
GROUNDWATER-SURFACE WATER INTERFACE (GSI) RESPONSE ACTIVITY PLAN 
Review and Comments.   
 
I have reviewed the GSI Plan by GZA/Wolverine and have 3 serious concerns.   
 

1. Data Integrity.  PFOS has the lowest GSI value it is 12 ppt compared to 12,000 ppt for PFOA.  GZA 
states in their report “PFAS analytical data from the groundwater monitoring wells, VAP 
samples, and residential water well samples collected until December 2019 were combined and 
used for the interpolation of isoconcentration maps. Where data from multiple sampling depths 
or sampling events are available at one location, the maximum concentrations were used during 
interpolation. It is important to note that the isoconcentration maps were geostatistically 
interpolated from spatially distributed point data, therefore they may overestimate the 
concentrations or extents in areas where data points were relatively sparse.”  I have attached 
the PFOS+PFOA plume map from MPART and the PFOS plume map from the GSI Plan and many 
differences are present.  Most notable is the disappearance of the plume in the area I have 
circled in red.  I am not sure what GZA did in there analysis to make this section of the plume go 
away but we should request that EGLE conduct an independent review of the plume extent and 
make sure that the information concerning plume dimensions and extent are accurate in the 
plan.   

2. The proposed GSI sampling locations are shown in Figure 3.  Note that there are no GSI sampling 
locations in any of the lakes or tributaries of the Rogue River.  I asked Karen Vorce about this 
and her reply was “The consent decree requires investigation of the Rogue River in areas where 
there is most concern of groundwater venting into surface water above cleanup criteria based 
on the existing conceptual site model of when the consent decree became effective.  The GSI 
investigation areas were selected based on those locations having the greatest potential for the 
groundwater contamination to be venting to surface waters. Additionally, keep in mind that 
additional response actions and work will be done to further restrict and control PFAS sources at 
the House Street and Tannery sites as laid out in the consent decree. The consent decree also 
outlines the State’s Reservation of Rights (Section 22) if previously unknown contamination is 
identified in the study area in the future.”  Even though the Consent Decree limits the GSI 
investigation to the Rogue River.  There will be fishing advisories on the affected lakes and PFOA 
will be impacting the biota of tributaries unless groundwater discharges are curtailed.  In 
addition, the tributaries will still serve as a source of PFAS and contribute to the foaming 
problem.  We should request that these locations be investigated and remediated. 

3. I am concerned about the number of pore water samples Wolverine is collecting.  Pore water 
will be used to define the amount of PFOS entering the Rogue River and Wolverine is proposing 
to collect only one sample in areas where high levels of PFAS may be entering the river (in 
yellow on Figure 4).  There should be a minimum of 5 samples collected (1 in the center, 1 at 
each boundary, and 1 in between the center and boundary) in the yellow concentration areas.  I 
addition, 10% of the locations should be field duplicates where a replicate pore water well is 
installed and sampled to determine the precision of their sampling program.  Field duplicates 
are common in environmental investigations and important when critical measurements are 
taken in heterogeneous areas like the river bottom.    

 

 



 

Figure 1. MPART Plume Map of PFOS+PFOA



 

Figure 2.  Wolverine/GZA Plume map of PFOA. 



 
Figure 3.  Proposed  GSI Sampling Location 



Figure 4.  Total PFAS Plume Map 


