indicate that the water table is in the surficial
sand and gravel with a flow direction away from the lake.

Available data in this area are still inconclusive with respect to precise the location of the
watershed divide. Water level data from wells MW-206 and MW-301, located near the northern
limit, indicate a northward component of groundwater flow (Figure 3). The creek starts to the east
of MW-10. The groundwater level at MW-10 is similar to MW-206 and MW-301. Seismic survey
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groundwater flow directions and the divide location. The flow model estimate would not be
definitive but could assist in developing an efficient field program.

Three or more additional monitoring wells, including borings to bedrock, would likely be needed to
better delineate the watershed boundary in this area. The groundwater modeling would help
identify suitable locations for these wells. Any new wells installed in the future should be surveyed,
and water levels should be measured synoptically with other wells in the area at least three times
over the course of a year.

Area Abutting Berry Farm
Summary of Observations

A topographic high near the southwest of the Gracelawn Pit property forms the watershed
boundary in the area abutting the Berry Farm. Local surface drainage in this area diverts flow to the
south to a culvert beneath Mt. Auburn Avenue and away from Lake Auburn (Figure 4).

Figure 4 - 3DVA Screenshot of Topography near Area Abutting Berry Farm

Gracelawn Watershed Delineation 3D Model Memo Final 2023 07 31



E. Kidd
July 31, 2023
Page 9

No borings or wells have been installed in this area of the property, so stratigraphy or water level
data are not available for evaluation. Monitoring wells installed during the 2007 investigation
(Summit) just north and east of this area indicate that surficial sand and gravel groundwater levels
are below lake level with a gradient to the south and away from the lake (Figure 5). It is unknown
whether the surficial sand and gravel aquifer characterized by the nearby monitoring wells is
continuous across the entire property. Where the sand and gravel aquifer is continuous and below
lake level, groundwater can be expected to flow away from the lake.

L e

Figure 5 - Groundwater Level Contours near Area Abutting Berry Field (Feet)

However, high bedrock may be present in this area at elevations higher than lake level (~260 feet)
that could divert groundwater beneath some of the property towards the lake. The 1990
investigation (E. C. Jordan) reports a bedrock outcrop at elevation 325 feet approximately 800 feet
south of the southwest corner of the property.
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Recommendations for Further Watershed Boundary Refinement

The current watershed boundary represents a conservative boundary in the area abutting the
Berry Farm. Field work would be required for a definitive assessment of bedrock and groundwater
levels in this area if further watershed boundary refinement is desired. Two or three borings would
likely be needed to reasonably characterize the bedrock surface in this area. Depending on
conditions encountered, monitoring wells should be completed at one of the boring locations, at
least, and possibly at all boring locations. It might be necessary for one or more of the wells to be
completed in bedrock. Groundwater levels at any new wells installed in the future should be
measured synoptically with other wells in the area.

Main Pit Area
Summary of Observations

Groundwater levels measured at 16 monitoring wells in the Gracelawn Pit indicate that
groundwater levels in the sand and gravel aquifer in most of the pit is below lake level with a
gradient to the south away from the lake. Groundwater level data from 1990 to 2023 consistently
shows this groundwater flow direction (Figure 6).

Stratigraphy in the main pit area circled in Figure 1 includes a sand and gravel aquifer, a thin layer
of till, and underlying bedrock. The saturated thickness of the sand and gravel aquifer is
approximately 0 to 30 feet. A thin layer of till and bedrock underlie the sand and gravel. There is no
water level or transmissivity data for the underlying bedrock. Additional field work would be
required to characterize bedrock groundwater.

Glacial till between the sand and gravel and the bedrock could semi-confine the bedrock aquifer,
making it possible that bedrock water levels in the main pit area shown in Figure 1 are above lake
level with a gradient towards the lake. If bedrock flow is towards the lake, the bedrock head will be
higher than the sand and gravel head, preventing flow from the sand and gravel to the bedrock.
Surface recharge in this area will be intercepted by the water table and flow away from the lake.

Recommendations for Further Watershed Boundary Refinement

The “DWP Potential Boundary” represents a conservative depiction of the watershed boundary in
the main pit area. Additional data collection would be needed to determine bedrock water levels
and evaluate potential bedrock groundwater discharge to the lake if further watershed boundary
refinement is desired. This would likely include borings with wells completed in bedrock at three
locations. If feasible, any future bedrock wells should be located near existing sand and gravel
monitoring wells. Groundwater levels at any new bedrock wells should be measured synoptically
with other wells in the area. Slug tests should be performed in any future bedrock wells to estimate
transmissivity and groundwater flow rate in the bedrock.
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Figure 6 - Groundwater Flow Contours near Main Pit Area
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Conclusions and Recommended Next Steps

Through evaluation of the historical data using the 3DVA model, CDM Smith confirms that the “DWP
Potential Boundary” on Figure 1 is a conservative watershed boundary that can be established
without further investigations. Topography and hydrogeologic data confirm that both surface
drainage and groundwater flow outside of the “DWP Potential Boundary” is away from the lake.
While the topography indicates that the surface watershed boundary is closer to the lake than the
“DWP Potential Boundary” line in some areas, there is not enough subsurface data to make the
same conclusion about groundwater flow with certainty.

If there is a want for additional refinement of the watershed boundary in the three areas of interest,
targeted field investigations and groundwater flow modeling would be needed to confirm the
direction of groundwater flow, including:

= Groundwater flow modeling in the area of uncertainty;

= Three or more additional monitoring wells, including borings to bedrock, to better delineate
the watershed boundary in the area of uncertainty. The groundwater modeling would help
identify the suitable number and locations for these wells;

= Two or three borings would likely be needed to reasonably characterize the bedrock surface
in the area abutting the Berry Farm. Depending on conditions encountered, monitoring wells
could be completed at one of the boring locations, at least, and possibly at all boring locations.
It might be necessary for one or more of the wells to be completed in bedrock;

= Two or three borings with wells completed in bedrock would likely be needed in the vicinity
of the main pit area circled in Figure 1. If feasible, the bedrock wells could be located near
existing sand and gravel monitoring wells;

= Slug test should be performed in the new wells to estimate transmissivity and groundwater
flow rate in the bedrock;

= All new wells could be surveyed; and

= Groundwater levels at the new wells in all three areas of interest could be measured
synoptically with other wells in the Gracelawn area at least three times over the course of a
year.

If the results of the field investigations indicate groundwater flow from bedrock into the lake,
bedrock fracture trace and analysis and outcrop mapping could be conducted at a later date to
better understand bedrock groundwater flow patterns of the watershed area.
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RED ALERT:

PFAS COST RECOVERY PROGRAM
DEADLINE APPROACHING

SETTLEMENT UPDATE

$12.5 Billion Settlement with 3M Company

Napoli Shkolnik, along with Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead and Interim Class Counsel, is proud to announce a $12.5 billion settlement with 3M Company

in the ongoing multi-district litigation over the contamination of drinking water with toxic per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (“PFAS")
resulting from the widespread use of aqueous film-forming foam (“AFFF"). This historic class action settlement agreement resolves the claims
of Public Water Systems across the country that have been impacted by actual or threatened contamination of their water systems with PFAS.

This proposed class settlement is the result of many months of negotiations between the parties and is subject to approval by Judge
Richard M. Gergel, who was assigned in December 2018 to oversee the ongoing MDL proceedings in the United States District Court
for the District of South Carolina.

$1.185 Billion Settlement with Dupont, Chemours, Corteva

Napoli Shkolnik is pleased to announce a major breakthrough in the pursuit of justice for water providers and their communities affected
by PFAS contamination in the United States. Working diligently alongside our co-leads, we have successfully settled the material terms with
defendants DuPont, Chemours, and Corteva regarding their responsibility for the PFAS contamination of public water systems and the
associated costs of treatment.

Under the terms of the agreement, DuPont, Chemours, and Corteva acknowledge their role in the PFAS contamination crisis and must
provide financial compensation for the cost of treatment necessary to address the contamination their ‘forever chemicals’ caused.

If your utility has any detections of PFAS, let us help you file a complaint immediately to benefit from any impending
settlement. Even if your utility hasn't tested yet, please register so you do not miss out on any potential future benefits.

The deadline is fast approaching for water utilities and municipalities to register for the
PFAS Cost Recovery Program and Multi-District Litigation, In Re: Aqueous Film-Forming
Foams (AFFF) Products Liability Litigation, MDL No. 2873 (D.S.C.)

On March 14, 2023 EPA Proposed National Mandatory Maximum Contaminant Levels

The key details include:
PFOA and PFOS will be subject to a MCL of 4 ppt (parts per trillion). This will be determined by
a running annual average. The MCLG for PFOA and PFOS will be zero.

4 additional PFAS (PFNA, PFHxS, PFBS, and GenX) will be subject to an MCL determined by a unitless
“hazard index"- which will be the sum of the individual ratios of these 4 PFAS. This is intended to
regulate the individual chemicals plus a mixture of these chemicals.

The rule contains standard monitoring, public notice, and treatment requirements.

EPA is taking comments for 60 days on the rule, plus their decision to regulate the 4 additional PFAS.
The rule is expected to be finalized at the end of 2023 or the beginning of 2024. Compliance will
begin 3 years after the rule is promulgated.

REGISTER TODAY: FREE LEGAL CONSULTATION
www.WaterUtilitySettlement.com NO UPFRONT LEGAL FEES

Copyright © 2023 Napoli Shkolnik PLLC Attorneys At Law. All rights reserved. Attorney advertising. Prior results do not guarantee similar outcomes.



ALREADY REGISTERED? BE SURE YOUR UTILITY HAS

SIGNED THE REQUIRED RETAINER AGREEMENT.

There is zero cost to register into the litigation and if there is no recovery
specifically for your utility, there is zero cost to the utility.

More information and/or to request a presentation to your utility.

Contact SAM WADE at (580) 917-1425.

WHAT SETS US APART

Nationwide A

Cost

Representation Recovery Program

Experience Managing Large, Complex Litigation
Dedicated Environmental Department

Regular Communication

Conflict Free, Work with Local Counsel
Investigative Resources

Customized Approach

Personalized Attention

YOUR TEAM

Paul J. Napoli

Partner Partner

Sam Wade

Water Consultant
former NRWA CEQ

Engineer

NAPOLI
SHKOLNIKPLLC

ATTORNMNEYS AT LAW

Andrew Croner

Thomas Jawin
Environmental

Cost Recovery, Not Punitive

Does not impact local companies

No Upfront costs, but you must register

Zero cost if no recovery specifically for your system

Positive Action for the Rate Payer

Coral Odiot-Rivera

Partner

Steve Acquario
Of Counsel

PRINCIPAL OFFICE

360 LEXINGTON AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10017

Copyright © 2023 Napoli Shkolnik PLLC Attarneys At Law. All rights reserved. Attorney advertising. Prior results do not guarantee similar outcomes.
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